
CITY OF OREGON CITY 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
320 WARNER MILNE ROAD 

TEL 657-0891 
OREGON CITY, OREGON 97045 

FAX 657-7892 

PLANNING COMMISSON 
WORK SESSION AGENDA 

City Hall - Lunch Room 

August 20, 2003 at 5:30 P.M. 

The 2003 Planning Commission Agendas, including Staff Reports and Minutes, are available on the 
Oregon City Web Page (www.orcity.org) under PLANNING. 

WORKSESSION: 
5:30 p.m. 1. Continuation of the August 11, 2003 Work Session 

Proposed Code Amendments to the Oregon City Municipal Code 

8:30 p.m 2. Adjourn 

NOTE: HEARING TJME AS NOTED ABOVE IS TENTATIVE. FOR SPECIAL ASSISTANCE DUE TO DISABILITY, PLEASE CALL 
CITY HALL, 657-0891, 48 HOURS PRIOR TO MEETING DATE. 
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CITY OF OREGON CITY 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
320 WARNER MILNE ROAD 

TEL (503) 657-0891 
OREGON CITY, OREGON 97045 

FAX (503) 657-7892 

AGENDA 
City Commission Chambers - City Hall 

August 25, 2003 at 7:00 P.M . 

The 2003 Planning Commission Agendas, including Staff Reports and Minutes, are 
available on the Oregon City Web Page (www.orcity.org) under PLANNING. 

7:00 p.m. I. 

7:01 p.m. 2. 

7:02 p.m. 3. 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

CALL TO ORDER 

PUBLIC COMMENT ON ITEMS NOT LISTED ON AGENDA 

HEARINGS: 

MD 03-01 (Quasi-Judicial Modification to approved Planned Unit Development), City of 
Oregon City, Request to remove a road connection to Glen Oak Road and replace the connection 
with a pedestrian bridge and the creation of a grass-crete fire/maintenance access turnaround 
within the approved Glen Oak Meadows Planned Unit Development. The property is located at 
14608 Glen Oak Road and identified as Map 3S-2E-16A, Tax Lot 800. 

PD 03-01 (Quasi-Judicial Planned Unit Development Hearing), Paul Reeder/Tom Sisul, 
Request for the approval of a 76-lot Planned Unit Development located on the properties 
identified as Map 3S-1E-1CD, Tax Lot 300 and 3S-IE-1A, Tax Lot 1700 (North side of Rose 
Road at the Rose Road/South End Road intersection). 

WR 03-01 (Quasi-Judicial Water Resource Hearing), Paul Reeder/Tom Sisul, Request for the 
approval of a Water Resource Determination and mitigation plan in association with the 
development of a 76-lot Planned Unit Development (PD 03-01) on the properties identified as 
Map 3S-1E-ICD, Tax Lot 300 and 3S-1E-IA, Tax Lot 1700 (North side of Rose Road at the 
Rose Road/South End Road intersection). 

VR 03-11 (Quasi-Judicial Variance Hearing), Paul Reeder/Tom Sisul, Request for the approval 
of a Variance to the pedestrian lighting standards within the 76-lot Planned Unit Development on 
the properties identified as Map 3S-IE-1CD, Tax Lot 300 and 3S-1E-1A, Tax Lot 1700 (North 
side of Rose Road at the Rose Road/South End Road intersection). 

4. ADJOURN 

NOTE: HEARING TIMES AS NOTED ABOVE ARE TENTATIVE. FOR SPECIAL ASSISTANCE DUE TO DISABILITY, PLEASE 
CALL CITY lIALL, 657-0891. 48 HOURS PRIOR TO MEETING DATE. 



CITY OF OREGON CITY 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
320 \VAR)'.;ER \1JLi'iE ROAD 

TE:L (503) 657-0891 

FILE NO.: 

APPLICANT: 

OWNER: 

REQUEST: 

LOCATION: 

REVIEWER: 

0REGOl'< CITY, OR.EGO'.\ 07045 
F.\X (503) 657-7892 

STAFF REPORT 
Type Ill Decision 

Date: August 15, 2003 

MD 03-01; Modification 

City of Oregon City 
320 Warner Milne Road 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 
Nancy Kraushaar, P.E., City Engineer/ Public Works Dir. 

Golden Pacific Homes 
8115 SE 82"' Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97266 

Modification to approved PUD (Glen Oaks Meadows) to 
remove a road connection to Glen Oak Road and replace 
with pedestrian bridge. Additionally, the proposal requests 
the creation of a grass-crete fire/maintenance access 
turnaround. 

14608 Glen Oak Road, Clackamas County Map 3-2E-16A 
Tax Lot 800 

Sean Cook, Associate Plmmer 
Jay Toll, P.E,, Senior Engineer 
Dan Drentlaw, AJCP, Community Development Director 

RECOMMENDATION: Approval 

The decision of the Planning C01nn11ssion is final unless appealed lo the City Co1nn1ission within ten (10) days following the decision 
in acconJance with OCMC 17 50. Only persons who participated either orally or in writing have standmg to appeal the decision o 
the Planning Com111iss1011. Grounds for the appeal arc li1n1ted to those issues raised either orally or m \>vTiting before the close of the 
public record If you have any questions about this application, please contact the planning division at (503) 657-0891 Th( 

application, dc-c.:ision (mcludmg spcc1 fie conditions of approval), and .'>upportmg documents arc avatlable for inspcct1011 at the Oreg01 
City !'Janning Division during scheduled business hours Copies of these documents arc a\·ailable (for a fee) upon request 



CRITERIA: 

Municipal Code 
Section 17.13 R-6/MH Single-Fam!ly Dwelling District 
Section 17 .50 Administration and Procedures 
Section 17.64.ISO(A) Final PUD Plan 
Section 17 .64 Planned Unit Development (PUD) 

BACKGROUND: 

The applicant (City of Oregon City) and the owner (Golden Pacific Homes) are 
requesting a Type Ill Modification to the approved Glen Oaks Meadows Platmcd Unit 
Development (Case File PD 99-01 ). This proposal is to remove a vehicle access (street) 
connection to Glen Oak Road and replace it with a pedestrian bridge. A new grass-crete 
fire access and utility maintenance road will also be provided to ensure safe fire 
protection access should the vehicle access to Glen Oak road be closed. If approved, the 
construction of the pedestrian bridge, the maintenance road, and other related 
improvements shall be constructed by the owner of the development. The site is located 
at 14608 Glen Oak Road and was approved for 57 residential dwelling units and open 
space on 9 .68 acres. A separate Type Tl Site Plan and Design Review approval was 
issued in January of2002 (SP 01-13), which provided improvements within the open 
space tract in Glen Oaks Meadows. The proposed modification does not change the 
approved final plat, including right-of-way dedications, lot sizes, open space tracts, etc, 
but only addresses the access onto Glen Oak Road. Therefore, the analysis of this 
proposal is limited to access (and natural resource) related criteria. 

BASIC FACTS: 

I. The site is zoned "R-6/MH" Single-Family Manufactured Home Dwelling District 
and is designated "LR/MH" Urban Low Density Residential on the Oregon City 
Comprehensive Plan. 

2. The subject property is located at 14608 Glen Oak Road, Clackamas County Map 3-
2E-16A Tax Lot 800. 

3. Transmittals on the proposal were sent to various City departments, affected agencies 
and property owners within 300 feel and the Caufield Neighborhood Association. 
Other agency comments that affect the proposed application are incorporated into the 
analysis and findings section below. Comments were received from the Caufield 
Neighborhood Association. This letter is presented in Exhibit 3 and is briefly 
summarized below. 

Mike Mermelstein, 20114 Kimberly Rose Drive, Land Use Chairman.for the Caufield 
Neighborhood Association. 



Jn brief, the author states that the Glen Oaks Meadows development was approved with a 
street connection to Glen Oak Road (Mossy Meadows Avenue) and the road should 
remain. The author states that it is unacceptable that the traffic from Glen Oaks Meadows 
and the Meadowood subdivision be routed through Pioneer Place (Heider Drive). 

SUMMARY OF ISSUES: 

Reasons for the Modification 

The Glen Oaks Meadows PUD was approved with a street accessing Glen Oak Road. As 
contained in Exhibit 4, the City Engineer has described the reasons and benefits 
associated with removing this particular vehicular access and approving the modification. 
In summary, the environmental and transportation benefits associated with the requested 
closure includes: 

• Elimination of a stream crossing which will enhance the riparian value and fish 
habitat of the Caufield Creek natural resource; 

• Elimination of unsafe intersection spacing that does not meet street design standards; 

• and Enhancement of the capacity of Glen Oak Road, classified as a collector in our 
transportation system plan (TSP), by limiting access points. 

These points and other are described further in this report. 

Reasons against the Modification 

A potential negative impact resulting from the modification is a temporary increase in 
automobile traffic onto Heider Drive until an alternative access is provided through a 
development proposed directly west of Glen Oaks Meadows. Until this occurs, Heider 
Drive would be the main street used for ingress and egress for Glen Oaks Meadows and 
the Meadowood subdivision. The Meadowood subdivision is located to the south of Glen 
Oaks Meadows. Currently, Meadowood (a 42-lot subdivision) has received Planning 
approval and is in the Engineering Review process. Unlike Glen Oaks Meadows, the plat 
for Mcadowood has not been approved or recorded. Additionally, the City has received 
an application for a new 28-unit PUD (Bailey Estates) west and adjacent to Glen Oaks 
Meadows. This application is currently being reviewed for completeness by the Planning 
Division. Subject to change and pending approval, this development has been proposed 
with a street connection to Glen Oak road that would route traffic from Meadowood and 
Glen Oaks Meadows to Glen Oak road. 

See Exhibit 2 for the location of the streets, subdivisions, and other developments 
involved with this proposed modification. 



ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS: 

The analysis and findings presented below in this report reflect the proposed modification 
to the approved Glen Oaks Meadows PUD and shall specifically address criteria only as it 
relates to the proposed changes per OCMC 17.64.150, which states: 

A. !fthe planning manager determines that thefznal PUD plan submitted by the applicant 
materially deviates from the approved preliminwy PUD plan, review of the final PUD 
plan shall be referred to the planning commission for a public hearing and a 
determination of consisrency with the preliminary PUD plan approval standards. Jn that 
event, the planning commission may limit the hearing to issues directly affected by the 
clement that was the material deviation. All other aspecrs o(the preliminary PUD plan 
not directly affected by the material deviation shall not he addressed. 

A. PUD Approval Criteria: 

Section 17.64. I 20. This section identifies the effected PUD plan approval criteria. 

CRITERION 1: 17. 64. 120.A. The proposed preliminary PUD plan is consistent 
with the purpose of this chapter set forth in Section I 7.64. OJ 0 and 
any applicable goals and policies of the Oregon City 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Consistency with the Planned Unit Development purpose: 

Section 17.64.010.B. The purpose of this section is "To preserve existing natural 
features and amenities and/or provide useful common open space available to the 
residents and users of the proposed PUD. Specifically, it can be accomplished throngh 
the PUD process by preserving existing natural features and amenities, or by creating new 
neighborhood amenities. 

Section I 7.64.01 O.C. This section requires 'To protect and enhance public safety on 
sites with natural or other hazards and development constrains through the clustering of 
development on those portions that are suitable for development. 

Analysis: This application achieves the objectives of both preserving and enhancing the 
natural features and amenities on the site and creating new amenities. The application 
allows the additional re-creation of the natural features of Caufield Creek. The originally 
approved PUD application allowed for an approximately 50 foot wide road crossing over 
Caufield Creek and wetlands consisting of boxed culverts approximately 80 feet in length 
and associated footings within the wetland. The modification application replaces this 
road crossing with a five-foot wide timber pedestrian bridge that will completely span the 
enhanced wetlands on the site. As originally proposed with the PUD, wetland 
enhancements consist of replacing the existing degraded creek and wetlands with a more 
natural open stream planted with native vegetation creating an enlarged riparian area, 



which will improve water quality and provide wildlife habitat. In addition, the location 
of the pedestrian bridge provides a direct connection between Glen Oak Road and the 
open space park amenity and trail system on the site and will be in alignment with a 
pedestrian cross walk on Glen Oak Road creating direct access to the open space park 
area and a safer environment for pedestrians. 

Conclusion: The applicant's proposal meets this standard. 

Consistency of the proposed development with Comprehensive Plan: 

Natural Resources Goal: Preserve and manage our scarce natural resources while 
building a livable urban development. 

The applicant has met this standard by providing for a pedestrian bridge instead of a 50-
foot wide stream crossing. Road crossings have negative impacts on riparian areas due to 
the loss of vegetative areas and increased amount of impervious surface. The proposal 
also allows for additional re-creation of the natural features of Caufield Creek. 

The proposal also improves the open space amenity by creating a more significant 
enhanced natural resource area. This proposal will improve the quality of the open space 
park area and its usefulness as an amenity for active recreational use by the community. 

The applicant also sites relevant State Land Use Goal 5 objectives (Fish and Wildlife 
protection) as described in detail in Exhibit 4. 

Transportation: The Oregon City Transportation System Plan (TSP) is an ancillary 
document of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Glen Oak Road is a collector according to the TSP. As such, the TSP states that .. . as 
Oregon City continues to grow, its street system will hecome more heavily traveled. 
Consequently, it will hecome increasing importanl to manage access on collector street 
syslems in order to preserve carrying capacily. The City of Oregon City will implement 
access management measures to limit the numher of redundant access points along 
roadways. This will enhance roadway capacity and henefit circulation. 

Additionally, standards stated from the TSP arc described further throughout this report. 
As such, standards from the TSP arc consistent with the policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

Conclusion: Based on the above analysis, the proposed Modification satisfies this 
standard. 

CRITERION 2 Section J 7.64. I 20.B. The proposed preliminmy PUD plan meets the 
applicable requirements of the underlying zoning district, any 
applicahle overlay zone (e.g., Chapters I 7.44 and J 7.49) and 

" 



applicable provisions a/Title 16 of this code, unless an adjustment 
from any these requirements is specifically allowed pursuant to this 
chapter. 

This standard directs us to Title 16 of the Oregon City Municipal Code, which addresses 
the creation of safe and well-design streets and street layouts. These following sections 
have been reviewed the Engineering Division (Exhibit 5) and the City Engineer (Exhibit 
4). 

16.12,020 Street design--Generally. 

The location, width and grade of street shall be considered in relation to: existing and 
planned streets, topographical conditions, public convenience and safety for all modes of 
travel, existing and identified future transit routes and pedestrian/bicycle accessways, and 
the proposed use of land to be served by the streets. The street system shall assure an 
adequate traffic circulation system with intersection angles, grades, tangents and curves 
appropriate for the traffic to be caiTied considering the terrain. 

Analysis: This section was reviewed the City Engineering Division (Exhibit 5). The 
applicant has not proposed a change to the street design other than the connection of the 
proposed Mossy Meadows A venue to Glen Oak Road. An emergency vehicle turn­
around loop has been proposed at the northern end of Mossy Meadows Avenue. This 
vehicle turnaround will be made of grass-crcte and marked with curbs and signs as 
required by the Clackamas County Fire District. A letter prepared by Todd Mobley of 
Lancaster Engineering suggests that Heider Drive will provide an adequate street 
connection to Glen Oaks Meadows; however, it may be temporarily slightly overloaded if 
Glen Oaks Meadows and Meadowood are fully built and occupied prior to the 
development to the adjacent west (Bailey Estates) street construction. Bailey Estates, 
which is a current application into the City for Review, shows a street connection to Glen 
Oak Road that would potentially alleviate traffic impacts on Heider Drive. Bailey Estates 
is a new application, which is being reviewed for completeness and has not yet received 
City approval. 

In addition to the review by the Engineer Division, the applicant has addressed the 
transportation issues involved in this proposal. Detailed infomiation about this is 
presented in Exhibit 4. The following is a summary of infonnation provided by the City 
Engineer: 

Intersection Spacing 

There are two existing local street accesses on Glen Oak Road in the vicinity of Glen 
Oaks Meadows. If the approved Mossy Meadows Avenue was constructed it would lie 
between these two accesses, High School Lane and Heider Drive. Heider Drive existed 
when Glen Oaks Meadows was originally approved, but High School Lane did not exist. 



The Oregon City High School site plan resulted in High School Lane being located along 
the school's west property line in order to maximize use of the site for sports fields, etc. 

The previously approved access to Glen Oaks Meadows docs not meet two important 
street design standards that pertain to minimum intersection spacing and allowable 
intersection offset distances. 

The Oregon City Transportation System Plan (TSP) prescribes mimmum intersection 
spacing standards for the five functional street classifications in Oregon City (local street, 
neighborhood collector, collector, minor arterial, and major arterial). The minimum 
spacing between local streets accessing a collector is 300 feet. The spacing between High 
School Lane and Mossy Meadows would be approximately I 06 feet, and the spacmg 
between Mossy Meadows and Heider Drive would be approximately 254 feet. 

In addition Oregon City Municipal Code (OCMC) 16.12.050 requires that for local 
streets that are staggered and result in ''T" intersections shall, whenever practicable, leave 
a minimum distance of 200 feet, and in no case shall be less than I 00 feet. The I 06-foot 
spacing between High School Lane and Mossy Meadows raises concerns because the 
spacing approaches the absolute minimum and falls below the recommended minimum. 

Future Impacts 

The opportunity to eliminate the Mossy Meadows Avenue stream crossing will have a 
positive impact on Caufield Creek. ln addition, the approved plat for Glen Oaks 
Meadows represents future safety concerns and pcnnancnt negative traffic impacts on the 
collector because design standards cannot be met with the recent addition of High School 
Lane. The City has the opportunity to correct these problems by restricting direct access 
to Glen Oak Road to pedestrians and bicycles. 

The applicant understands that Glen Oaks Meadows residents will rely on Heider, 
Coquille, and Quinalt Streets to access Glen Oak Road until another route is available, 
however, this impact will be temporary. Based on the development sequence in the past 
and vacant land in the area, future subdivisions are expected to be constructed in the near 
future that will provide a well-connected transportation network for the community. 
Careful planning of the transportation network at this time is critical given the presence of 
the natural resource in the area. The applicant suggests that by the time Glen Oaks 
Meadows is built out, an alternate route will he available to the west that will eliminate 
the temporary traffic impacts. 

Conclusion: The applicant has met this standard. 

16.12.050 Street design--Alignment. 

As far as is practicable, streets other than local or constrained streets shall be aligned with 
existing streets by continuation of the center lines. For local streets, staggered street 



alignment resulting in "T" intersections shall, wherever practicable, leave a minimum 
distance of two hundred feet between the center lines of streets having approximately the 
same direction and, in no case, shall be less than one hundred feet. The minimum distance 
between streets intersecting a collector or arterial shall be five hundred feet between 
center lines, unless the decision-maker finds that a lesser distance will not pose a safety 
hazard. This standard was supcrceded with the Adoption of the Transportation System 
Plan (TSP) in April of2001. As such, the current intersection spacing distance for a local 
street and a collector street (Glen Oak Road) is 300 feet. 

Analysis: Street spacing and alignment was previously discussed in detail in Section 
16.12.020. In summary, as constructed, the distance between High School Lane and 
Heider Drive is approximately 360 feet. The spacing between High School Lane and 
Mossy Meadows is approximately I 06 feel, and the spacing between Mossy Meadows 
and Heider Drive is approximately 254 feet. The approval for these streets, based on the 
intersection spacing, was historically granted erroneously by the City. As such, the 
applicant is requesting this modification to alleviate the existing condition. 

Conclusion: The applicant has met this standard. 

16.12.150 Street design--Pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Where deemed necessary to ensure public safety, reduce traffic hazards and 
promote the welfare of pedestrians, bicyclists and residents of the subject area, the 
decision-maker may require that local streets be so designed as to discourage their 
use by nonlocal automobile traffic. 

Analysis: This standard addresses public safety and the promotion of pedestrian and 
bicycle welfare. As previously discussed, the applicant is requesting the construction of a 
pedestrian bridge to provide safe access for pedestrian and bicyclist to Glen Oak Road 
from the development. The elimination of a public street crossing would reduce the 
number of potential automotive and pedestrian conflict points associated with the creation 
of Mossy Meadow Avenue. 

Conclusion: The applicant's proposal meets this standard. 

CRITERION 3 

CRITERION 4 

No phasing has been proposed as part of this application. This 
standard is not applicable. 

Section I 7.64. I 20.D. The applicant has demonstrated that all 
public services andfacilities have adequate capacity to serve the 
proposed development or adequate capacity is assured to be 
available concurrent with development. 

Analysis: With regard to water, sewer, storm, and drainage facilities, all of the 
improvements required by the Engineering Division that were part of the original 



approvals will be provided. The proposed modifications to remove a street connection 
and replace it with a five-foot wide timber pedestrian bridge do not require the use or 
upgrade of any of these facilities. 

With regard to transportation issues, the proposal improves safety by removing a vehicle 
access to Glen Oak Road in order prevent a conflict between the location of this access 
intersection and an access intersection on the no1ih side of Glen Oak Road (High School 
Lane). Pedestrian connectivity and safety will be improved with the addition of a 
pedestrian bridge between the open space park area and sidewalks and a cross walk on 
Glen Oak Road. Additionally, information provided by Lancaster Engineering (Exhibit 6) 
reports that Heider Drive will provide an adequate street connection for Glen Oaks 
Meadows. Additionally, future relief to Heider Drive appears to be the approval of an 
adjacent development (Bailey Estates). which proposes a connection to Glen Oak Road. 
This adjacent development has a current application in process with the City of Oregon 
City. It should be noted that while not yet approved, the creation of a road connection to 
Glen Oak road as a part of Bailey Estates would not cross Caufield Creek. Caufield Creek 
is located across the road along the frontage of the Bailey Estates project. 

Conclusion: The proposal has met this standard. 

Planned Unit Development standards: 

The modification of this application only applies to various impacted criteria of Section 
17.64.40. 

Section 17.64.040.E. This section requires the applicant demonstrate that adequate 
water, sewer, storm water, and traffic and transportation 
infrastructure capacity to serve the proposed PUD. 

Analysis: No changes are proposed to water, sewer, and storm water. The material 
change involves traffic and transportation infrastructure only. 

With regards to transportation issues, the proposal improves safety by removing a vehicle 
access to Glen Oak Road in order prevent a conOict between the location of this access 
intersection and an access intersection on the north side of Glen Oak Road (High School 
Lane). Pedestrian connectivity and safety will he improved with the addition of a 
pedestrian bridge between the open space park area and sidewalks and a cross walk on 
Glen Oak Road. Additionally, information provided by Lancaster Engineering (Exhibit 6) 
reports that Heider Drive will provide an adequate street connection for Glen Oaks 
Meadows. Additionally, future relief to Heider Drive appears to be the approval of an 
adjacent development, which proposes a connection to Glen Oak Road. This adjacent 
development has a current application in process with the City of Oregon City. It should 
be noted that while not yet approved, the creation of a road connection to Glen Oak road 
as a part of Bailey Estates would not cross Caufield Creek. Caufield Creek is located 
across the road along the frontage of the Bailey Estates project. 

" 



Conclusion: The proposal has met this standard. 

Section 17.64.040.G. This section requires the applicant to preserve the natural features 
of the property by integrating the site plan design with the 
constraints of the subject property. 

Analysis: All of the necessary permits for the wetland enhancement plans associated with 
Caufield Creek, which will be constructed by the City in conjunction with improvements 
to Glen Oak Road, have been obtained from the Division of State Lands and the U.S. 
Army Corp of Engineers. These agencies have been made aware of the potential removal 
of the road crossing and addition of the pedestrian bridge. Since there are no impacts to 
the wetland additional permitting is not required. Elimination of a road crossing will be 
beneficial to the resource by creating a larger area for wetland enhancement, which will 
improve water quality and provide wildlife habitat. 

Conclusion: The applicant has met this standard. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION: 

Based on the analysis and findings contained in this staff report, staff recommends 
approval of the application for the modification to the Glen Oaks Meadows PUD. (MD 
03-0 I) for the prope11y located at 14608, Clackamas County Tax Map 3S-2E-16A, Tax 
Lot 800. 

Exhibits 
I. Site Plan of Glen Oaks Meadows with Modifications 
2. Vicinity Map with adjacent developments 
3. Comment Letter from Caufield Neighborhood Association 
4. "'lcmorandum from the City Engineer, dated August 14, 2003 
5. City Engineering Division comments 
6. Comments from Lancaster Engineering 
7. Comments from other City Departments (on-file) 
8. Applicant's application (on file) 
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Comments 
On 

Glen Oaks Meadows 
Request for Modification 

The Planned Unit Development (PUD) 99-01 for Glen Oaks Meadows was 
approved in June of 2000. The approved plan was to have Mossy Meadows 
Avenue intersect with Glen Oaks Road. The plan was to have Mossy 
Meadows Avenue as the major entrance and exit from the Glen Oaks 
Meadows sub-division. This plan would keep a significant amount of traffic 
out of the Pioneer Place sub-division. The proposed change request would 
close off Mossy Meadows Avenue before the intersection of Glen Oaks 
Road and route all of the traffic in the Glen Oaks Meadows sub-division to 
Heider Drive. This change is totally unacceptable. 

The plan for the Glen Oaks Meadows sub-division was established well 
before the access road from Oregon City High School was planned. 
Therefore, ifthere is a concern regarding any traffic problems, the alignment 
of the access road from the high school should be changed to intersect with 
Mossy Meadows A venue instead of changing the traffic pattern of the entire 
Glen Oaks Meadows tract. 

In the past few months, Centex Homes is planning a new sub-division, 
consisting of 42 single family homes. Centex Homes plan is to use Heider 
Drive as the only entrance and exit from that sub-division. Now Glen Oaks 
Meadows wants to change the initial plan from Mossy Meadows A venue to 
Heider Drive. 

Taking the 42 single family homes in the Centex development, the 38 single 
family homes along with the 8 in-law quarters in the Glen Oaks Meadows 
development increases the number of families in this area by 88. If one 
member of each family unit drives to work, the daily traffic on Heider Drive 
will increase by 176 vehicles. This does not include the number of people in 
these two tracts that will use Heider Drive for the casual trips to schools, 
shopping, doctor's visits, entertainment, etc. Therefore, I believe that the 
number of vehicles using Heider Drive will increase by at least 300 vehicles 
a day. This total does not include vehicles coming into the tract for mail 
delivery, trash pickup, and other services. 

EXHIBIT ----
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It was my understanding that Mossy Meadows A venue was the proposed 
access to the Centex development which would relieve even more traffic off 
of Heider Drive. The increase in the daily vehicular traffic on Heider Drive 
is totally unacceptable. This increase will have a significant impact on the 
safety of children who live in the Pioneer Place sub-division. Additionally, 
the number of cars leaving from Glen Oaks Meadows, the Centex sub­
division, and Pioneer Place in the morning will create a significant backlog 
of vehicles at Heider and Glen Oaks Road. 

Therefore, the original plan for Mossy Meadows Avenue should be 
maintained and the new proposal be rejected. 

IZZ/~"L-r,;,;,/ 
Mike Mermelstein 
Land Use Chairman 
Caufield Association of 
Home Owners 
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Sean Cook, Associate Planner 1/lq(';L-· 
Nancy J.T. Kraushaar, P.E., City Engineer/Public Wqpks Director 
August 14, 2003 

Fax (503) 657-7892 

Subject: Comments 
MD 03-01 - Glen Oak Meadows 

Introduction 

This memorandum will present the reasons why the City Engineer is recommending approval of 
the proposed plat modification, which will restrict the Mossy Meadows Avenue access off of 
Glen Oak Road to only pedestrian and bicycle traffic. This will result in a simple non-intrusive 
pedestrian bridge rather than a two-lane roadway with sidewalks over a culvert. 

There are valuable environmental and transportation benefits associated with the requested 
access management, including: 

• Eliminate a stream crossing which will enhance the riparian value and fish habitat of the 
Caufield Creek natural resource; 

• Mitigate unsafe intersection spacing that does not meet our street design standards; and 
• Enhance the capacity of Glen Oak Road, classified as a collector in our tranoportation 

system, by limiting access points 

Recognizing these benefits, I have asked the developer to cooperate to achieve the above 
benefits. We are therefore working together as co-applicants on the requested plat modification. 
Together, we reviewed alternative roadway locations on the property that could mitigate the 
intersection spacing issues; however, such realignments result in a reduction ofbuildable lots. 
The developer is not willing to accept the financial impacts of lot loss and will withdraw the 
application if the street alignment is changed. More important, however, realigning the road 
would not achieve the goal of improving the natural resource values of Caufield Creek. 

State Land Use Goal 5 - Fish and Wildlife Protection 

Oregon City has been working with Metro to establish new standards and guidelines for 
development along streams and in fish and wildlife habitat areas. Road crossings have negative 
impacts on riparian areas due to the loss of vegetative area and increased impervious surface and 
unnatural shading. Although specific minimum distances between stream crossings have not 
been adopted as a requirement for future development, minimizing stream crossings and 
eliminating them when possible is a credible best management practice, With fewer stream 
crossings, a higher overall value of stream and habitat functions can be expected. 

H: \word',,DES-REVU'1Modification \Glen Oak lvleadou 1s Access l'vfanagement.DOC 
Page I of3 
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Caufield Creek already is subject to numerous road crossings by virtue of its meandering channel 
(crossing Glen Oak Road three times between Heider and Highway 213) and miscellaneous road 
and driveway access points to Glen Oak Road. Future access points to Glen Oak Road should be 
strategized and carefully located to avoid additional stream crossings. 

Restricting the Glen Oak Meadows access from Glen Oak Road to pedestrians and bicycles 
provides the opportunity to eliminate a crossmg and thus rely on the Heider Drive crossing to the 
east and a future road connection to Glen Oak Road which would no1 cross the creek to the west 
for traffic circulation. The proposed pedestrian bridge would provide needed connectivity for 
pedestrians and bicycles from Glen Oak Meadows as well as future subdivisions to Glen Oak 
Road and the Oregon City High School. 

Intersection Spacing 

There are two existing local street accesses on Glen Oak Road in the vicinity of Glen Oak 
Meadows. If the approved Mossy Meadows Avenue was constructed it would lie between these 
two accesses, High School Lane and Heider Drive. Heider Drive existed when Glen Oak 
Meadows was originally approved, but High School Lane did not exist. The Oregon City High 
School site plan resulted in High School Lane being located along the school's west property line 
in order to maximize use of the site for sports fields, etc. 

The previously approved access to Glen Oak Meadows docs not meet two important street 
design standards that pertain to minimum inlersection spacing and allowable intersection offsel 
dis lances. 

The Oregon City Transportation System Plan (TSP) prescribes minimum intersection spacing 
standards for the five functional street classifications in Oregon City (local street, neighborhood 
collector, collector, minor arterial, and major arterial). The minimum spacing between local 
streets accessing a collector is 300 feet. The spacing between High School Lane and Mossy 
Meadows would be approximately I 06 feet, and the spacing between Mossy Meadows and 
Heider Drive would be approximately 254 feet. 

In addition Oregon City Municipal Code (OCMC) 16.12.050 requires that local streets that are 
staggered and result in "T" intersections shall, whenever practicable, leave a minimum distance 
of 200 feet, and in no case shall be less than I 00 feet. The I 06-foot spacing between High 
School Lane and Mossy Meadows Avenue raises concerns because it approaches the absolute 
minimum and falls below the recommended minimum. 

Future Impacts 

The opportunity to eliminate the Mossy Meadows Avenue stream crossing will have a positive 
impact on Caufield Creek. In addition, the approved plat for Glen Oak Meadows represents 
future safety concerns and permanent negative traffic impacts on the collector because design 
standards cannot be met with the recent addition of High School Lane. The City has the 

H:\word\DES-REVU\Modificationl.G/en Oak Meadows Access Management.DOC 
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opportunity to correct these problems by restricting direct access off of G Jen Oak Road to 
pedestrians and bicycles. 

I understand that Glen Oak Meadows residents will rely on Heider, Coquille, and Quinault 
Streets to access Glen Oak Road until another route is available, however, this impact will be 
temporary. Based on the development sequence observed in the past and vacant land in the area, 
future subdivisions are expected to be constructed in the near future that will provide a well­
connectcd transportation network for the community. 

Careful planning of this transportation network at this time is critical given the presence of the 
natural resource in the area. I am confident that by the time Glen Oak Meadows is built out, it is 
entirely likely that an alternate route will be avmlable to the west that will eliminate the 
temporary traffic impacts. 

/{: '1word'1Dt'S-REVlIL\1od(/ication \Glen Oak MeadoJ,A,'S Access Management.D(){_,, 
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Md03-01, Glen Oak Meadows PUD (14608 Glen Oak Road) 3S-2E-16AC, TL 1800 

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS/ CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS Page I 
Jay E. Toll. Senior Engineer August 15. 2003 

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

The applicant has proposed the modification of Glen Oak Meadows Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) by the removal of its street connection to Glen Oak Road. The proposed lot layout will 
remove part of Mossy Meadows Avenue, which crosses Caufield Creek, and replace it with a 
pedestrian bridge. A fire access and utility maintenance road has also been proposed. The purpose of 
the proposed modification is to prevent unsafe intersection spacing between Heider Drive and Mossy 
Meadow Avenue, and reduce the number of access points onto Glen Oak Road. Removal of the 
proposed street connection also helps to prevent negative impact to Caufield Creek and allows for a 
larger wetland and riparian area. 

Staff recommends approval of the proposed PUD modification. 

Criterion l: 

Consistency with the Planned Unit Development purpose: 

Section 17.64.010.B. 

Applicant has met this criterion by allowing additional re-creation of Caufield Creek natural features 
at the location where a road crossing had previously been proposed. Changes to the common open 
space have not been proposed. 

Section 17.64.010.C. 

Applicant has met this criterion by allowing additional re-creation of Caufield Creek natural features 
as well as helping to enhance public safety by removing a conflict point from Glen Oak Road while 
providing pedestrian access in direct alignment with an existing road intersecting Glen Oak Road. 

Criteria 2: 

Section 16.12.020 Street Design - Generally. 

Applicant has not proposed a change to the street design other than the connection of the proposed 
Mossy Meadows Avenue to Glen Oak Road. An emergency vehicle turn-around loop has been 
proposed at the northern end of Mossy Meadows Avenue. A letter prepared by Todd Mobley of 
Lancaster Engineering suggests that Heider Drive will provide an adequate street connection to Glen 
Oak Meadows; however, it may be temporarily slightly overloaded if Glen Oak Meadows and 
Meadowood are fully built and occupied prior to Bailey Estates street construction. 

I:\2003Pe1mits-ProJects\lv1D-Mod\MD 03-0 I \Engmeering\Md03-0 I doc 
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ANAL YSlS AND FINDINGS/ CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS Page 2 
Jay E. Toll, Senior Engineer August 15. 2003 

Section 16.12.050 Street Design - Alignment. 

By proposing the removal of the street connection to Glen Oak Road, the applicant has brought the 
street alignments into closer compliance with City Code requirements by increasing the distance 
between streets intersecting a collector street. The City's Transportation System Plan (TSP) 
supersedes the street design requirements of City Code Chapter I 6 and requires a minimum 
intersection spacing distance of300 feet for local streets intersecting a collector street. The existing 
distance between High School Lane and Heider Drive is approximately 3 50 feet. 

Section 16.12.150 Street Design- Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety. 

By constructing a pedestrian/bicycle bridge across Caufield Creek to align with High School Lane, the 
applicant is reducing potential automobile and pedestrian/bicycle conflict points, and thereby 
increasing pedestrian/bicycle safety. 

Criteria 3: 

Section 17.62.120.C. 

No phasing has been proposed as part of this application. 

Criteria 4: 

Section 17.64.120.D. 

Changes have not been proposed for water or sanitary sewer. Storm sewer has been slightly revised 
to provide drainage from the north end of Mossy Meadow Avenue to Caufield Creek. The main 
impact is to the street system and has been addressed in a letter prepared by Todd Mobley of 
Lancaster Engineering and dated August 13, 2003. The letter suggests that Heider Drive will provide 
an adequate street connection to Glen Oak Meadows; however, it may be temporarily slightly 
overloaded if Glen Oak Meadows and Meadowood are fully built and occupied prior to Bailey 
Estates street construction. Once Bailey Estates streets are constructed, there will be another 
connection to Glen Oak Road. There may also be another connection to Glen Oak Road further to 
the west as future development occurs. Meadowood has also provided for future connection to the 
south, and an emergency access from Hwy. 213. 

I 12003Pe1mits-Projects\MD-Mod\MD 03-01 \Engmcermg\Md03-0 I .doc 
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Md03-0l, Glen Oak Meadows PUD (14608 Glen Oak Road) 3S-2E-16AC, TL 1800 
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Jay E. Toll, Senior Engineer August 15, 2003 

Criterion 5: 

Section 17.64,120,E. 

No changes to dimensional standards have been proposed as part of this application. 

l\2003Pennits-Pro1ects\MD-Mod\MD 03-0 I \Engmeering\Md03-0 I doc 
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August 13, 2003 

City of Oregon City 
PO Box 3040 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

RE: Glen Oak Meadows - Revised Street Network 

Dear Sean: 

503 248 9251 

This letter is written to address the revised street network for the Glen Oak Meadows 
subdivision. I understand that the previously planned access to Glen Oak Road is located in 
close proximity to, but not aligned with, the recently constructed Hi1h School Drive. Since an 
aligned four-way intersection Is not possible, the access to Olen Oak Road has been removed, 
and access to Glen Oak Road will now be via Heider Drive, the nearest connection to the east. 

The attached drawin1 shows the layout of Glen Oak Meadows in relation to other 
nearby developments. Pioneer Place is adjacent to the cast, and is fully built out. Meadowood 
is a subdivision of the south and west that has received a conditional approval but is not yet 
under construction. Balley Estates is a subdivision adjacent to the west that is not yet ap­
proved, but is just beginning the application process. 

As the subdivision layout shows, Heider Drive will be the main connection to Glen Oak 
Road for Pioneer Place, Glen Oak Meadows, and Meadowood. Bailey Estates will provide a 
second access to Glen Oak Road, although the status of this development is not clear. Heider 
Drive is a residential local street, which is generally expected to carry traffic volumes of ap­
proximately 1,000 to I ,SOO vehicles per dsy. Since all the developments that will be served by 
Heider Drive are detached single family subdivisions, approximately 100 to ISO homes would 
be a reasonable maximum to be served by a single local street. 

Pioneer Place has 81 lots, Meadowood has 41 lots, and Glen Oak Meadows has S7 lots, 
for a total of 179 single-family homes. If Meadowood and Glen Oak Meadows are both built 
and occupied before Bailey Estates is completed, it is possible that Heider Drive will be 
slightly over capacity. However, this will be a temporary condition, and while 179 homes may 
result in slightly higher than desirable traffic volumes on Heider Drive, it will not be grossly 
over capacity. It is possible that some traffic from Osprey Glenn to the east could also use 
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503 248 9251 

Heider Drive, but conversely, some traffic from Pioneer Place may use Osprey Glenn to reach 
Glen Oak Road. The net result is expected to be negligible. 

In summary, Heider Drlve may be sli~htly overloaded if Meadowood and Glen Oak 
Meadows are fully built and occupied before street construction on Bailey Estates is completed. 
However, this would be a temporary condition traffic volumes would be only s!i11htly higher 
than generally anticipated on a local residential street. If Balley Estates is currently in the ap­
plication process, it is entirely likely that the second connection to Glen Oak Road it facilitates 
would be in place prior to build-out of the surrounding developments. 

If you have any questions or would like any further information, please don't hesitate to 
call. 

Yours truly, 

/(jj[:~ 
Todd E. Mobley, PE 
Senior Transportation Engineer 

P.03 
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CITY OF OREGON CITY 
Planning Commission 
320 \VARNER i\.11L~E ROAD OREGON CITY, 0R£/j0'/ 97045 
TLL (503) 657-089 l FAX (503) 722-3880 

FILE NO.: PD 03-01 

APPLICATION TYPE: Type Ill 

HEARING DATE: 

APPLICANT: 

REPRESENTATIVE: 

August 25, 2003 
7 :00 p.m., City Hall 
320 Warner Milne Road 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

Paul Reeder 
10893 Forest Ridge Lane 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

Sisul Engineering, Inc. 
Tom Sisul 
375 Portland Avenue 
Gladstone, OR 97027 

Coniplete: March 26, 2003 
120-Day: July 24, 2003 
Extended to: August 7, 2003 
Extended to· August 21, 2003 
Extended to; October 2, 2003 

REQUEST: The applicant is requesting approval of a Planned Unit Development. 

LOCATION: The 2 subject sites are located northwest of South End Road and northeast of Rose 
Road and identified on the Clackamas County Tax Assessor Map as 3S-!E-1CD, 
Tax Lot 300 and 3S- I E-1 A, Tax Lot 1700 (Exhibit 1 ). 

REVIEWER: Tony Konkol, Associate Planner 
Dean Norlin, Senior Engineer 

RECOMMENDATION: Approval with conditions 

PROCESS: Type Ilf decisions mvo!ve the greatest amount of discretion and evaluation of suhject1ve approval standards, yet are not reqmred 1n be 
heard by the city comm1s.sion, except upon appeal Application~ evaluated through this process include conditional use permits, preliminary planned unit 
development plans, variances, code interpretations, similar use determinations and those rezonings upon annexation under Section 17.06.050 for which 
discretion is provided_ In the event that any decision 1s not classified, it shall be treated as a Type III decision. The process for these land use decisions is 
controlled by ORS 197. 763_ Notice of the application and the planning commission or the hi stone review board hcanng is published and mailed to the 
applicant, recognized neighborhood association and property owners within three hundred feet Notice must be issued at least twenty days prc-heanng, and 
the stafl report must be available at lt:ast seven days pre-hearing At the evidcn1iary hearing held bcfon: the planning commission or the historic review 
board, all issues arc addressed_ The dcc1s10n of the planning cornm1ss1on or historic review board is appealablc to the city commission, on the record_ The 
city commission decision on appeal from the historic review board or the planning commission is th<.: ,:1Ly's final de<.:ismn and is appealable to LUBA 
within twenty-one days of \vhen it heco1nes final 

IF YOlJ llAVE .~NY QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS DECISION, PLEASE CONTACT THE PLANNING DIVISION OFFICE AT (503) 
657-0891. 

" 



BACKGROUND: 
The applicant applied for a Zone Change from R-10 Single-Family to R-8 Single-Family and a 41- lot Planned 
Unit De\'elop for tax Jot 1700 on September 3, 1998. This request has unanimously denied by the Planning 
Commission following a public heanng on Apnl 26, 1999. 

Tax Lot 300, which has a Comprehensive Plan Designatwn of Low Density Residential/Manufactured Housing 
(LR/MH) was amended from Low Density Residential (LR) to Low Density Residential/Manufactured Housing 
per City Ordinance 92-1029 (Exhibit 2). 

Tax lot 300 was annexed into the C!ly of Oregon City (Planning File AN 99-03) following a public hearing on 
May 19, 1999. The staff report incorrectly identifies the tax lot as LR rather than LR/MH. The only applicable 
zoning designation for the LR/Ml! Land Use is R-6/Mll, which is the current zoning designation of the 
property. 

The initial application request for file PD 03-01 consisted of 52 detached single-family dwellings, 14 attached 
single-family dwellings, and an 18 unit multi-family development. The application was revised on April 21, 
2003 to request a PUD consisting of 52 detached single-family dwellings and 24 attached single-family 
dwellings. A third revision, dated May 29, 2003, has proposed the development of 51 detached single.family 
dwellings and 24 attached single-family dwelling. This revision includes the relocation of the proposed local 
street around an existing wetland and the removal of the fill in the vegetated corridor. The fourth and final 
narrative, dated August 3, 2003 (Exhibit 3) incorporates a revised site layout consisting of 52 detached homes 
and 24 attached homes and a detailed open space plan (Exhibit 4), and Supplemental Information, dated August 
3, 2003 (Exhibit 5) addressing the path design and lighting vanance. The applicant also submitted additional 
information addressing the design of the storm water ponds (Exhibit 6), methods to mamtain adequate flows to 
the wetlands and techniques to address the high ground water table (Exhibit 7), and an addendum and additional 
information concerning the water resource report (Exhibits 8 and 9). 

The applicant submitted a letter dated May 19, 2003 expressing their frustration with the City's Development 
Code language m regards to Water Resources and is requesting consideration of their initial PUD layout and 
water resource mitigation plan which proposed to fill the wetland buffer areas, raise the water level within the 
wetland, and provide a road over a degraded wetland (Exhibit I 0). Please see Section 17.49.050.F of Planning 
File WR 03-0 I for staff response to why the request would not be recommended for approval. 

BASIC FACTS: 
I. Location. The development is located northwest of South End Road and northeast of Rose Road and 

identlfied on the Clackamas County Tax Assessor Map as 3S-IE-1CD, Tax Lot 300 and 3S-1E-IA, Tax 
Lot 1700 (Exhibit I). 

2. Existing Conditions. The 16.02-acre site comprises two heavily vegetated fairly flat tax lots above the 
Willamette River. Tax lot 1700 contains an old vacated home and tax lot 300 is vacant. The site slopes 
mildly at I to 3% toward two broad swales in the central portion of tax lot 1700. The jurisdictional 
wetlands on the site currently form the headwaters of an unnamed stream that is a tributary of Beaver 
Creek. 

The site is identified within the Oregon City Water Resource Overlay District and identified within a 
Wet Soils - High Water Table area on the Geologic Hazards map of the Canby and Oregon City 
Quadrangles, Oregon. 

3. Zoning and surrnunding Land Uses. Tax lot 1700 is zoned R-10 Single-Family Dwelling Distnct. 
Tax Lot 300 is zoned R-6/MH Single-Family/Manufactured Horne Dwelling District. 

PD 03-0 I St<1ff Report 
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North: Directly north of a maJority of the site is the Oaktree Subdivision that is zoned R-10 
Single-Family and developed with single-family dwellings. There is a 1.25-acre parcel 
zoned R-10 Single-Family that is developed with a single-family dwelling. 

South: Directly south of the site is Rose Road. South of Rose Road are 13 lots of varying sizes 
outside the Oregon City city limits developed with single-family dwellings. The parcels 
have a Comprehensive Plan designation of Low-Density Residential/Manufactured 
Housmg. 

West: The property to the west of the site 1s developed with a single-family dwelling and is 
located outside the Oregon City city limits. The Comprehensive Plan designation for the 
parcel 1s Low-Density Residential/Manufactured Housing. 

East: South End Road 1s directly east of the site. East of South End Road are two parcels zoned 
R-10 Single-Family and developed with single-family dwellings. 

4. Project Description. The Preliminary Planned Unit Development (PUD) consists of 76 dwelling units 
(52 detached smglc-family Jots and 24 attached smgle-family dwellings). Access to the site wouldbe 
from Rose Road at 4 locations, includmg 2 cul-de-sacs and a loop road. The applicant has proposed full 
street improvements on the 2"" cul-de-sac and loop road. The I" cul-de-sac is proposed as a private 
access tract that Will be reviewed during Site Plan and Design Review of the I 0 attached housing umts 
at the front of the site. The applicant has also proposed Yi street improvements for Rose Road and South 
End Road. 

The PUD includes open space m two tracts, both containing a Water Quality Resource Area (WQRA), 
representing 24.8% of the gross area of the site. The applicant has proposed to increase the area of 
existing on-site wetlands to mitigate for the removal of an existing wetland due to the improvements to 
Rose Road withm the vegetated corridor (WR 03-01). 

The applicant has requested a vanance to reduce the required pedestrian lighting standard from a 
mmirnum of 3-footcandles to a 1.5 foot-candle average, 0.5 foot-candle minimum, and a maximum to 
minimum rat10 of7:1(VR03-11). This request will be heard by the Planning Commission ifthe Water 
Resource and Planned Unit Development arc approved. 

5. Density considerations. The applicant is proposing a 76-unit Planned Unit Development. PUD's are 
permitted in the R-10 and R-6/MH Single-Family Dwelling Districts but they must comply with the 
requirements of OCMC Chapter 17.64. 

Linder Section 17.64.030, a development proposal may he processed as a PUD as long as the 
development proposes at least 80 percent of the gross density allowed by the underlying zone. Tax lot 
300, which is 6.5-acrcs, could accommodate 4 I .6 dwelling units at 6.4 units per gross acre under the R-
6/Mll Single-Family Dwelling District density requirements. Tax lot I 700, which is 9.52 acres, could 
accommodate 41.9 dwelling units at 4.4 umts per gross acre under the R-10 Single-Family Dwelling 
D1stnct density requirements. The total s!le could accommodate 84 dwelling units and the PUD must 
have a minimum density of 80 percent for the site, which represents 67 units. The applicant has 
proposed 76-units, which is 90 percent of the gross density permitted on the site. 

Section I 7.64.040(H) requires that between 20 and 50 percent of the "net devclopable area" shall 
consist of residential uses other than smgle-family dwellmgs, which is defined as a detached building 
designed for and used exclusively as the residence of one family (OCMC 17.04.230). The total net 
dcvelopable area is 365.215 square feet and is comprised of 52 detached dwellings on approximately 
268,778 square feet of developable area, representmg 74% of the net developable area. The 24 attached 
dwellings, located on approximately 96,43 7 square feet of developable area, represents 26% of the net 
developable area. 
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6. Adjustments to the R-10 and R-6/MH Single-Family Dimensional Standards. All dimensional 
standards that would otherwise apply to a property or development may he adjusted in the context of a 
PUD without a separate variance application. The only two Items that may not be adjusted are the 
setbacks around the perimeter of the PUD and the mimmum density requirement of 80 percent of the 
maximum density of the underlying zone. The preliminary PUD proposed a density of 76-units and 
pen meter setbacks that meet the zoning standards on each tax lot. Staff comments and recommendations 
concerning the proposed setbacks are addressed 111 Section 17.64.040.C of the Planned Unit 
Development section of the staff report. 

7. Comments. Notice of this proposal was sent to property owners within three hundred feet of the subject 
property and various City departments and other agencies on April 2, 2003. The subject site was posted 
on Apnl 7, 2003 and the Planning Commission II earing was advertised in the Clackamas Review on 
April 9, 2003 requesting comments. Comments were received from the Oregon City Engineering 
Department (Exh1blt 11), the Oregon City Park Department (Exh1b1t 12), David Evans and Associates 
(Exhibit 13), Tri-Met (Exhibit 14), and the Hazel Grove/Westling Farms Neighborhood Association 
(Exhibit 15 ). 

Comments have been received from the following individuals: 
Brett Livingston of 18925 Lafayette Avenue, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 16); 
John and Phyllis Dmgcs of 18896 Rose Road, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 17); 
Michael and Yirgima Tondreau of 18851 Rose Road Oregon City, Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 18); 
James Kosel of 11466 Finnegan's Way, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 19); 
Kathleen Galligan of 18996 Rose Road, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 20); 
Kathy and Jim Worden of 18835 Rose Road, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 21); and 
William Wigmore of 18845 Lafayette Avenue, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 22): and 
Russ Woodward of PO Box 839, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 32). 

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

DECISION-:\IAKING CRITERIA: --·-·'"" ___ _ 
Oregon City Comprehensive Plan 

Section "(~"Housing 
Section "F" Natural Resources/Natural Hazards 
Section"(;" Gro\vth and lJrbanization 
Section "I" Community Facilities 
Section ''J" Parks and Recreation 
Oregon City Transportation System Plan - Ancillary docnment to Comprehensive Plan 

Oregon City Municipal Code Standards and Requirements 
Chapter 12.24 Streets, Sidewalks, and Public Places 
Chapter 16.12 Minimum Improvements and Design Standards for Land Divisions 
Chapter 17.08 "R-10" Single-Family Dwelling District 
Chapter 17.13 "R-6/MH" Single-Family/Manufacture Home Dwelling District 
Chapter 17.50 Administration and Procedures 
Chapter 17.64 Planned Unit Development 

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS: 
Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 
Housing Goal: Provide jOr the planning, developn1ent, and preservation of a variety of housing types at a range of 
prices and rents 
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Finding: The apphcant has proposed to provide a mix of single-family attached and detached housing on a 
range of Jot sizes from 3,500 to 6,870 square feet, with a maJonty of the detached housing on Jots of 
5,000 square feet. This standard is met. 

Natural Resources/Natural Hazards: Preserve and 1nanage our scarce natural resources H'hi/e building a 
liveable urban environment. 

Description o.f Water Resources, Rivers and Creeks 
5.Little Beaercreek: 

Description: This ivater resource is partially inside and outside of· the urban grov.'th bounda1)1. A sn1all portion lays 
adjacent to South fJarrish Road and ends in an area cncon1passing a tn-o plus acre pond. The pond and vegetative area 
extends across three parcels ivhich are zoned f,L1-JO, f'uturc l/rhan, JO-acre 1ninirnum. There are at least ihree single­
lan1ily residences H;/1ich have heen constructed in the vicinity o.f the pond and 1vetland area. There is significant riparian 
vegetation surrounding this area. ft consists o.f"ivhite ash, dogivoods, blackberries, grasses, and reeds. This area is also the 
hon1e o_{a beaver and a beaver dan1 has been constructed. The understory is cstab/ished as evidence by the heaver activity. 
This area is sign(ficant as forested i-vctland corridor. Currently, the property oi-vncrs in the vicinity of· the pond have 
1nanaged the resource. There is a fence going through a portion of' the swale, that ma,v denote property boundaries. 

f)otential Conflicts: The conflicts would include increases in densi~y in the area, and a proposed route q{ a sei-ver line and 
pump station proposed in the wetland area. If the public facility is constructed the i-vetland and adjacent vegetation may be 
irrevocably destroyed. All conflicting uses should be restricted ivith regard to this resource. Additional single:ft11nily uses 
could be constructed in the vicinity outside o"( any transition area, if" The huildings are propertJ' located to n1inin1ize any 
potential i1npacts. 

YVater Resource Goals: 
/. Assist in the protection ofnaturaljCatures, natural vegetation, and the banks ofivatcr sources; 
2 A.1aintain vvatcr quality and ivild!zfe habitat; 
3 Preserve natural storn1 i-vater retention beneficial to flood control. 

Policies: 
3 The C'ity shall encourage the open space use of i·vatcr resources and land use cornpatible ivith ivater resources 

preservation; 
4 111e City shall establish development revie"'A' procedures ;vhich vvill preserve the natural }Unction of i-t'afer resource 

areas and protect them from deteriorarion by: 
a incorporation of the natural ivater resourcef'eature in site design; 
b. Prevent clearing of natural vegetation in the ttYJter resource ilnpact areas; 
c Preserve the natural retention storage capacity of the land: and 
d. J>revent discharge o_{ivater pollutants into the ground. 

5. J>rovirle the opportunity to increase H'ater resource areas by encouraging and requiring Vi'ater resource restoration 
and creation 

6. t'ncourage educational opportunities }Or the study o_f i-vater resources through the schools, community college, Metro, 
and other agencies. 

Finding: The subject site drainage courses were most likely non-channelized wetlands in their historic 
condition. These wetlands currently form the headwaters of an unnamed stream that is a tributary of 
Little Beaver Creek. The WQRA consists of several groves of trees, but are primarily pasture with 
colonized noxious invasive species. 

It appears the Conflict Concerns of the Comprehensive Plan pertain to the two-acre pond and 
vegetative area in the vicinity. The subiect site is the headwaters for the Little Beaver Creek location 
and the pond described in the Comprehensive Plan is located outside the Urban Growth Boundary. 
The concerns include increased density in the area. The Comprehensive Plan indicates that all 
conflicting uses should be restricted with regard to this resource (Little Beaver Creek near Parrish 
Road and the pond outside the UGB) and that additional smgle-family uses could be constructed in 
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the vicinity outside of any transition area, if the buildings are properly located to minimize any 
potential impacts. 

The applicant has proposed to protect the delmcated water resource located on the property by 
complying with the criteria of the Oregon City Municipal Code, Chapter 17.49 - Water Resource 
Overlay District, which implements the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. The applicant 
has proposed to develop a Planned Unit Development on the subject site, which includes the 
dcsignat10n and preservation of open space, the incorporation of the natural water resource feature in 
the site design, providing resource restoration and creation, and the preservation of the natural 
retention storage capacity of the land. 

The applicant has supplied adequate information to determine that complying with the conditions of 
approval can protect the water resource area and the 50-foot vegetated corridor buffer. 

The applicant can satisfy this section by complying with the conditions of approval provided in 
Planning File WR 03-01 (Condition of Approval 1). 

7 South Rose Road area. (3-1£-1. t/ 2000, 3-/E-lCD, 3-1E-12B) 
Description: This area is shoivn 011 the SCS maps as having a high proportion qf Delena Soils. There is also evidence o.f 
•vet soils/high ivater table in this area. Determinations ivill be required for any development in this area. 

Finding: This site is located in a hydrological, geological, or gcotcchnical hazard area according to the 
DOGJ\Ml map m Bulletin 99-Geology Hazards of North Western Clackamas County that indicates 
the proposed project site is located in a Wet Soils-High Water Table. The applicant has submitted a 
Gcotechnical Engineering Report for Rose Vista Subdivision by James D. lmbrie, Scott L. Hardman, 
P.E., and Kirk L. Warner, P.G.; all with GeoPacific Engineering, Inc. The report is dated January 2, 
2003 (Exhibit 23). An addendum to the Geotechmcal Engineering Report was provided and is dated 
July 14, 2003 (Exhibit 6). On site subsurface explorations were conducted on December 19, 2002. 

It appears that the Geotechnical Report meets most of the City's requirements and has preliminarily 
addressed the geotechnical condit10ns for the proposed development. The applicant shall specify how 
the high ground waters will affect the function of the detention ponds, including special construction 
requircments, storage volumes, and pond function. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Conditions of 
Approval 17 and 18. 

Growth and Urbanization: Preserve and enhance the natural and developed character of Oregon City and its urhan 
grovvth area. 

Finding: The applicant has proposed to preserve the ex1stmg wetlands located on the site and provide mitigation 
to enhance and improve the existing water features and quality. This standard is met. 

Com1nunity Facilities: Serve the health, safer_v, education, and •velj'are and recreational needs of.all Oregon City residents 
through the planning and provision oj.adequa1e con1munil}'.facil1ties. 

Finding: Pohcy No. 5 states that the City Wlil encourage development on vacant buildable land within the City 
where urban facilities and services arc available or can be provided. The applicant can provide the 
necessary community facilities by complying with the conditions and findings of this staff report. 

Parks and Recreation: Maintain and enhance the existing park and recreation .\ysten1 while planning jOr future expansion 
to 1neet residential growth. 
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Finding: The Oregon City Parks Master Plan mdicatcs that there currently is 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 pnvate developers are willing to develop 
and maintain them. The plan also indicates that open space should be acquired and integrated into the 
overall park system. This can be done by preserving hillsides, creek comdors, and floodplain areas 
that could also serve as conduits for trails. 

The subject site 1s located within the Oregon City Water Quality Resource Area and will be protected 
per the standards of OC:MC Section 17.49. The applicant has proposed an open space area in excess 
of20% of the total site area and has mcorporated a mixture of passive and active uses. The open space 
will be mamtained by the homeowners through the development of appropriate CC&R's. A forther 
analysis of the proposed open space associated with this project is addressed in Section 17.64.040.D 
below. The applicant can provide the necessary recreational activities by complying with the 
conditions and findings of this staff report. 

.Chapter 16.08 Subdivision Process a11d Standards 
Chapter 16.08.010 - Purpose and General Provisions 
Ail subdivisions shall he in compliance \Vith the policies and design standards established by this chapter and with 
applicable standards in the City's Public Facifitics Afastcr Plan and the C'i~v Design Standards and Specifications. The 
<!vidence contained in this record indicates that the proposed partition is in co1npliance with standards and design 
spec1fications listed in this document. 

Finding: The proposed project was reviewed by the appropriate agencies and the findings necessary to be in 
compliance with Chapter 16.08.010 have been included. 

Chapter 16.08.020 - Pre-application Conference 
Finding: The pre-application conference was held on July 31, 2002 (Exhibit 24). This standard is met. 

Chapter 16.08.050 - Preliminary Subdivision Plat - Narrative Statement 
The applicant shall explain in detail hoiv and ivhen each o_fthefOlloiving public services or facilities is, or will be, adequate 
to serve the proposed development by the ti1ne construction hegins: 

A. Subdivision Description. 
Finding: The applicant provided a detailed description of the proposed development and has submitted an 

application for a variance to the pedestrian accessway lighting standards (Exhibits 3 and 4). 

B. Tin1ely Provision of' Public Services and F'acilities 
Water 
Finding: The applicant indicates that public water will be extended, as necessary, from existing public utility 

!mes to provide a connection to all new lots. 

There is an existing Oregon City (City) 12-inch water main in South End Road with an 8-inch stub 
into Rose Road connected to an existing 4-inch Clackamas River Water main in Rose Road. There is 
an existing fire hydrant on the west side of the mtersection of Rose Road and South End Road. 

The applicant's proposed waterline plan indicates constructing a 12-inch diameter water main along 
the site's frontage with Rose Road and connecting to the existing City 12-inch water main m South 
End Road. A water main with a dead end line (in road between the two water resource areas) is 
proposed to serve lots 52-65. Another water main is proposed to loop around the properties on the 
northwest side of the site, with a dead end water main serving lots 17-21. The proposed water 
improvements provide two stubs to the northwest at Rose Road and the proposed interior street. The 
applicant has proposed blow off assembly at dead end lines, six new fire hydrants, and water service 
to all of the proposed lots. 
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The applicant has proposed a water system that appears to meet City code with a few modifications. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard hy complying with Conditions of 
Approval 2, 3, and 4. 

Sanitary ScVl·er 
Finding: The applicant mdicates that sanitary sewer Wiii be extended, as necessary, from existing public utility 

Imes to provide a connection to all new lots. 

There is an existing 12-inch gravity sarntary sewer main and IO-inch force main in South End Road. 
There 1s an existing 8-mch stub out m Rose Road from the South End gravity sewer m South End 
Road. The stub out invert is approximately I I-feet deep at the manhole in South End Road and near 
Rose Road. Even with this depth, the gravity sewer m Rose Road will be very shallow due to the two 
low drainage areas along the site. 

The applicant has proposed to extend the sanitary sewer to the northwest property boundary in Rose 
Road and the proposed street. 

The applicant has proposed to connect two lots to one sanitary sewer lateral on the homes fronting 
South End Road. No double services are allowed; each lot shall connect to the public sewer with a 
smgle sewer lateral. 

The applicant has proposed a sanitary gravity sewer system that connects to the existing i,>ravity 
sanitary sewer manhole at the mterscction of South End Road and Filbert Drive. No proposed inverts 
have been shown, but the plan appears to be workable to meet City code with a few modifications. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with conditions of 
approval 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11. 

Stonn Selvi?r and 5'torm 1-Vater Drainage 
Finding: The applicant mdieates that storm dramagc will be managed on the site through a collec!Ion and 

detention system, with measured release to existmg drainage systems. 

This site is located m the South End Drainage Basin as designated in the City's Drainage Master Plan. 
The South End Drainage Basin drains to Little Beaver Creek, Beaver Creek, and ultimately the 
Willamette River above the falls. The Willamette River is an anadromous salmon-bearing stream. 
Drainage i1npacts from the site are significant. 

There arc two existing drainage swales and wetlands runnmg across the site approximately 400-feet 
and 880-feet away from South End Road. These drainage areas are depicted in the South End Basin 
Master Plans as to be retained as open channel drainage swalcs. The applicant proposes to not disturb 
these areas and to provide a 50-foot buffer around the wetland areas. Both of these drainage swales 
cross Rose Road via a culvert under the road and follow an existing open drainage swale, which 
converge into a single drainage ditch, which drains to the Southridgc Meadows Subdivision Dramage 
System. There currently is flooding problems along the properties southwest of Rose Road. The 
Southridge Meadows drainage system appears to be adequately sized to receive the drainage. 
Therefore, it appears that there 1s a flow constrict10n between Rose Road and Southridge Meadows. 

The applicant has proposed to dram the site mto two detention ponds and four areas with underground 
detent10n pipes. The detention systems arc located adjacent to the wetland areas and do not encroach 
into the water resource buffer areas. The applicant proposes to drain the northwestern side of the site 
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mto various detention pipes and a pond, then mto the northwestern drainage swale. The applicant does 
not clearly show how the storm system for the southeast swale will function. 

Both drainage swales have a field inlet as a control structure prior to entering a culvert under Rose 
Road, which discharges mto the existing storm swale on the southwest side of Rose Road. The field 
inlets will be designed to ensure that the water resource Wiii not be drained. In addition. the applicant 
has proposed to backfill the utility trench along the water resource area with an impervious matenal 
such as CDF/Bentonite backfill. 

Most of the proposed detent10n pipes are undersized. The detention pipes minimum size is 42-inches. 

Prelimmary Hydrology/Detention calculations have been provided to the City for review (Exhibit 26). 
The applicant's engineer has provided an additional Downstream Drainage Analysis for the area 
between Rose Road and the drainage inlet at Southridge Meadows (Exhibit 27). The analysis 
concludes that the City's sto1m water design requires a detention system to be designed to reduce peak 
runoff for the 2, 5, and 15-year storm events. Therefore, the peak runoff for these posted developed 
storms should be Jess than the existing storm events. 

The applicant has preliminanly addressed how the storn1 system will function in a high ground water 
table and how the existing water resource/wetlands will be maintained/recharged. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Conditions of 
Approval 12, 13, 14, and 15. 

Parks and Recreation 
Finding: This criterion is addressed in Section 17 .64.040.D below. 

Tra.ffic and Transportation 
Finding: The applicant has indicated that the proposed development will contribute to the increase in traffic 

volumes that will eventually require modificat10ns to the intersection of South End Road with both 
Warner Parrott Road and Partlow Road. 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 system development charges and the signing of a non­
remonstrance agreement with the City. 

Schools 

The applicant submitted a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) for the Rose Vista Subdivision by Todd E. 
Mobly; P.E., with Lancaster Engineering and dated December 2002 (Exhibit 28). The TIA has been 
reviewed by the City and David Evans and Associates and it has been determined that the applicant's 
TIA generally meets the City's requirements and this project is not expected to trigger off-site 
mitigation, rather it will simply add to the need for planned improvements already underway. The 
applicant shall be responsible for paying System Development Charges as well as signing a Non­
Remonstrance Agreement with the City for future improvements. 

The applicant has demonstrated that a signal will be warranted at the Warner Parrott Road/South End 
Road intersection by 2004 with or without the proposed development. 

There are sight distance problems due to vegetation on the northwest side of South End Road. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Condition of 
Approval 16. 
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Finding: The Oregon City School District was notified of the development. The applicant has indicated that the 
School District Business Manager, Ken Rezac, stated 111 a telephone conversation that this 
development might facilitate a boundary adjustment for the Elementary Schools. The Middle School 
is near capacity, but this development would not bring the middle schools to capacity. There would be 
no capacity issues at the High School. 

The applicant indicates that the school d1stnct has the respons1b1lity for managing population 
increases, and can do so by adding classroom space, moving classrooms. etc. 1bis project would not 
contnbute to students to the schools system for at least a year and proposes no more density that 
allowed in the underlymg zoning districts. While this is a problem, there is no reason to believe that 
the School District will not have a solution by the lime residences are occupied. 

The City did not receive a response from the School District concerning this application. The 
applicant meets this standard as proposed. 

Fire and Police Serv;ces 
Finding: The applicant indicates that the City provides the fire and police and no problem was identified with 

accommodating the development. 

There were no comments received concernmg fire and police services. The proposed development is 
located on South End Road, a minor arterial, which provides relatively quick and convenient access to 
the site for emergency vehicles. The applicant meets this standard as proposed. 

C Approval Criteria and Justification.for Variances. 
Finding: The applicant has addressed Chapter 16.12 below. The applicant has requested a variance to the 

m1111murn lighting standards for pedestrian walkways. The variance will be heard before the Planning 
Commission in conjunction with this application and is identified as Planning File YR 03-11. This 
standard is met. 

D Geologic ltazards. 
Finding: This site 1s located in a hydrological, geological, or geotechnical hazard area according to the 

DOGAMI map in Bullctm 99-Geology Hazards of North Western Clackamas County that indicates 
the proposed project site is located in a Wet Soils-High Water Table. The applicant has submitted a 
Ueotcchnical Engineering Report for Rose Vista Subd1vis1011 by James D. Imbrie, Scott L. Hardman, 
P.E., and Kirk L. Warner, P.G.; all with GeoPacific Engineenng, Inc. The report is dated January 2, 
2003 (Exhibit 23). An addendum to the Geotechnical Engineering Report was provided and 1s dated 
July 14. 2003 (Exhibit 6). On site subsurface explorations were conducted on December 19, 2002. 

The addendum to the Geotechmcal Engmcenng Report focused on enhancing the quality of the 
wetlands while mamtaining the performance and function of the ponds. The addendum to the Water 
Resource Report addressed design techniques to account for the groundwater on the site (Exhibit 9). 

It appears that the Geotechnical Report meets most of the City's requirements and has preliminarily 
addressed the geotechnical conditions for the proposed development. The applicant shall specify how 
the high ground waters will affect the function of the detention ponds, including special construction 
requirements, storage volumes, and pond function. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Conditions of 
Approval 17 and 18. 

£. Water Resources. 

P!J 03-01 Staff Report 

August 18, 2003 JO 



Finding: The site 1s sub1ect to Chapter 17.49: Water Quality Resource Overlay District. The applicant 
submitted a separate Water Resource Review identified as Planning File WR 03-01. This standard is 
not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Condition of Approval I. 

F Drafts of the proposed CC&R 's. 

Finding: The applicant will prepare and submit a draft of the CC&R's, maintenance agreements, dedications, 
easements, and related documents for the suhdiv1sion prior to final plat approval. This standard is met 
as proposed. 

G. !1!111sing. 
Finding: The proposed development will be completed in one phase, except that the non-exempt housing types 

(smgk-family attached) will require additional approval through the Site Plan and Design Review. 
The applicant has submitted the Site Plan and Design Review of the Single-Family Attached housing 
concun-ently with the PUD review and is identified as Planning File SP 03-07. This standard is met as 
proposed. 

!-/. Density. 
Finding: The overall density of the proposed PUD m one dwelling unit per 9, 184 square feet, based on the 

original parcel size of 16.02 acres or 4.74 units per acre. Densities for each dwelling type are as 
follows: Lots 1-52 intended for single-family detached average 5,169 square feet, Lots 53-76 intended 
for single-family attached averngc 4,018 square feet. This standard is met. 

fl1,1g1ter 16.12111inimum Improvements and Design Standards for Land Divisions 
!Section J 7.64.120(B) requires that PUDs meet the applicable standards of this Chapter.] 
16.12.010 Purpose and general provisions. 
All land divisions shall be in conj(Jnnancc ivith the policies and design standards established hy this chapter and vvith 
applicable standards in the city's public filcility master plan and city design standards and specifications_ In revic1ving 
applications fOr land division, the dccision-1naker shall take into consideration 1111}' approved land divisions and the 
remaining development potential qf adjacent properties. All street, 1ratcr, sanitary seiver, stonn drainage and utili~y plans 
association Hiifh anJ' land division must he revieived and approved hy the cir:v engineer prior to construction. All streets, 
drivewa}'S or stonn drainaRe connections to another _jurisdiction's _facility or right-of~111ay fnust he reviei·ved by the 
apprOJJriatc jurisdiction as a condition of· the prelin1inary plat and ivhen required by hnv or intergovernfnental agree1ne11t 
shall he approved by the appropriate1urisdiction (Ord. 98-1007 .\ll(part), 1998) 

Finding: This chapter requires all land d1v1sions to be m conformance with the policies and design standards 
established by Chapter 16.12 and other applicable City regulations and plans. City staff evaluated the 
proposed PUD plan agamst the minimum improvements and design standards and found that the plan 
can meet the reqwrcments of Chapter 16.12 by complying with the attached conditions of approval. 

Chapter 16.12.020 - Street Design-Generally 
The location, ividth and grade of the street shall be considered in relation to existing and planned streets, topographical 
conditions, public convenience and safCty /Or all 1nodes o.f travel, existing and identified fUture transit routes, 
pedestrian/bicycle access-ivays, and the proposed use o.fthe land to be served hy the streets. 

Finding: The location, widths, and grades of the proposed street network appears to provide connectivity for 
future development of adjacent properties, a convenient street system, and for the safety of all modes 
of travel, including pedestnan and bicycle to, from, and through the subject site. The proposed street 
system appears meet the general street designs of the City with a few modifications. 

Chapter 16.12.030 Street Design-Minimum right-of-way 
This standard addresses r11inimun1 right-of-ivay vridth far public streets and discusses a variety of n1inin1u1n street design 
5.tandards brought forvvard.fron1 the Oregon City Tran.\portation Master Plan. OCMC 16. I 2.030 allo\vs specific right-of­
vvay and pave1nent lVidths to be detennined hy the dccisio11-n1aker based upon the C'ity I:,'ngineer 's· recommendation. 
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Finding: Rose Road and the proposed interior streets are classified as Local Streets by the Oregon City 
Transportation System Plan (TSP), which reqmres a minimum right-of-way (ROW) width of 42-54 
feet. Currently, Rose Road appears to have a 30-foot ROW. 

The applicant has proposed an 11.5-foot dedication along the property fronting Rose Road. The 
applicant is proposing ROW of 53 fret throughout the site for the interior streets. 

South End Road is classified as a Mmor Arterial by the TSP, which requires a minimum ROW width 
of 64-114 feet. Currently, South End Road appears to have a 60-foot ROW. 

The applicant has proposed a 10-foot dedication along the property fronting South End Road. 

The applicant meets this standard as proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.040 Street Design-Resene Strips 
The decision-1naker shall require the dedication qf reserve strips to prevent access to streets vvhen recomn1ended hy the 
rity Engineer to protect puhlic sa_fcty and ive(fare. 

Finding: The applicant has proposed a reserve stnp at the northwesterly end of the proposed new street 
(between lots 1 and 36). The reserve stnp shall be noted on the plat to be automatically dedicated as 
public ROW upon the approval of ROW dedication and/or City land use action approval of the 
ad3acent property. 

The applicant meets this standard as proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.050 Street Design-Alignment 
Streets other than local or constrained streets shall he aligned 1vith existing streets hy continuation of the centerlines. 

Finding: The proposed local streets resulting in a "T" intersection with Rose Road are greater than one hundred 
feet from existing local streets. The applicant meets this standard as proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.060 Street Design-Constrained Local Streets and/or Right-of-Way 
Any acce.<.S'\4'a}' rvith a pavement vi:idth of· less than 32 feet shall require the approval of the City Engineer, Planning 
fvfanager, and f'ire C:hief; and shall 1neet rninilnum hj'e sa}Cty require1nents, H'hich 1nay include fire suppression devices as 
detennined by the Fire C~hicf to assure an adequate level ojjire and hjC sajCty. 

Finding: No constrained Local Streets or Right-of-Ways have been proposed. This standard is not applicable. 

Chapter 16.12.070 Street Design-Intersection Angles 
Except vvherr topography requires a lesser angle, streets shall be laid out to intersect at angles as near as possible to right 
angles. 

Finding: The proposed local street mtersections are at a right angle to Rose Road. This standard is met as 
proposed by the applicant. 

Chapter 16.12.080 Street Design-Additional right-of-way 
The decisio11-1naker shall require dedication o.l additional right~o_(-vvay sufficient to achieve confor1nance \Vith 1ninimu1n 
applicable design standards 

Finding: This standard is addressed in Section 16.12.030 above. 

The apphcant meets this standard as proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.090 Street Design-Half Street 

l'D 03-01 Staff Rt:plirt 
/\ugust 18, 2003 12 



Half streets niay be approved where essential to the reasonable development o_f the land division, H:hen it is in conj'or1nance 
\Vi th all othe7r applicable requirements, and 'rvhcre il \vill not he a sqfety hazard. 

Finding: Rose Road is classified as a Local Street by the Oregon City TSP, which requires a mmimum 
pavement width of20 to 32 feet. Currently, Rose Road has approximately 16 feet of pavement width. 

South End Road 1s classified as a Mmor Arterial by the Oregon City TSP, which requires a mmimum 
pavement width of 36 to 88 feet. Currently, South End Road has approximately 32 feet of pavement 
width. 

The applicant has proposed a half-street improvement plus 10 feet and a temporary curb for Rose 
Road along the property's frontage. The proposed interior streets are fully improved with 5-foot 
vegetated planter strips, 5-foot sidewalks, and 32 feet of pavement with curb. The applicant has 
proposed to widen South End Road to a pavement width of 29 feet from the centerline along the 
property fronting South End Road. The applicant has proposed a 6-foot planter strip and 7-foot 
sidewalk. The TSP requires a 5-foot planter strip, however, if the ROW permits, the applicant shall 
provide a larger planter strip to utilize the remaining ROW during the construction plan review. 

Parking will be allowed on both sides of streets with 32 feet or more of pavement width. Parking will 
he allowed on one side of streets with less than 32 feet and 26 feet or more pavement width. 

Emergency vehicle tum-around will have to be approved by Clackamas Fire District #1. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Conditions of 
Approval 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, and 25. 

Chapter 16.12.100 Street Design-Cul-de-sac 
The C'ity discourages the use of cul-de-sac.'>· and permanent dead-end streets except v.·ht're construction uf·a through street 
isfOund by the decision-n1aker to he i1npracticable due 10 topography' or so1ne significant physical constraint. 

Finding: A cul-de-sac is pennitted due to wetlands on the site and existing development patterns to the 
northeast of the site that negates the ability to create a through street. The cul-de-sac 1s less than three 
hundred fifty feet and a pedestnan walkway is proposed connecting the cul-d&sac to the proposed 
development to the west and South End Road to the east. 

The applicant meets this standard as proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.110 Street Design-Private Street 
The city discourages the use of private streets and per1nanent dead-end private streets except -..vhere construction of a 
through street is found by the decision-n1aker to be impracticable due to topography; so1ne sign~ficant physical constraint. 

Finding: A private street is proposed for access to the attached dwelling lots from the cul-de-sac. The private 
street, within access tract "B", will have a width of 38.5 feet and length of approximately 110 feet. 
There will he 28 feet of pavement with parking, a 5-foot sidewalk, 5-foot planter strip, and streets 
trees located on one side of the street. 

A second private street, within access tract "A", is proposed from the interior local street and will 
provide access to the detached lots. The dnve will have a width of 38.5 Jeet including 28 feet of 
pavement with parking, a 5-foot sidewalk, 5-foot planter strip, and street trees located on one side of 
the street and a length of approximately 200 feet. The private streets are appropnate due to the 
wetland on the site and the existing development pattern to the north/northeast of the site. 
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The street design should mclude the use of street trees to reduce the amount of pavement that is not 
shaded and to reduce the amount of ram on the pavement, both of which impact the water quality of 
the run-off from the site to the adjacent Water Quality Resource Area. Also, the sidewalks along this 
pnvate drives will serve as part of the pedestrian accessway connec!Ion from the new interior street to 
South End Road and should have trees to provide shade to those utilizing the accessway and is 
required when the path ROW is 20 feet or more, which is the case for the remainder of the accessway 
through the open spaces. 

The applicant shall post the no parking signs on the side of the drive that offers the least number of 
spots. 

The applicant has proposed a driveway and parking spaces for lots 66-75. Site Plan and Design 
Review 1s required for the design of the attached housing units and the parking lot. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with condition of 
approval 22, 26, and 27. 

Chapter 16.12.120 Street Design-Street Names 
ExccptfOr extensions r~f'existing streets, no street name shall he used i-vhich i,vill duplicate or he confused ivith the name oj­
an existing street 

Finding: The applicant indicates that the proposed streets will be named at a later time, subject to City 
approval. The applicant meets this standard as proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.130 Street Design-Grades and Curves 
(irades and centerline radii shall confonn to the standards in the city's street design standards and specifications. 

Finding: The proposed street will be designed to conform to City standards. The applicant has satisfied this 
standard as proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.140 Street Design-Access Control 
H1here a land drvision abuts or contains an existing or proposed arterial or collector street, the decision-n1aker may 
require: access control; screen planting or \Vall contained in a reserve strip along the rear or side property line; or such 
other treatn1ent it deenzs necessary to adequat('/y protect residential properties or afj(Jrd separation of through and local 
traffic 

Finding: The site does abut a minor arterial and does not propose to take access from that street. Further 
appropriate measures, such as an access control stnp across the property Imes fronting South End 
Road can be shown on the final plat ifrequired by the City. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Condition of 
Approval 28. 

Chapter 16.12.150 Street Design-Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety 
rt'hcre dee1ned neces.wuy to ensure public safety, reduce traffic hazards and promote the tvelj{1re of.pedestrians, bicyclists 
and resu!ents of· the subject area, the decision-maker niay require that local streets he so designed as to discourage their 
use by non-local automobile tra._ffic. 

Finding: The applicant has indicated that the proposed street improvements will be designed to comply with 
city requirements and that traffic calmmg measures, in the form of curb extensions at street 
mtersect10ns have been proposed. 

The subject site is the first development proposed on Rose Road. There are several potential street 
connections to Rose Road that will impact the welfare of pedestrians, bicyclists, and residents of the 
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subject area that could be reduces through the use of a local street design that discourages the use of 
Rose Road and the mterior local street hy non-local automobile traffic. Exhibit 29 demonstrates the 
existing street stubs in prox1m1ty to Rose Road that could potentially connect to Rose Road as the 
South End area is developed. 

Madrona Drive, located to the northwest of the subject site is currently stubbed to a property that 
would potentially connect to Rose Road when the site is developed. This connection would provide an 
alternate route to the mtcrsection of South End Road and Warner-Parrott Road. Directly west of the 
subject site is Deer Lane, which could potentially serve as a continuation of north south traffic that 
would be usmg Madrona Drive. This connect10n could provide a connection to Brandon Street and 
Forest Ridge Road south of Rose Road. There are two street stubs in the South Ridge Meadows 
subdivision, located south of Rose Road. At a mmimum, one of the streets would connect to Rose 
Road, providing additional pedestrian and vehicle connectivity in the area. 

The potential connections to surroundmg areas will inevitably increase the potential for local street 
use by non-local automobiles. This sect10n of the code allows the city to utilize local street designs 
that will discourage this use, specifically through the use of methods to reduce vehicle speeds and by 
providing for safer street crossing for pedestnans and bicyclist. 

The proposed interior street will most likely continue running parallel to Rose Road, potentially 
connecting to the Madrona Dnve cxtcns10n. This will create a long straight length, approximately 
1,250 feet. Traffic calmmg measures will be required to discourage use of the local street by non-local 
automobiles and reduce traffic hazards for pedestrians, bicyclists, and residents utilizing the interior 
street system. 

The applicant has proposed appropriate traffic calming measures at the 4 mtersections to Rose Road 
from the subject site, the 'T' intersect10n on the new interior street, and at the intersection of Rose 
Road and South End Road. 

The applicant has satisfied this standard as proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.160 Street Design-Alleys 
Alleys shall be provided in con1mercial and industrial districts, unless other pennancnt prol'isions JUr access to off-street 
parking and loading.facilities are approved by the dccision-1naker 

Finding: No alleys are proposed. 

Chapter 16.J 2.170 Street Design-Transit 
.5trccts shall be designed and laid out in a rnanner that promotes pedestrian and bicycle circulation. 

Finding: The applicant indicates that a bus stop at the comer of Rose Road and South End Road, which serves 
Route 79. w!ll need to he adjusted to accommodate the larger street section. Coordination with Tri­
Met officials will he done m regards to the new improvements. 

The applicant shall replace the existing Tri-Met bus stop sign and coordinate with Tri-Met to ensure 
that the bus stop has adequate lighting. 

The applicant has satisfied this standard as proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.180 Street Design-Planter Strips 
fVhere practicable, all deve!opn1cnt proposed along local streets shall include planter strips that are .four .feet in v.'idth or 
larger, located adjacent to the curb. 
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Finding: The applicant has proposed to mclude a planter stnp and street tree plan for all of the public and 
pri,·atc streets associated with the proposed development, with adjustment for tree locations as may be 
required by dnveways and street lights. 

Some of the street trees proposed withm the development are in excess of 40 feet apart. OCMC 
12.0R.020.A requires that street trees be planted a maximum of forty feet on center for the length of 
the lot frontage. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Condition of 
Approval 29. 

Chapter 16.12.190 Blocks-Generally 
The length, ~vidth and shape of· hlocks shall take into account the need .for adequate building site size, coni'enient motor 
vehicle, rn:destrian, hic_.vcle and transit access, control r~f traffic circulation, and lin1irations in1posed by topography and 
other naturalf'catures. 

Finding: The applicant has proposed a general block system that accounts for the need for adequate building 
site size, convenient motor vehicle, pedestrian, b1cycle, and transit access through the site and to 
abutting properties. This standard is met as proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.200 Blocks-Length 
Block lengths fOr local streets and collectors shall not exceed six hundred .leer betiveen through streets, as 1ncasured 
hetiveen nearside right-of-way lines. 

Finding: The applicant has proposed a block length of less than 600 feet. This standard is met as proposed. 

Tl11S standard is met as proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.210 Blocks-Width 
The ividth (~(blocks shall ortlinarily be sufficient to alloH' .for tivo tiers o_( lots \i'ith depths consistent lvith the! type of land 
use proposed. 

Finding: The one block created provides for two l!ers of lots to be created between Rose Road and the new 
mterior street. No other blocks can be formed on the site due to pre-development patterns that did not 
provide street stubs to the site and the existence of the two wetlands on the site. This standard is met 
as proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.220 Blocks-Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 
To facilitate the rnost practicable and direct pedestrian and bicycle connec1io11s to adjoining or nearby neighborhood 
activity centers, puhhc rights-uf:..•vay, and pedcstrianlbicyclc acces.nvays. 

Finding: The applicant has proposed a pedestrian/bicycle accessway that will facilitate the most practicable and 
direct pedestrian connection from the cul-de-sac and pnvate drives to public ROW, South End Road, 
and the proposed open space on the subject site. 

The applicant has proposed a I 0-foot wide pedestrian path within a 20-foot easement through the open 
space, except for the 5-foot bridges across the wetlands. The applicant has proposed a landscaping 
plan along the pedestrian access that meets City code with a few modifications concemmg the 
placement of trees on the northwest side of the detention pond. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Condition of 
Approval 30. 

Chapter 16.12.230 Building Sites 
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The size, H'idth, 5hapc and orientation of building sites shall he appropriate .for the primary use of the land division, and 
shall be consz~\'tent 1'Vith the re5iden1ial lot size provisions o_f"the zoning ordinance. 

Finding: This standard is addressed m the Planned Umt Development section of the staff report concerning (C) 
Adjustment to Dimensional Standards. 

Chapter 16.12.240 Building Sites-Frontage Width Requirement 
Each fol in a suhdivision shall a hut upon a cul-de-sac or street other than an alley for a i,.vidth of at least n-i·enty feet. 

Finding: Each lot has at least 20 feet of frontage on a public street, except for lots 17-21 and lots 55-58, which 
will have access from the private drive, an allowed design in a PUD. Lots 17-21 and 55-58 will have 
poles out to the pubic nghts-of-way. This standard is met as proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.250 Building Sites -Through Lots 
Through lots and parcels shall he avoided except 1vhere they are essenrial to provide separation of residential devclopn1ent 
fi'o1n ml?jor arterials or to overcome spec(fic disadvantages o_f topograph.v. 

Finding: No through lots are proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.260 Building Sites-Lots and Parcel Side Lines 
The lines r~l lors and parcels, as j'ar as is practicable. shall run at right angles to the street upon which they j"ace, except 
that on curved streets they shall be radial to the curve. 

Finding: All lot lines are at right angles or radial to the new streets, except for a limited number of lots bounded 
by wetland buffers or around the cul-de-sac. This standard is met as proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.270 Building Sites-Solar Access 
The lines (~f lots and parcels, as .far as is practical, shall be oriented to a/loH' structures constructed on the lots or parcels 
to utilize solar encrg;1 hy establishing the axis in the east-i,.vest direction pennitting sunlight access three hours before and 
after solar noon. 

Finding: The applicant indicates that the site is not aligned in a north-south or east-west direction, to the new 
streets cannot be orientated m a manner that allows new lots to be orientated for optimum solar 
access. This standard is met as proposed. 

Chapter 16.12.280 Building Sites-Grading 
Grading of/ml/ding sites shall confimn lo the state of Oregon Structural Specialty Code, Chapter 29, Appendix Chapter 70 
o_f the [Jn(fonn Building C~ade, any approved grading plan and any approved residential lot grading plan in accordance 
vvith the requircn1ents of' Chapter 15.48 and the Public Works S'tornnvater and Grading Design .Standards, and the erosion 
control requirernents oj'Chapter 17.47. 

Finding: The applicant provided a preliminary Gradmg and Erosion Control plan. A final site grading plan 
shall be required as part of the final construction plans per the City Residential Lot Grading Criteria 
and the uniform Building Code. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard hy complying with Condition of 
Approval 31. 

Chapter 16.12.290 Building Sites-Setback and Building Location 
Lots located on collector or 1ninor arterial streets shall locale the fi'ont yard setback on and orient the j""ronl o_f the prunar_v 
structure to face the collector or n1inur arterial sireet. 

Finding: The applicant shall located the front yard setback on and orient the front of the primary structure of 
lots 71-76 to face South End Road, a Minor Arterial. 
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This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Condition of 
Approval 32. 

Chapter 16.12.300 Building Sites-Division of Lots 
tt'hcre a tract of· land is to he divided into lots or parcels capable of· redivision in accordance lvith this chapter, the 
decision-n1aker shall require an arrange1nent o.flots, parcels and streets that_facilitates.future redivision. 

Finding: No lots are dividable. This standard is not applicable. 

Chapter 16.12.310 Building Sites-Protection of Trees 
Sile planning, including the siting of structures, road\vays and utility easen1ents, shall provide j(Jr the protection of tree 
resources 

Finding: The applicant provided an existing condition plan that identifies 5 trees within the expanded ROW of 
Rose Road to be removed. There are several trees within the ROW of the new interior street that will 
need to be removed for site devclop1nent, but arc not identified for removal. There arc several trees on 
the proposed lots that appear to be within the potential building footprint area; however, the allowed 
setbacks and any trees to be removed as part of buildmg construction are not mdicatcd on any plans. 
The applicant indicates a desire to work with the City to accommodate existing trees, if possible. 

The applicant shall provide a revised landscapmg plan demonstratmg the replacement location of all 
trees removed from the site that arc not located within the public ROW or building footprints 
(setbacks) of each lot pnor to the issuance of a grading permit for the site. The applicant shall have a 
qualified consultmg arborist or horticulturist prepa-e a site preparation and management program to 
provide protection to the trees not designated for removal on the landscaping plan to avoid disturbance 
to tree roots from grading activities and to protect trees and other significant vegetation identified for 
retention from harm. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Conditions of 
Approval 33 and 34. 

Chapter 16.12.320 Easements 
This standard governs the /ocarion in1prove111ent and la.,,vout of· easements. These include utilities, unusual facilities, 
watercourses, access, and resource protection. 

Finding: The apphcant has indicated that the easements for utilities and other features wil 1 be provided as 
required by the City. The final plat will show any easements required by the City and necessary for 
the development of the PUD m compliance with the requirements. 

The applicant proposed three access easements. Access easement "A" to serve lots 17 through 22, 
access easement "ff' to serve lots 55 through 58, and access easement "C" to sere lots 67 through 76. 
The applicant proposes a 20-foot wide pedestrian easement along the northeast property boundary 
from the open space area to South End Road. Additional easements/tracts may also be determined 
with the review of construction plans. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard hy complying with Condition of 
Approval 35. 

Chapter 16.12.330 Water Resources 
Any land division which contains water quality resource area shall con1ply ivith the require1nents o.f the water quality 
resource area overlay district, Chapter 17-49, including the requirc1nen1, pursuant to Section 17.49.060, that new 
subdivisions and partitions delineate and shoiv the water quality resource area as either a separate tract or part of a larger 
tract that will not be developed. 
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Finding: This section is addressed in Planning F1k WR 03-01. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Condition of 
Approval 1. 

Chapter 16.12.340 l\tinimu1n I1nprovements-Procedures 
In addition to other rcquire1nr!nts, i1nprove111cnts installt:'d by rhe applicant either as a requirement o_( these or other 
regulations, or at the applicant's uption, .\hall cu1~fon11 to the requfr('nJents of· this title and be designed to ('ity 
specifications and standards as sel out in the City's f'"acilit}' Aiaster Plan and Public Works Sturmivater and Grading 
Design Standards. 

Finding: The applicant has indicated that no improvement work will commence until the construction plan are 
reviewed and approved by the City Engineer. Proposed improvements will conform to the 
requirements of Title 16 and be designed to City specifications and standards as set out in the City's 
master plan and Public Works Storm water and Grading Design Standards. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Condition of 
Approval 38. 

Chapter 16.12.350 I\finimum Improvements-Public Facilities and Services 
The follo1ving niinin1um i1nprovcments shall be required o.l all applicants fOr a land division under Title I 6, unless the 
dccision-n1aker derern1incs that an}' such i1nprovcn1enr is not proportional to the i1npact imposed on the (~ity's puhlic 
syste1ns andf(zcilities. 

Finding: This standard addresses mimmum improvements, which are required for public transportation 
systems, sto1m water drainage and samtary sewer systems. Minimum improvements are required for 
all land divisions (partitions and subdivisions) under Title 16. The Oregon City Engineering Division 
reviewed the need for the minimum improvements required fir this pro1ect under Title 16 above. 

This standard has not been met. The applicant can satisfy this standard by complying with 
condition of approval 39. 

16.12.360 l\finin1um Improve1nents-]~oad Standards and Requirements 
The creation of" a public street and the resultant separate land parcels shall be in confor111ance with requiren1ents .f"or 

suhdivisions or partitions 

Finding: The applicant indicates that the proposal will meet this standard. 

The applicant shall provide approval from the Clackamas County Fire to ensure that the proposed 
private streets are adequate for fire and life safety access and the applicant shall provide a legally 
bind mg means for the repair and maintenance of all private streets proposed. 

This standard has not been met. The applicant can satisfy this standard by complying with 
Condition of Approval 40. 

16.12.370 l\'linimum Improve1nents-'I'itning Requirements 

Finding: The applicant has md1cated that prior to applymg for final plat approval construction of all public 
improvements reqmred as part of the preliminary plat approval Wlll be complete or a guarantee for the 
construction of those improvements will be provided. The applicant has satisfied this standard as 
proposed. 

_Chapter 17.08 R-10 Single-Family Dw~lling District 
!Section 17.64.120(B) requires that PUDs meet the applicable standards of this chapter.] 
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17.08.040 Oin1ensional standards. 
Din1cnsional standards in the R-10 districl ore. 
A. Minunun1 lot areas, ten thousand .square feet; 
B. A1inin1u1n average lot 11'iclth, scvcn(v~fivef'eet; 
(~. kfinin11nn average lot depth, one hundred.fet.!1; 
D. Maximum building height, two and one-half stories, not to exceed thirty-five ji?et: 
E k1inin1um required scthacks · 

l. Front yard, t1-venty-jivej'eet n1inim1un depth, 
2. Interior sule .vard, ten fCct 1niniln1nn ividth for at least one side yard; eight f'eet minilnurn H'idth .for the other side 
yard, 
3 ('orner side yard, tiventyfeet n1iniJnron ividth, 
4. Rear yard, tli'Cntyfeet n1inimu1n H'idth, 
5 Solar halance point, setback and height standards n1ay be 1nod!fied subject to the provisions of Section 
17 54. 0 70. (Ord. Y 1-1020 §2(part), I YY I, prior code§ I I -3-2(C')) 

Finding: This standard is addressed in the Planned Unit Development section of the staff report concernmg(C) 
Adjustment to Dimensional Standards. 

Chapter !7.13R-6/M.H SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING DISTRICT 
!Section 17.64.120(B) requires that PUDs meet the applicable standards of this chapter.) 
17.13.040 Dimensional standards. 
Di1nensional standards in the R-6/MH district arc· 
A. Min1n1u1n lor area, six thousand and eight hundred squareji:et; 
B. }.1i11irnu1n average lot ividth, eightyf'eet, 
C. Aiininnun average lot depth, eighty--.five feet; 
[). A1aximurn building height, not to exceed t~·enty JCct; 
E. Minimum required se1backs. 

l f'ront yard, fifiecnf'cet 1ninimum depth; 
2. Inferior side yard, seven j'eet n1inirnun1 .f'or at leasl one side yard,- five j'eet n1ini1nun1 fOr the other side yard; 
3 C'orncr side yard, fifteen feet 1nini1nu111 lvidth,· 
4 Rear yard, ren .feet n1ini1nu1n ividth: 
5. Solar balance point, scthack and height standards n1ay be n1od!fied su~ject to the provisions (~l Secrion 
1754.070 (Ord 92-1024 .1\'4(part), 1992) 

Finding: This standard is addressed in the Planned Unit Development section of the staff report concerning(C) 
.~lc(just1nent to Di1nensional ,_)'tandards. 

Chapter 17.50 ADMINISTRA TJON AND PROCEDURES 
17.5_9..:_QSO !_)reapplication conference and neighhorhood.111eeting. 
A. f.Jrior to sub1nitting an application .for any forn1 of.pennit, the apphcant shall schedule and attend a preapplication 
con.fcrence ivith city staff to discuss the proposal. The applicant may also schedule and attend a meeting 1vith the city­
recognized neighborhood association in ivhose territo1~v the application is proposed. 
B. ?reapplication (~onference. To schedule a preapplication conf'erence, the applicant shall contact the planning n1anager, 
subn1it the required n1atcria/.\·, and pay the appropriate confCrence fee. At a 111ini1nun1, an applicant should sulnnit a short 
narrative describing the proposal and a proposed site plan, draivn to a scale acceptable to the city, which identifies the 
proposed land uses, traffic circulation, and public rights-u{-ivay. The purpose of the preapplication conference is to 
provide stajfji-0111 all affCctcd city departlne11ts Hiith a summary of.the applicant's development proposal and an opportunity 
}Or stqff to provide the applicant 1vith inj(;rmation on the likely impacts, limitations, requirements, approval standards, fees 
and other infOrn1atio11 that nzay affect the proposal. The planning 1nanager shall provide the applicant(:-,.) 1vith the identity 
and contact persons _for all afjCcted neighborhood associations. F'ollowing the conj'erence, the planning manager shall 
provide the applicant 1vith a i+ritten sum1nary of.the preapplication conference. 
C. Affi:cted iVcighborhood Association Meeting. The pu1pose of the 1neeting ivith the recognized neighborhood association 
is to infhr1n the (~_(j(:cted neighborhood association about the proposed development and to receive the prelimi11a1J; 
responses and suggestions j"ron1 the neighborhood association and the n1emher residents. 
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D ... Votwithstanding any representations h_v city staff at a preapplication conference, staff is not authorized to waive any 
requirements o.f this code, and any on1ission or failure by sta_fl to recite to an applicant all relevant applicable land use 
require1nents shall not constitute a 1vaiver by the c1zv of any standard or requiren1ent. 
E. A preapplication co1~/Crence shall he valid for a period of· six n1onths fro111 the date it is held. If. no application is filed 
H'ithin six 1nonths of the con_fcrencc or n1eeting, the applicant 1nust schedule and attend another confCrence bcjOre the city 
H'ill accept a perrnit application_ ll1c planning n1anager n1a~y ·waive the preapplication requirc1nent if, in the n1anager's 
opinion. the developn1ent does not ivarrant this step. (Ord. 98-1008 §/(part), 1998) 

Finding: The applicant held a pre-application meeting wnh staff, identified as PA 02-47, on July 31, 2002 prior 
to submitting the applicat1on (Exhibit 24). The applicant did not provide any information regarding 
holding the optional neighborhood meeting. This criterion is met. 

!h) I 7 .. 50 U6U Application requirements. 
A permit application n1a}' only he initiated by the record property OH-ner or contract purchaser, the city co1n1nission or 
planning commzssion. fl there is more than one record oivner, then the city v..;flf not accept an applica1ion \rithout signed 
authorization fi·o1n all record oHners. All pennit applications n1ust he subrnitted on the j(1rm provided by the city, along 
n·ith the appropriate fl'e and all necessa/}' supporting docun1cntation and infonnation, sufficient to demonstrate con1p/iance 
ivith all applicahle approval criteria_ The applicant has the burden o_f den1onstrating, H/ifh ei'idencc, that all applicahle 
approval criteria are, or can be, rnet. (Ord_ Y8-l 0()8 §1 (part), 1998) 

Finding: The property owner has mitiated the permit application process. 

(C) j 7_ 5 o_ ozp Con1plcteness revie\V and one-hundred-tiventv-dav rule. 
A. {/pon submission, the planning manager shall date stamp the application f'orm and verifjJ that the appropriate 
application fee has been submitted. The planning 1nanager 1vill then revieiv the application and all infOr1nation subn1itted 
H 1irh it and evaluate ivhether the application is con1plete enough ro process. Within thirty days of receipt of'the application, 
rhe planning n1anagcr shall complete this initial rci·ieiv and issue to the applicant a ivritten statement indicating lvhether 
the application is complete enough to process, and ij- not, vt·hat ill;fonnation must be submitted to make the application 
cr1111p/ete. 
B. [!pon receipt of a leaer indicating the application is incomplete, the applicant has one hundred eighty days ivithin 1vhich 
to submit the nu·ssing infonnation or rhe application shall be rejected and all marerials and the unused portion of· the 
applicationfCe returned to 1he applicant. if.the applicant subn1its the requested i1~/0rrnation within the one-hundred-eight}'­
day period, the planning manager shall again ver~fy 1vhether the application, as augmented, is co1nplcte. Each such revieiv 
and 1 ·er~ficarion shall follovv the procedure in subsection A of' this section 
C_ Once the planning 1nanagcr derern1ines the application is con1plcte enough to process, or the applicant refitses to submit 
any more i1~/0rmation, the city shall declare rhe application con1plete and take final action on the application i·vithin one 
hundred nrenty days of that date unless the applicant ivaives or extends the one-hundred- flventy-day period. The one­
hundred-tiventy-da_v period, hoivcver, does nor apply 111 the JO!loiving situations: 
1. An}' hearing continuance or other process delay requested by the applicant shall be dce1ned an extension or ivaiver, as 
appropriare, of the one-hundred-tv.:enty-day period. 
2. Any delay in the decision-making process necessitated because 1he applicant provided an inco1nplete set of mailing 
labels fOr the record property 01vners 'vvithin three hundred feet of· the subject property shall extend the one-hundred­
tlventy-clay period for the amount of tin1c required to correct the notice de_fect. 
3. The one-hundrcd-f\venty-day period does not apply to any application jhr a pennit that is not wholly within the city's 
authority and control. 
4. The one-hundred-tH'enty-day period does not apply to any application for an an1endment to the city's comprehensive plan 
or land use regulations nor to any application _f(n- a perrnit, the approval of\vhich depends upon a plan amendment. 
D. The approval standards vvhich control the city's revie1v and decision on a co1nplete application are those ii1hich 1vere in 
effect on the date 1he apphcatwn wasfirst subnnued. (Ord 98-1008 fl(part). 1998) 

Finding: The applicant submitted the application on January 14, 2003. The City deemed the application 
complete on March 26, 2003. 

(d) 17.50.090Publu notices 
All public noticc.~· issued hy thc city H-'ith regard to a land use matter, announcing applications or public hearings of'quasi­
judicial or legislative actions, shall co111ply with the requirements of.this section. 
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.4. lv'orice (~l !J:pe II Applicat1ons. Once the planning manager has dce1ncd a Type II application complete, the city shall 
prepare and send notice of.1he application, byfirst class n1ail, to all record oivners of.property ivithin three hundred feet of 
the suhject property and to any ci!_"v-recognized neighhorhood association lvhose territory includes the subject property. 
Pursuant to Section J 7.50.080(f/J, the applicant is re:,ponsiblc for providing an accurate and con1plete set of.1nailing labels 
for these properzy 01vners and for posting the subject properzy 1·vi1h the city-prepared notice in accordance 11,;ith Section 
17. 50. / 00. The city's Type I! notice shall include the following informatwn: 
I. /•J'treet address or other easiZ'Y understood location o.f' the sul~ject property and city-assigned planning .file nun1her; 
2. A description of.the applicant's proposal, along lvith citations of the approval criteria that the city will use to evaluate 
the proposal; 
3. A state1ne11t that any interested p(lrty 1nay submit to the city iiritten con1me11ts on the application during a jOurteen-day 
con1ment period prior to the city's deciding the application, along \Vith instructions on ·v1:here to send the co1n1nents and the 
deadline of'theflntrtcen-day con1ment period; 
4. A state1nent that any issue ivhich is intended to provide a basis fOr an appeal n1ust be raised in ivriting durh1g the 
fOurtl!cn-day ccnnn1ent period ivith sufficient specifici(y to enable the ci~y to re.<q)ond to the issue; 
5. A stafe1nent that the application and all supporting 1natcrials 1nay be inspected, and copied at cost, at City !fall during 
nonnal husiness hours: 
6. The na1ne and telephone numher o.f the planning staff person assigned to the application or is otherivisc available to 
ansiver questions ahout the application 

Finding: The City has provided the required notice. Property owners within 300 feet of the subject site were 
noticed of the Type III applicat1on on April 2, 2003. The application was advertised in the Clackamas 
Review and the property was posted on April 7, 2003. 

( e) { 7.;_~.fJ . .:.J 00 1\'otic!l...P_osting requiren1enfa~. 
11/hcre this chapter requires notice of a pending or proposed pennit application or hearing to be posted on the subject 
properzy, the require111c11ts oj.this section shall app(v. 
A. ('izv (Juidance and the Applicant's Rc!:ijJOnsibilizy, The city shall supply all (~(the notices H'hich the applicant is required 
to post on zhe subject properzr and shall spcc1fv the dates the notices arc to he posted and the earliest date on ivhich they 
1nay be rcn1oved. The city shall also provide a statc1ncnt to be signed and returned b.Y the applicant certify'ing that the 
notice(s) 11·ere po,\fC(./ at the correct tin1e and that 1j· there is any delay in the cii_-v's land use process caused h_v the 
applicant's .f"ailure to correctZv post the subject property .for the required period of tin1e and in the correct location, the 
applicanr agrees ro extend the 011e-hundred-t1venty-day period in a ti1nely 1nanner. 
B. A'un1ber and Location. The applicant 1nusl place the notices 011 each _frontage of the subject proper("1,:, ff the property's 
fi·ontage exceeds six hundred feet, the applicant shall post one copy of· the notice .f'or each six hundred feet or fi·action 
thereof· lVotices shall he posted ivithin ten .feet of the street and .shall be vi.sihle to pedestrians and motorists. Notices shall 
not he posted ivithin the public right-of:.. way or on trees. The applicant shall re1nove all signs ivithin ten days fOl!ott:ing the 
event announced in the notice. (Ord 98-1008 §l(part), 1998) 

Finding: The City has provided the required notice. Sec above. 

(f) LZ._5o. 110 c:anditions of approval and notice of~4ecision. 
A. All city dccisio11~11u1kers have the authority to in1po.se reasonahle conditions of· approval designed to ensure that all 
applicable approval standards are, or can be, n1et 
B. Failure to comply with any condition of· approval shall be grounds for revocation of the perniit(s) and grounds fOr 
instituting code en.force1nent proceedings pursuan1 to Chapter 1.20 of.this code and ORS 30. 315. 
c·. Notice o.l Decision. The city shall send, by first class 1nail, a notice of all decisions rendered under this chapter to all 
persons ovith standing, i.e., the applicant, all others lvho participated either orally or in writing before the close of the 
public record and those ivho jpecifically requested notice of· the decision. The notice of decision shall include the following 
i1?formatio11: 
/, The.file 11r11nher and date of.decision; 
2. The na1ne of.the applicant, owner and appellant (U different); 
3. The street address or other easily understood location (~/'the suhject property: 
4 A brief sununal)' of the decision, and if an approval, a description o_f the pcnnit approved; 
5 A state1nent that the decision is final unless appealed and description of the require1nents for perf'ecting an appeal; 
6. The contact person, address and a telephone numher lvhereb_v a copy of thc final decision n1ay be inspected or copies 
ohtained. 
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D. Modification o..f Condirions. Any request to mod!fY a condition of permU approval is to be considered either minor 
1nudification or a n1ajor niudification. A 111i11or n1o(i!_fication shall be processed as a 7)pe JI. A 1najor n1odification shall be 
processed in the sa111e n1anner and shall be su~jcct to the san1e standards as rvas the original application. Jfo\vever, the 
decision-niaker n1ay at their sole discretion, consider a rnodlfication request and li1nit its revierv o_f the approval criteria to 
those issues or aspects (~l the application that are proposed to he changed fi-01n i\ 1hat H 1as originalf.v approved. (Ord. 98-
1008 §l(parr), 1998) 

Finding: The City will provide notice of this decis10n and has imposed reasonable conditions of approval. 

(g) 17.50. 140 PerfOnnance guarantees. 
1-Vhen conditions of permit approval require the applicant to construct certain improvements, the city may alloiv the 
applicant to subn1it a financial guarantre in lieu qfactual construction o_fthe i1nprove1nent. F'inancial guarantees shall be 
governed by this section. 
A. Furn1 of Guaranree. Guarantees shall be in a }Orm approved by the city attorne.v, incluchng an irrevocable standh.v letter 
o..f credit issued by a recognized lending institution to the benefit o_f the city, a certified check, dedicated hank account or 
allocation o,(a construction loan held in reserve by the lending institution/Or the benefit of' the city. The guarantee shall he 
filed vvith the planning division 
!J. A1nount o_f Ciuarantee. The amount o_f the pe1:fonnance guaranli!L' shall be equal to at leas/ one hundred ten percent (~f 
the estimated cost o_f constructing the improvement in question. The a111ount of.the pe1f'or1nance guarantee 1na_v he larger 
than one hundred ten percent if dccn1ed neccss111}· by the co1nmunity1 developn1e11t director. The cost estin1ate substantiating 
the an1ount of the guarantee 1nust he provided by the applicant supported h_i/ either an engineer's or architect's csti1nate or 
\Vritten estilnates by three contractors wi"th thei"!- 11u1ncs and addresses. The esti1nates shall separately ite1nize all materials, 
labor and other costs. 
c:. Duration of· the Guarantee. The guaranter shall rc1nain in effect until the i1nproven1e11t is actually constructed and 
accepted hy the city. Once the city has inspected and accepted the in1proven1ent, the city shall release the guarantee to the 
applicant. If the i1nprovc1nent is not cun1pletcd to the city's sati.1faction Vv'1"1h1"n the ti"1ne limi1s spec~fl-ed in the pern1i"t 
approval or the guarantee, the director n1ay, at his discretion. dr(HV upon the guarantee and use the proceeds to construct 
or co1nplete construction of the improvement and for any related ad1ninistrative and legal costs incurred by the city. Once 
constructed and approved by the city, any remaining funds shall he rlfunded to the applicant 
D. ff the applicant elects to defer construction c!l i1nprove1nents h_v using a financial guarantre, the applicant shall agree to 
construct those 11nproven1cnts upon HTitten not1jicatio11 b_y· the city, or at so111e other mutual(v agreed-to ti1ne. If the 
applicant.fails to conunence construction (~f the required in1proven1e11ts •vithin six n1onths of being instructed to do so, the 
city ma_}", 'vithout further notice, undertake the construction of the i1nproverncnts and dralv upon the applicant's 
pe1fonnancc guarantee to pay those costs as provfrfed in subsection (' o_fthis section. (Ord. 98-1008 § J (part), 1998) 

Finding: The applicant has not proposed to post any perforn1ancc guarantees at this time. 

Chapter 17. 64 Planned Unit Development 
Chapter 17.64.010 Purpose 
A planned unit development ("P[/D ") is a fr1nn of· residential land develop1ncnt that allovvs increased .flexibility in design 
standards, din1ensional rcquire111ents a11d 1nixcs o_fland use and .\tructure types. A PUD should alloH1 for a n1ore custo1nized 
design and develop1ncnt through a process that involves a public hearing before the planning com1nission at the prelilninary 
plan stage. The pu17Joses of this chapter are: 
A. Tu promote an arrangen1ent oj"/and uses, lor sizes, lotting patterns, housing and development types, buildings, circulation 
systcn1s, open space and utilities that .facilitate the efficient and economic use of· land and, in son1e instances, a inure 
co1npact. pcdestr1an-oriented, 1nixed use urban design. Specifically, this can be accon1plished through the PL''D process H 1ith 
mixed-use developments. Jhe objective qf allo1ving a 111ix o..f residential, commercial and office uses is to provide an 
integrated urban community v.1hereby each of' the parts crnnpliments one another to produce a cohesive \1:hole, and 
B. To preserve existing natural features and an1c11ities and provide usefitl con1mon open space available tu the residents and 
users of.the proposed Pl1D. Specifically this can be accon1plished through the PLTD process by preserving existing natural 
features and an1enities, or by creating ne\v neighborhood a1nenities. 
c:. To protec1 and enhance public safety on sites vvith natural or other hazards and develop1nent constraints through the 
clustering of development on those portions r~f a site that are suitable for developrnent. 
D. To provide flexibility for dimensional require1nents ofunder(i:ing zones or overlay districts to better achieve the purposes 
ofa PUD. (Ord. 00-1005 §1, 2000· Ord. 97-1024 §/(part), 1997) 
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C'hapter 17.64.020 Definitions -This section is not a criterion the applicant is required to address. 

Chapter 17.64.030 Applicant's option 
A d(:'velornnent proposal 1nay be processed as a PUD at the apphcant's option, and is oj]Cred as an alternative process .for 
residential development; provided, thal at least eighty percent of"the gross density allorved by the underlying zone is 1net. If 
the property bears a PlJD overlay designation, the property n1ay he developed only in accordance vvith this chapter. PLTD 
overlay desig11at1ons 1rill be legislatively applied by the city to residenTial(y zoned land "vith natural _f'eatures, ph_vsical 
characteristics, topography, development constraints, or other unique or .\pecial circumstances that 1varran! preservation 
or othenvise co11stra1n development of the property. (Ord. 00-1005 fl, 2000. Ord. 97-1024 §l(part), 1997) 

Finding: The applicant has proposed the PUD option with at least 80% of the b'IOSS density allowed by the 
underlying zone. Tax lot 300, which is 6.5-acres, could accommodate 41.6 dwelling units at 6.4 units 
per gross acre under the R-6/MH Single-Family Dwelling District density requirements. Tax lot 1700, 
which is 9.52 acres, could accommodate 41.9 dwelling units at 4.4 units per gross acre under the R-10 
Single-Family Dwelling District density requirements. The total site could accommodate 84 dwelling 
units and the PUD must have a meet the minimum density of 80 percent for the site, which represents 
67 units. The applicant has proposed 76-units, which is 90 percent of the gross density pem1itted on 
the site. This cnterion is met. 

Chapter 17.64.040 permitted uses and basic PUD requirements 
This section provides the uses allowed in a fJUD as ivell as the basic elements required of all PL!Ds 
A. Uses fJennitted Outright. llfot'vvithstanding the use provisions of.the underlying residential zone, thc.fo/Ioiving uses and 
their accessory uses are allo'rt'Cd outright as part of"the PUD: 

I. Detached single-f'an111y dvvellings and duplexes on individual lots; 
2.Attached singlc~(amily dwellings and n1ultiplc~fe11nily direllings, such as toivnhouses, condo1niniums, con1mon u'all 

units and ro1-v houses; 
3.Public or private parks and pla_vgrounds, crnn1nu11ity buildings and/or outdoor recreational .facilities, such as 

SH'in11ning pools and tennis courts; 
4. Indoor recreationalfOcilities, such as racquetball or tennis courts, fitness centers or .nvin1ming pools; 
5. Co1n111011 public and private open space, 
6. Hiking and/or bicycle riding trails,· 
7 Accessory structures and uses permitted in the existing underlying zone. 

Finding: The applicant has proposed permitted uses 1, 2, 3, an<l 5. 

B. Conditional Uses. /1/of1i'ith.standing the use provisions o_f'the underlying residential zone, all uses allnvvcd outright in the 
neighhorhood conunercial zone are alloived, i1<'ilh appropriate conditions, as part of· a PLID. A separate conditional use 
pcnnit is nor required/or these uses .\O long as rhe applicant demonstrates that· 

/.The co1nn1crcial dei'elopmcnt is accessol}' to, and compatible "vith, the /YUD and primarily .for the convenience and 
benefit o.(the residents of.the neighborhood; 

2. The gross area oj- the P[lD is at least ten acres in size,· 
3 The neighborhood con11nercial uses occupy no more than twenty percent of the net developable area, and 
4. The ncighhorhood commercial uses ivi!l be planned and constructed so as to support and be co1npatible ivith the entire 

PL!D and will not alter the character of the surrounding area so as to substantially preclude, ilnpair or li111it the use of 
surrounding properties_for the pri1nary uses li:,ted in the underlying district 

Finding: The applicant has not proposed a conditional use on the site. This criterion is not applicable. 

C. Adjust1ne11ts to Dilnensiona! Standards. All di1nensional standards that 1vuuld otherwise apply to a property or 
development 111ay be adjusted in the context of a PL!D ivithuut a separate variance application. Jn all developn1ents, the 
pcrin1eter <!l the devclopmenl shall n1eet the underlying zone's setbacks. llov\'ever, unless an adjustment is specifically 
requested and explained in the 1~UD applica1ion or reco1nmendcd h_v the ci~y, thi:' dimensional standards of the underlying 
zone 1vill apply. The applicant 1nay request, and the decision n1aker n1ay approve, a<(just111ents fro1n all dunensional 
requiren1ents of the underlying zone except that gross density shall not be less than eighty percent of the gross density 
allowed by the underlying zoning designation. A((justJncnts ji·orn all other dinzensional standards may be allo1ved if the 
adjustment(~). in the context of the entire PUD and in conjunction H}ith any 111itigation, better achieve the purposes and 
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requirements o.f this chapter than -..vould strict compliance lvith the dilncnsional standards of the underlying zone; and if. 
al/01ring the adjustment(s) docs not significantly adversely affCct a{{jacent properties. A<fjustments granted pursuant to this 
section are not subject to the rr!quire1nents in c:haptcr 17. 60 <~f this code. 

Finding: The applicant has requested several modifications to the dimensional standards for both the Re 10 and 
R-6/MH zones. The modification are necessary to enable use of the reduced lots sizes, meet density 
requirements, and accommodate the mix of housmg types within the constraints that affect the 
properly, includmg the natural drainage channels that limits useable area on the site and lack of street 
stubs from adjacent developments. 

The applicant has proposed to provide a 20-foot rear setback for all of the proposed lots within the 
PUD, meeting the rear yard setback of the R-10 zone and exceeding the 10-foot required rear yard 
setback of the R-6/MH single-family zone. 

The applicant has proposed the followmg modifications: 
Standard R-10 R-6/MH Proposed Detached Proposed Attached 

Housing Lots Housing Lots 
Lot Area I 0,000 sf 6.800 sf 5,000 sf 3,500 sf 
Lot Width 75 tl mm 80 fl min 44 ft min 35 ft min 
Lot Depth 100 ft min 85 ft min 92 ft min 82 ft min 
Setbacks 

Front 25 ft. 15 ft. 15 ft. (20 ft. Garage) 15 ft. (20 ft. Garage) 
Side 10 I 8 ft 7 I 5 ft. 7 I 5 ft 0 / 9 ft 
Corner 20 ft. 15 ft. 15 ft. 15 ft. 
Rear 20 fl. 10 ft. 20 ft. 20 ft. 

Building Height 35 ft 20 ft. 35 ft. 35 ft. 

The applicant has proposed, and staff concurs, that m order to maintain the maximum setback distance 
from the neighboring property to the north allowed by the zoning ordinance, a 7-foot setback will be 
provided on the north/northwest side of lots 1, 36, and 37. 

The applicant has indicated that the perimeter setback for new buildings within the development will 
satisfy the perimeter setback for the underlying zone. 

The applicant has proposed to increase the existing 10-foot setback of the R-6/MH zone to 20 feet for 
the detached housing lots created on the site, which will afford the property owners a useable rear yard 
and increased pnvacy and recreational space. 

The applicant has proposed to reduce the R-10 standard for side yard setbacks from 10/8 feet to 0/9 
and maintain the rear yard setback at 20 feet for the attached housmg proposed on the site. The 
proposed side yard setbacks are identical to the existing RD-4 Two-Family Dwelling district and the 
rear yard setback exceeds the RD-4 standard by 5 feet. Staff finds that the proposed side and rear yard 
setbacks for the attached single-family arc consistent, and exceed, the existing RD-4 Two-family 
dwellmg dislnct, which provides sufficient side yard separation while accommodating the housing 
design submitted by the applicant and providing a larger rear yard setback that will increase privacy 
and recreational area for the property owner. 

The applicant is requJred to provide the underlying zone setback for all perimeter lots on the subject 
site. This standard would require that the attached housing facing South End Road and Rose Road have 
a front yard setback of 25 feet. Staff would recommend that the setback for lots 71-76, which will be 
fronting South End Road, and lots 50-52 and 66-70, which have frontage on Rose Road, be reduced to 
15 feet in order to provide an urban appearance and streetscape on South End and Rose Road. 
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The applicant has proposed, and Staff concurs, that the building height be increased from the 25 feet 
proposed by the applicant to 35 feet to accommodate two story dwellings and provide consistency with 
all the city's existing single-family residcnual zones other than R-6/MH. 

The applicant has proposed setbacks that provide for private open space, housing separation, and are 
similar to comparable existing zoning designations that have established setbacks that have been 
adopted by the City for the preservation of, and livability within, existing and new neighborhoods. 
Staff would recommend that the proposed setbacks by the applicant for the PUD be approved. 

The current design standard for driveway approaches allows a driveway width of 24 feet (30 
feet with tapers) for properties zoned below R-8 (Exhibit 30). Such a design would allow a 
driveway to cover nearly 50% of the property frontage of the detached housing units and nearly 
75% of the attached housing umts. Staff would recommend that the driveway width from the 
property line to the planter stnp be lim!led to J 6 feet wide (22 feet wide at the street to allow 
for the taper) in order to limit the size of the driveway cuts to an appropriate size for the size of 
the proposed Jots, ensure on street parking will be provided, and minimize the negative 
aesthetic impacts to the streetscape that will occur with un-proportionally large driveways. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with 
Condition of Approval 36. 

D. Open Space and Landscaping. The applicant shall provide at least nrcnty percent o.f the total gross area as co111mon 

open space f'or the recreational needs of the develop1nent's r(>sidents either on-site or off-site and in close proximity to the 
de1'clop111cnt (1vithin one-quarter 111ile). The open space area 1nay be in private 0111nership. A portion of the required open 
space 1nay be used as a buffer betH·een di/f'erent uses. /\in less than tv. 1enty feet in ividth shall be used_fOr transitional buffers 
in addi1ion to the underlying zone setback The open space shall provide }Or a 1nix of passive and active uses. Passive uses 
include, hut arc not limited to sitting benches, picnicking, reading, bird watching and natural areas. Active uses include, hut 
are not lifnited to playgrounds, basketball, baseball, running and walking areas. Land area to be used for the open !.pace 
area and landscaping that is required in this section shall not include streets, rights-o.f-ivay, drive1vays, parking .\paces or 
puhlic facilities_ L1nless otheri{·ise alloived, the applicant shall also provide an irrevocable legal mechanisn1 for the 
fnaintcnancc of· the open space and any related landscaping andf"acilitics. The applicant shall subn1it, for c;ty rev;evv and 
approval, all proposed deed restrictions or other legal instru1ncnts used to reserve open space and 1naintenance of open 
space and any related landscaping and_(acilities. 

Finding: The applicant has proposed to provide 24.8% of the total gross area as common open space. The 
applicant states that the open space functions to protect the natural areas as well as provide a buffer and 
visual separation between the various types of housing (Exhibit 3), creating three distinct 
"neighborhoods". 

The applicant mdicates that the closest open space with play structures is located at John McLaughlin 
Elementary School, which is approximately 800 feet from the site or no more than a 0.1 Smile walk 
from most new lots. Exhibit 25 illustrates all properties within j', mile of the school. A majority of the 
site is located outside the maximum distance allowed under the PUD to be considered within close 
enough proximity to provide/meet the recreational needs for the proposed development. 

The applicant has provided a site plan of the open space demonstrating the proposed active and passive 
activities, mcludmg pathways, a play area, Jungle gym, tether ball, Y2 court basketball, and picnic 
benches. There is also a grassy area that could be used for soccer or similar sports. The site plan 
(Exhibit 4, Sheets L2-LS) demonstrates how the pathways and other uses are arranged on the site. 
Passive activities, such as reading or watching others play can take place at the picnic benches adjacent 
to the active recreational eqmpment. The open space areas are proposed to be owned and maintained 
through a homeowners' organization, which will be created through CC&R's recorded with the final 
plat. 
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·111e project has proposed 173,080 square feet (24.8%) of the total area of the subject site as open 
space, of which, approximately 23,400 square feet (13.5%) is proposed for active open space. A large 
maiority, approximately 149,680 square feet (86.5'1.>) at a minimum, isproteetcd as part of the Water 
Quality Resource Arca per the decision of Planning File WR 03-01. 

The applicant has proposed s1gnage and a decorative fence around the water resource area to prevent 
activities within the protected areas of the site. The applicant has proposed benches along the proposed 
accessway and additional pathways with sitting areas have been provided behind lots 52-53 and 61-62 
and across the parking lot from lots 74-75 to overlook the water quality resource area. The additional 
pathways are developed without lighting and act as a more informal pathway system to provide 
separation for passive activities .. 

Per Sect10n 12.24.040.G, staff finds that it is inappropriate to require fcncmg and/or vegetative shrubs 
on both sides of the accessway connectmg South End Road to the interior local street. However, the 
applicant has provide appropriate screening in accordance with Section 12.24.040.F for the 
northeastern property line m order to provide a buffer from the accessway to the existing residential 
properties. 

The applicant has designed the entryways to the bike/pedestrian system (End of Tract "A" and "B", 
between lots 60 and 61, attached housmg parking lot, and South End) that incorporates enhanced 
landscaping in order to identify and draw attention to the location/continuation of the pathway system 
throughout the subject site and discourage usc of the pathway system by vehicles. 

The applicant has proposed to plant a mixture of deciduous and coniferous trees to provide a natural 
open space with an assortmenl of trees from the Oregon City Native Plant List. The applicant has 
incorporate shade trees in the play area and on the south/southeast side of the basketball court. The 
increased trees provide a buffer from lhe proposed open space and the existing and proposed homes 
and create a more natural, park like setting to fulfill the recreational needs of the PUD residents. 

The applicant has proposed a large asphalt pad that will be designed with half-court basketball. lt 
appears that the other half of the pad will be underutilized, as it is not designed for any particular use. 
Staff would recommend that a basketball hoop be provided at the opposite end of the pad or a different 
active use, such as a sand volleyball court, should be provided. 

The proposed recreation/landscaping scheme of the open space is appropnate. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Condition of 
Approval 37. 

E. Tin1ely Provision of Public Services and Facilities. As part of the prelirnina1}' Pl.JD plan, the applicant shall dc1nonstrate, 
or provide a suitable guarantee of adequate capacity in each of the fO!lovving public services or facilities to serve the 
proposed PLID: 
l YVater; 

Finding: This standard is addressed in Section 16.08.050 above. 

2. Sanita1y sewer; 

Finding: This standard is addressed in Section 16.08.050 above. 

3 Stornnvater 1na11agement; 
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Finding: This standard 1s addressed in Section 16.08.050 above. 

4. Traffic SJ'sten1 and 1ransportatio11 1nfi·astructure, including streets, roads, transit, pedestrian and bicycle.facilities; 

Finding: This standard is addressed 111 Section 16.08.050 above. 

5 Schools; and 

Finding: This standard 1s addressed in Section 16.08.050 above. 

6. Fire and police services. 

Finding: T!11S standard is addressed in Section 16.08.050 above. 

f~. Jj'the applicant elects to guarantee that any particular public serrice or.facility •viii have adequate capacity, the required 
capacity shall exist prior to issuance o_f building perrnits. The decision nu1ker 1nay require the applicant to provide ::,pecial 
or oversized seiver or ivater lines, roads, streets or other ser1'icefl1cilities if"neces.1·a1}' to rneet standards in the city'sfOcility 
master plans or to alloiv for the orderly and efficient provision of public facilities and services. ff oversizing is required, the 
applicant may request rei1nbursen1ent f'ron1 the ci(v fOr oversizing based on the city's rein1bursement ordinance and fund 
availability. 

Finding: The applicant shall provide the required services and facilities prior to the issuance of a building 
permit. This standard 1s met. 

G Relationship to the Natural and Physical Environment. Sl!Tets, buildings and othe!r site elen1ents shall be designed and 
located to preserve the maximun1 numher oj.sig11ifica11t trees (i.e., those trees six inches or greater in diarneter, rneasured 
j(Jur fl'et.from the ground), sign{ficant natural resources, jurisdictional -..A:erlands, and natural (i.e., natural feature.\). These 
natural features shall not he disturbed afi(:T sub1nittal qf a co1nplete land use application JUr as long as the apphcarion is 
active or until public infrastructure construction is approved and accepted by the cizi1 engineer. An exception to this ban on 
disturbing natural JC a tu res is a/lo)vcd if planned disturbances are included in the city-approved construction plans or ~f the 
('orps qf Engineers or the Oregon Division o_f State Lands issues a pennit that afJCcts natural features. Develop1nent shall 
be designed. constructed and maintained in accordance with the unstable soils and hillside constraint overlay district and 
the lvater quality resources areas overlay district where applicable. 

Finding: The applicant has proposed street, bmlding, and other site elements that appear to be designed and 
located to reserve the maximum number of significant trees, natural resources, jurisdictional wetlands, 
and natural features. The site is not located in the unstable soils and hillside constraint overlay district. 
The project site is located 111 the Water Quality Resource Area Overlay District. The applicant is 
responsible to comply with the decision of the Planning Commiss10n concemmg Planning File WR 03-
01 for the protection and mitigation of the water quality resource area on the site and the impacts the 
proposed development will have on the resource. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Conditions of 
Approval I. 

H. A1ixed-use. To ensure developn1ent ivithin a PliD contains the correct blend of mixed uses, nu more than eighty percent, 
but at least j~fty percent, o_l the total net develupable area shall consist of' single-ft11ni~}' residential development. Tiventy 
percent (~f the net developablc area shall consisI of residential uses other than single-.fUn11"/y dvvellings. If the su~ject 
property is ten acres or n1are, it tnay contain neighborhood con1n1ercial uses. !l co1n1non wall units are proposed, a 
111inin1u1n o.l thirteen thousand square feet is required jar up to, but not n1ore than .four conunon }1,·a/l un;ts, and a 1ninimum 
of seven thousand square feet is required .for every ti·vo cu1nmun ivall units. In no cases, shall a detached si11gle-j(1n1ily 
residential lot he smaller than fi1•e thousand square feel (Ord 00-1005 .~4. 2UOU. Ord. 97-1024§1 (part), 1997) 

Finding: Tax lot 300, which is 6.5-acres, could accommodate 41.6 dwelling units at 6.4 units per gross acre 
under the R-6/MH Single-Family Dwelling District density requirements. Tax lot 1700, which is 9.52 
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acres, could accommodate 41.9 dwelling umts at 4.4 units per gross acre under the R-10 Single­
Fam!ly Dwelling District density reqmrements. The total site could accommodate 84 dwelling units 
and the PUD must have a meet the minimum density of 80 percent for the site, which represents 67 
units. The applicant has proposed 76-umts, which is 90 percent of the gross density permitted on the 
site. 

This section requires that between 20 and 50 percent of the "net developable area" shall consist of 
residential uses other than single-family dwellings, which is defined as a detached building designed 
for and used exclusively as the residence of one family (OCMC 17.04.230). The total net developable 
area 1s 365,215 square feet and rs comprised of 52 detached dwellings on approximately 268,778 
square feet of dcvelopable area, representing 74% of the net developable area. The 24 attached 
dwellings, located on approximately 96,43 7 square feet of devclopable area, represents 26'Yo of the net 
developable area. 

The applicant has not proposed to place any commercial uses on the site. All of the common wall unit 
lnts have a minimum of 7 ,000 total square feet and none of the proposed detached lots are less than 
5,000 square feet. This criterion rs met. 

Chapter 17.64.050 Density Bonuses 
The decision-maker 1na.y exercise its discretion and grant a residential density bonus resulting in a maximum of· up to one 
hundred fifteen percent o_l the gross density al!ov.'ed hy ihe underlying zone. In general, consideration o_( density bonuses 
nul}'' be given j(n- housing design, historical preservation, preservation of natural features, tree preservation, additional 
open 5.'pace and co111munity an1enities. 
Spec1fi'ca!Zv, alloi,vancefor density bonuses shall be consideredfOr the follovving uses: 

Linder 10 acres 

;()vcr J 0 acres 

Mixed l!se Residential 
(Owner Occupied) 

5% 

5% 

Multi-Family Use 

5% 

Cum1nercial [Jse 

NIA 

5% 

tv'ote. Density bonuses are calculated based on the gross density alluv.ied by the underlying zone. 
(Ord OU-1005 §5. 2000. Ord 97-1024 §!(part). 1997) 

Finding: The applicant has not requested a density bonus. This criterion is not applicable. 

17.64.060 Initiation of a PUD--Review process. 
A. fJrior ro suhn1itting a PUD application JOr a PL1D pern1it, the applicant shall schedule and attend a pre-application 
co1~fcrcnce as provided in Section 17-5 0. 05 0. 

Finding: The applicant attended a pre-application with staff, identified as PA 02-47, on July 31, 2002 prior to 
suhrnittmg the application (Exhibit 24). The applicant did not provide any information regarding 
holding the optional neighborhood meeting. This criterion rs met. 

B. The city shall provide the opportuni(vfOr concurrent processing o.f the PUD and any other related permits, land use and 
li1nited land use approvals required/Or developrncnr o.fthe suhject property. 

FindinK: The applicant chose not to consolidate the Site Plan and Design Review for the attached housing and 
landscaping. This criterion is not applicable. 

C The re1·iew process for PUD i.1 set forth in detail in the sections ofth1s chapter. In general. the process involves three 
stages: 
I. A pre-application conference; 
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2. A preli1ninar_y PCJD plan, revieVv'ed through a Type Ill process, including a public hearing bejOre the planning 
co1n1nission \'Vith a right to appeal to the city con1mission based on the record; 
3. A _final PL/D plan, consisting of a plan that co1~forms to the prehn1inary plan, and all conditions and rcquiren1ents 
iniposed by the planning con11nission during the prelin1inary plan approval process. The final PL'D plan receives a Type I 
ad111inistrative reviClt' tvithout a hearing so Lung as there are no 111aterial deviations fro1n the approved prelin1i11ary PUD 
plan. (Ord. 00-1005 §6, 2000 Ord. 97-1024 ,¢/(part), 1997) 

Finding: The applicant held a pre-application conference with the City. The preliminary PUD plan will be 
reVJewecl through a Type III process. If the plan 1s approved, and the applicant moves forward with 
development of the PUD, the final PUD plan will be revie\\'ed to ensure the plan confom1s to the 
preliminary plan and all conditions and requirements are met The review will be processed as a Type 
I review. 

17.64.070 Pre-application conference. 
B(~fUre the city accepts an application for preli1ninary PLi'D plan approval, the applicant n1ust attend a pre-application 
conf'ercnce ivith the planning nu111ager pursuant to Section 17.50. 030, and pay the required fee. The planning 1nanager ivill 
ensure that all ajfectcd city departments arc represented at the pre-application conference. The purpose of the pre­
application conf'erence is to al/o;,v the applicant to explain in as 111uch detail as possible, the development proposal, and to 
obtain com1nents and guidance .fi·on1 city stqff' su_fficicnt to guide the applicant's preparation of the preliminary PUD plan. 
(Ord. 00-1005 §7, 2000. Ord 97-1024 §!(part), 1997) 

Finding: The applicant attended a pre-application with staff, identified as PA 02-47, on July 31, 2002 prior to 
submitting the apphcation. The applicant did not provide any information regarding holding the 
optional neighborhood meeting. This critcnon 1s met 

17.ll4.080 Prelin1i11ary PlJI) plan application. 
A. At any time following a pre-application conference, an applicant may apply for preliminary PUD plan approval. The 
,1pplica11t's sub1nissio11 1nust provide a con1plete description of existing conditions, the proposed PUD and an explanation 
o,f hoH-· the application nzeets all applicable approval standards. The .following sections describe the ::,pec(fic subn1ission 
rcqu1re1nents .lor a preliminary }JUD plan, H'hich include plan draivings, a narrative state1nent and certain tabular 
inforrnation. 

Finding: The applicant submitted the applicat1on on January 14, 2003. 

B. The cit_v's revieiv and decision making process j(Jr preli1ninar.,v PL'l) plans is described in the sections that .folloiv and 
basically involves a sta_ff con1pleteness check of the applicant's suh1nission. Once the application is deemed to be co1nplete 
enough to begin processing, stafj.revie1vs ihe application and prepares a staff' report. The planning co111n1ission \Viii hold a 
public hearing at ivhich the application is revicivcd, and the planning com1nission renders a decision on the application, 
either a denial or an approval ivith conditions The final PlJD plan must comply with all conditions of prelin1inary PL'D 
plan approval. (Ord 97-1024 §/(part), 1997) 

Finding: The City deemed the applicat10n complete on March 26, 2003. The staff report was prepared and 
available 7 days prior to the duly noticed public hearing. The Planning Commission will review the 
proposal and render a decision concerning this application. 

17.64.090 Preliminary Pl!D plan--Rcquircd plans. 
The preli1ninar_y PCJD plan shall .l]Jec1jically and clearly sho"'' the follo"''ing features and infOrmation on the n1aps, 
dra11,,ings. application form or attach1nents unless deemed unnecessal}' b)--' the planning manager. All maps and site 
draivings shall he at a mini1nun1 scale o.f"one inch ruf1ftyf"ect. 
A. Site Plan. A detailed site develop111ent plan shoi-ring the location and dimensions of' lots, streets, ivalbvays, con1mon 
areas, building envelopes and scthacks, all existing and proposed utilities and improvements including sanita1y se1ver, 
stonn se\ver and H-'aterfacilities, and an indication r'.fexisting and proposed land usesfOr the site. 

B. Traffic/Transportation Plan. The applicant's trqfjic!transportation inj"ormatian shall include nvo ele1nents: 
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J. A detailed site circulation plan shoiving proposed vehicular. bicycle and pedestrian access points and circulation 
patterns, parking and loading areas and any other transportation _facilities in relarion to the j'eatures illustrated on the 
site plan; and 

2.A traffic i1npact study prepared by a qualified professional engineer, that assesses the traffic irnpacts of.the proposed 
develop111ent on the existing transportation systen1 and analyses the adequacy (~(the proposl?d internal transportation 
net1vork to handle the anticipated traffic and the adequacy oj 1he existing system to accornmodate the tr(~ffic _(ron1 the 
proposed d2veloprnent. 

C. 1Vatura! i''eatures Plan. The applicant shall suhn1it a 1nap illustrating all of· the natural .features and hazards on the 
suhject properly and 1vithin tvvo hundred jift,v f'eet o,.(the property's bounda1y. Features that 1nust he illustrated shall include 
the.folloiving: proposed and existing strecl rights-of 1vay and all ulher transportarion facilities, all proposed lots and tracts. 
all trees lVith a H·idth six inches or greater in diameter, 1neasurf'd four feet f'ron1 the ground, all jurisdictional u1etlands 
(according to the Corps of Enginef'rs YVetlands Delineation /\1anual, Januar_v 1987 edition). all knoivn geologic hazards, 
landslides orf{1ults, areas ivith a HHlfer table n·ithin onefOot o.lthc surface, the location o.f any stale or jCderal threatened 
or endangered species, all historic areas or cultural features ackn(nvledged as such on any fl~deral, slate or city inventol}', 
all ivildl~fe habitat or other naturaljCatures listed on any ofrhe ci~l·'s official inventories. 

D. TopographJ', JJrelitninar;v Grading and Drainage Plan_ The applicant shall submit a plan illustrating the topography 
and grade u,fthe sire hefOre and afier develop1nent and shovv contours at maxilnu1nfive-foot v1?rtical elevation intervals/or 
steep locations, greater than twenty percent, and n1axilnum tvvo-jOot vertical elevation intervals for other location. 
Illustrated fCatures musr include rhe approximate grades and radius of curves of.all proposed strel!ts and cul-de-sacs, the 
location and calculated volume of all cuts and .fills. and all storm ivater managen1ent features. The plan shall ident(fy the 
location of drainage patterns and courses on the site and 1vithin rivo hundred fifty feet (~/the property houndaries. 

L". Erosion Control Plan. The applicant shall sub1nit an erosion control plan illustrating the measures !hat vvill be 
ilnplernented throughout construction of the PlJP to control erosion and sedirnentation. This plan 1nust be consistent fvith 
all applicah/e erosion control require1nents in c-:hapter J 7.47. 

F. Vicinity A1ap. The applicant shall subn1it a l 1icinity map shoiving the relationship of.the subject property ro significant 
f(:atures ..,vfrhin rvvo hundred fifty fi?et (~f the site, such as the existing street nenvork, utilities, topography, and natural 
features. (Ord 00-1005 §8, 2000 Ord. 97-1024 §/(part), 1997) 

Finding: These criteria are met. 

17.64.100 Preli111inary PUT> plan--1\:arrative statement. 
Jn addition to the plans required in Section J 7. 64.090, the applicant shall also prepare and submit a narrative statement 
that addresses thefOlloiving issues: 
A. Pl!D Description. A detailed descri11tion of the proposed developn1ent, including a description uf an:y phasing, proposed 
uses, nurnber and t_ipe r~f residential unirs, nonresidential uses. allocation and 01vnership qf all lots, tracts, streets and 
puhlic improvements, the structure of.any hon1e OH'ner's as~·ociation, and each instance ivhere !he proposed PUD will vary 
from sorne di1nensional or other requiren1ent of'rhe underlying zoning district. 

B. Tin1ely Provision of· Public Services and }~acilities. The applicant shall explain in detail hoiv and H'hen each of the 
fol!oiYing public services urfhcilities vvill be adequate to serve the proposed develop1nent by the tin1e construction begins: 

J Water; 
2. Sanitary se1ver,· 
3. Stonn sevver and storm v.-}ater detention and drainage fi1cilities, 
4. Traffic .\ystern and transportation infrastructure, including streets, roads, transit, pedestrian and bicycle f'acilities; 
5. Schools: and 
6. Fire and policy services. 

lf'here adequate capacity JOr any of· these public j'acilities and services is not demonstrated 10 be currently arazlablc, the 
applicant shall describe hov.1 adequate capacity in these services and facilities ivill be financed and construcred before the 
issuance of· huilding pern1its. This description rnay include a provision for oversizing r~f any of these public fGcilities and 
services and a proposal for a mechanism to reimburse, or provide syste1n develop1nent charge (SDC) credit to, the 
applicant for the cost of over sizing. 
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('. Approval C'riteria and Jusujication for Adjustn1e11ts. The applicant shall explain hon' the proposed PL'D is consistent 
-...vith th(:' Oregon C~ity con1prehc11sii·e plan, and purposes and require1ne11ts o_lthis chapter set forth in Sections 17.64.0JU 
and 17. 64. 040. f 'or each <~l the instances iv/Jere the applicant proposes an at(fustn1cnt fro111 son1e applicable dirnensional or 
other requirc1nent oj· an underlying or overlay zoning district, the applicant shall explain in detail the need for the 
ac!fus/n1cnt and hu-...v the a(ffust1nent advances or better achieves the jJU1pose.s and require1nents of this chapter, than vvould 
con1ptiance tvith the dimensional ur or her requiren1e11ts. 

D. Geologic 1-lazards. r~or properzv su~ject to (-,hapter 17.44, the applicant shall sub111it a report prepared by a qualified 
pro_fCssional engineer, certified in geology or geotechnical engineering, dcscrihing hoiv the proposed PUD is feasible and 
1neets the applicable requirements u_f C'haptcr 17.44. 

£. ~Yater Quality Resources Areas Overlay District For property subject to Chapter 17.49, the applicant shall subn1it a 
report prepared by a qual(fied pru_/Cssional describing the location and quality of.any lvater resource suhject to regulation 
under C~hapter 17. 49. This report shall also e,\plain in detail ho1+· the proposed PL1D is fCasihle and n1eets the applicable 
requiren1ents (~l Chapter 17.49. 

F. Historic, Archeological, Geological and 5;cenic Resources and Significant Trees. The apphcant shall subn1it a report, 
prepared by a qual!fi'ed prof'essional, regarding an:v knoivn historic, archeological, geological, or scenic resources on the 
site as well as any tree.' with a dian1cter six inches or greater 1neasured fourfi.!et fron1 the ground. 

G. Covenants, Conditi"ons and Restrictions (CC&R.'>) The applicant shall subn1it drafts of the proposed covenant'>, 
conditions and restrictions, 1naintenance agreements, property oi-vners' association agreen1ents, dedications, deeds, 
easements, or reserratiuns of public open jpacl?s not dedicated to the city, and related documenzs for the PL!D. (Ord. 00-
1005 §9, 2000. Ord. 97-1024 §/(part), 1997) 

Finding: The Water Resource Report was review as a separate Plannmg File, identified as WR 03-01. The 
CC&R's will be submitted to the City prior to final approval of the PUD. These criteria are met. 

17.64.110 Preliminary !'CD plan--Tabular information. 
In addition to the plans required in Section 17.64. I 00, the applicant shall also prepare and submit one or sel'eral tables 
that set_f'orth thc_folfo,ving infonnation in an undcrstandahle.fOnnat, including explanations v.:here needed: 
A. Gross area and net developable area, acreage distribution hy use, percentage of' acreage designated for each di.veiling 
t)pe and for nonresidential uses such as streets, off-street parking, parks, open jpacc and pla_vgrounds; 

B. A description of' any proposed phasing, including JOr each phase the tilning, acreage, number of residential units, 
amount <~larea.for nonresidential use, open space, develop1nent of utilities and public facilities,-

C. Cross density and net <lensity u_f the /:JUL) and, -...vhere d!ffCrent types of· residential units are proposed, the density by 
dwelling type; 

D. Amount ofi1nprevious sioj(1ce in hillsides and unstable slopes su}~ject to regulation hy Chapter 17.44. (Ord. 00-1005 
§IO, 2000 Ord. Yl-1024,iil(part}. 1997) 

Finding: The applicant submitted the required tabular infonnation as part of the application. The site is not 
located on any hillside or unstable slopes. These cnteria are met. 

17.64.120 Preli1ninary PL1D plan approval criteria. 
The decision maker shall approve an application .f'or preliminary PLID plan ~lthe follo·vving criteria arc 111et: 
A. The proposed preliminary PL!D plan is consistent H'ith the purposes and require1nents of· this chapter set f'orth in 
Sections 17. 64.010 and 17. 64.040, and any applicahlc goals or policies of the Oregon City com11rehensive plan,-

Finding: This critenon 1s addressed above m the report. 

B. 1!1e proposed prelimina1}' PLID plan 1neets the applicahlc requirements o.lthe underlying zoning di.strict, any applicable 
overlay zone, such as Chapters 17.44 or 17.49, and applicable provisions u_(Title 16 o.fthis code, unless an adjustment 
ji·om any of these requiren1ents is ::.pecijically allo}ved pursuant to this chapter,· 
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Finding: The site 1s located within the Water Quality Resource Area Overlay District. The applicant submitted 
a water resource report that will be reviewed by the Planning Commission is identified as Planning 
file WR 03-0 I. The PUD shall comply with the decision of the Planning Commission concernmg WR 
03-01. The provisions of Title 16 are addressed above. 

C A n.r· phasing schedule proposed by the application must be reasonable and shall not exceed.five :rears hctn·een approval 
of the jinal l'LID plan and the filing oj.thcjinal plat.for the last phase. Dedication or preservation of' open space or natural 
_features, in a form approved hy the city, 1nust be recorded prior to the issuance r~f building pcr1nif(j) for existing tax lots o_f 
the first phase oj any 1nu!ti-phase PlJD; 

Finding: The applicant has not proposed any phasing for this project. This criterion is not applicable. 

D. The applicant has den1onstratcd that all public services and facilities have adequate capacity to serve the proposed 
devclopn1ent, or adequate capacity is assured to be avai/ahle concurrent tt'ith dr.:velopn1ent; 

Finding: This critenon was addressed above in section 17.64.040.E. 

E. All ac~justn1entsfro1n any applicable di1nensional requiren1enr requested by the applicant or rccomn1cnded by the city are 
justified, or are necessary to adFance or achieve the purposes and require111ents o.f this chapter heller than ivould 
co1npliance HJith the dimensional requiren1cnts of the underlying zon1ng. (Ord. 00-1005 §1 I, 2000: Ord. 97-1024 §/(part), 
/')97) 

Finding: This criterion was addressed above in section 17.64.040.C. 

17.64.130 Prcli1ninary Ptro plan decision--J)uration and extensions. 
The decision nzaker may deny, approve or approve with conditions rhe prclilninary PL!D plan. 771e decision n1aker may 
impose any co1uhtions necessa1y to ensure conzphance v..'ith the OfJproval criteria. An approval is valid for a period of 
tu'elve 1nonths ji-01n the date of decision. If vvithin nvelve rnonths of the date of prelin1inary PC1D plan approval, the 
applicant has not applied for .final Pl/D plan approval. rhe prclin1ina1y PlJD plan approval shall be void. However, the 
applicant 1na_y· apply lo rhe planning 1na11agerfin· up to tivu extensions of up to six n1011ths each (total n1axin1un1 extension 
on a prelin1ina1y PllD plan aJJproval is nvelve months beyond the original !lvelve month.\). The planning manager shall 
consider granting requests as provided h1 Section I 7.50.2 JO. (Ord. 00-1005 .'§12, 2000: Ord. 97-1024 §1 (par!), 1997) 

Finding: The Planning Commission. as the decision maker, shall make a decision on this application at a duly 
noticed public hearing and impose those conditions they deem necessary to ensure compliance with 
the approval criteria. 

17 .64.l 40 Design review. 
PlJDs shall co1nply 1vith the site plan and design review requirements in Chapter I 7.62 of' this title .. 5ingle-ji:nnily detached 
homes are exempt JY.on1 this requircn1ent. An applicant 1nay seek concurrent rei·iew of the preliminary J)UD plan and 
design revieH:, in ivhich case the applicant shall subn1it a landstaping plan, architectural draivings and a materials hoard 
as provided in Sec! ion 17. 62. 040(8)~-(D) in addition to the subn1ittal rcquire1nents for the preliminar_v PL'D plan. (Ord. 9 7-
1024 §!(part), 1997) 

Finding: The applicant shall comply with Site Plan and Design Review for the PUD for the attached housing 
and landscaping. 

17.64.150 Final PUD plan. 
The applicant nntst apply for final PUD plan approval within tlvelve Jnonths _following approval of the preliminary PUD 
plan. Rcvielv of the final PLlD plan is pruccsst'd as a Type I decision by the planning rnanager so long as the final PUD 
plan does not propose any material deviations .from the approved preliminary PL1D plan. The planning rnanager shall 
approve a final FUD plan thar is consistent vi}ith 1/ze approved prelin1inary PUD plan, including an.v conditions attached 
!hereto. 
A. (/the planning rnana[;Cr determines that the final Pl!D plan suhn1itted by the applicant materially deviates fi·om the 

approved pre/i111inary PlJD plan, reviciv of the final Pl!D plan shall be re_ferred to the planning commission for a public 
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hearing and a detern1illation of· consistenly vvith the preliminary PUD plan approval standards. In that event, the 
planning crJ1n1nission 1nay li111it the hearing to issues directly affected by the clement that was the 1naterial deviation. All 
other aspects of-the preli1ninary PlJD plan not directly affected b,v the material dev1'ation shall not be addressed 

B. As used i"n thi"s sec hon, "material deviation" includes any uf the fUlloH'ing deviations fron1 the approved prelin1i11ary 

c 

PUD plnw 
I. 

2 

.l. 

4 

5. 

6 

7. 

An increase in the total nu1nber o_f d\rclling units hy ten percent or n1ore fi·on1 the an1ount approved in the 
prelilnina1y PLID plan; 
An increase 1·11 the nun1ber of 1nultiple .fan1ily dv,,'ellings by more than ten percent _from the a1nount approved in the 
pre!in1inar,v PllD plan; 
A change in the square f(Jotage of commercial use in the development by 1nore than ten percent fro1n the amount 
approved 111 the prcli1n1-nary PL/D plan; 
A reduction in the amount r~f land.\·caping, open space or land reserved .for a protected feature by more than ten 
pcrcenr.fron1 \'i'h(lt i.vas apprlH'ed in the preli1nina1~\' PlJD plan,· 
An increase in the amount o.f in1pcrvious su1fOce on hillsides or unstable soils subject to regulation under Chapter 
I 7-44 by n1ore than ten percent fi'om the amount appro1'('d in the preli1ninary PL!D plan; 
A relocation of buildings, proposed streets, access points onto the existing public right-ofi,vay, utility casements, 
pedestrian/bicycle accessivays, parking lots, landscaping, or other site i1nproven1ents aivay f'ro1n the general location 
shrnvn in rhe preli1ni11ary PL1D plan; 
Any change rhat renders the PLJD i11co1npatible ivith surrounding lanli•; or development or incompatihle \Vith any of 
the conditions of approval attached to the prelirnina1:v p[jD plan. 

,Vo change undertaken by grant of' the 1naterial deviation shall reduce the density helov.,· eighty percent of the density 
allovved in the buildah/e area in the under!y1·ng plan designation and zoning district. 

D. Increases in the amount of· landscaping or open space, and any change that reduces the i1npacts on hillsides or 
unstable soils shall not be con:;.;ufercd a n1atcrral dct'iation 

t~. Any final !)L'D plan that is not con5isrent ivith the appro1·ed prelilninar_i.,: PlJD plan, but is not so different as to he a 
nzaterial deviation 1nGJ' be approved by the planning rnanager through a Type If process .follo-...l'ing notice and an 
opportunity to cornn1cnt. Any appeals of· a decision h_v the planning 1na11ager may be appealed to the planning 
con11nission, according to the city's Type fl procedure, and the 1Ssue.v in thar appeal shall be limited to the specific 
aspect o{'thefinal PllD plan that is not consistent H'ith the approved prclimina1y PL1D plan. 

1:. The planning 1nanager shall not(fy in 1vriri11g all persons 1vho 1vere parties tu the prelirnina1}1 PL'D plan proceeding. 
The notice shall contain the infonnation listed in Sec11·011 17. 50.150. The planning 1nanager's decision to approve a 

_final PlJD plan ma_y be appealed as a li1nitcd land use decision by the applicant or any party 11-'ho participated oral(v 
or 111 1vriting during the prelimina1}' J>[Jl) plan proceeding, but solely fOr the purpose of detennining whether the final 
P[lD plan contains a material deviation froni rhe preliminary J)L!D plan_ Any .\uch appeal niust be fz'led H'frhin fourteen 
calendar days qlthe planning manager's notice, afier 1vhich the plan111·ng co1nmission shall hold a puhlic hearing. The 
salt! issue 011 appeal shall be vvherher the final PL1D plan contains a rnaterial det'iation frorn the approved prelitninary 
PL1D plan. The planning con1n1issio11's decision shall be final and appealahle only to the land use board of' appeals. 
(Ord. 97-1024 §!(part), 1997) 

Finding: This criterion is not applicable at this time. This requirement will be implemented during review of 
the fmal PUD plan. 

J 7,64,160 Filing and recording of final PllD plan. 
Follo-...ving approval oj. Ihe final PlJD plan, the applicant .vhall jile ivith the county recorder the confirnied and approved 
final PL!D plan rogcther i.vith all pertinent docu1nents approved as to forn1 by the cit}' allorney. (Ord. 97-1024 §/(part), 
I 997) 

Finding: This critenon is not applicable at this time. This requirement will be implemented upon the filmg and 
recording of the final PUD plan. 

17.64.170 Control of the development after completion--Moditications to final PUD plan. 
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711c final PL/D plan shall continue to control once 1he PUD is constructed, in addition tu the_folloiving· 
A. After occupanc~v jJermits have been issued or pe1for111cd, no change shall bc n1ade to a PlJD that is inconsistent H1ith the 
approved .final Pl_lD plan l1'ilhout first obtaining an arne1ubnen1 10 that jJlan, except that a building or struczure that is 
substanlially deslroycd 1nay he reconstructed ivithin one year as originally approved ivi1hou1 land use review by the city 
under Title J 6 or J 7 of rhis code. 

B. Any changes tha1 constitute a n1a1erial deviation .fro1n an approved.final PlJD plan shall be revieived h;,.' the planning 
con1n1ission in the ~·a1ne n1anner as.for a n1atr?rial deFiation lo an aJJproved prelinzinary PC'D plan. Changr?s that are nut 
111aterial deviations shall be revie1ved and decided upon adminr"stratively by the planning 1nanager, and the planning 
1nanagcr shall JJrovide notice oflhe dccij·fon in the sa1ne 1nanner as described r"n ~\'eclion !7.50.090(A) and appeals of this 
dectsion s/ia// jiJl/ow the procedure descn/Jed in Section J 750. I 90 (Ord 00-1005 §13, 2000.· Ord. 97-1024 §I (part), 
1997) 

Finding: Any modification to the final PUD plan will comply with this section. 

17.64.180 Performance surety. 
In approving any PLID, the dec1~\·ion nuzkcr 1nay require adcquatefinancial guarantee.r of'con1pliancc tvith any aspect of the 
final PU D plan as authorized in Section J 7 50. I 40 of this !life. (Ord 00-1005 §I 4, 2000 · Ord. 97-1024 ,\I (part), J 99 7) 

Finding: The decision maker may require adequate financial guarantees. 

17.64.190 Expiration of final PUD plan appro\'al. 
Approval of a final Pl!D plan is valid for a period uj.t11'elve n1onthsfi·on1 the date of decision (flvithin nveh'e mon1hs of the 
dare of.final PUD plan approval, the applicant has not co1npletcd substantial in1plen1entation on the F)l/D, the final Pl!D 
plan approval shall be void. f/oivei'er, the applicant may apply to the planning 1nanager prior to expiration of· the current 
approval period for up to tH'O extensions oj' up to six 'nonths each (total n1axin1um extension of· a final PU/) plan approval 
i.s flt'eh'(' 1no111hs beyond the orzginal !H1elvc 1nonth.5j. The planning, n1anager shall consider granting such ti1ncly requests. 
(Ord 00-1005 §15, 2000.· Ord. 97-1024 §!(part), 1997) 

Finding: The final PUD plan approval will expire twelve months after the mailmg of the final PUD plan 
approval unless an extension is applied for from. and granted by, the City. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Based on the analysis and finding as descnbed above, staff recommends that the proposed application for the 
Planned Unit Development can be approved with the attached Conditions of Approval. 

EXHIBITS: --------
1. Vic1111ty Map 
2. Ordmance 92-1029 excerpt (Complete Ordinance On File with City Recorder) 
3. Applicant's Nanat1ve dated; August 3, 2003 
4. Applicant's Site Plan 
5. Supplemental lnfonnation; dated August 3, 2003 
6. Addendum to the Geotechnical Engineenng Report; dated July 14, 2003 
7. Letter from Tom Sisul concerning groundwater; dated July 17, 2003 
8. Addendum to the Water Resource Report; dated July 15, 2003 
9. Addendum to the Wzter Resource Report, dated August I, 2003 
I 0. Letter from Tom Sisul: dated May 19, 2003 
I 1. Oregon City Engineenng Comments 
12. Oregon City Parks Department Comments 
13. David Evans and Associates; dated June 4, 2003 
14. Tri-Met Comments 
15. Westling Farms Neighborhood Association Comments; dated April 22, 2003 
16. Brett Livingston of 18925 Lafayette Avenue, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 
17. John and Phyllis Dmgcs of 18896 Rose Road, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 
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l 8. Michael and Virginia Tondreau of 18851 Rose Road Oregon City, Oregon 97045 
19. James Kosel of I 1466 Finnegan's Way, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 
20. Kathleen Galligan of 18996 Rose Road, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 
21. Kathy and Jim Worden of 18835 Rose Road, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 
22. William Wigmore of 18845 Lafayette Avenue, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 
23. Geotechmcal Engineering Report dated January 6, 2003 (On file) 
24. Pre-application conference (On file) 
25. Distance of subject site from nearest school 
26. Prehminary Storm Calculations (On File) 
27. Addendum to the Storm Ca1culat10ns 
28. Traffic Impact Study dated December 2002 (On File) 
29. Connectivity Map 
30. Driveway Design Standards 
3 1. Engmecring Po !icy 00-01 
32. Russ Woodward of PO Box 839, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

PD 03-01 St;iff Report 
August J 8, 201l3 36 



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
PLANNING FILE: PD 03-01 

Date: August 18, 2003 

1. The applicant shall comply wlth the conditions of approval of Planning File WR 03-0 J. 

2. As part of the development, a 12-mch ductile iron water line shall be constructed in Rose Road from the 
Cny water line in South End Road to the northwest property boundary and terminate with a City approved 
blow-off. The applicant shall loop an 8-mch ductile iron water line in the interior streets through the site and 
extend to the site's northwest property boundary and tenninate with a City approved blow-off. 

3. Water service laterals shall be provided to the existing lots southwest of Rose Road. 

4. Water Imes shall be extended to the end of all proposed stub streets and tem1inated with a blow-off. 

5. The applicant shall provide sanitary sewer facilities to the site. 

6. The applicant shall provide an 8-inch sewer mam to the end of all proposed stub streets for future extension. 
If sanitary sewer laterals are connected to the sewer lines in the stub streets, the lines shall be terminated 
with a manhole near the end of the stub streets and the sewer line shall be stubbed-out for future extension. 

7. The applicant shall extend the sanitary sewer main in Rose Road to the site's northwest property boundary. 

8. Sanitary sewer laterals shall be provided to the existing lots southwest of Rose Road, but not connected. 

9. All sewer lines shall maintain the maximum depth based on the mmimum slopes allowed by the City, and 
shall terminate in manholes with stub-outs for future extcns10n. The sewer shall have a depth sufficient to 
provide sewer services to the Urban Growth Boundary to the northwest. 

I 0. Any sanitary sewers with less than three feet of cover shall be constructed of ductile iron pipe. 

l l. The applicant must process and obtam sanitary sewer lme design approval from DEQ prior to City plan 
approval. 

12. The developer shall provide detention and water quality systems that confom1 to current City standards. 

13. The Storm water Engineer shall incorporate design criteria from the Geoteehnical Engineer (high ground 
water) and Water Resource Scientist (recharging and wetland management) to ensure the pond and wetlands 
harmonize each other. Revise the Storm Water Report to incorporate comments/design criteria from the 
Geotechmcal Engineer and Water Resource Scientist. 

14. The applicant shall process and obtain approval for wetland and stream mitigation from the Corps of 
Engmcers, Oregon Division of State Lands, and any other applicable agencies prior to approval of 
construction plans. Copies of approvals shall be supplied to the Clly. Failure to do so shall be a justification 
for the City to prevent the issuance of a construction, or building permit, or to revoke a permit that has been 
issued for this project. 

15. No work shall be done in the wetland areas and along the existing drainage swales without a permit from the 
Oregon Division of State Lands and the A1my Corps of Engineers. The applicant shall provide the City 
copies of the above pem1its for review and approval prior to the approval of the construction plans. 
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16. The current vegetation on the northwest side of South End Road at Rose Road approach shall be cutback to 
improve sight distance to 450 feet in both directions. future landscaping should maintain low-lying 
vegetation to ensure adequate sight distances arc met. 

17. The Gcotechnical Engineer shall address the use and construction of detention ponds in High Ground Water. 
Geotechnical Engineer shall coordinate design eritena to the Storm water Engineer and Water Resource 
Scientist. 

18. The applicant shall follow and incorporate the recommendations in the Geotechnical Report for the design 
of the site. 

19. Half street improvements are requ1red for the entire frontage along Rose Road. Centerline monument boxes 
shall be required. Curb return radii and curb (handicap) ramps are required. The improved street portions 
that the applicant is required to provide includes, but ts not limited to, base rock, paved half street width of 
26 feet (8-foot travel Jane, 8-foot parking, 10-foot past centerline), curb, gutter, 5.foot concrete sidewalk, 5-
foot grass planter strip with street trees, city uttlities (water, sanitary and storm drainage facilities), traffic 
control devices and street lights. 

20. Half street improvements are required for the ent1re frontage along South End Road. Centerline monument 
boxes shall be required. Curb return radii and curb (handicap) ramps arc required. The improved street 
portions that the applicant 1s required to provide includes, but 1s not limited to, base rock, paved half street 
width of 36 feet (12-foot travel Jane, 6-foot bike lane, 8-foot parking, 10-foot past centerline), curb, gutter, 
7-foot concrete sidewalk, 6.5-foot grass planter strip with street trees, city utilities (water, sanitary and storm 
drainage facilities), traffic control devices and street lights. The width of the planter strip may be adjusted 
dunng the construction plan review m order lo maxumze the width of the grass planter strip withn the 
available ROW. 

21. All proposed interior full street improvements are required. Cenlerlme monument boxes shall be required. 
Curb return radii and curb (handicap) ramps arc required. The improved street portions that the applicant is 
reqwred to provide includes, but is not limited to, base rock, paved full street width of 32 feet (2 @ 8foot 
travel lanes, 2@ 8-foot parking areas), curb, gutter, 5-foot concrete sidewalk, 5-foot grass planter strip with 
street trees, city utiliues (water, sanitary and storm drainage fac1Jitics), traffic control devices and street 
lights. 

22. All streets with less than 32 feet and more than 28 feet of pavement width shall be signed "NO PARKING­
TOW AW A Y ZONE" on one side. 

23. All existmg utility poles along street frontages shall be relocated to behind the sidewalk or the utilities can 
be placed underground. All new utilities shall be placed underground. 

24. The applicant shall install sidewalks along the entire frontage of South End Road, to through and adpcent to 
all open spaces and water resource areas, and along the frontages of all tracts, and all handicap access ramps 
at the tune ,,f street construction. 

25. The applicant shall provide a pavement-stripmg plan for South End Road. 

26. "NO PARKING - TOW AW A Y ZONE" signs shall be posted on the side of the street that offers the least 
number of parking spots. 

27. The applicant shall receive Site Plan and Design Review approval for the design of the attached housing 
units and the parking lot prior to the issuance of a building permit for the attached housing and parking Jot. 
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28. Non-Vehicular Access Strips (NV AS) arc required along the street frontages of all comer lots except for the 
40 feet (along right-of-way) on each street furthest from the intersection. Some modificat10n of these NVAS 
locations may be allowed as appro\'ed by the City on a caso-by-case basis at time of plat re\'iew. 

29. Street trees shall be established in compliance with the standards of Chapter 12.08 of the Oregon City 
Municipal Code. 

30. The applicant shall provide acccssway shade trees along the path to the southeast of lot l 9 and comply with 
the design standards of Section l 2.24 of the Oregon City Municipal Code. 

31. A final site grading plan shall be required as part of the final construction plans per the City's Residential 
Lot Grading Criteria and the Uniform building Code. lf significant grading 1s required for the lots due to its 
location or the nature of the site, rough gradmg shall be required of the developer prior to the acceptance of 
the publ!c improvements_ There shall not be more than a maximum grade differential of two (2) feet at all 
subd1v1s1on boundaries_ Grading shall m no way create any water traps, or create other ponding situations. 

32. The applicant shall locate the front yard setback on and orient the front of the primary structure of lots 71-76 
to face South End Road_ 

33. The applicant shall provide a revised landscaping plan demonstrating the trees to be removed in relation to 
the publ!c ROW or buildmg footprmts, and replacement location of all trees removed from the site that are 
not located within the public ROW or building footprints of each lot prior to the issuance of a grading 
penrnt for the site. 

34. The applicant shall have a qualified consulting arbonst or horticulturist prepare a site preparation and 
management program to provide protection to the trees not designated for removal on the revised 
landscaping plan (Condition 33) to avoid disturbance to tree roots from grading activities and to protect 
trees and other significant vegetation identified for retention from harm prior to the 1sstwnce of a grading 
pem11t for the site_ 

35. Public utility easements shall be dedicated to the public on the final plat in the following locations: ten feet 
along all street frontages. Easements required for the final engineering plans if known shall also be 
dedicated to the public on the final plat Show any existing utility easements on the final plat 

36. The applicant shall limit the driveway width from the property line to the planter strip to a maximum of 16 
feet wide (22 feet wide at the street lo allow for the taper). 

37_ The applicant shall provide a basketball hoop at the opposite end of the pad or a different active use, such as 
a sand volleyball court, to be approved by staff 

38. The applicant is responsible for this project's compliance with Engineering Policy 00-01 (exhibit 31). The 
policies pertain to any land use decision requiring the applicant to provide any pub! ic improvements. 

39. The applicant shall sign a Non-Remonstrance Agreement for the purpose of making sanitary 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 in etlect at the time of such 
improvements. 

40_ The applicant shall provide approval from Clackamas County Fire to ensure that the proposed private streets 
are adequate for fire and life safety access and the applicant shall provide a legally binding means for the 
repair and maintenance of all private streets. 
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Planning Files: 
PD 03-01, WR 03-01, VR 03-11, and SP 03-07 
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ORDJNANCE NO. 92-1029 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN MAP ELEMENT 
OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TO ADD A NEW CLASSIFICATION AND APPLY 
THE NEW CLASSIFICATION TO THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY 

WHEREAS, ORS 197.295 requires local governments to enact measures to bring 
their Comprehensive Plans and regulations into compliance with the manufactured housing 
provisions, and 

WHEREAS, the City of Oregon City and Clackamas County have agreed to have a 
mutual interest in coordinated comprehensive plans, compatible land uses and coordinated 
planning of urban services and facilities, and 

WHEREAS, the Oregon City Planning Commission h<is reviewed the prnposed urban 
growth boundary designation and on June 23, 1992 conducted a public hearing to consider 
a recommendation on the proposed amendment, aml 

WHEREAS, the proposed map and text amendment of the Neighborhood Map 
Element of the Comprehensive Plan is designed to meet the requirements of ORS 197.295 

OREGON CITY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

That the Neighborhood Plan Map Element Df the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan 
is hereby amended at Section M to read as follows, and that the Comprehensive Plan Map 
is hereby amended to add Oregon City Comprehensive Plc1n designations as shown on the 
map in Exhibit "A": 

(3) (a) LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (MH) [LR/MH]: Areas in the LR/MH 
category are for single-family manufoctured homes. Net residential density in this category 
is 6,800 square feet for one dwelling unit (6.4 units/acre). These are<1s will provide expanded 
housing opportunities while maintaining compatible clensity. 

Policies 

1. The Comprehensive Plan Map will cletermine the maximum zoning 
classification that may be applied to a specific site, based on the following 12 
land use classifications. 
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a. Parks [P] 
b. Public and Quasi-Public [QP] 
c. Low Density Residential [LR] 
d. Low Density Residential (MH) [LR/MH] 
e. Medium Density Residenti;il [MR] 
f. Medium Density Residential (MHP) [~1R/MHP] 
g. McLoughlin Conditional Residential [MCR] 
h. High Density Residential [HR] 
i. Limited Office [OJ 
J. Commercial [CJ 
k. Limited Commercial [LC] 
l. lnclustrial [!] 

Read first time at a regular meeting of the City Commission held on the 16th day of 
September, 1992, and the foregoing ordinance was finally enacted hy the City Commission 
this 16th day of September, 1992. 

JEAN K. ELLIOTT, City Recorder 

ATTESTED this ]6th day of September, 1992 
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Application for Land Division and Planned Unit Development 
Revised August 3, 2003 

Applicant 

Representative 

Location 

Legal Description 

Zoning 

Site Size 

Proposal 

Note 

Paul Reeder 
I 0893 S. Forest Ridge Lane 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
(503) 655-6494 

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

Northwest of South End Road, northeast of Rose Road 

Tax Lots 300 (3-lE-ICD) & 1700 (3-IE-12A) 

Tax Lot 300: R-6 MH 
Tax Lot 1700: R-10 

16.02 Acres 
Tax Lot 300: 6.5 Acres 
Tax Lot I 700: 9 .52 Acres 

Planned Unit Development and subdivision to create lots for 52 
detached single-family residences, and 24 attached single­
family residences. 

In a meeting with staff on April 11, 2003, the applicant found 
out that single family detached units would count towards the 
multi-family density requirements of the PUD. Therefore the 
applicant has modified the application to eliminate the earlier 
proposed multi-family site near South End Road and modified 
that area to propose I 0 single family attached units. 

In a meeting with staff on April 30, 2003, the applicant was 
told that filling the northwesterly wetland lob along Rose Road 
would not be permitted and the development plan was 
reconfigured. 

During the week of June 30th, the applicant was informed by 
staff that they were still unsatisfied with wetland buffers and 
water resources aspects as well as wanting wider private street 
widths and wanted further changes. 
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Site Description 

The site is located in the southeastern part of Oregon City, southwest of Partlow Road 
and northeast of South End Road, with frontage on South End Road and Rose Road. 

South End Road is classified as a minor arterial with less than standard right of way 
and improvements along the site frontage. Rose Road is considered a local street and is 
barely improved and has less than standard right of way. 

The site is occupied by a single family dwelling and barn, both of which will be 
removed. 

There are a number oflarge trees on the site: Trees adjacent to the South End Road 
and Rose Road rights-of-way will have to be removed for street improvements. As will 
those in the new street areas. Trees in the open space areas will be left standing. Trees in 
setback areas of proposed parcels will be left standing until at least home construction 
begins. 

The site is crossed from north to south by two drainage channels, both of which are 
identified on the South End Basin Master Plan. Jurisdictional wetlands are located in both 
channels. The remainder of the site is nearly flat, with a slight slope from north to south. 

Adjacent properties are occupied by single-family residences on lots in subdivisions 
to the north and across South End Road. Large tax lots with residences surround the site 
to the northwest and south. 
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Proposal 

The applicant requests a Planned Unit Development to best utilize the site while 
retaining the drainage channels and wetlands. The proposal includes 52 lots for single­
family detached dwellings, and 24 lots for single-family attached residences. 

The west part of the site is proposed for a 49 lot subdivision for detached single 
family residences, with an interior street that extends to property located to the northwest 
and has two points of connection to Rose Road. Five of these lots will be accessed by a 
private drive that will also access the detention pond. The area between the stream 
channels is proposed for 14 lots for attached and 3 single family detached residences, 
arranged around a short cul de sac that connects to Rose Road. Access for four of these 
lots will be provided by an access tract that also connects to the western stream channel 
and open space. The southeasterly area adjacent to South End Road is now proposed for 
I 0 lots for attached residences with access to all lots by a private access off of Rose Road. 

The interior streets are proposed to have a 53 foot right of way with 32 feet of 
pavement between curbs, a five foot wide planter and five foot sidewalk. A portion of 
wetland area will have to be filled to accommodate the widening of Rose Road, however 
mitigation will be provided in wetland areas along the drainage channels. Improvements 
and right-of-way dedication are required for Rose Road, to allow a "half street" with total 
pavement width of 26 feet. 

Access is also proposed from the interior street to the open space surrounding the 
western stream channel and wetland, as well as from the cul de sac to the open space 
surrounding both the east and west stream channels. 

Public water and sanitary sewer are available from lines in the streets. Public water 
will be extended in both Rose Road and interior streets 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 at a point south of the site in South 
End Road. Storm water will be collected in a system of pipes and directed to storm 
detention ponds and pipes located at various points on the site. Storm water will be 
released to the existing drainageways. Please refer to the preliminary "Utility Plan" 
(Sheets 3and 4) for details and locations of proposed facilities. 

The planned unit development and subdivision have been designed to satisfy all 
requirements of the City's Codes, as described in the following narrative. 
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Comprehensive Plan Criteria 

Portions of the City of Oregon City's Comprehensive Plan Criteria are applicable to the 
proposed development. Those sections of the Comprehensive Plan that are applicable 
include the following: 

Section "C" Housing 
Section "F" Natural Resources and Natural Hazards 
Section "G" Growth and Urbanization 
Section "I" Community Facilities 
Section "J" Parks and Recreation 
Section "L" Transportation 

The proposed development is consistent to the goals of the Comprehensive Plan as 
follows: 

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

A mixture of single family attached and detached dwellings on lots sizes ranging from 
3500 SF to 6870 SF is proposed. This goal is met. 

Natural Resources: Preserve and manage our scarce natural resources while building a 
liveable (sic) urban environment. 

Staff has identified a potential conflict concern regarding the Little Beavercreek 
drainageway resource. Regarding conflicts, the comprehensive plan states that 
"Additional single-family uses could be constructed in the vicinity outside of any 
transition area, if buildings are properly located to minimize any potential impacts." In 
addition the South Rose Road area as been identified as having a high proportion of 
Delena Soils. 

Proposed lots and public facilities have been located beyond the 50 foot buffers of the 
water resources that cross the property, except for the Rose Road improvements, storm 
drainage outfalls for recharge of the wetlands, and pedestrian walkways. A letter from 
the Geotechnical Engineer, the Professional Wetland Scientist, and the Civil Engineer 
involved with the project have addressed questions regarding the high ground water and 
potential impacts to the detention ponds, as well as recharge for the wetlands onsite. 

As water resources are being preserved to the extent possible and buffered beyond that 
while allowing development beyond the transition area of the water resource. Issues in 
regards to high ground water and wetland recharge have been addressed. 

This goal is met. 

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

The two drainagcways the cross the parcel are being preserved to the extent possible. In 
addition 50 foot buffers surround the water resources. The water resources and their 
buffers are to be enhanced with shrubs and trees as a part of the proposed development. 

This goal is met. 
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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." 
The applicant will extend City of Oregon City public facilities, including City of Oregon 
City water and sewer mains under Rose Road, as well as widening Rose Road. The 
improved street improvements will include providing sidewalks along one side of the 
street. 

This goal is met. 

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

As a Planned Unit Development, certain, but unspecified, passive and active recreational 
uses are required. These recreational uses are to be within the minimum 20% open space 
requirements of the PUD. 

The proposed PUD proposes to include active recreational facilities such as children play 
areas, a grassy area for a sports area and walking paths that allow for a circular walking 
loop connecting public sidewalk areas around the proposed development. Passive 
recreational facilities include several bench observation areas that allow will citizens to 
sit and observe children play, or view the natural resource areas. 

The proposed facilities will add to the recreation system of the City. 

This goal is met. 

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 accommodate pedestrian traffic", "use of additional 
easement or underground utilities for utility poles will be encouraged". All of these 
policies will be met as a part of this PUD development. 

This goal is met. 
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II 

Applicable Criteria and Standards 

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

Title 12 Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places 
Chapter 12.24 Pedestrian/Bicycle Accessways 

Title 16 Land Divisions 

Title 17 Zoning 
Chapter 17.08 R-10 Zone 
Chapter 17.13 R-6MH Zone 
Chapter 17 .64 Planned Unit Development 
Chapter 17.49 Water Resource Review 

Title 17, Chapter 17 .62 Site Plan and Design Review, will apply to review of 
development on the multi-family portion of the project, however no structures are 
proposed at this time. 

Requirements for the Planned Unit Development will be discussed first, as the 
development requires approval of modifications provided in this Chapter. Other 
requirements of Title 17 will follow, with Title 16 requirements considered as a final 
section of this narrative. Title 12 requirements, pertinent to this application are address in 
a Supplemental Information packet regarding design review aspects. Generally, Code 
provisions are indicated by italics, with the applicant's response in plain text. 

Chapter 17.64 Planned Unit Development 

17.64.010 Purposes. 

A planned unit development ("PUD'') is a form of residential land development that 
allows increased flexibility in design standards, dimensional requirements and mixes 
of land use and structure types. A PUD should allow for a more customized design 
and development through a process that involves a public hearing before the 
planning commission at the preliminary plan stage. The purposes of this chapter 
are: 
A. To promote an arrangement of land uses, lot sizes, lotting patterns, housing and 
development types, buildings, circulation systems, open space and utilities that 
facilitate the efficient and economic use of/and and, in some instances, a more 
compact, pedestrian-oriented, mixed use urban design. Specifically, this can be 
accomplished through the PUD process with mixed-use developments. The objective 
of allowing a mix of residential, commercial and office uses is to provide an 
integrated urban community whereby each of the parts compliments one another to 
produce a cohesive whole; and 
B. To preserve existing natural features and amenities and provide useful common 
open :,pace available to the residents and users of the proposed PUD Specifically 
this can be accomplished through the PUD process by preserving existing natural 
features and amenities, or by creating new neighborhood amenities. 
C. To protect and enhance public safety on sites with natural or other hazards and 
development constraints through the clustering of development on those portions of 
a site that are suitable for development. 
D. To provide flexibility for dimensional requirements of underlying zones or 
overlay districts to better achieve the purposes of a PUD. 
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The applicant proposes a PUD for this project because the natural features require 
sensitive treatment, for aesthetic and practical reasons. Open spaces around the two 
drainage channels provide visual relief for the development and adjacent community. 
Open spaces also promote the natural functions of the drainage channels and associated 
wetlands. 

To retain the stream channels and associated wetlands, the applicant proposes an 
"efficient and economic use" of the site that includes small lots suitable for detached 
single family residences and lots suitable for attached single family residences. The 
various housing types are clustered on portions of the property according to the divisions 
created by the natural features. 

The PUD process provides the flexibility to modify dimensional requirements and 
uses to allow the purposes articulated in paragraphs A, B, and C to be accomplished. 

The applicant believes that the PUD purposes are satisfied by the proposed 
development. 

17.64.030 Applicant's option. 

A development proposal may be processed as a FUD at the applicant's option, and is 
offered as an alternative process for residential development; provided. that at least 
eighty percent of the gross density allowed by the underlying zone is met. If the 
property bears a FUD overlay designation, the property may be developed only in 
accordance with this chapter. FUD overlay designations will be legislatively applied 
by the city to residentially zoned land with natural features, physical characteristics, 
topography, development constraints, or other unique or special circumstances that 
warrant preservation or otherwise constrain development of the property 

The applicant requests consideration of the project as a PUD. Seventy six (76) 
dwellings are proposed, satisfying the threshold standard of a minimum of 80% of the 
gross density allowed by the underlying zones: 

Allowable Gross Density 

es1gnatlon 

ote: ens1ty rom . eqmrements mgs acre or 
dwellings/acre for R6/MH Zone. 

17.64.040 Permitted uses and basic PUD requirements. 

Permitted uses in PUD's include single-family detached and attached dwellings 
(17.64.040.A. l & 2). Common open space is also permitted (17.64.040.A.5). No 
commercial uses are proposed. 

Modifications to dimensional standards are allowed within a PUD, as provided in 
17.64.040.C: 
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C. Adjustments to Dimensional Standards. All dimensional standards that would 
otherwise apply to a property or development may be adjusted in the context of a 
PUD without a separate variance application. In all developments, the perimeter of 
the development shall meet the underlying zone's setbacks. However, unless an 
adjustment is specifically requested and explained in the PUD application or 
recommended by the city, the dimensional standards of the underlying zone will 
apply. The applicant may request, and the decision maker may approve, adjustments 
from all dimensional requirements of the underlying zone except that gross density 
shall not be less than eighty percent of the gross density allowed by the underlying 
zoning designation. Adjustments from all other dimensional standards may be 
allowed if the adjustment(s), in the context of the entire PUD and in conjunction with 
any mitigation, better achieve the purposes and requirements of this chapter than 
would strict compliance with the dimensional standards of the underlying zone; and if 
allowing the adjustment(s) does not significantly adversely affect adjacent properties. 
Adjustments granted pursuant to this section are not subject to the requirements in 
Chapter 17. 60 of this code. 

The application proposes modifications to dimensional standards for both the R JO and 
R6/MH Zones. The modifications are necessary to enable use of the reduced lot sizes, 
meet density requirements, and accommodate the mix of housing types within the 
constraints that affect the property, including the natural drainage channels that limits 
useable area on the site and lack of street stubs from adjacent developments. 

Standards and Modifications to Standards 

'ront -
Side - I 0 ft./8 ft. 
Corner Side - I 0 ft. 
Rear- 20 ft. 
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provided on the northwesterly side of Lots I, 36, and 37, adjacent to the currently 
underdeveloped parcel. 

D. Open Space and Landscaping The applicant shall provide at least twenty percent 
of the total gross area as common open space for the recreational needs of the 
development's residents either on-site or off-site and in close proximity to the 
development (within one-quarter mile). The open space area may be in private 
ownership. A portion of the required open space may be used as a buffer between 
different uses. No less than twenty feet in width shall be used for transitional buffers 
in addition to the underlying zone setback. The open space shall provide for a mix of 
passive and active uses. Passive uses include, but are not limited to sitting benches, 
picnicking, reading, bird watching and natural areas. Active uses include, but are not 
limited to playgrounds, basketball, baseball, running and walking areas. Land area 
to be used for the open space area and landscaping that is required in this section 
shall not include streets, rights-of-way, driveways, parking spaces or public facilities. 
Unless otherwise allowed, the applicant shall also provide an irrevocable legal 
mechanism/or the maintenance of the open space and any related landscaping and 
facilities. The applicant shall submit, for city review and approval, all proposed deed 
restrictions or other legal instruments used to reserve open space and maintenance of 
open :,pace and any related landscaping and facilities. 

D. Open Space and Landscaping. The applicant is required to provide at least twenty 
percent of the total gross area as common open space for the recreational needs of the 
development's residents either on-site or off-site and in close proximity to the 
development (within one-quarter mile). Open space, excluding detention tracts, 
constitutes 24.8% of the proposed development, exceeding the minimum requirement of 
20%. Open space areas, and uses included within the open spaces, are shown on the plans 
included with the application. 

Open Space 

Site 

The proposed open spaces function to protect the natural areas (open channels and 
wetlands) as well as provide a buffer and visual separation between the various types of 
housing. Open spaces and buffer areas are provided along both of the drainage channels 
that cross the site. The areas required to protect the natural features also serve to separate 
the uses on the site into three distinct "neighborhoods." 

Open space is provided to include active recreational facilities such as children play 
areas, a grassy area for a sports area and walking paths that allow for a circular walking 
loop connecting public sidewalk areas around the proposed development. 

Passive activities, such as reading or watching others play, can take place at the picnic 
benches adjacent to the active recreational equipment and spaces. Also, from various 
vantage points, residents can simply observe the planted and natural areas, including 
several bench observation areas that allow will citizens to sit. 

A landscape plan, prepared by Kathleen Baughman, of Gretchen Vadnais Landscape 
Architects LLC has been included as part of the application materials. This plan shows 
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the plantings that are felt are necessary to satisfy Division of State Lands in regards to 
wetland mitigation, and to provide landscape buffers around the water resources. In 
addition the landscape plan attempts to use native plant materials to the extent available 
from commercial nurseries, to provide screening and enhancement of the open space 
areas. The landscape plan also provides for enhanced landscaping at entrances to the 
pathway system, and tries to provide screening between the pathway and adjacent parcels 
and proposed parking/accessway to serve Lots 67 through 76. Shade trees will also be 
provided in the vicinity of the active play area. 

The open space areas is proposed to be owned and maintained through a home 
owners' organization, which will be created through CC&R's recorded with the final plat 

E Timely Provision of Public Services and Facilities. As part of the preliminary PUD 
plan, the applicant shall demonstrate, or provide a suitable guarantee of, adequate 
capacity in each of the following public services or facilities to serve the proposed 
PUD: 
1. Water; 
2. Sanitary sewer; 
3. Stormwater management; 
4. Traffic system and transportation infrastructure, including streets, roads, transit, 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities; 
5. Schools; and 
6. Fire and police services. 

F. If the applicant elects to guarantee that any particular public service or facility 
will have adequate capacity, the required capacity shall exist prior to issuance of 
building permits. The decision maker may require the applicant to provide special or 
oversized sewer or water lines, roads, streets or other service facilities if necessary to 
meet standards in the city's facility master plans or to allow for the orderly and 
efficient provision of public facilities and services. If oversizing is required, the 
applicant may request reimbursement from the city for oversizing based on the city's 
reimbursement ordinance and fund availability. 

E. & F. Public services and facilities are proposed as part of the development of the site, 
as required by 17.64.040.E. 

Public water and sanitary sewer will be extended, as necessary, from existing public 
utility lines to provide a connection to all new lots. Water and sewer mains will be sized 
in accordance with the City's requirements. 

Storm drainage will be managed on the site through a collection and detention 
system, with measured release to existing drainageways. High ground water and wetland 
recharge have been addressed in letters, included as part of this application, dated July 
14'h from James D. lmbrie, P.E. ofGeoPacific Engineering, Inc., dated July 15'" from 
Richard S. Bublitz, P.W.S. of Environmental Technology Consultants, and July 17•h from 
Thomas J. Sisul, P.E. of Sisul Engineering. Together these letters address the measures 
that will be taken to keep the wetlands charged to the extent possible in the seasonal 
drainageway, as well as to insure the detention ponds will function as intended by the 
City. 

A traffic analysis report has been prepared and is included with the application. It 
finds that the proposed development will contribute to the increase in traffic volumes that 
will eventually require modifications to the intersections of South End Road with both 
Warner Parrott Road and Partlow Road. The modifications have been identified as system 
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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. 

Schools that will serve children from the site include John McLoughlin Elementary 
School, Gardiner Middle School, and Oregon City High School. The School District 
Business Manager Ken Rezac, stated in a telephone conversation, that this development 
may facilitate a boundary adjustment for the Elementary Schools. The Middle Schools 
are near capacity, but this development would not bring the middle schools to capacity. 
There would be no capacity issues at the High School level. The School District has the 
responsibility for managing population increases, and can do so by adding classroom 
space, moving classrooms, etc. This project would not contribute to the students for at 
least a year and proposes no more density than allowed in the underlying zoning districts. 
While this is a problem, there is no reason to believe that the School District will not have 
a solution by the time residences are constructed and occupied. 

Fire and police services are provided by the City and no problem was identified with 
accommodating the development. 

G. Relationship to the Natural and Physical Environment. Streets, buildings and 
other site elements shall be designed and located to preserve the maximum number of 
significant trees (i.e., those trees six inches or greater in diameter, measured/our feet 
from the ground), significant natural resources, jurisdictional wetlands, and natural 
(i.e., natural features) .... 

The design of the site utilizes the natural features as elements of the overall layout. 
Note how Lots 20 and 21 and the detention pond area are tucked around the edge of the 
north open space, and how both open space areas are utilized to provide visual separation. 

Several trees are identified on the site (see Sheet 2 "Existing Conditions"), however 
most are located close to the adjacent streets where frontage improvements are required 
and therefore cannot be preserved. 

This requirement is satisfied by the attention to preserving the drainage channels and 
associated wetlands in open space areas that are larger than minimum requirements. 

H Mixed-use. To ensure development within a FUD contains the correct blend of 
mixed uses, no more than eighty percent, but at least fifty percent, of the total net 
developable area shall consist of single-family residential development. Twenty 
percent of the net developable area shall consist of residential uses other than single 
family dwellings .... 

Detached single family residences are 68.4% of the total proposed units, while 
attached family residences units take up the remaining 31.6% of the proposed living 
units. The detached single family units are 73.6% of the total net developable area, 
between the 50% minimum and 80% maximum limits for a PUD. Therefore, this 
requirement is satisfied. 

17.64.050 Density bonuses. 

No density bonus is being requested as the number of units now proposed is less than 
that permitted. 
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17 .64.060 Initiation of a PUD - Review process 

A preapplication conference is required for a PUD and related permits, including 
subdivision, can be processed concurrently with the PUD. 

The applicant met with the City at a preapplication conference on July 31, 2002. The 
application requests approval of a PUD and subdivision for the 16 Acre site. 

17.64.090 Preliminary PUD plan--Required plans. 

This section lists plans that are required as part of an application. All required plans 
are included with the application. 

17.64. l 00 Preliminary PUD plan--Narrative statement. 

This section requires a narrative addressing particular issues. The application includes 
a narrative responding to all applicable requirements. A geotechnical report and traffic 
impact analysis report are provided with the application. CC&R' s will be provided 
following preliminary approval, so that any required conditions can be included. 

17.64.110 Preliminary PUD plan--Tabular information. 

This section requires information to be provided in tabular form. Required tables are 
provided here or as noted, in responses to other sections. 

A. Gross area and net developable area, acreage distribution by use, percentage of 
acreage designated/or each dwelling t}pe and/or nonresidential uses such as streets, 
off-street parking, parks, open space and playgrounds; 

Gross Site Area 

Land Dedications 
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Net Site Area 

Density by Dwelling Type 

Open Space Dedications: A Table is included in the response to 17.64.040.D. 

B. A description of any proposed phasing, includingfor each phase the timing, 
acreage, number of residential units, amount of area for nonresidential use, open 
space, development of utilities and public facilities; 

No phasing is proposed. 

C. Gross density and net density of the PUD and, where different types of residential 
units are proposed, the density by dwelling type; 

Please refer to the table "Density by Dwelling Type" in the response to Sec. 
17.64.110.A. 

D. Amount of impervious surface in hillsides and unstable slopes subject to 
regulalion by Chapter I 7. 44. 

No hillsides or unstable slopes subject to Chapter 17.44 have been identified on the 
site. Please refer to the geotechnical engineering report prepared by GeoPacific 
Engineering, Inc., included with this application. 

17.64.120 Preliminary PUD plan approval criteria. 

The decision maker shall approve an application for preliminary PUD plan ilthe 
following criteria are met: 
A. The proposed preliminary PUD plan is consistent with the purposes and 
requirements of this chapter set forth in Sections I 7. 64. OJ 0 and I 7. 64. 040, and any 
applicable goals or policies of the Oregon City comprehensive plan; 
B. The proposed preliminary PUD plan meets the applicable requirements of the 
underlying zoning district, any applicable overlay zone, such as Chapters I 7. 44 or 
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17.49, and applicable provisions a/Title 16 of this code, unless an adjustment from 
any of these requirements is specifically allowed pursuant to this chapter; 
C. Any phasing schedule proposed by the application must be reasonable and shall 
not exceed five years between approval of the final PUD plan and the filing of the 
final plat for the last phase. Dedication or preservation of open :,pace or natural 
features, in a form approved by the city, must be recorded prior to the issuance of 
building permit(s) for existing tax lots of the first phase of any multi-phase P UD; 
D. The applicant has demonstrated that all public services and facilities have 
adequate capacity to serve the proposed development, or adequate capacity is 
assured to be available concurrent with development; 
E. All adjustments from any applicable dimensional requirement requested by the 
applicant or recommended by the city are justified, or are necessary to advance or 
achieve the purposes and requirements of this chapter better than would compliance 
with the dimensional requirements of the underlying zoning. 

The applicant believes that all criteria of this section are satisfied, as demonstrated 
through the narrative and plans submitted as the application. Specifically: 

Criterion A: The purposes and requirements of the PUD have been satisfied, as discussed 
in previous sections of this narrative and demonstrated on the plans included with the 
application. The site design preserves the open drainage channels and wetlands, clusters 
dwelling types on smaller lots to allow retention of the natural features, and includes a 
variety of dwelling types. 

Criterion B: Requirements of the underlying zoning districts (R6/MH and RIO) are 
proposed to be modified through the PUD process, to allow creation of lots smaller than 
would otherwise be allowed and setbacks corresponding to reduced lot areas. The 
requested modifications are discussed in a preceding section of this narrative. 
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Requirements of Chapter 17.49 Water Resource Overlay District will be discussed in 
more detail in a following section of this narrative. Generally, this chapter is satisfied by 
preservation of the two drainage channels and associated wetlands within the open space 
areas. 

Criterion C: No phasing is proposed. Dedications will be provided in a form satisfactory 
to the City. 

Criterion D: All public services and facilities can be provided to the development. No 
service provider has suggested any deficiency of capacity. Public services and facilities 
were discussed in a preceding section of this narrative and details of the utility plan are 
provided on Sheet 3 of the accompanying plans. 

Criterion E: Dimensional requirements for the underlying zones are proposed to be 
modified, as discussed in a preceding section of this narrative. The modifications are 
justified by the requirement to accommodate the two drainage channels, which separate 
the site into clearly defined areas. The limit on available, developable area on the site 
necessitates smaller lots and reduced setbacks to accommodate building pads of 
reasonable size on each lot. The applicant believes that the plan, as submitted, represents 
a balance between preservation of the natural features of the site and an economic, 
efficient use of the available land in an area where public facilities and services can be 
provided. 

17.64.140 Design review. 

See supplemental narrative. 

Summary of PUD Requirements 

The PUD process provides a means to accommodate a mix of land uses and balance 
the needs to preserve natural features with the most economic and efficient use of a site. 
The applicant believes that this application demonstrates that all requirements of this 
Chapter have been, or can be, satisfied. Therefore, because the PUD can be approved, 
other requirements of the City's Code will be discussed in the remainder of this narrative. 

Other Title 17 Requirements 

Chapter 17.08 R-10 Single Family Dwelling District 

RI 0 uses and dimensional requirements are proposed to be modified through the 
PUD, as previously discussed. Building heights will not exceed the maximum standard. 

Chapter 17.13 R-6/MH Single Family Dwelling District 

Uses and dimensional requirements are proposed to be modified through the PUD, as 
previously discussed. Building height, limited to 20 feet (17.13.040.D), is proposed to be 
modified to a maximum of two stories or 35 feet. Please refer to the PUD portion of the 
narrative. 
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Chapter 17.49 Water Resources Overlay District 

An initial Water Resources Report was prepared by Environmental Technology 
Consultants, dated December 17, 2002. An addendum dated May 29, 2003 was written 
to reflect a revised site plan and drainage plan that has since been changed. A second 
addendum dated August 1, 2003 has been prepared to address the most current site plan 
and drainage plan. 

17.49.030 Applicability. 

This chapter applies to the proposed development as the drainage channels are 
identified as resources that require protection. 

17.49.050 Water quality resource area standards. 

This section require a setback of no less than 15 feet for an open drainage channels and 
50 feet from the edge ofa delineated wetland (Table 17.49-1). These buffers are 
identified on the plans and represent the minimum distance, as the water resource features 
are located within reserved open space areas that meet or exceed the minimum required 
distances. While there is disagreement between staff and the applicant about the proper 
width of buffer from the northerly portion of the northerly drainageway, staff's position is 
that all buffers should be fifty feet, and the applicant will not challenge that decision. 
Fifty foot buffers have been shown around all water resource areas, except those adjacent 
to Rose Road. Due to City staff recommendations, a paved pathway crosses the resource 
buffer area. Mitigation buffer area has been added to the buffer area to make up for this 
paved encroachment into the buffer areas. (See Addendum to Water Resources Report 
dated August I, 2003). Wetland recharge is addressed in letters from the Professional 
Wetland Scientist dated July 15'h and the Civil Engineer dated July 17'h. 

The uses proposed for the wetland and buffer areas are those permitted outright, except 
for the pathway crossing the drainageways and the road and utility improvements along 
Rose Road which falls under a provisional uses. The pathway is required to meet the 
criteria of 17.49.050(H)5. 

17.49.050(H)5 Walkways and bike paths: 

The code allows for walkways to constructed not closer than I 0 feet from the boundary 
of the protected water feature. For paved walkways the buffer area must be increased to 
match the paved area. Finally the pathway cannot exceed 12 feet in width. 

The pathways are planned to cross the protected water features. While the code does 
not seem to address directly the issue of pathways crossing the water features, it appears 
if crossing structure does not require a grading or building permit, such a structure is an 
outright permitted use (17.49.050(C)2). We believe that a pedestrian bridge structure 
would be such a structure. 
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17.49.060 Subdivisions and partitions. 

The following provisions apply to this proposal: 

A. The purpose of this section is to amend the City regulations governing land 
divisions to require that new subdivision and partition plats delineate and show the 
water quality resource area as either a separate tract or part of a larger tract that 
meets !he requirements of subsection (D) of this section. 
B. The standards for land divisions in a water quality resource area overlay district 
shall apply in addition to the requirements of the city land division ordinance and 
zoning ordinance, provided that for parlitions the minimum lot area, minimum 
average lot width, and minimum average lot depth standards of the base zone may be 
superseded in order to allow for a transfer of density pursuant to Section 17.49.070. 
C. Prior lo preliminary plat approval, the water quality resource Area shall be shown 
either as a separate tract or part of a larger tract that meets the requirements of 
subsection (D) of this section, which shall not be a part of any parcel usedfor 
construction of a dwelling unit. 
D. Prior to final plat approval, ownership of the water quality resource area tract 
shall be identified to distinguish it from lots intended for sale. The trac/ may be 
identified as any one of the following: 

1. Private open space held by the owner or a homeowners association; or 
2. For residential land divisions, private open space subject to an easement 
conveying stormwater and surface water management rights to the city and 
preventing the owner of the tract from activities and uses inconsistent with the 
purpose of this document: or 
3. At the owners option, public open space where the tract has been dedicated to 
the city or other governmental unit; or 
4. Any other ownership proposed by the owner and approved by the city manager. 

Response: The water resource areas, both drainage channel and wetlands, are identified 
on the maps submitted as part of the application. The applicant proposes to maintain two 
private open space tracts, to be owned through a future home o\'mers association. 
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Title 16 Land Divisions 
Chapter 16 Subdivisions 

The applicant proposes a subdivision to create 76 new lots: 52 lots for single family 
detached dwellings, 24 lots for attached dwellings, and two tracts for open space (to 
include the water resource areas identified through Chapter 17.49) and detention 
facilities. Some of the requirements for subdivision duplicate requirements previously 
discussed in response to PUD requirements. These issues will be identified and not 
discussed here to avoid redundancy. 

Chapter 16.08 Subdivisions - Process and Standards 

16.08.020 Preapplication review. The Applicant and/or representatives met with Oregon 
City planning and engineering staff to discuss the development of this property on July 
31,2002. 

16.08.040 Preliminary subdivision plat-Required plans. The Applicant has submitted 
plans that show information required in this section. 

16.08.050 Preliminary subdivision plat-Narrative statement. 

A. Subdivision Description. The Applicant proposes a 76 lot subdivision to accommodate 
single family dwellings, and attached dwellings. All new lots will have frontage on either 
a new street, a new cul de sac, or on Rose Road and South End Road. 

The new interior streets will have a right of way width of 53 feet, with 32 feet of 
pavement. Five foot wide sidewalks will be provided on both sides of all new streets, 
with five foot wide planter strips between sidewalk and curb. 

Improvements and right-of-way dedication is also proposed for both Rose Road and 
South End Road, to complete these facilities lo standards identified in the TSP. 

Public water, sanitary sewer, and storm sewer are available from lines in the existing 
streets around the site. Storm water will be collected, detained, and released into existing 
drainage facilities. For details, please refer to the preliminary "Utility Plan" (Sheet 3). 

B. Timely Provision of Public Services and Facilities. 

I. Water - discussed in the previous section. 

2. Sanitary sewer - discussed in the previous section. 

3. Storm sewer and stormwater drainage - discussed in the previous section. 

4. Parks and recreation - Oregon City has made provisions for parks and recreational 
facilities throughout the community. Open space will be part of the proposed 
development, as required for a PUD. The closest open space with play structures is 
located at John McLoughlin Elementary School, which is approximately 800 feet 
from the site or no more than a 0.15 mile walk from most new lots. 
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5. Traffic and transportation - Construction of new streets will mitigate direct impacts 
of this development. Based on the original plan concept the project would have 
generated an estimated daily traffic volume of 810 new weekday trips, according to 
the Traffic Analysis. The project will generate 69 trips during the morning peak hour 
and 83 trips during the evening peak hour. While this project will have an impact on 
the system as a whole, congestion is increasingly a problem throughout the 
southeastern part of Oregon City. The Traffic Impact Study prepared by Lancaster 
Engineering, Inc., submitted as part of this application, does not identify the need for 
any system level improvements as a result of this subdivision/PUD, but notes that 
eventually there will be a need for improvements at the intersections of South End 
Road with Warner Parrott Road and Partlow Road. The revised plan concept will 
slightly reduce the proposed traffic impacts. 

6. Schools - The following schools will serve students from the site and no service 
deficiencies have been identified: 

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

7. Fire and police services - These services arc provided by the City. No comments 
from emergency providers have suggested that this development will cause problems. 

C. Approval Criteria and Justification for Variances. -No variance is requested. 
Approval criteria for a land division (Sec. 16.12) are discussed in a following section of 
this narrative. 

D. Geologic Hazards. - No geologic hazard has been identified on this site. Please refer 
to the geotechnical engineering report prepared by GeoPacific Engineering, Inc., included 
with the application. City maps have identified a high ground water table in this area. 
This ground water concern as been further addressed in letters from the geotechnical 
engineer, professional wetland scientist and the civil engineer involved with this project. 

E. Water Resources. - Identified water resources on this site are shown on the plans and 
discussed in response to Chapter 17.49 in a preceding section of this narrative. 

F. Drafts of the proposed covenants, conditions and restrictions (CC&R's), maintenance 
agreements, homeowner association agreements, dedications, deeds, easements, or 
reservations of public open spaces not dedicated to the city, and related documents for the 
subdivision will be provided following approval of the preliminary plan, so that any 
conditions of approval can be incorporated in the documents. 

G. Proposed phasing. - All lots are proposed to be developed at the same time, without 
phasing, except that the non-exempt housing types and the multi-family site will require 
additional approval through site plan and design review prior to construction. 

H. Overall density of the subdivision/PUD and density by dwelling type for each. - The 
overall density of the subdivision is one dwelling per 9, 184 square feet, based on the 
original parcel size of 16.02 Acres. Densities for each dwelling type are as follows: Lots 
1-52 intended for single family detached residences average 5,168.8 square feet. Lots 53-
76 intended for attached dwellings average 4018.5 square feet. 

Chapter 16.12 Minimum Improvements and Design Standards for Land Divisions 
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16.12.020 Street design - Generally. 

The proposed streets are designed to local street standards and are, therefore, 
appropriate for the development. Adjoining properties to the northeast are already 
developed with access from other streets. Therefore, the new street is proposed to extend 
only to the northwest to provide access for adjacent sites. 

16.12.030 Street design - Minimum right-of-way. 

The proposed streets comply with minimum standards for local streets as provided by 
this section. 

16.12.040 Street design - Reserve strips. 

A reserve strip has been indicated by staff to the applicant is desired at the 
northwesterly end of the proposed new street (between Lots 1 and 36). The development 
code does give the City Engineer the option to request the reserve strip. If before final 
platting staff reverses opinion on this, the applicant will follow accordingly. 

16.12.040 Street design - Alignment. 

The proposed new streets intersect with Rose Road in a "T" configuration. 

16.12.060 Street design - Constrained local streets and/or right-of-way. 

Local streets are proposed that meet standards of 16.12.030; this section does not 
apply. 

16.12.070 Street design - Intersection angles. 

The new streets intersect with Rose Road at a 90 degree angle, in compliance with 
this standard. 

16.12.080 Street design - Additional right-of-way. 

Additional right-of-way dedication is required for South End Road and for Rose 
Road, and is noted on the plans. 

16.12.090 Street design-Halfstreet. 

A half street dedication (an additional 11.5 feet) is proposed, with construction of 
more than a half street plus 10 feet (26 foot driving surface)to provide an adequate partial 
street for Rose Road. On South End Road it has been unclear exactly what the future 
street section and right-of-way dedications are to be, as staff has received different 
opinions from superiors within the City. What is currently proposed is to match what 
was decided on a recently approved subdivision across the street the site. An additional 
dedication of 10 feet is proposed with improvements along the street frontage having the 
curb at 26 feet from centerline, a 6 foot planter and 7 foot sidewalk. The applicant is 
somewhat flexible on the exact dimensions depending upon City review. Please refer to 
the plans for details. 

16.12.100 Street design - cul-de-sac. 
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The new street for the attached dwellings is proposed to tenninate within the site in a 
cul de sac, because land to the north is fully developed and this part of the site is between 
the two drainage channels. The proposed cul de sac is approximately 220 feet long, less 
than the maximum length standard of 350 feet. 

16.12.110 Street design - Private street. 

Two private streets are proposed. One will provide access to 5 or 6 detached 
dwellings (one lot could access either off the private drive or the public street) and the 
detention pond. The other private drive will provide access to four of the attached 
dwelling lots. The access easements will have a width of 3 8.5 feet and lengths of 
approximately l 00 and 200 feet from the end of the public rights-of-way. The private 
drives will have 28 feet of road surface allowing for parking on one side, and still 
providing for a 20 foot emergency vehicle lane. 

16.12.120 Street design - Street names. 

The new streets are proposed to be named at a later time, subject to City approval. 

16.12.130 Street design - Grades and curves. 

The proposed streets will be designed to conform to city standards. 

16.12.140 Street design -Access control. 

The site does abut a minor arterial street and does not propose to take access from that 
street. Further appropriate measures, such <)S an access control strip across the property 
lines fronting South End Road can be shown on the final plat if required by the City. 

16.12.150 Street design - Pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

Proposed street improvements will be designed to comply with city requirements. 
Traffic calming measures, in the form of curb extensions at street intersections, are shown 
on the preliminary plat maps of the application at the recommendation of City staff. Staff 
has informed the applicant that either curb extensions or a round about are acceptable 
traffic calming devices. The applicant has selected the curb extensions as they seem to 
have worked reasonably well in the Sunnyside Village neighborhood of Clackamas 
County. Our concern with round abouts on local streets is that the radiuses of the round 
abouts are so small that vehicles have trouble turning to make left hand turns. This either 
causes the vehicle to ride up over the curb of the round about on to generally what is a 
landscape area, or the drivers short cut the corner by going against traffic. In bigger 
radius round abouts, sometimes seen on collectors or arterials, the round about seem to 
work better. 

16.12.160 Street design - Alleys. 

No alley is proposed. 

16.12.170 Street design - Transit. 

Tri-Met route 79 serves the South End Road area. A bus stop at the corner of Rose 
Road and South End Road will need to be adjusted to accommodate the widen street 
section. Coordination with Tri-Met officials will be done in regards to the new 
improvements. 
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16.12.180 Street design - Planter strips. 

A planter strip is included in the design for the new streets. Street trees as noted on 
the Landscape Architect's plan are proposed, with adjustment for tree locations has may 
be required by driveways, and street lights. 

16.12.190 Blocks - Generally. 

The proposed subdivision will create one new block, bounded by the new interior 
street and Rose Road. Blocks cannot be created due to existing development that did not 
extend streets to the site's boundary and natural features. 

16.12.200 Blocks - Length. 
16.12.210 Blocks - Width. 

The block dimensions for this subdivision/POD are dictated by the locations of 
existing streets (none are provided from adjacent existing developments), surrounding 
development, and natural features (drainage channels and wetlands). The "block" created 
by the new interior street is less than 600 feet long, with a perimeter of approximately 
1600 feet. 

No block is possible along the north property line, as no street stub was provided 
from the adjacent subdivision, and no connection is proposed to cross the western 
drainage channel. 

16.12.220 Blocks - Pedestrian and bicycle access. 

A pedestrian and bicycle access is proposed to connect the new interior street to Rose 
Road. 

16.12.230 Building sites. 

Proposed lots do not meet the requirements of the R-10 or the R6/MH District. 
Modifications to standards are requested and discussed in responses to PUD requirements 
in a preceding section of this narrative. 

16.12.240 Building site - Frontage width requirement. 

Each lot has at least 20 feet of frontage on a public street, except for Lots 17-21 and 
Lots 55-58, which will access the private drives and have pole strips out to the public 
rights-of-ways. 

16.12.250 Building site - Through lots. 

No "through" or "double frontage" lots are proposed. 

16.12.260 Building site - Lot and parcel side lines. 

All lot lines are generally at right angles or radial to the new streets, except for a 
limited number of lots bounded by wetland buffers or around the cul-de-sac. 

16.12.270 Building site - solar access. 
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The site is not aligned in a north-south or east-west direction, so the new streets and 
cannot be oriented in a manner that allows new lots also to be oriented for optimum solar 
access. 

16.12.280 Building site - Grading. 

A preliminary grading plan in compliance with city requirements is submitted as part 
of this application. Please refer to Sheet 4 "Grading/Erosion Control Plan." 

16.12.290 Building site - Setbacks and building location. 

The site has frontage on a minor arterial, however no lot is proposed have access to 
South End Road. 

16.12.300 Building site-Division oflots. 

No Jot is capable of further division, as the development is a PUD and can only be 
developed as approved through this application. 

16.12.310 Building site - Protection of trees. 

Some trees are located in areas that will not be disturbed by construction of street 
frontage improvements, and others will obviously be in building footprint areas. The 
developer has no desire to remove trees, but will be required to do so to satisfy street 
design requirements. The developer is willing to work with the City to accommodate 
existing trees, if possible, including hiring a qualified arborist or horticulturist to prepare 
a site preparation and management program to provide protection to trees. In conjunction 
with the arborist or horticulturist a grading plan will be prepared to retain what trees are 
possible to retain considering right-of-way and building locations. 

16.12.320 Easements. 

Easements for utilities and other features will be provided as required by the city. The 
final plat will show any easements required by the city and necessary for the development 
of the subdivision/PUD in compliance with requirements. 

16.12.330 Water quality resource areas. 

Two drainage channels have been identified on the site and are discussed with 
relation to requirements of Chapter 17.49, in a preceding section of this narrative and in 
the Water Resource Report and Addendum. 

16.12.340 Minimum Improvements - Procedures. 
16.12.3 50 Minimum improvements - Public facilities and services. 
16.12.360 Minimum improvements - Road standards and requirements. 
16.12.3 70 Minimum improvements - Timing requirements. 

Improvements will be installed according to the City's requirements. 

Conclusion 

The foregoing narrative describes the proposed land division and PUD. The narrative 
and plans demonstrate that the proposal is generally in conformance with the City's 
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applicable criteria and standards. Therefore, the application should be approved as 
submitted. 
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Applicant 

Supplemental Information: 
Application for Land Division and Planned Unit Development 

Additional Discussion Regarding Design Review 
Revised August 3, 2003 

Paul Reeder 
10893 S. Forest Ridge Lane 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
(503) 655-6494 

Representative Sisul Engineering 

Location 

Legal Description 

Zoning 

Site Size 

Proposal 

3 7 5 Portland A venue 
Gladstone, OR 97027 
(503) 657-0188 
Contact: Tom Sisul 

Northwest of South End Road, northeast of Rose Road 

Tax Lots 300 (3-lE-ICD) & 1700 (3-lE-lA) 

Tax Lot 300: R-6 MI-I 
Tax Lot 1700: R-l 0 

16.02 Acres 
Tax Lot 300: 6.5 Acres 
Tax Lot 1700: 9.52 Acres 

Planned Unit Development and subdivision to create lots for 52 
detached single-family residences, and 24 attached single­
family residences and site plan and design review for 14 of the 
attached single-family residences. 
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Supplemental Information 

The applicant requests a Planned Unit Development ("PUD"), to include 52 lots for 
single-family detached dwellings, 24 lots for single-family attached residences. Site plan 
and design review ("SPDR") is requested for 14 of the lot single-family attached 
dwellings (Lots 53 thru 66). Site plan and design review is not requested for the I 0 
attached units near South End Road (Lots 67-76). The applicant did not have time to 
develop rear entry garages for inclusion with this submittal and will submit later for the 
design review on Lots 67 through 76. 

The purpose of this supplemental submission is to consider whether the application 
for subdivision and PUD can be approved without design review. In our view, the answer 
clearly is affirmative. 

The purpose of this submission is also to provide a review of the standards and 
criteria for site plan and design review insofar as applicable to the portion of the 
development proposed for 14 of the lots for single-family attached residences. 

Applicable Criteria and Standards 

Applicable criteria and standards of the Oregon City Development Code include the 
following, reproduced here for convenience: 

Title 17 Zoning 

Chapter 17. 62 Site Plan and Design Review 

17.62.010 Purpose. 

The purposes of site plan and design review are to: encourage site planning in 
advance of construction; protect lives and property from potential adverse impacts of 
development; consider natural or man-made hazards which may impose limitations 
on development; conserve the city's natural beauty and visual character and minimize 
adverse impacts of development on the natural environment as much as is reasonably 
practicable; assure that development is supported with necessary public facilities and 
services; ensure that structures and other improvements are properly related to their 
sites and to surrounding sites and structure; and implement the city's comprehensive 
plan and land use regulations with respect lo development standards and policies. 

17.62.030 When required. 

Site plan and design review shall be required for all development of real property in 
all zones except the R-10, R-8, R-6, R-6/MH, RC-4, and RD-4 zoning districts, unless 
otherwise provided for by this title or as a condition of approval of a permit. Site plan 
and design review shall also apply to all conditional uses and non-residential uses in 
all zones, to planned developments, manufactured dwelling parks, and partitions and 
residential development within overlay districts. No building permit or other permit 
authorization for development shall be issued prior to site plan and design review 
approval. Parking lots and parking areas accessory to uses regulated by this chapter 
also shall require site plan and design review approval. Site plan and design review 
shall not alter the type and category of uses permitted in zoning districts. 
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Chapter 17.64 Planned Unit Development 

17.64.010 Purpose. 
A planned unit development ("PUD'') is a form of residential land development that 
allows increased flexibility in design standards, dimensional requirements and mixes 
of land use and structure types. A PUD should allow filr a more customized design 
and development through a process that involves a public hearing before the 
planning commission at the preliminary plan stage. The purposes of this chapter are: 

A. To promote an arrangement of land uses, lot sizes, lotting patterns, housing 
and development types, buildings, circulation systems, open space and utilities 
that facilitate the efficient and economic use of land and, in some instances, a 
more compact, pedestrian-oriented, mixed use urban design. Specifically, this can 
be accomplished through the PUD process with mixed-use developments. The 
objective of allowing a mix of residential, commercial and office uses is to 
provide an integrated urban community whereby each of the parts compliments 
one another to produce a cohesive whole; and 
B. To preserve existing natural features and amenities and provide useful 
common open space available to the residents and users of the proposed PUD. 
Specifically this can be accomplished through the PUD process by preserving 
existing natural features and amenities, or by creating new neighborhood 
amenities. 
C. To protect and enhance public safety on sites with natural or other hazards 
and development constraints through the clustering of development on those 
portions of a site that are suitable for development. 
D. To provide flexibility for dimensional requirements of underlying zones or 
overlay districts to better achieve the purposes of a PUD. 

17.64. 030 Applicant's option. 
A development proposal may be processed as a PUD at the applicant's option, and is 
offered as an alternative process for residential development; provided, that at least 
eighty percent of the gross density allowed by the underlying zone is met. If the 
property bears a PUD overlay designation, the property may be developed only in 
accordance with this chapter. PUD overlay designations will he legislatively applied 
hy the city to residentially zoned land with natural features, physical characteristics, 
topography, development constraints, or other unique or special circumstances that 
warrant preservation or otherwise constrain development of the property. 

17. 64. 090 Preliminary PUD plan--Required plans. 

17. 64.120 Preliminary PUD plan approval criteria. 
The decision maker shall approve an application for preliminary PUD plan if the 
following criteria are met: 

A. The proposed preliminary PUD plan is consistent with the purposes and 
requirements of this chapter set forth in Sections 17.64. OJ 0 and 17. 64. 040, and 
any applicable goals or policies of the Oregon City comprehensive plan; 
B. The proposed preliminary PUD plan meets the applicable requirements of the 
underlying zoning district, any applicable overlay zone, such as Chapters 17.44 
or 17. 49, and applicable provisions a/Title 16 of this code, unless an adjustment 
from any of these requirements is specifically allowed pursuant to this chapter; 
C. Any phasing schedule proposed by the application must be reasonable and 
shall not exceed jive years between approval of tlie.final PUD plan and the filing 
of the.final plat for the last phase. Dedication or preservation of open space or 
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natural features, in a form approved by the city, must he recorded prior to the 
issuance of building permit(:,) for existing tax lots of the first phase of any multi­
phase PUD; 
D. The applicant has demonstrated that all public services and facilities have 
adequate capacity to serve the proposed development, or adequate capacity is 
assured to he available concurrent with development; 
E. All adjustments from any applicable dimensional requirement requested by the 
applicant or recommended by the city are justified, or are necessary to advance 
or achieve the purposes and requirements of this chapter better than would 
compliance with the dimensional requirements of the underlying zoning. 

17. 64.140 Design review. 
PUDs shall comply with the site plan and design review requirements in Chapter 
17.62 of this title. Single-family detached homes are exempt from this requirement. An 
applicant may seek concurrent review of the preliminary PUD plan and design 
review, in which case the applicant shall submit a landscaping plan, architectural 
drawings and a materials hoard as provided in Section 17. 62. 040(B)--(D) in addition 
to the submittal requirements/or the preliminary PUD plan. 

Site plan and design review is required for a planned development (17.62.030). 
However, as single-family detached residences are exempt from SPDR (17.64.140), 
SPDR applies only to the single family attached dwellings portion of the proposed 
development. 

When is SPDR required? Section 17.64.140 states that an applicant "may" seek 
concurrent review of the PUD and SPDR. The timing of the review is at the applicant's 
discretion, however the process must be accomplished before development permits are 
issued (17.62.030). 

The requirements for a PUD and SPDR overlap in the consideration of natural 
features in the arrangement of a development (see Sections 17.62.010 and 17.64.010, 
especially subsection "B"). 

SPDR approval is not necessary for approval of a plat. Creation of a lot (platting) 
does not necessarily require SPDR. Land division follows a parallel course, with a 
separate set of requirements for creation of lots, connectivity, and preparation of a plat. 

The applicant has provided information that is sufficiently detailed to demonstrate 
that the proposed development creates new lots and preserves natural features, and 
thereby satisfies the criteria for the PUD. The natural features are, in fact, integrated into 
the arrangement of the various aspects of the development and serve as natural 
separations between the different housing types and areas. The criteria for SPDR would 
not add additional requirements for the protection and enhancement of the open space and 
natural resource areas, but is directed more towards the aim of enhancing compatibility 
with surrounding, existing properties and developments. This can be accomplished at 
present for the northwesterly 14 attached single family residences (Lots 53-66) and at a 
later point, when plans are designed, for the southeasterly I 0 single family attached unit 
lots (Lots 67-76). 

The applicant recognizes that SPDR is required for attached housing and provides 
additional information in this narrative to demonstrate that standards and criteria can be 
satisfied. 
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At this time, the applicant does not have building plans, landscaping plan, or site plan 
for the proposed I 0 unit single family attached units (Lots 67-76) site and suggests that 
the City include this as a condition of approval (although the requirement in the Code that 
SPDR shall be accomplished prior to development permits should be sufficient to 
guarantee that SPDR will occur). The applicant is committed to working through future 
processes to provide the city with the type and design of development that is 
complementary to the site and adjacent uses. 

Site Plan and Design Review 

In the center portion of the development the applicant proposes to construct 
single-family attached dwellings as seven buildings on fourteen lots (Lots 53-66). Site 
plan review is required for this portion of the development. 

17. 62. OJ 0 Purpose. The purposes of site plan and design review are to: encourage 
site planning in advance of construction; protect lives and property from potential 
adverse impacts of development; consider natural or man-made hazards which may 
impose limitations on development; conserve the city's natural beauty and visual 
character and minimize adverse impacts of development on the natural environment 
as much as is reasonably practicable; assure that development is supported with 
necessary public facilities and services; ensure that structures and other 
improvements are properly related to their sites and to surrounding sites and 
structure; and implement the city's comprehensive plan and land use regulations with 
respect to development standards and policies. 

Response: The project has been designed with consideration for two natural drainage 
channels that cross the site. The multi-family lot is separated from the attached single­
family portion of the development by one of the drainage channels, and the attached 
single-family dwellings are separated from the detached residences by the second 
channel. 

The drainage channels are protected within open space tracts that will be landscaped 
as shown on the Proposed Landscape Plan, included with this submission. Additional 
landscaping may be required within the channels with the Water Resources Permit. 

The purpose of SPDR is satisfied by compliance with these requirements and those 
pertaining to the PUD. 

17. 62. 020 Preapp/ication review. 

Response: A preapplication conference was held with the staff to consider the project in 
its entirety on July 31, 2002. 

17.62.030 When required. Site plan and design review shall be required for all 
development of real property in all zones except the R-10, R-8, R-6, R-6/MH, RC-4, 
and RD-4 zoning districts, unless otherwise provided for by this title or as a condition 
of approval of a permit. Site plan and design review shall also apply to ... planned 
developments ..... 

Response: SPDR is required for the fourteen lots proposed for single-family attached 
dwellings (seven buildings). 
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17.62. 040 Plans required. 

Response: Plans have been submitted with this supplemental information and with the 
original application that satisfy these requirements. A landscaping plan has not been 
provided for each lot, as this has been left as the choice of the future homeowners. 

Particular plans or information may be waived if not considered essential to the 
review of a particular application (see 17.62.040.1). The applicant believes that this 
supplemental submission, with the original application materials, is sufficient for the 
review, but is willing to work with the staff and Planning Commission to assure that 
necessary information is available. 

17. 62. 050 Standards. 
A. All development shall comply with the following standards: 

1. A minimum of fifteen percent of the lot area being developed shall be 
landscaped. Natural landscaping shall be retained where possible lo meet the 
landscaping requirement. Landscape design and landscaping areas shall serve 
their intended functions and not adversely impact surrounding areas. The 
landscaping shall include a mix of vertical (trees) and horizontal elements (grass, 
ground.cover, etc.). The principal planner shall maintain a list of trees, shrubs and 
vegetation acceptable for landscaping. For properties within the central business 
district, and for major remodeling in all zones subject to this chapter, 
landscaping shall be required to the extent practicable up to the.fifteen percent 
requirement. Landscaping also shall be visible from public thoroughfares to the 
extent practicable. 

Response: Please refer to the landscaping plan for the attached residential portion of the 
development. Plantings are proposed for the open space areas excluding the protected 
portions of the water resource areas. A rose theme is employed, in keeping with the name 
of the fronting street. 

Building, patio, sidewalk, and driveway will occupy approximately 1,550 square feet 
for each lot area, leaving approximately 1,950 square feet available for landscaping by the 
future property owner. A minimum of 50% of lot areas will be "green" with at least one 
street tree on each lot. Lots 55-60, abutting the neighboring subdivision, will have one tree 
in each rear yard. These lots (Lots 55-60) are ten feet deeper than the lots that abut open 
space areas. At least six shrubs will be planted per lot, with at least two of the shrubs 
located in the front yard. 

Open space areas, including the natural resource areas along the designated drainage 
channels, cover more than 24% of the site. Landscaping is proposed for the portion of the 
open space that is not included within the natural resource or required buffer, which are 
subject to different requirements. 

The combination of landscaped area on lots and within the open space areas more 
than satisfies this requirement. 

2. The size, shape, height, and spatial and visual arrangement of uses, structures, 
fences, and walls, including color and material selection, shall be compatible with 
existing surroundings and future allowed uses. Consideration may be given to 
common driveways, shared parking, increased setbacks, building heights, and the 
like. 
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Response: Please refer to the site plan and elevations. Proposed attached residences will be 
similar in scale and design to the single family detached residences in adjacent 
developments. Exterior siding material will be "hardie plank" which looks wood shingle 
siding, in colors of off-white, light browns, and light grays. Trim will be cedar batten 
boards. Roofing will be "Architectural 80" composite. Windows will be vinyl trinuned. 
These materials are similar in appearance to those commonly used for dwellings in 
adjacent subdivisions, so the proposed buildings will be compatible in scale and 
appearance. 

3. Grading shall be in accordance with the requirements of Chapter 15. 48 and the 
public works stormwater and grading design standards. 

Response: Please refer to the plans submitted with the original application, the Grading 
and Erosion Control Plan (Sheet 4). 

4. Development subject to the requirements of the unstable slopes overlay district 
shall comply with the requirements of that district The review authority may 
impose such conditions as are necessary to minimize the risk of erosion and 
slumping and assure that landslides and property damage will not occur. 

Response: No unstable slopes or other physical conditions that could present a hazard for 
development of the site have been identified. A geotechnical report is included with the 
application. 

5. Drainage shall be provided in accordance with city's drainage master plan, 
Chapter 13.12, and the public works stormwater and grading design standards. 

Response: Drainage is provided in accordance with City requirements. Please refer to the 
Proposed Utility Plan (Sheet 3). 

6. Parking, including carpool, vanpool and bicycle parking, shall comply with 
city parking standards .... 

Response: A double car garage is provided for each dwelling, in compliance with City 
standards. 

7. Sidewalks and curbs shall be provided in accordance with the city's 
transportation master plan and street design standards .... 

8. Circulation boundaries within the boundary of the site shall facilitate direct 
and convenient pedestrian and bicycle access .... 

Response: Sidewalks are planned for both sides of the internal street and both the Rose 
Road and South End Road frontages. In addition, an internal pathway system links the 
three sections of the development, with the pathway from the cul de sac for the single 
family attached dwellings connecting to South End Road along the site's west boundary. 
Requirements for pedestrian and bicycle accessways, found in Chapter 12.24 
Pedestrian/Bicycle Accessways, are discussed in a following section. 

9. There shall be provided adequate means to ensure continued maintenance and 
necessary normal replacement of private common facilities and areas ..... 

Response: A homeowners' association will be created to provide for maintenance of 
commonly ovmed facilities. 
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J 0. Outdoor lighting shall be provided in a manner that enhances security, is 
appropriate for the use, and avoids adverse impacts on surrounding properties .... 

Response: Outdoor lighting will include a street light and lights on the dwellings at 
doorways as typical for a single-family residence. Additional lighting is required for the 
accessways, as discussed in the following section of this narrative that covers Chapter 
12.24. 

J J. Site planning, including the siting of structures, roadways and utility 
easements, shall provide for the protection of tree resources. Trees of six-inch 
caliper or greater measured four feet from ground level shall, whenever 
practicable, be preserved outside buildable area. 

Response: Trees are preserved within the water resource area and associated buffer. Very 
few trees are located on the site and most will be lost to construction related impacts. 
Street trees and future plantings associated with the residences will mitigate this impact. 

J 2. Development shall be planned, designed, constructed and maintained to 
protect water resources in accordance with the requirements of the city's water 
resources overlay district, Chapter 17. 49, as applicable. 

Response: Two identified drainage channels arc protected within open space areas. 

13. Development shall comply with applicable city regulations protecting natural 
resources .... 

Response: No inventoried resources other than the drainage channels have been identified 
on this site. 

J 4. All development shall maintain continuous compliance with applicable 
federal, state, and city standards pertaining to air and water quality, odor, heat, 
glare, noise and vibrations, outdoor storage, radioactive materials, toxic or 
noxious matter, and electromagnetic interference .... 

Response: Proposed uses are residential so no unusual emissions or odorous gases are 
anticipated. 

15. Adequate public water and sanitary sewer facilities sufficient to serve the 
proposed or permitted level of development shall be provided. The applicant shall 
demonstrate that adequate facilities and services are presently available or can 
be made available concurrent with development .... 

Response: Public utilities are provided in compliance with City requirements. Please refer 
to the Proposed Utility Plan (Sheet 3). No service provider has indicated that there is a 
lack of capacity to accommodate this development. 

16. Adequate right-of-way and improvements to streets, pedestrian ways, bike 
routes and bikeways, and transit facilities shall be provided, consistent with the 
city's transportation master plan and design standards and this title .... 

Response: Rights of way are proposed to be dedicated and improved in compliance with 
City requirements. 
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17. Major industrial, institutional, retail and office developments shall provide 
direct, safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian travel .... 

Response: A residential development is proposed; this requirement does not apply. 

18. If Tri-Met, upon review of an application for an industrial, institutional, retail 
or office development .... 

Response: A residential development is proposed; this requirement does not apply. 

19. All utility lines shall be placed underground. 

Response: All utilities will be installed underground as required 

20. Access and facilities for physically handicapped people shall be incorporated 
into the site and building design consistent with applicable federal and state 
requirements, with particular attention to providing continuous, uninterrupted 
access routes. 

Response: Applicable requirements will be satisfied. 

21. Pedestrian/bicycle accessways shall be provided as appropriate in 
accordance with the requirements and standards in Chapter 12. 24 and such other 
design standards as the city may adopt. 

Response: Please refer to the response to specific requirements of Chapter 12.24, in a 
following section. Sidewalks arc proposed adjacent to all streets and a network of 
pathways provides connections between the three sections of the development and South 
End Road. The pathways also provide access to the open space and recreation areas, so 
are not, strictly speaking, limited to the functions of an accessway simply connecting 
streets where vehicle access is not feasible. 

22. In office parks and commercial centers .... 

Response: A residential development is proposed; this requirement does not apply. 

B. The review authority may impose such conditions as it deems necessary to ensure 
compliance with these standards and other applicable review criteria .... 

Response: The applicant anticipates that there will be reasonable conditions of approval 
to ensure that the development satisfies all standards and criteria in the City Code. For 
example, a condition requiring SPDR for the multi-family lot is acceptable and 
reasonable, as the applicant does not have plans for this lot at the present time. The City 
may wish to attach other conditions that reasonably guarantee that the project is 
completed in accordance with applicable requirements. 
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Chapter 12.24 Pedestrian/Bicycle Accessways 

12. 24. 010 Purpose. Pedestrian/bicycle accessways are intended to provide direct, 
safe and convenient connections within andfrom new subdivisions and planned 
developments to residential areas, retail and office areas, industrial parks, transit 
streets and neighborhood activity centers where public street connections for 
automobiles, bicycles and pedestrians are unavailable. Pedestrian/bicycle 
accessways should only be used in areas where public street options are unavailable, 
impractical or inappropriate. 

Response: Accessways are proposed to connect the three parts of the development with 
South End Road, providing an alternative connection to the sidewalks along the public 
streets. The accessways will cross the open space areas and generally follow the site's 
north boundary. 

12.24.030 When required. Except as otherwise provided in this section, 
pedestrian/bicycle accessways shall be provided in the following situations .... 

Response: This section identifies specific instances when accessways are required. 

12.24.040 Development standards. 

A. Entry points shall align wherever practical with pedestrian crossing points along 
adjacent streets and with adjacent street intersections. 

Response: The entry points to accessways do not align with identified crossing points but 
are, more or less, "mid-block" connectors where public streets are not possible due to 
adjacent development and identified natural resources. 

B. Accessways shall not exceed four hundred feet in length between streets. 
Accessways shall be free of horizontal obstructions and have a nine-foot, six-inch 
high vertical clearance to accommodate bicyclists. To safely accommodate both 
pedestrians and bicycles, accessway right-of way widths shall be as follows: 

1. For accessways under two hundred feet in length, afzjieen-foot wide right-of 
way with a centered ten-foot wide paved surface. 

2. For accessways two hundred to four hundred feet in length, a twenty-foot wide 
right-of way with a centered ten-foot wide paved surface. 

3. If an accessway also provides secondary fire access or a public utility corridor, 
the right-of way width shall be at least twenty feet with a centeredfzjieen-foot 
wide paved surface. 

Response: The pathway system in this development is not typical accessways that 
provide connections between streets. This pathway system does provide connections 
between various parts of the development, but also is the means for access to the open 
space and recreation areas. 

The accessway between the single family detached and single family attached area is 
approximately 450 feet in length. The pathway from the single family attached street 
termination, past the recreation area and across the drainageway to South End Road, is 
approximately 600 feet in length. Except for the initial JOO feet of the first accessway, 
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which lies between a lot and a detention pond and the final 180 feet of the second 
pathway which lies adjacent to a proposed parking area and attached lot, both pathways 
are within the large open space tracts. 

C. A ccessways shall be direct with at least one end point of the accessway always 
visible from any point along the accessway. On-street parking shall be prohibited 
within fifteen feet of the intersection of the accessway with public streets to preserve 
safe sight distance and promote safety. 

Response: Due the drainageway shape of the northerly resource area the pathway cannot 
be "direct" without increasing the impact of the pathway on the resource. An attempt to 
balance the sight visibility with landscaping desires within the water resource and buffer 
area were made. The sight lines of the pathway across the southerly resource area meet 
the requirements of this section. 

D. To enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety, accessways shall be lighted with 
pedestrian-scale lighting. Accessway lighting shall be to a minimum level of three 
foot-candles and shall be oriented not to shine upon adjacent residences. Street 
lighting shall be provided at both entrances and may also be required at intermediate 
points along the accessway as necessary for safety as determined by the review 
authorily. Lamps shall include a high pressure sodium bulb with an unbreakable lens. 

Response: The applicant believes that lighting is appropriate, but that the "three foot 
candle" requirement for lighting level is far too intrusive for the open space and natural 
resource area that is also located along the rear property lines of adjacent residences. The 
applicant requests a variance to this standard, discussed more fully in a following section 
of this narrative. 

E. Wherever practicable, accessways shall have a maximum slope of five percent and 
avoid the use of stairways. 

Response: No stairways are proposed and the slope is generally less than 2%. 

F. Accessways shall be fenced and screened along adjacent property in residential 
areas by: 

1. A vegetation screen at least forty-eight inches high with an additional four-foot 
high evergreen vegetation screen; or 

2. A minimum five-foot high chain link fence with a row of three- to four-foot high 
evergreen shrubs or climbers planted along the fence; or 

3. If there is an existing fence on private property adjacent to the accessway, a 
four-foot high evergreen vegetative screen; 

4. Jn satisfYing the requirements of this section, evergreen plant materials that 
grow over four feet in height shall be avoided. All plant materials shall be 
selected from a list of suitable plant materials which the city shall maintain; 

5. The review authority may waive the requirement for vegetative screening upon 
demonstration that a vegetative screen is not practicable. 

Response: Vegetative screenings will be provided adjacent to existing and proposed lots. 
See landscape architects plans for details. 
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G. Accessways shall be designed to prohibit motorized traffic. Curbs, removal 
lockable posts and bollards are suggested mechanisms to achieve this. 

Response: Bollards are proposed to prohibit vehicle traffic to the pathway system. 
Bollards at each entry point is proposed. 

If. Accessway surfaces shall be paved with all weather materials as approved by the 
city. Accessway surfaces shall be designed to drain stormwater runoff to the side or 
sides of the accessway. Minimum cross slope shall be two percent. Unpaved portions 
of the accessway, excluding gravel shoulders, shall be planted in an evergreen 
ground cover. Where the right-of way is twenty feet or more, a row of approved two­
inch minimum caliper trees, of medium size not to exceed twenty-five feet in height at 
maturity, shall be planted at twenty-foot spacings on one side of the path. 

I. In parks, greenways or other natural resource areas, accessways may be approved 
with a five-foot wide gravel path with wooden, brick or concrete edgings. 

Response: Staff and the applicant are in disagreement of whether the pathways across the 
natural resource areas (wetlands and buffers) should be gravel or a hard surface such as 
pavement. Staff has requested that the pathways be paved, which is what is shown on the 
preliminary plans, to facilitate pedestrians and bicycles. The applicant believes bicycles, 
skateboards and other wheeled transports should not be encouraged in the resource area. 
It is the applicant's opinion that such wheeled vehicles could use the street system to 
move from one location to another within the subdivision, as the extra distance needed 
for the more circular route should not be a significant disincentive for a wheeled 
transport. 

Landscape requirements of the Paragraph H will be met as shown on the Landscape 
Architects plan, this includes trees and evergreens. See landscape plan for details. 

Variance 

The applicant requests a variance to the lighting standard in Sec. 12.24.040.D, which 
requires a lighting level of three foot-candles for accessways. The applicant believes that 
this level oflighting will be intrusive for adjacent properties, even with "no glare" 
provisions, and out of character with the open space and natural resources areas that the 
accessways will traverse. 

Oregon City's Code recognizes that a zoning code cannot provide a "one size fits all" 
set of requirements and provides that a variance may be granted according to criteria and 
procedures in Chapter 17.60: 

Chapter 17. 60 Variances 

17. 60. 020 A variance may be granted only in the event that all of the following 
conditions exist: 

A. That the literal application of the provisions of this title would deprive the 
applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the surrounding area 
under the provisions of this title; or extraordinary circumstances apply to the 
property which do not apply to other properties in the surrounding area, but are 
unique to the applicant's site; 
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Response to Criterion A: The applicant's site is affected by unique circumstances, which 
do not affect adjacent properties. These circumstances include the two drainage channels 
that must be protected. The site is a long, narrow parcel that is between existing 
development (north) and Rose Road (south). These circumstances do not affect adjacent 
properties, and therefore, this criterion is satisfied. 

B. That the variance from the requirements is not likely to cause substantial damage 
to adjacent properties, by reducing light, air, safe access or other desirable or 
necessary qualities otherwise protected by this title; 

Response to Criterion B: The requested variance is likely to minimize any impact on 
adjacent properties, by limiting the potential for light from this development-even with 
appropriate "glare-reducing" measures~will intrude upon the privacy of adjacent 
residences. 

The applicant proposes a sufficient level oflighting to guarantee safety while 
minimizing effects on adjacent properties. This will include a street light at each end of 
the west pathway and at the west end of the eastern pathway. Additional lighting will be 
provided as required to the meet the City's pathway standards or the variance to that 
standard as proposed herein. 

This criterion is satisfied because the requested variance will reduce impacts to 
adjacent properties. 

C. The applicant's circumstances are not self imposed or merely constitute a 
monetary hardship or inconvenience. A self imposed difficulty will be found if the 
applicant knew or should have known of the restriction at the time the site was 
purchased; 

Response to Criterion C: The circumstances are not self-imposed, but are a consequence 
of conditions on the site (natural resource areas) and adjacent development (existing 
subdivision). Therefore, this criterion is satisfied. 

D. No practical alternatives have been identified which would accomplish the same 
purposes and not require a variance; 

Response to Criterion D: The applicant is proposing a practical alternative to the code 
requirement, which requires a level of lighting appropriate for a parking lot but not for a 
residential area "back yard." Therefore, this criterion is satisfied. 

E. That the variance requested is the minimum variance which would alleviate the 
hardship; 

Response to Criterion E: The applicant does not propose to eliminate the requirement for 
lighting, only to reduce the level oflighting required and, in so doing, minimize impacts 
on adjacent properties and on the natural resource area. Therefore, this criterion is 
satisfied. 

F. That the variance conforms to the comprehensive plan and the intent of the 
ordinance being varied. 
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Response to Criterion F: The code provision's purpose is to provide for safety and 
"pedestrian-scale lighting." The applicant believes that the intent of this section is 
satisfied by a lower level of lighting with less intrusive effects, as previously discussed. 
Therefore, this criterion is satisfied. 

Summary: The foregoing discussion demonstrates that criteria for a variance are satisfied, 
and should be approved. The applicant has offered an alternative to the standard that will 
better accomplish the purpose by causing less intrusion into the privacy of adjacent 
properties and maintaining a level oflighting consistent with the nature and function of 
the open space and natural resource areas. 

Conclusion 

The applicant believes that this supplemental submission addresses applicable 
requirements ofSPDR for the 14 attached single-family dwellings in the central portion 
of the proposed subdivision (Lots 53-66) and PUD and demonstrates the project's 
compliance. The applicant has also explained why SPDR cannot be accomplished at this 
time for the other I 0 attached single family units, but can be completed following platting 
for the subdivision and prior to any development of the site without circumventing the 
purpose or intent of code requirements. 

The applicant believes that the information in this supplemental submission justify 
the following conclusions: 

I. Approval of the subdivision and PUD, with SPDR for the 14 attached single-family 
dwellings proposed on Lots 53-66 is justified as applicable criteria and standards are 
satisfied, or can be satisfied with conditions of approval. 

2. Approval criteria for the PUD overlap criteria for SPDR, particularly with respect 
to integration of a development with natural features. Therefore, approval of the other 
10 single family attached units (Lots 67-76) as part of the subdivision/PUD without 
SPDR does not circumvent application of City requirements. 

3. The applicant does not have specific plans suitable for SPDR for the I 0 single 
family attached units proposed on Lots 67-76 at this time and acknowledges that 
SPDR will be required prior to approval of any development permit. 

4. SPDR is a discretionary review, so postponing this requirement for the 
southeasterly I 0 single family attached units does not improperly shift the process to 
a strictly administrative process. 

5. A variance to the code standard for lighting level for accessways is appropriate and 
will cause less intrusion and impacts for adjacent properties and for the open space 
and natural resources that the accessways will serve. 
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July 14, 2003 

Project No. 02-8100 

Tom Sisul 
Sisul Engineering 
375 Portland Avenue 
Gladstone, OR 97027 

Via Facsimile: 503-657-5779 

fi~ 
GeoPal:itic 

lnglneenng. Inc. 

Real-World Geotechnical Solutions 
Investigation • Design • Construction Support 

Subject: Addendum to Geotechnical Engineering Report 
Rose Road Development 
Oregon City, Oregon 

Reference: GeoPacific Engineering Inc., Geotechnical Engineering Report, Rose Road 
Development, Project No. 02-8100, dated January 6, 2003. 

This brief letter is an addendum to the above-referenced report. In the current draft of the Oregon City 
Staff report, it cites subdivision standards (Chapter 16.08.050 Item D) and arrives at the conclusion that 
the applicant had not addressed how the high groundwater affects the function of the detention ponds, 
such as special construction requirements, storage volume, and pond function. This brief letter addresses 
these items from the geotechnical engineer's perspective. 

We met with Sisul Engineering and the Wetland Consultant, Mr. Rich Bublitz to discuss the above and 
other issues. From our discussions, we offer the following comments. The site has poorly draining soils 
that tend to trap surface water in the upper 3 feet over an impermeable layer of very hard residual soil. 
Groundwater is therefore trapped in the near surface in low lying areas such as the subject wetland. 
Since the proposed ponds are located within or near the wetland buffer zone, the elevation of the ponds 
would be very close to or below the water elevation in the wetland area. Our discussion focused on 
enhancing the quality of the wetlands while maintaining the performance and function of the ponds. 

We concluded that rather than excavate for a pond and provide subsurface drainage around the pond to 
reduce minimal, but expected lateral groundwater inflow, that the pond should be created by constructing 
a fill berm and that the bottom of the storage basin assumed for design of the pond should be no lower 
than the elevation of the wetland delineation; however the bottom of the pond could continue one to two 
feet to hold additional water to aid recharging the wetland during dry spells. 

Sincerely, 

GEOPACIFIC ENGINEERING, INC. 

James D. lmbrie, P.E. 
Principal Engineer 

7312 SW Durham R d 
Portland, Oregon 97224 Exhibit __ ~--
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S1suL ENGINEERING 

City of Oregon City 
PO Box 3040 
Oregon City, OR 97045-0304 

ATTN: Tony Konkol and Dean Norlund 

RE: Rose Vista; J.O. SGL00-107 

A Division of Sisu/ Enterprises, Inc 

375 PORTLAND AVENUE, GLADSTONE, OREGON 97027 
(503) 657-0188 

July 17, 2003 FAX (503) 657-5779 

City of Oregon City File #PD03-0I, WR-03-01 and SP 03-07 

Gentleman: 

The purpose of this letter is to explain how we plan to address the City's concerns about ground 
water and wetland recharge. Enclosed with this letter you will see a letter from Jim lmbrie with 
GeoPacific addressing the issue of ground water and how it might impact the detention pond 
performance. Also there is a letter from Rick Bublitz of Environmental Technology Consultants 
addressing from the perspective of the wetland scientist regarding recharging the wetlands. The 
purpose of this letter is to inform you on how we will address in the design aspect of these issues. 

In accordance with Mr. lmbrie's suggestion, we are adjusting the detention ponds so that they will 
be essentially ponds with their active storage area above existing grade. The bottom of the pond 
or dead storage area will also be above existing grade as shown. Although Mr. lmbrie suggests 
having the dead storage below existing grade, this could not be done and still have a gravity drain 
of the dead storage area. If pumping the dead storage out for maintenance was acceptable then 
we could depress the ponds for the dead storage. Raising the detention ponds will allow us to 
drain the storm water release from the ponds towards the wetland areas. Releasing the water 
towards the wetlands will recharge the wetlands. In addition, if it is acceptable to the City's 
public works section we will also follow Mr. Bublitz recommendation for cut-off barriers within 
the utility trenches that will pick up ground water that could follow the utility trenches and direct 
it towards the wetland areas as well. Finally, to try and stop or minimize horizontal movement of 
ground water at the Rose Road right-of-way, the franchise utility trench, which runs along the 
Rose Road right-of-way would be backfilled with a mixture of CDF and Bentonite or some sort 
of similar water impervious mixture. This would prevent or slow ground water from moving 
across the Rose Road right-of-way and thus should help keep the wetlands upstream of Rose 
Road recharged longer. 

We believe that all of these design elements will both keep the detention ponds functioning as 
intended and will keep the wetlands recharged to the maximum extent possible. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to give me a call. 

TJS/glb 
Exhibit ____ 1.:_ __ 



Mr. Paul Reeder 
C/O Sisul Engineering 
3 7 5 Portland A venue 
Gladstone, Oregon 97027 

1924 Broadway, Suite A ' Va>1<oin·er, \YA 98663-3380 
Phone: (360) 696-4403 Fax: (360) 696-4089 
elc-vaucouYet-@q'+·e!'>t.net U'J.t1('. e 11.virotec hcous. corn 

\\'A La11d~('apc Contrador~ Lir-('11~(' #: E\"VJHTCU2'.~HB 

( IH CCB Gt"ucral Conlrador # J ~7522 
A IJi1·isio11 of Sisul Fntt~rpri.!ies, l11c. 

July 15, 2003 

RE: Addendum to Water Resources Report dated December 17, 2002 , 
Proposed Rose Road Subdivision 
Oregon City, Oregon 

This letter is to address issues raised in the Oregon City Staff Report concerning Oregon 
City Municipal Code Standards and Requirements, Chapters 17.49 and 17 .50. The staff 
report concluded that water quality impacts to the resource area, 'IYetland/wet soil 
recharge, buffers, and mitigation adequacy, scheduling, and monitoring, had not been 
adequately addressed. 

The high water table/wet soil is caused by a slowly permeable layer· at a depth of 
approximately 33-36 inches with a permeability rate of 0.06-0.2 inches per hour in the 
'Bomstedt silt loam covering most of the site.- The water table in this soil is from 2.0-3.0 
feet below ground during the winter and early spring. The wetland areas are composed of 
Delena silt loam with an extremely low permeable layer at a depth of approximately 2.0 
feet. Permeability below the upper 2 feet is <0.06 inches per hour. The water table in the 

. wi.nter and early spring is from ground level to 18 inches below ground. 

Groundwater travel in these soils is primarily horizontal, with a horizontal conductivity 
much greater than 3 times the vertical conductivity, whi<;h is the average horizontal 
conductivity factor for soils without a low conductivity layer in the sub soil. Due to the 
physical structure of the soil ·profile, water that infiltrates to the hardpan in lawns, the 
common areas and buffer areas adjacent to, and up gradient from, the _wetland will 
discharge into the wetland via the same groundwater pathway as currently exists. The 
exception to this is areas where the groundwater flow will be intercepted by gravel or 
compacted native soil filled utility trenches. That water, up gradient from the wetlands, 
intercepted by compacted fill .will follow the path of least resistance down gradient and 
eventually discharge to the wetland area, if in sufficient quantity to exceed the infiltration 
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capacity of the low conductivity layer in the sub soil. Areas that drain into gravel filled 
utility trenches will follow the trench until it is either infiltrated or is discharged at some 
point along the facility to a shallow water table or a surface discharge point. It is 
recommended that any water that can be collected in sub surface drains within these 
trenches, and located at an elevation that will allow collection and subsequent discharge, 
be collected and discharged to the wetland areas. 

Impervious areas will be collected in a storm drain system and directed to a storm water 
detention facility. Discharge from this facility will be through a water quality swale, bio 
retention facility or other facility approved by Oregon City review staff. It is 
recommended that the discharge be through a multiple orifice structure to provide 
metered flows to the wetland that would more closely approximate natural recharge. As 
the proposed pathway is pervious (gravel) no impacts to the recharge or water quality will 
be realized from its construction. 

The lobe wetland will be reconnected with the northern wetland by construction of a 
ditch along Rose Road, the bottom of which will be at an elevation that will provide 
water exchange between the two wetland areas, but not low enough to drain either of the 
areas. 

In response to the issue of inadequate buffers, the buffer. along the upper end of the 
northern wetland (ditch area) will be increased to 50 feet to be in accordance with OMC 
17.49.050, specifically Table 17.49-1. The buffer area impacled by the pathway will be 
mitigated by an increasing the buffer area in the down gradient vicinity of the impact by 
an area equal to the impact area. 

The final mitigation plan will be submitted to the Oregon Division of State Lands as part 
of the final permit application requirements. This will include the implementation 
schedule, construction timelines, maintenance, monitoring, reporting and a contingency 
·plan, all 'Els required by' ODSL rules and, regulations governing permit applications and 
mitigation plans. These items, along with any required in water work restrictions will 
become part of the permit conditions and will be in place prior to any grading or issuance 
of a grading permit as mandated by Oregon City and Oregon DSL requirements. 

-¥ely, 
/ 



Addendum to Water Resource Report 

August I, 2003 

Introduction: 

This addendum is in response to a memorandum from Tony Konkol to Tom Sisul dated 
July 25, 2003 regarding the Rose Vista Planned Unit Development. The section titled 
"Required Revisions to the Application" Item (6) requested that the water resource report 
be amended to accurately depict the proposed changes to the PUD, including the amount 
of open space, added open space storm water facilities, and groundwater mitigation 
measures proposed. Also needing to be addressed was the impact of the path system, due 
to a design change in the pathway surface. 

Open Space Area/Impact Changes Due to PUD Design Changes: 

The current proposal dedicates 173,080 S.F. or 3.97 acres to open space area. This area 
includes active and passive common areas, wetland water resource areas and resource 
buffers, referred to as North Open Space and South Open Space on plans revised on July 
16, 2003. On the plan revisions dated May 15, 2003, 159,994 S.F. or 3.67 acres were 
dedicated to open space within those designated areas. The current project design has 
removed all impacts to the water resource area and associated buffers, except those 
associated with the widening and frontage improvements required by the City of Oregon 
City to Rose Road and the pathway through the buffers, and increased the open space 
area by 13,086 S.F. 

Pathway System Impacts and Mitigation: 

A required change in the pathway system surfacing material has increased the impervious 
surface area of the project by 14,700 S.F. Although the impervious area has increased, 
the impacts to the water resource will be negligible. The pathway is located along the 
northeast property line for much of its length, which is also the high point in the general 
slope of the project, which drains the southwest. Surface runoff during high precipitation 
events that exceed the infiltration capacity and groundwater flow will still migrate to the 
resource area as described in the groundwater flow and mitigation analysis section of this 
addendum. Surface runoff from the path adjacent to the resource area will still be 
directed to a small portion of the buffer. Due to the nature of the pathway use 
(pedestrians and bicycles) this minor buffer contact will provide adequate water quality 
attenuation, as no pollutants other than soil particles, are expected to be deposited on the 
pathway surface. The resource crossings associated with the pathway are to be bridges 
constructed of wood, with cross-planked walkways, allowing precipitation to drain 
between the planks, and directly to the resource area. 

The pathway crossing of the resource buffer areas has reduced the overall buffer area by 
a total of 3110 S.F This area is mitigated through buffer averaging as indicated on the 
attached figure and totals 3188 S.F., exceeding the impact area. The buffer averaging 
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areas were placed in locations with the highest potential to give additional protection to 
the water resource area. These additional buffer areas are placed: (I) adjacent to the 
parking area across from lots 74-76; (2) adjacent to the driveway entrance near lot 67; 
and (3) contiguous to the north side of the buffer in the vicinity of lots 61-66. Areas 
adjacent to concentrated parking areas, or other high traffic areas have the greatest 
potential for accidental/incidental spills or disposal, and therefore were considered to 
provide the maximum possible benefit for the increased buffer area. 

Groundwater and Resource Recharge Mitigation Measures: 

The high water table/wet soil is caused by a slowly permeable layer at a depth of 
approximately 33-36 inches with a permeability rate of 0.06-0.2 inches per hour in the 
Bomstedt silt loam covering most of the site. The water table in this soil is from 2.0-3.0 
feet below ground during the winter and early spring. The wetland areas are composed of 
Delena silt loam with an extremely low permeable layer at a depth of approximately 2.0 
feet. Permeability below the upper 2 feet is <0.06 inches per hour. The water table in the 
winter and early spring is from ground level to 18 inches below ground. 

Groundwater travel in these soils is primarily horizontal, with a horizontal conductivity 
much greater than 3 times the vertical conductivity, which is the average horizontal 
conductivity factor for soils without a low conductivity layer in the sub soil. Due to the 
physical structure of the soil profile, water that infiltrates to the hardpan in lawns, the 
common areas and buffer areas adjacent to, and up gradient from, the wetland will 
discharge into the wetland via the same groundwater pathway as currently exists. The 
exception to this is areas where the groundwater flow will be intercepted by gravel or 
compacted native soil filled utility trenches. That water, up gradient from the wetlands, 
intercepted by compacted fill will follow the path of least resistance down gradient and 
eventually discharge to the wetland area, if in sufficient quantity to exceed the infiltration 
capacity of the low conductivity layer in the sub soil. Areas that drain into gravel filled 
utility trenches will follow the trench until it is either infiltrated or is discharged at some 
point along the facility to a shallow water table or a surface discharge point. It is 
recommended that any water that can be collected in sub surface drains within these 
trenches, and located at an elevation that will allow collection and subsequent discharge, 
be collected and discharged to the wetland areas. 

Impervious areas, with the exception of the pathway, will be collected in a storm drain 
system and directed to a storm water detention facility. Discharge from this facility will 
be through a water quality swale, bio retention facility or other facility approved by 
Oregon City review staff. It is recommended that the discharge be through a multiple 
orifice structure to provide metered flows to the wetland that would more closely 
approximate natural recharge. 

The lobe wetland will be reconnected with the northern wetland by construction of a 
ditch along Rose Road, the bottom of which will be at an elevation that will provide 
water exchange between the two wetland areas, but not low enough to drain either of the 
areas. 
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S1suL ENGINEERING A Division of Sisu/ Enterprises, Inc. 

375 PORTLAND AVENUE, GLADSTONE. OREGON 97027 
(503) 657-0188 

May 19, 2003 FAX (503) 657·5779 

City of Oregon City 
PO Box 3040 
Oregon City, OR 97045-0304 

ATTN: Planning Staff and Planning Commission Members 

RE: Rose Vista Plan Unit Development; J.O. SGL00-107 

Dear City Planning staff and Planning Commission members: 

This letter is to express our frustration with the City's Development Code language in 
regards to Water Resources. The original intent of the development was to fill a small 
area of marginal wetland and improve the two primary wetland areas by raising the water 
level through the use of a weir or dike to create better wetland conditions. 

ln a meeting we had with City staff at the end of April. Staff informed us that they felt 
the City Development Code, specifically the Water Resources Section, would not allow 
the water elevation to be raised without pushing out the 50 foot buffers required around 
the wetlands. (We intended to create a fill in the upland areas to limit the expansion of 
the wetlands.) ln rereviewing the Development Ordinance we have come to the 
conclusion that the City staff is largely correct, if not entirely correct, in their 
interpretation of the Development Code. While the Water Resources Code Section has 
much discussion about mitigation, staff indicated to us that the only area that we could 
actually fill a wetland would be in a case such as Rose Road where the widening of the 
road is required. The only other allowance they could think of is where a property may 
not have access to the developable portion of the property without crossing a wetland. 
That is not the case on this site. 

Our belief is that both the applicant, as the developer, and the community will lose with 
the strict adherence of the Development Code in this case. The developer will lose one 
single family detached lot and will have some of the single family detached lots served 
by a private street rather than a public street as was originally proposed. The community, 
we believe, will lose in that the wetland areas which are all poor quality will all be left 
largely as they are with some small enhancement improvements, but not improving the 
main aspect, needed for good enhancement, that being increased water levels. In fact the 
way the Development Code is being interpreted, to increase the water levels in the 
wetland areas would take land. away from the area of development, by pushing the 50 
foot buffer out from the new edge of whatever a new water level would be. 

In summary, the applicant had hoped that by allowing him to fill the poor quality lob of 
the wetland at the most northwesterly edge of the wetland area and improving the two 

Exhibit \D 
-----~ 



other wetland areas by raising their water levels, he would create a wetland area that 
looks truly wet to those who would observe it. Not have the wetlands appear as swampy 
areas or mud flats as they currently exist, being over run by blackberries. This desired 
enhancement though is thwarted by City Development Ordinances that penalizes him for 
trying to raise the water level because of its effect on pushing out the 50 foot buffer. We 
suggested we could just create a small fill around the perimeter of the existing wetland to 
prevent expansion of the wetland area but as staff pointed out the Development 
Ordinance appears to prohibit such fills in the buffer area. 

The Planning Commission, as the decision maker for this application, does have some 
discretion in its interpretation of the Development Code. We would ask the Planning 
Commission to see if they could allow the developer to enhance the wetlands without 
negatively impacting his developable area and perhaps allow him to go back to the 
proposed 76 unit development that was previously submitted, a copy of which is enclosed 
with this letter. 

TJS/be 
Enc. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas J. Sisul, PE. 



I 

~ :: 
"' .. ' '\ ~~ 

'\, 
"',, , 

- ~ _i _ _i__ -

--T 
I 

' 
I I 11 ~·~~ 

• 
I 

LL ; 
T1 -T- -. _i__ -

l 

: ! I ! - ' I • 

;: 
' 

I 

- _L 1-- -

I 

' . ' 

1L ' 
_L -r I . 
-r~;_j __ _ 

' ' 

::u 
I 

cs 

I H! I 
, 
I 

Ill l ' ' Iii l 
". i 
~'· Iii 

~ : 
I 

Site Layout Pion:. 

. I 
\ I 

I 

il 
·1 

~~! Inn 'll 11•1 ' :: ii JI II" •' I ., 1 ,- . 
II! i II ti ill1 ! . ~ ; 

l !f.. II • I; I 
,.w•'~~ ,. •. r i~ • 

~ ~I ; ii~! ;~ Jr; ~ ~: : ,.;;·· .. ·~!;ff 5 
5 '• I• ! --

~ 1~ • 

ROSE 'VISTA 

PAUL REEDER 

., 

:0 
I 

cs 



! ' I 
1"' ,, 
, I 

~I 

' 

Exjsting Conditions 

' li 
i 

."..1',.. 
,,,.·/~ "' 

'< i 
I 
I 
i 
I 

f- ~ 
• • • l

o 

::i----•-------- . I i"i 

'· ~ 

ROSE VISTA 
i 

PAUL R[[O[R 

. ~ 

" 

' 11 



., 
'• i .-

., 
" 

. ' . . i•i··s 
c.u'';' ISU.~ 

I ¥ 8 ii ~.="...w-. ; i ~ 1-1 eo1-01• 

,'\.~ 

ii 
I 

Proposed U'lility Plan. 
' ' 

''I " ·1 ,, ,, 
H 

! • 

i ii -pl 

I I ! 
I I 

ROSE VISTA 

PAUL RE£0€R 

• 
~ 
l 
~ 

l 
i 
' 



Gr.ading and Er.osio'n 
Con tr.al Pion 

ROSE VISTA 

PAUL REEDER 
i 



! ' I 
-~ ' ' l '" ' 

' 

" " 

Pr'oposed Setbacks ROSE VISTA • 
i 

PAUL REEDER 



PD03-01, Rose Vista, A -Lot Planned Unit development 3S-1 E-ICD; TL 300 & 3S-IE-IA; TL J 700 

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS/ CONCLUSION AND RECOMMEND A TIO NS Page 1 of 10 
Dean R. Norlin, PE; Senior Engineer August 13, 2003 

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

The applicant has proposed a Planned Unit Development on 16.02 acres consisting of 76 singlc­
family residences, with 52 single-family detached residences and 24 single-family attached 
residences for the above referenced property. The proposed site layout contains 3.97 acres of the site 
to be preserved as open space. The property contains gentle slopes and 2 separate water resource 
areas (see WR03-0l) and is located at the north comer of the intersection of South End Road and 
Rose Road in Oregon City. 

The properties are located at 19093 (3S-l E-lA, TL 1700) and 18879 (3S-l E-1 CD, TL 300) Rose 
Road. The properties are zoned R-10 and R6/MH respectively. R-10 and FU-I 0 zones surround the 
site. The FU-I 0 zone southwest of Rose Road is in Clackamas County and the City's Comp. Plan 
for this area is R6/MH. 

The Applicant has providing preliminary engineering drawings for the proposed development of 
the site from Sisul Engineering, Inc. and dated Nov. 2002 and last revised August 1, 2003. 

Engineering staff recommends approval of the proposed Planned Unit Development provided the 
following recommendations and conditions of approval are followed: 

PROVISION OF PUBLIC SERVICES: 

WATER. 

There is an existing Oregon City (City) 12-inch water main in South End Road with an 8-inch 
stub into Rose Road connected to an existing 4-inch Clackamas River Water main in Rose Road. 
There is an existing fire hydrant on the west side of the intersection of Rose Road and South End 
Road. 

The applicant's proposed waterline plan indicates constructing a 12-inch water main along the 
site's frontage with Rose Road and connecting to the existing City 12-inch water main in South 
End Road. A water main with a dead end line (in road between the two water resource areas) is 
proposed to serve lots 52-66. Another water main is proposed to loop around the properties on 
the northwest side of the site, with a dead end water main serving lots 17-21. The proposed 
water improvements provide two stubs to the northwest at Rose Road and the proposed interior 
street. The applicant has proposed blow off assembly at dead end lines, six new fire hydrants 
and water services to all of the proposed lots. 

Applicant has proposed a water system that appears to meet City code with a few modifications. 
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PD03-01, Rose Vista, A -Lot Planned Unit development 3S-I E-JCD; TL 300 & 35- JE-JA; TL 1700 

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS/ CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS Page 2 of 10 
Dean R. Norlin, PE; Senior Engineer August 13, 2003 

Conditions: 

1. As part of this development, a 12-inch ductile iron water line shall be constructed in Rose 
Road from the City water line in South End Road to the northwest property boundary and 
8-inch ductile iron water lines looped through the site. The water line shall extend along 
Rose Road and the proposed interior street to the site's northwest property boundary and 
terminate with a City approved blow-off. 

2. Water service laterals shall be provided to the existing lots southwest of Rose Road. 
3. Water lines shall be extended to the end of all proposed stub streets and terminated with a 

blow-off. 

SAN IT ARY SEWER. 

There is an existing 12-inch gravity sanitary sewer main and JO-inch force main in South End 
Road. There is an existing 8-inch stub out in Rose Road from the South End gravity sewer in 
South End Road. The stub out invert is approximately II-feet deep at the manhole in South End 
Road and near Rose Road. Even with this depth the gravity sewer in Rose Road will be very 
shallow due to the two low drainage areas along the site. 

Applicant has proposed to extend the sanitary sewer to the northwest property boundary in 
Rose Road and the proposed street. 

The applicant has proposed to connect two lots to one sanitary sewer lateral on the homes 
fronting South End Road. No double services are allowed; each lot shall connect to the public 
sewer with a single sewer lateral. 

Applicant has proposed a sanitary gravity sewer system that connects to the existing gravity sanitary 
sewer manhole at the intersection of South End Road and Filbert Drive. No proposed inverts have 
been shown, but the plan appears to be workable to meet City code with a few modifications. 

Conditions: 
4. Applicant shall provide sanitary sewer facilities to this site. 
5. Applicant shall provide an 8-inch sewer main to the end of all proposed stub streets for 

future extension. If sanitary sewer laterals are connected to the sewer lines in the stub 
streets, the lines shall be terminated with a manhole near the end of the stub streets, and 
the sewer line shall be stubbed-out for future extension. 

6. Applicant shall extend the sanitary sewer main in Rose Road to the site's northwest 
property boundary. 

7. Sanitary sewer laterals shall be provided to the existing lots southwest of Rose Road, but 
not connected. 
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8. All sewer lines shall maintain the maximum depth based on the minimum slopes allowed by 
the City, and shall terminate in manholes with stub-outs for future extension. The sewer 
shall have a depth sufficient to provide sewer service to the Urban Growth Boundary to the 
northwest. 

9. Any sanitary sewers with less than three feet of cover shall be constrncted of ductile iron 
pipe. 

10. Applicant must process and obtain sanitary sewer line design approval from DEQ prior to 
City plan approval. 

STORM SEWER/DETENTION AND OTHER DRAINAGE FACILITIES. 

This site is located in the South End Drainage Basin as designated in the City's Drainage Master 
Plan. The South End Drainage Basin drains to Little Beaver Creek, Beaver Creek and ultimately the 
Willamette River above the falls. The Willamette River is an anadromous salmon-bearing stream. 
Drainage impacts from this site are significant. 

There are two existing drainage swales and wetlands running across the site approximately 400-
feet and 880-feet away from South End Road. These drainage areas are depicted in the South End 
Basin Master Plans as to be retained as open channel drainage swales. The applicant proposes to 
not disturb these areas and provide 50-foot buffers around the wetland areas. Both these drainage 
swales cross Rose Road via a culvert under the road and follow an existing open drainage swale, 
which converge into a single drainage ditch, which drains to the Southridge Meadows Subdivision 
Drainage System. There currently is flooding problems along the properties southwest of Rose 
Road. The Southridge Meadows drainage system appears to be adequately sized to receive the 
drainage. Therefore it appears that there is a flow constriction between Rose Road and Southridge 
Meadows. 

The Applicant has proposed to drain the site into two detention ponds and four areas with 
underground detention pipes. The detention systems arc located adjacent to the wetland areas and 
do not encroach in the water resource buffer areas. The Applicant proposes to drain the northwestern 
side of the site into various detention pipes and a pond then into the northwestern drainage swale. 
The applicant does not clearly show how the stonn system for southeast swale will function. 

Both drainage swales have a field inlet as a control structure Prior to entering a culvert under Rose 
Road which discharges into the existing storm swale on the southwest side ofRose Road. The field 
inlets will be designed to ensure that the water resource will not be drained. In addition, the 
Applicant has proposed to backfill the utility trench along the water resource area with an impervious 
material such as CDF/Bentonite backfill. 

Most of the proposed detention pipes are undersized. The detention pipes minimum size is 42-
inches. 
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Preliminary Hydrology/detention calculations have been provided to the City for review. The 
Applicant's engineer has provided an additional Downstream Drainage Analysis for the area between 
Rose Road and the drainage inlet at Southridge Meadows. The Analysis concludes that the City's 
sto1111 water design requires a detention system to be designed to reduce peak runoffs for the 2, 5 and 
25-year storm events. Therefore the peak nmoffs for these posted developed stonns should be less 
than the existing storm events. 

The Applicant has preliminarily addressed how the stom1 system will function in a high ground 
water table and how the existing water resources/wetlands will be maintained/recharged. 

Applicant has proposed a storm sewer system that appears to meet City code with modifications. 

Conditions: 

11. Developer shall provide detention and water quality systems that conform to current City 
standards. 

12. The Stormwater Engineer shall incorporate design criteria from the Geotechnical Engineer 
(high ground water) and Water Resource Scientist (recharging and wetland management) to 
ensure the pond and wetlands harmonize each other. Revise the Storm Water Report to 
incorporate comments/design criteria from the Geotechnical Engineer and Water Resource 
Scientist 

13. Applicant must process and obtain approval for wetland and stream mitigation from the 
Corps of Engineers, Division of State Lands, and any other applicable agencies prior to 
approval of construction plans. Copies of approvals shall be supplied to the City. Failure 
to do so shall be a justification for the City to prevent the issuance of a construction, or 
building permit or to revoke a permit that has been issued for this project. 

14. No work shall be done in the wetland areas and along the existing drainage swales without a 
pennit from the Oregon Division of State Lands and the Army Corps of Engineers. The 
applicant shall provide the City copies of the above permits for review and approval prior lo 
the approval of the construction plans. 

DEDICATIONS AND EASEMENTS. 

Rose Road and the proposed interior streets are classified as Local Streets by the Oregon City 
Transportation System Plan (TSP), which requires a minimum right-of-way (ROW) width of 42-54 
feet. Currently, Rose Road appears to have a 30~ foot ROW. 

Applicant has proposed an 11.5 feet dedication along the property fronting Rose Road. The 
Applicant is proposing ROW of 53-fcct throughout the site for the interior streets. 
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South End Road is classified as a Minor Arterial by the TSP, which requires a minimum right-of­
way (ROW) width of64-114 feet. Currently, South End Road appears lo have a 60-foot ROW. 

Applicant has proposed a I 0 feet dedication along the property fronting South End Road 

Applicant proposed three access casements, access easement "A" to serve lots 17 through 22, access 
easement "B" lo serve Jots 54 through 57 and access easement "C" to serve lots 68 through 75. The 
Applicant proposes a 15-foot wide pedestrian casement along the northeast property boundary from 
the open space area to South End Road. Additional easement/tracts may also be required and will be 
detennined with the review of construction plans. 

Applicant has proposed ROW widths, easements, and tracts that appear to meet City code with a few 
modi ti cations. 

Conditions: 

15. Applicant shall dedicate a minimum of 11.5 feet ofright-of-way along all site frontage with 
Rose Road. 

16. Applicant shall dedicate a minimum of 10 feet of right-of-way along all site frontage with 
South End Road. 

17. Applicant shall dedicate 53 feet of right-of-way for the proposed interior local streets and 
56-foot radii for Cul-de-sacs. 

18. The Pedestrian walkway easement from the open space to Rose Road shall be a minimum 
of 20 feet wide. 

19. Public utility easements shall be dedicated to the public on the final plat in the following 
locations: Ten feet along all street frontages. Easements required for the final engineering 
plans if known shall also be dedicated to the public on the final plat. Show any existing 
utility easements on the final plat. 

20. Applicant shall show a reserve strip dedicated to the City at the end of the interior stub street. 
This reserve strip shall be noted on the plat to be automatically dedicated as public ROW 
upon the approval of ROW dedication and/or City land use action approval of the adjacent 
propc11y. 

21. Non-Vehicular Access Strips (NV AS) are required along the street frontages of all corner 
lots except for the 40 feet (along right-of-way) on each street furthest from the 
intersection. Some modification of these NV AS locations may be allowed as approved by 
the City on a case-by-case basis at time of plat review 

STREETS. 
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Rose Road is classified a Local Street by the Oregon City Transportation System Plan, which 
requires a minimum pavement width of20 to 32 feet. Currently, Rose Road has approximately 16 
feet of pavement width. 

South End Road is classified as a Minor Arterial by the Oregon City Transportation System Plan, 
which requires a minimum pavement width of 36 to 88 feet. Currently, South End Road has 
approximately 32 feet of pavement width. 

Applicant has proposed a half street improvement plus 10 feet and a temporary curb for Rose Road 
along the property's frontage. The proposed interior streets are fully improved with 5-foot planter 
strips, 5-foot sidewalks and 32 feet of pavement with curb. The Applicant has proposed to widen 
South End Road to a pavement width of29 feet from the centerline along the property fronting South 
End Road. 

Parking will be allowed on both sides of streets with 32 feet or more of pavement width. Parking 
will he allowed on one side of streets with less than 32 feet and 26 feet or more pavement width. 
Parking will not be allowed on streets with less than 26 feet of pavement width. There are 12 
parking spaces provided in access tract "C" to serve lots 70 through 75. 

Emergency vehicle tum-around will have to be approved by Clackamas Fire District# 1. 

Applicant has proposed a street system that appears to meet City code with a few modifications. 

Conditions: 

22. Half-street improvements are required for the entire frontage along Rose Road. A half­
street improvement is defined as to the centerline plus 10-foot. 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. Centerline monument boxes shall be 
required. Curb return radii and curh (handicap) ramps are required. The improved street 
portions that the applicant is required to provide includes, but is not to be limited to, base 
rock, paved half street width of 26-feet (8-foot travel lane, 8-foot parking, 10-foot past 
centerline), curb, gutter, 5-foot concrete sidewalk, 5-foot planter strip with street trees, 
city utilities (water, sanitary and storm drainage facilities), traffic control devices and 
street lights. 

23. Half-street improvements are required for the entire frontage along South End Road. 
Centerline monument boxes shall be required. Curb return radii and curb (handicap) 
ramps are required. The improved street portions that the applicant is required to provide 
includes, hut is not to be limited to, base rock, paved half street width of 32 feet (6-foot 1/2 

of a turn lane, 12-foot travel lane, 6-foot bike lane, 8-foot parking), curb, gutter, 7-foot 
concrete sidewalk, 5-foot planter strip with street trees, city utilities (water, sanitary and 
storm drainage facilities), traffic control devices and street lights 
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24. All proposed interior full street improvements are required. Centerline monument boxes 
shall be required. Curb return radii and curb (handicap) ramps are required. The 
improved street portions that the applicant is required to provide includes, but is not to be 
limited to, base rock, paved full street width of 32-feet (2@8-foot travel lanes, 2@8-foot 
parking areas), curb, gutter, 5-foot concrete sidewalk, 5-foot planter strip with street trees, 
city utilities (water, sanitary and storm drainage facilities), traffic control devices and 
street lights. 

25. All streets with a paved width of less then 32-feet shall be signed "NO PARKING - TOW 
A WAY ZONE" on one side. 

26. All existing utility poles along street frontages shall be relocated to behind the sidewalk or 
the utilities can be placed underground. All new utilities shall be placed underground. 

27. Applicant shall install sidewalks along the entire frontage of South End Road, to through 
and adjacent to all open spaces and water resource areas, and along the frontages of all 
tracts, and all handicap access ramps at the time of street construction. 

28. Applicant shall provide a pavement-striping plan for South End Road. 

GRADING AND EROSION CONTROL. 

The Applicant has provided a preliminary Grading and Erosion control plans. 

Applicant has proposed grading and erosion control that appear to meet City code with 
modifications. 

Conditions: 

29. A final site grading plan shall be required as part of the final construction plans per the City's 
Residential Lot Grading Criteria and the Uniform Building Code. If significant grading is 
required for the lots due to its location or the nature of the site, rough grading shall be 
required of the developer prior to the acceptance of the public improvements. There shall not 
be more than a maximum grade differential of two (2) feet at all subdivision boundaries. 
Grading shall in no way create any water traps, or create other ponding situations. 

GEOTECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS. 

This site is located in a hydrological, geological, or geotechnical hazard area according to the 
DOGAMI map in Bulletin 99-Gcology and Geologic Hazards ofNorth Western Clackamas County 
that indicates the proposed project site is located in a Wet Soils-High Water Table. The applicant has 
submitted a Geotechnical Engineering Report for Rose Vista Subdivision by .Tames D. lmbrie, Scott 
L. Hardman, P.E. and Kirk L. Warner, P.G. all with Geo Pacific Engineering, Inc.; dated January 2, 
2003. On site subsurface explorations were conducted on December 19, 2002. 
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It appears that the Geotechnical Report meets most of the City's requirements and has adequately 
addressed the gcotechnical conditions for the proposed development, except for how the high ground 
waters affect the function of the detention ponds, such as special construction requirements, storage 
volume, and pond function. 

Conditions: 

30. The Geoteehnical Engineer shall address the use and construction of detention ponds in a 
high ground water. Geotechnical Engineer shall coordinate design criteria to the Storm 
water Engineer and Water Resource Scientist. 

31. Applicant shall follow and incorporate the recommendations in the Geo technical Report for 
the design of the site. 

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION. 

The Applicant has submitted a Traffic Impact Study for Rose Vista Subdivision by Todd E. Molby; 
P.E., with Lancaster Engineering dated December 2002. The Traffic Impact Study has been 
reviewed by the City and David Evans and Associates and it has been determined that the applicant's 
traffic impact analysis generally meets the City's requirements and this project is not expected to 
trigger off-site mitigation, rather it will simply add to the need for planned improvements already 
underway. 

The Applicant has demonstrated that a signal will be wananted at the Warner Parrott Road/South 
End Road intersection by 2004 with, or without the proposed development. 

There arc sight distance problems due to vegetation on the northwest side of South End Road. 

Conditions: 

32. The cunent vegetation on the northwest side of South End Road at Rose Road approach shall 
he cutback to improve sight distance to 450 feet in both directions. Future Landscaping 
should maintain low-lying vegetation to ensure adequate sight distances are met. 

\VATER RESOURCE 

A large portion of the southeast half of the site is located within the Water Quality Resource Area 
Overlay District. Under the requirements of Chapter 17.49, the applicant must delineate the wetland 
and stream boundaries and determine the required vegetated conidor width between the wetland and 
stream boundaries and the proposed development. The vegetated conidor area is to remain 
undisturbed. 
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The Applicant has generally kept out of the water resource and developed around them except for a 
portion of the detention ponds that arc proposed to be built in the water resource buffer. This is 
allowed with mitigation. The Applicant has not clearly delineated the areas in the buffer used for 
detention and what area has been migrated for the buffer encroaclunents. 

Applicant has included a copy of the proposed Division of State Lands (DSL) Compensatory 
Mitigation Form. The Applicant is reminded that they must meet also meet the City of Oregon 
City's Municipal Code chapter 17.49 Water Resource requirements in addition to DSL's 
requirements. 

The applicant provided a copy of Environmental Technology Consultants Water Resource report 
dated December 17, 2002 for the Rose Vista project. An addendum to the original report dated 
February 19, 2003 that discussed the path that crosses the wetlands and vegetated corridors was also 
submitted to the City. An additional addendum to the City was submitted and dated May 29. 2003. 

Applicant has proposed providing 50-foot wide vegetated buffer areas around most of the wetland 
areas except the narrow wetland behind lot 19, 20 and 21 where they show a 15-foot wide buffer. 
Even though this is a narrow wetland that also functions as a drainage swale it still needs to be 
protected by 50-foot buffers. 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, and 
seeding to achieve one hundred percent ground cover. 
With the widening of Rose Road it appears that the northwesterly wetland water supply may be 
jeopardized. The Water Resource Scientist and Stormwatcr Engineer need to address how this 
wetland and the other wetlands will be sustained with water. 

Conditions: 

33. Developer shall provide vegetated 50-foot vegetated corridor buffer width from Title 3 
wetlands in conformance to City requirements. 

34. The Water Resource Scientist, Stormwater Engineer and Geotechnical Engineer shall 
provide a design and analysis that will maintain and enhance the existing/proposed 
wetlands with the proposed development. 

35. Applicant must process and obtain approval for wetland and stream mitigation from the 
Corps of Engineers, Division of State Lands, and any other applicable agencies prior to 
approval of construction plans. Copies of approvals shall be supplied to the City. Failure 
to do so shall be a justification for the City to prevent the issuance of a construction, or 
building permit or to revoke a permit that has been issued for this project. 

36. No work shall be done in the wetland areas and along the existing drainage swalcs without a 
permit from the Oregon Division of State Lands and the Army Corps of Engineers. The 
applicant shall provide the City copies of the above pennils for review and approval prior lo 
the approval of the construction plans. 



PD03-01, Rose Vista, A -Lot Planned Unit development 35- IE-ICD; TL 300 & 3S-JE-1 A; TL 1700 

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS/ CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS Page 10 of IO 
Dean R. Norlin, PE; Senior Engineer August 13, 2003 

ENGINEERING REQUIREMENTS. 

Conditions: 

37. The Applicant shall sign a Non-Remonstrance Agreement for the purpose of making 
sanitary 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 in effect at the time of such improvement. 

38. The Applicant is responsible for this project's compliance to Engineering Policy 00-01 
(attached). The policies pertain to any land use decision requiring the applicant to provide 
any public improvements. 

l:\2003Permits-Projccts\PD-Plan-Development\PD 03-0 I \PD03-0 I Engineering.DOC 
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June 4, 2003 

Mr. Tony Konkol 
City of Oregon City 
PO Box 351 

~ -DAVID EVANS 
AND ASSOCIATES INC. 

Oregon City, OR 97045 

SUBJECT: 

Dear Mr. Konkol: 

REVIEW OF TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 
ROSE ROAD SUBDIVISION - PD03-01 

In response to your request, David Evans and Associates, Inc. (DEA) bas reviewed the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) 
and site plan submitted by Lancaster Engineering for the proposed Rose Road Subdivision Development located in 
Oregon City on the north side of Rose Road nm1hwest of South End Road. The reviewed material is dated 
December 2002. 

The TIS describes the cun-ent development proposal to build a mixed residential development consisting of 18 
apartn1ent units, 14 tov•.rnho1nes, and 52 single-family detached ho1nes. Direct access to and from the proposed site 
\Vo1ild be via Rose Road with no direct access to South l~nd Road. l~he project "".rould involve the constn1ction of 
an mtemal roadway with access to Rose Road approximately 1,600 feet northwest of South End Road and the 
addition of one street stub approximately 600 feet northwest of South End Road. 

Overall Finding 

The applicant's TIA generally meets City guidclmes except where noted herein. I concur that the prn1ect is not 
expected to tngger otl~sllc m1l!gat10n- rather ll will snnply add to the need for planned improvements already 
undenvay. 

Comments 

1. Existing conditions - 'fhe applicant reasonably described the existing transportation syste1n surrounding the 
proposed project site including pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities. The applicant used recent traffic 
counts fro1n 2002 and accurately reflected prevailing intersection lant.: configurations and traffic control. 
Ho\vever, the applicant did not review existing study area crash history as is custo1nary and relevant to TIAs. 
The applicant should do this analysis and ensure that it is done for foture TIAs submitted to Oregon City for 
review. 

2. Background conditions - In dcvelopmg the opening year background traffic levels without the project, the 
applicant calculated a 4.5 percent per year lmcar growth rate based on I 997 and 2001 historical traffic counts. 
The calculated 4.5 percent growth rate is assumed to account for in-process developments in the area as no 
direct revie\V and accounting of in-process trips \Vas conducted. Although the described 1nethodology is 
acceptable for this level of develop1nent, the applicant is encouraged to reviev.1 and account for in-process 
dcvelopn1ents \Vithin their study area, as it will provide a 1nore accurate asscssn1cnt of background conditions. 

13 Exhibit _____ _ 
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The applicant appears to have revie\ved relevant pla1u1ing docun1ents and noted planned improven1ents. 
However, the applicant has optimistically assumed the intersection of South End Road and Warner Parrott 
Road will be realigned and signalized by 2004. The Oregon City Transportation System Plan (TSP) calls for 
realignn1ent to be con1pleted in 6-20 years. The applicant also indicates that the intersection would warrant a 
traffic signal under 2004 background condit10ns. The applicant mdicated that without the realignment and 
signalization the intersection \Vould provide failing level of service (LOS) under 2004 background conditions. 
"fhe applicant is encouraged to revie\v in-process dcvclop111ents to account for where background traffic 
gro\vth is exceeding levels planned for in the TSP. 'fhc primary concern being that the background gro\vth 
assu1ncd by the applicant is to high as cornparcd to actual in-process develop1ncnt levels and as a result 
background growth is masking possible 1111pacts generated by the Rose Road development. 

3. Trip Generation/Distribution/Assignment -- The applicant used appropriate ITE's trip generation equations 
and rates to csti1natc site trips during 1\M and PM peak hours and during the course of a typical \vcekday. l'he 
applicant used appropriate methods to distribute site tnps to the area road system. 

4. Sight Distance/ Access Spacing-· The proposed project gains access to Rose Road at two locations. The 
applicant has appropriately revic,ved existing site distance along Rose Road and at the intersection of Rose 
Road and South End Road. The appltcant recommends vegetation be cleared along South End Road at the 
intersection of Rose Road to n1eet n1inin1un1 sight distance rcquire1nents. The applicant indicates the proposed 
development \viii access Rose Road at niultiple locations. l'he applicant needs to identify the number Jnd 
location of access points and ensure that these ne\\1 access points 111eet appropriate access spacing guidelines. 
Based on review of the site plan it is unclear ho\v access \viii he pro,·ided for the n1ulti-fa111ily (apart111ents) 
area of the developn1enL 

5. Signal and tum Laue Warrants - The applicant adequately analyzed opening day (assumed 2004) signal 
\varrants for the intersection of \\lamer Parrott Road and South End Road. A signal at this intersection is not 
"·a1Tanted under existing conditions but is \varranted and assu1ned under 2004 background and opening day 
conditions. 

The applicant adequately analyzed left-turn lane cnteria on South End Road at Partlow Road and Rose Road. 
The apphcant mdicates the cntena for a southbouod left-turn lane 1s met at Partlow Road. The Oregon City 
TSP identifies the need for ahgnmcnt of the Partlow Road and Oak tree Road witlun the next five years. When 
this alignment project is built, the applicant recon11nends the construction of the \Varranted southbound lcft­
turn lane and rccon1n1cnds the construction of a northbound lcft-tun1 lane to avoid potential sight-distance 
problen1s. Left-tun1 lane criteria is not rnet at Rose Road. 

Right-tun1 criteria \\'as not analyzed hy the applicant. Based on a brief review of volumes and \Varrant criteria 
indicate that a right-tun1 lane on south end Road is not \varranted based on this developtnent. 

6. Traffic Operations - The applicant mdicates that the four study area intersections will operate at LOS D or 
better under existmg, background (assumed 2004) and opening day (assumed 2004) AM and PM peak hour 
conditions with the exception of the mtersection of Warner Parrott Road at South End Road. The intersection 
of Warner Parrott Road and South End Road would operate with LOSE and F conditions during the PM peak 
hour under background and opening day conditions, respectively. The applicant indicated that a signal is 
\Yarranted at this intersection and identified a rcalignn1ent project in the Oregon City TSP for the intersection. 

' 
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With the signalization and realigrnnent of the mtersection m place the mtersect10n would operate at LOS C 
during peak hours under background and opening day conditions. Ho\vevcr, inclusion of the 'l'SP 
improvements at this mtersection may be optnnistic as the TSP lists the project as long term (6-20 years). 

7. Queuing -- The applicant did not report any queuing results for area intersections. Upon review of the 
applicant's operational results, queuing is not expected to be a significant issue except perhaps at the 
intersection of \i\1amer Parrot/South End \vhcrc traffic operations are expected to degrade to Los F conditions 
m 2004 without a traffic signal. 

8. Mitigation - The applicant has not identified the need for any off-site mitigation triggered specifically by the!f 
development. They have demonstrated that a signal will be warranted at the Warner Parrott Road/South End 
Road intersection by 2004 \vith or without the proposed developn1ent. 1'he only other n1itigation that appears 
needed is the re1noval of son1e vegetation along South End Road to in1provc intersection sight distance. 'I'his 
should he completed prior to dcvelop1nent occupancy. 

9. .Site Plan Review - T'hc report indicates that no direct access fro1n the site is provided to South End Road. It is 
unclear, based on the site plan, if adequate access and parking is provided for the multi-family (apartments) 
area of the development. The applicant needs to delmeate on the site plane and describe in the text all access 
points for the site. The applicant's site plan indicates that SJdewalks will be provided on both sides of the 
roadway within the development and along the north side of the Rose Road frontage. A pedestrian pathway is 
also proposed along the backside of the site proviJmg access to South End Road. 

The applicant provided a very good descnption of the existing pedestrian/bicycle system linkmg the proposed 
development wllh the nearby elementary and middle schools. The addillon of sidewalks along South End 
Road would provide a seamless system of sidewalks (on at least one side of the roads) with each school. The 
City's TSP identifies a project to construct sidewalks along South End Road (project no. R-26). However, this 
project identifies construction of sidewalks from Partlow Road to the UGB whereas the City's Pedestrian 
system plan identifies needed sidewalks along South End Road from the UGB up to Warner Parrott Road. So 
the full lmuts of the pro_1cct are unclear. The proposed Rose Road Pl!D project does not trigger the need for 
sidewalks, but docs add to the need. 

If you have any questions or need any further infonnation concerning this review, please call me at 503.223.6663. 

Sincerely, 

DA YID EV ANS AND ASSOCIATES, !'.'JC. 

Mike Baker, PE 
Senior Transpo1iation Engineer 

MJBA:swh 

o: \project \o \orct0009\corresppndencc \technical re vi C\VS \200 3 \pd03-0 I . doc 
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REQUEST: A PUD with 52 detached single-family, 14 attached single-family. and 

LOCATION: 

a site for an 18 unit multi-family development. A water resource review 
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South End Road & Hazel Grove/Westling Farm Neighborhood 
Associations Steering Committee Meeting 

For April 17, 2003 

Kathy Hogan opened the meeting at 6:30 p. m. 

Announcements 

The general Meeting will be May 15, 2003. 
Tri-Met will have a speaker on Bus Route 79. It was discussed how to notify people on 
the route in the county and to notify Canemah N. A 

Barry Park retirement will talk about what they have to offer the neighborhood including 
temporary hourly service, about their facilities and cost. 

Old Business 

Discussed Bi-Law changes for Hazel Grove Westling Farm. 
National Night Out for the neighborhood. 
CICC announcements. 
An appeal from Joseph Spazini for the Great American Development on South End and 
next to Hazel Grove Westling Farm N. A was extend to May 7, 2003. 

Land Use 

Paul Reeder, Sisul Engineering has an application in on Rose Road. There will be 
multifamily unit changes that may include row houses. It is an 84 unit Plan Unit 
Development (P. U. D.) that would include an apartment complex townhouses, 
homes and two wetlands. 

The following is a discussion of concerns neighbors brought before the steering 
committee. 

• Traffic should be a concern for its impact on access to South End. 
• Drive ways and parking will be problems. 
• Safety issues of parked cars blocking narrow road. 
• All homes will feed onto Rose Road making a busy intersection. 
• Zoning should be R -10. How did it change to R- 6. 
• Rose Road residents worried about Annexation if the roads become city roads. 
• The proposed plan is not compatible with surrounding area. 
• Most lots recorded in Oregon City are 8-10,000 sq. ft. 
• New development will add about 800 new trips per day to connecting roads. 
• South End will have excessive traffic. 
• Want houses that are compatible. 
• Growth has effect on Warner-Parrott and South End degraded quality of the 

intersection will cause a need for a stoplight. 



• There will be an impact on the Partlow-Laffrtte intersection. 
• The City does not have a plan to accommodate the increase. 
• South End Road going down the hill toward the Museum has a slide problem that 

should be addressed before IUrther building on the South End portion of the hill. 
• Rose Road may have to be raised in order to have sewage drain down lo South End 

Road, to keep !Tom having a new pump station. 
• Mc Laughlin School is over crowded with lack of school funding. The school is 

worried about a large development going in. l t could increase class sizes to 40 
students to a class. 

• There is no park area except the school. 
• Vandalism is increasing at the school. 
• District Business Manager Ken Rezac stated in a report that development would make 

the district need a boundary change for schools. 
• Inadequate transit for apartments and housing. 
• Small park in development is private not public. May be for apartments and not 

houses. 
• South End Road does not have sidewalks for school kids to walk on. It will require 

kids to walk on a dangerous road or bussing. 
• Need a park in the area -- parks arc too far away. People cannot use School Park 

while school is in session. 
• Water is a large issue. 
• The water table is high, ditches are through out the property, lawns are like sponges, 

and water runs rreely on the property and surrounding properties. 
• South End Basin Plan needs to be followed. 
• One Rose Road Owner has water under his house; he has French drains and sump 

pumps. Water stays on the ground until the rainy sea'ion is over. 
• Dry wells do not work, tbey bubble up. 
• Detention ponds and wetlands are far away !Tom some of the residents who will have 

larger water problems with a large PllD. 
• Concrete a pavement will make drainage worse. 
• PUD site is sitting on area that has a clay soil that permeates water very slowly. 

Topsoil is only I or 2 inches. 
• Some residents cannot put in a ba'iement because of the water problem. Especially 

houses at the far end of the road. 

April 25 is the dead line for comments or questions to be added to the staff report. 

Hearing is May 12@ 7:00 p.m. at City Hall. Can bring information up at meeting. 

The following is a list of 4 specific points that the neighborhoods would like addressed 
by the City. 

I. Zoning- Concern about whether the land is appropriately zoned. It should be R-10. 
R-6 allows density that is incompatible with the environment and livability with 
surrounding area. 



2. Traffic- There are concerns about high volume on a narrow road (narrow road 
variance requested) with one exit for over I 05 fumilies. Plus trallic concerns on 
South End Road. There will be a decrease in the quality of intersection at Warner 
Parrott and South End Road. Also there will be an increase in trips on the road from 
less than 100 a day to more than 800 a day on Rose Road. Mass transit is inadequate 
for density. 

3. Schools-There is a concern on how this will adversely impact the schools. There is 
concern that boundary changes would be needed, which would require small children 
to be bussed. Based on school district figures it is estimated that class sizes will 
increase to 40 children per class. There is no plan to address this problem. There are 
also concerns about maintenance of facilities, vandalism, and park use. Additional 
dollars from other subdivisions are not currently solving these problems. 

4. Water- given the amount of ground water in the area there is a concern that the 
increased density will adversely affect the surrounding residents and people in the 
subdivision with flooding. 

• Ground is saturated. 
• Loss of surface area will cause a loss of recharging of ground water. 
• And soil composition does not support quick recharge. 

The meeting ended at 8:00pm. 

Respectfully submitted by Kathy Robertson. 
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Oregon City Planning Division, 

I am writing this letter in response to a recent building proposal notice that I 
received in the mail. The file numbers for the proposal are PD 03-01, WR 03-01, and 
VR 03-11. The notice indicates that the area of land directly adjacent to my back yard 
property line may soon become the home of a sprawling apartment complex, a series 
of row houses, and yet another crowded subdivision. I have several concerns with this 
proposal for land use and after the initial panic wore off I chose to list them out in 
writing as the notice suggests. 

My first concern deals with the apartment complex. From what I understand it 
will be located along South End Rd. The distance from that location to my back yard is 
enough that it probably won't affect my family very much but it will affect many of my 
neighbors. With almost a decade of community policing experience, I have found that 
there are certain problems that crop up far more frequently in an apartment community 
as opposed to residential home owner neighborhoods. Noise, parties, fights, and 
domestic disputes happen more often in multi-family units. There is also the potential 
for car prowls, vandalism, and other issues that can overflow into the surrounding area. 
People who look at the comparison logically find that home owners generally have 
more respect for neighbors and the neighborhood than do renters. Renters are almost 
always temporary residents while home owners have a vested interest in the location 
they chose to call home. 

The row house section, or attached single family homes, will be located much 
closer to my property and therefore will be that much more of a nuisance. I don't look 
forward to having a set of 2-story buildings overlooking my back yard and back 
windows. The proposal also doesn't specify if the row houses will be for rent or sold to 
home owners as condo's. I hope I don't offend anyone with the 15 foot monster fence I 
have planned. 

I am also concerned with the inevitable increase in traffic and the overcrowding 
and burden placed on our schools. Over the past 3 years it seems that the City of 
Oregon City has been in some sort of race to build and populate every piece of 
available solid ground. South End, Central Point, and Partlow roads used to be easily 
traveled rural streets. The addition of multiple subdivisions coupled with the glaring 
lack of attention to the area roads have made travel capabilities dwindle into near 
gridlock at times. Even general road repair has been neglected, causing Partlow Rd. 
and Central Point to resemble "Craters of the Moon" in some places. It is more than 
obvious that by adding even more people to the area the situation will go from bad to 
worse. 

John Mcloughlin grade school has also been pushed to the brink with the 
unchecked population boom. My daughter's 4th grade classroom has been increased 
to 32 students for 1 teacher. This type of overcrowding affects the quality of education 
that all of our children receive. Pair that with an abysmal education budget shortfall 
and it is easy to conclude that there will be a severe breakdown in the near future 
should the current trend continue. Being a lifetime resident of "upper'' Oregon City, I 
would seriously encourage people to move elswhere. 

There are also some questions with regards to our property values and possible 
difficulty in selling after constuction is completed. If the property values are expected to 
drop due to the apartments and town homes nearby, there just may be a mass exodus 
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from the surrounding home owner contingent. This may further deteriorate the 
neighborhood. Although I'm not quite finished with our remodeling projects, I am now 
on the fast track to completion should the need to evacuate arise. We also have 2 
small feeder creeks running through the proposed build site. Have provisions been 
made to protect these from environmental damage? 

Overall, I am happy for Mr. Reeder in having the opportunity to sell this land 
away and make a great deal of money. It appears to have been a very good 
investment. Given the opportunity I would be inclined to do the same. Unfortunately I 
feel that any profit made by Mr. Reeder under the current proposal will be offset by the 
loss to the surrounding neighbors. A more reasonable solution would be to trade the 
apartment complex and row house section for additional single family homes. 

However the decision turns out I am hoping that we will have ample notification. 
If it goes through as proposed I will need a little time to locate another home and 
transplant my family elsewhere. 

Brett Livingston 



City of Oregon City 
Planning Division 
Attn- Tony Konkol 
320 Warner-Milne Road 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

May I, 2003 

John P. & Phyllis Dinges 
18896 S. Rose Road 
Oregon City,OR 97045 

Subject: Comments Regarding Limited Land Use Application, PD03-0! ,WR03-01,VR-03-
l i ,SP03-07, submitted by Paul Reeder. 

We would like to preface our comments by saying we and to the best of our knowledge none of 
our neighbors along South Rose Road object to development of the vacant undeveloped land 
located on the north side of South Rose Road. We would like to see any development be 
compatible with the size and pattern of the surrounding residential properties.Hopefully any 
development would compliment and enhance the liveability of the area rather than having an 
adverse affect on the surrounding properties. 

Comments: 

I .Zoning- I question the appropriateness and validity of the R/6 MH zoning applied toTax lot 
300. I have attempted to research the records to find when and why this zoning classification was 
assigned to this property . I was told it was required by the City's Comprehensive Pian.I have 
reviewed the Clackamas County Comprehensive Pian Map IV-5,0regon City Area Land Use 
Plan Map dtd l 992(Atchmnt I) which designates this property as LR, Low Density Residential .I 
have also reviewed Oregon State Laws relevent to land use planning and subdivisions. ORS 
197.314 (I) states ....... ".within urban growth boundaries each city and county shall amend its 
comprehensive plan and land use regulations for all land zoned for single-family residential uses 
to allow for siting of manufactured homes as defined in ORS 446.003 (26)(a)(C). A local 
government may only subject the siting of a manufactured home allowed under this section to 
regulation as set forth in ORS 197.307 (5)". This statute has been in effect for over five years, 
therefore the comprehensive plan should have been amended many years before this property was 
annexed and in as much as this property was zoned for single family residential uses, siting of 
manufactured homes on the property would be allowed without any other zoning. 

A. This property was zoned FU- I 0,Low Density Residential prior to annexation into Oregon City 
by a majority vote of the Oregon City voters at the Nov 2, 1999 Special election. 

(I ).OC Comp Plan Pg G-i,G-2,G-3 states-"Transfer of county land use designations (as shown 
on their 1980 Comprehensive Plan Map) to city land use designations and zoning classifications. 
Proposed zone changes will remain consistent with the broad land use designations developed for 
the UGB area by Clackamas County". 

(2) Annexation Proposal AN-99-03, Pg 2,para 6. states ......... " The Clackamas County 
Comprehensive Plan is the applicable plan for this area. The plan designation for this site is 
Future Urbanizable on the Countys' Northwest Urban Land Map (map IV-I) and Low Density 
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Residential (LR) on the County's Oregon City Area Land Use Plan (Map!V-5). Zoning on the 
property is FU-JO, Future Urban-JO Acre Minimum Lot Size. This is a holding zone to prevent 
the creation of small parcels in areas within the UGB to preserve the capacity of land to fully 
develop once a full range of urban services is available". 

Page 16,para 16.states ........ "The City's Plan provides that the city will process a zone change 
from County FU-I 0 to a city zone designation that corresponds to the County's Comprehensive 
Plan designation of Low Density Residential . Oregon City has three zones that may be applied to 
the County's Low Density Residential plan designation: R-10,R-8 and R-6. The City's 
comprehensive plan provides that the zoning decision will be made through a quasi-judicial 
proceeding that addresses the City's comprehensive goals and policies and compatibility with the 
land use pattern in the area established by the comprehensive plan". 

OCMC Chap 17.06.050 Zoning of annexed area.Table 17.06.050 City Land Use 
Classifications states: Property having a Low Density Plan Designation will receive a City Zone 
ofR-10. 

(3)When the adjacent property, Tax lot 1700 was being considered for annexation by the 
Planning Commission in approx 1988, the city did not have a specific policy as to how newly 
annexed property would be zoned. It was suggested by Commissioner Alayne Woolsey and 
approved by other commission members that the policy would thereafter be "Any newly annexed 
property would be zoned R-10 and when development was desired a different zoning would be 
considered as appropriate". 

( 4) I have been told this zoning designation may have been made as a result of the state 
requiring areas be zoned for Manufactured Home placement and may have been an arbitrary 
decision that this area be rezoned to comply with state directives.In reviewing city planning 
maps, it appears the city has rezoned our and several of our neighbors properties from FU-I 0 to 
R-6/MH and should any of these properties be annexed into the city they will be rezoned R-
6/MH. 

(5) 1 have been advised by city planning staff that the OC Comprehensive Plan was probably 
changed sometime during the mid to late "90's". The Comp plan requires that proposed changes 
to the Comp Plan require" Advertisement in local papers 30 days prior and notification to 
Property owners and renters within 300 feet of affected properties 30 days prior to changes 
proposed". We, nor any of our neighbors have ever received any notification of proposed 
changes to the comp plan OR that the rezoning on this property was proposed or that the city was 
rezoning our properties to the R-6 M/H .Our property is located approximately 30 feet (across S. 
Rose Rd) from this property. 

(6)This property should never have been rezoned to R-6 for the following reasons: 
a.High Water Table- This property sits in the South End Drainage Basin. Virtually all of the 

surrounding properties drain towards or across this property.! have lived across the road from this 
property for over 50 years and am well aware of the geotechnical characteristic's of the property.I 
have observed a Ford 8-N tractor stuck near the southeast comer of this property during the 
month of July and could not be pulled out until late August. 

b.In 1996, Oregon City and Clackamas County contracted with Kampe Associates to 
perform a Hydrologic Study of the South End Basin.(Atchmnt 2)This study found that the soils in 
this area consist of hydrologic soil groups C and D.Group C-Soils having a slow infiltration rate 
when thoroughly wet.. .. These soils have a slow rate of water transmission.Group D-Soils having 



a very slow infiltration rate (high runoff potential) when thoroughly wet.These soils have a very 
slow rate of water transmission.Lot 300 consists primarily of Soils group C and the southwest 
comer being group D. This causes the topsoil above the clay substrata to become marshy and 
spongy during the winter rain months and takes a long time to dry out.Topsoil in this area varies 
from 1 inch or so down to perhaps I foot. 

c.ln 1999 the applicant applied for a zone change from R-10 to R-8 on the adjacent property, 
Tax lot 1700. One of the reasons the zone change was denied was due to the high water table. 
The applicant had a Hydrologic Report done on the property which said there was no high water 
table.I believe this report was done in August.I questioned these findings based on my experience 
walking across the property during the rainy season. I dug 6 holes approx midway between the 
creek and northern boundary of the property, the holes filled quickly to or near the surface.The 
hydro logic Report for the current application states the ground water table is two to three feet 
below the surface. The current Hydrologic report was done Dec 19,2002.0n April 26,2003, I dug 
four holes approx eight inches deep in approx the area where the proposed street crosses the 
property near lots 22 and 23 and one hole each approx where lot 22 and 23 will be located. 
(Atchmnt 3) The attached photos show the results.(Atchmnt 4)Both Hydrologic Reports were 
done during the driest parts of the year before the winter rains. 
Considerable research, investigations and studies have been done on this area. OT AK 

Engineering did a survey of the Oak Tree subdivision area (properties adjacent to east of Tax lots 
300 and 1700) for Oregon City to determine drainage problems within the Oak Tree subdivision. 
Comments from that survey was that "Properties to the south/west of the Oak Tree subdivision 
was a Virtual Swamp". 

d.Properties adjacent to the north boundary of tax lot 300,Tax Lot 302, 18851 S. Rose Road 
and Tax Lot 301, 18835 S. Rose Road have had water in the crawl space and required installation 
of french drains around the house and installation of a sump pumps. 

e.Possible "Constrained" Land. I have a map titled Vacant Land which shows Unconstrained 
Vacant Land (1996) and Constrained Vacant Land (1996).The map I have is a reduced copy of 
what I believe is a larger map.It is difficult to determine for sure on this copy, but it appears that 
the east edge of tax lot 300 is within the constrained area. I asked Christina for a larger map but 
she could not determine which map it was and had other customers needing assistance so could 
not take the time to look for it.Copy attached.(Atchrnnt 5) 

f Is not compatible with the size and pattern of surrounding properties.All properties 
surrounding Tax lot 300 are zoned R-10 or FU-10. 

g.lnappropriately limits the amount of land available in this area for construction of single 
family residences on minimum lot sizes of I 0,000 square feet. 

2. Planned Unit Development. 

General Comments: We do not feel a POU would be appropriate development for these two 
properties due to the technical constraints addressed above, the impact of the greatly increased 
residential density on the environment and the incompatibility with the surrounding developed 
properties. All of the properties surrounding the proposed development are zoned R-10 or FU-
! O.The applicant had the option to develop these properties under the more locally acceptable R-
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10 and R-6/MH standards but decided to take the more speculative (and presumably more 
lucrative) option of a PUD. The applicant has developed numerous properties in Clackamas 
county and the surrounding area. He knew or should have known these properties had limited 
development potential when he purchased them. These proprties, in particular Tax lot 300 was on 
the market for over 10 years and was viewed by many developers who after evaluating the 
development potential and possible constraints decided the properties were not suitable for 
development.Some said they thought the properties were better suited for use as a Nature 
Park.Oregon City did express an interest in the properties for use as a park but could not 
negotiate an acceptable purchase price for the properties. A PUD is not intended to compensate 
an applicant for making a questionable business investment at the expense of the surrounding 
property owners.There is no requirement that this proprty be developed as a PUD. 
OCMC Chap 17.64.030 states ....... "PUD overlay designations will be legislatively applied by the 
city to residentially zoned land with natural features, physical characteristics, topography, 
development constraints, or other unique or special circumstances that warrant preservation or 
otherwise constrain development of the property". The fact that the ciyy has not applied a PUD 
overlay on these properties suggests these lots may be satisfactorily developed as a standard 
subdivision development. 

Specific Comments: We believe this Application should not be approved as submitted for the 
following reasons: 

(I) Recharging of Ground Water- State Goal 5 requires conservation and protection of natural 
resources.The higher density will reduce the amount of water that will be retained on site and 
allowed to soak through the sub soils and recharge the ground water.We and several neighbors 
have wells as our water source and depend on ground water recharging to replemish our water 
supply.The water level in our well has dropped approximately 20 feet since development has 
begun in the South End Basin. The increase in impervious land surfaces (rooftops and pavement) 
and increased storm runoff has been detrimental to the area wells. 

(2)Compatability- The proposed development would not be compatable with the size and 
pattern of the surrounding residential properties and would change the character of the 
neighborhood.The development would adversely affect adjacent properties.Development as 
single family homes on 10,000 square foot lots would be more appropriate and would blend in 
with the rest of the surrounding properties.A primary goal of Metro 2040 is to provide more 
housing without changing the character of the surrounding area. 

(3) Transition to UGB- The north boundary of this development is approximately 500 feet from 
the edge of the UGB and is a transitional area between higher density developed urban area and 
limited or undeveloped rural area.Development at the R-10 density would be more appropriate. 

(4) Traffic- Development as proposed is likely to cause considerable problems.The current 
traffic load on South End Road due to the increased development in the South End Area already 
makes it difficult to safely enter South End Road during the morning and evening commute 
periods.Should the development being proposed across South End Road southeast of the 
intersection of Rose Road and South End Road be completed the additional traffic may require 
installation of a traffic control device.Development at a lower density would help mitigate the 
traffic problems. 



(5) Open Space- The applicant proposes 26.3 % of the proposed development for open space. 
This exceeds the minimum requirement of 20% but much of the space is not readily available to 
many of the lots. Most of the open space is located on the southern portion of the 
development. There should be more open space set aside towards the northerly boundary to serve 
families at that end of the development. Where are the residents going to walk and exercise their 
pets? With very small lots and little open space We anticipate property owners on the south side 
of Rose Road will experience problems with trespassers and pets deficating on our lawns and in 
our yards. This does not promote a liveable environment. 

(6) Recreational areas-There is only one area specified as an activity area. The applicant states 
the closest play area is John McGloughlin school approx 800 feet from the site. The northern 
boundary of the development is approx 2900 feet from John McGloughlin school.To get to the 
school would require walking along South End Road as there are no sidewalks along this portion 
of South End Road. This would be very hazardous.It is unrealistic to expect children to walk over 
1/2 mile to play at a playground. Where will smaller ,younger children play?The small size of the 
proposed lots leave little open space on each property for recreational use. 

(7) Lot size- Most of the single family lots are approx 50 feet X 100 feet. Lots this size leave 
little or no room to park a Recreational Vehicle or boat, both of which are quite common in this 
area.Also, narrow lots often require that the garages are placed in front of the houses on the lots. 
Will this be another "Snout House" development.This type of home would not contribute to the 
liveability and character or be comparable to development on the surrounding properties.This 
would have a serious degrading affect on the surrounding properties. 

(8) Schools- This development will have an impact on the John Mcgloughlin Elementary 
school. The principal at John Mcgloughlin has stated that classes will be increased to 42 students 
per class next year and when the other developments currently being built in the south end area 
are completed the school will be further overloaded. 

We believe subdivision and development of these properties as a PUD as proposed by the 
applicant would have a significant adverse affect on our property and all other developed 
surrounding properties and would contradict the purpose and intent of the Metro 2040 Plan, the 
Oregon City & Clackamas County Comprehensive Plans and Oregon's Statewide Planning Goals 
and Guidelines . 
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this 'loO-year flood event. Since localized flooding problems are known to exist, it is assumed that 
the 1977 FEMA study made no analysis of this (then largely rural) area. 

Soils Characteristics 

Cl~sification of soils in the study area has been made by the Soil Conservation Service; (see 
·Exhibit 1 for a map of the soil types in the study area). Soils are categorized into Hydrologic Soil 

Groups, based on an estimate of the amount of runoff resulting from precipitation. These groupings 
assume that the soils are thoroughly wet and receive precipitation from long-duration stonns. This 
rainfall to runoff relationship is complex and includes the drainage and permeability characteristics 
of the soil. 

Drainage is the removal of excess surface and subsurface water from the soil. How easily and 
effectively the soil is drained depends on the depth to bedrock, to a cemented pan, or to other layers 
that affect the rate of water movement; penneability; depth to a high water table or depth of standing 
water if the soil is subject to ponding; slope; susceptibility to flooding; subsidence of organic layers; 
and potential frost action. Excavating and grading and the stability of ditchbanks are affected by 

, depth to bedrock or to a cemented pan, large stones, slope, and the hazard of cutbanks caving. 

Permeability refers to the ability of a soil to transmit water or air. The estimates indicate the rate 
of downward movement of water when the soil is saturated. They are based on soil characteristics 
observed in the field, particularly structure, porosity, and texture. Permeability is considered in the 
design of soil drainage systems, septic tank absorption fields, and construction where the rate of 
water movement under saturated conditions affects behavior. Typical soil permeabilities vary from 
low values between 0.2-0.6 inches/hour to moderate values between 0.6-2.0 inches/hour to high 
values between 2.0-6.0 inches/hour. 

T\te four hydrologic soil groups are: 
Group A. Soils having a high infiltration rate (low runoff potential) when thoroughly wet. These 
consist mainly of deep, well drained t excessively drained sands or gravelly sands. These soils have 
a high rate of water transmission. 
Group B. Soils having a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These consist chiefly of 
moderately deep or deep, moderately well drained or well drained soils that have moderately fine 
texture to moderately coarse texture. These soils have a moderate rate of water transmission. 
Group C. SQils having a slow infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These consist chiefly of soils 
having a layer that impedes the downward movement of water or soib of moderately fine te><ture 

_ or fine texture. These soils have a slow rate of water transmission. 
Group D. Soils having a very slow infiltration rate (high runoff potential) when thoroughly wet. 
These consist chiefly of clays that have a high shrink~swell potential, have a claypan or clay layer 
at or near the surface, and soils that are shallow over nearly impervious material. These soils'have 
a very slow rate of water transmission. 

Soils in the study area are predominately silt loams on level to moderate slopes. -Drainage 
characteristics for these soils, with the exception of the area of Delena Silt Loam, are moderate. 
Table 1 summarizes the various soil -types found and their hydrologic grouping. 

U'IHYDR0\94233H02.SOU Pngc 3 Revised F cbrunry 6, 1996 
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• . TABLE I 

. .. . ' 
. HYDROLOGIC GROUPINGS OF SOILS 

Hydrologic 
Soil Legend Soll Name SoU Group 

8B Bomstedt Silt Loam, 0..8% slopes c 
248 Cotrell Silty Clay Loam, 2-8% c 

slopes 

30C Delena Silt Loam, 3-12% slopes D 

468 Jory Stony Silt Loam, 3-8% slopes c 
. 

46C Jory Stony Silt Loam, 8-15% slopes c 
64B Nekia Silty Clay Loam, 2-8% . c 

slopes 

Source: Soil Survey of Clackamas County, Oregon (U.S .• SCS) 

Existing Drainage Facilities 

The existing storm drainage facilities consist primarily of roadside ditches, culverts and open 
channels, with two exceptions: storm drains constructed with the Partlow Estates and Cook Street 
Addition Subdivisions; and "Minor" storm drainage systems, discharging into drainage swales in 
open space areas, constructed with the older rural subdivisions listed above. (Map of the existing 
facilities is included as Exhibit :Z.) 

Land Use 

The transition of a drainage basin from rural to urban.land ilses ·can greatly alter its hydrologicaf · 
response to rainfall.' Urban !and development is usually characterized by a rapid conversion from 

.. farmland and natural vegetative cover to rooftops and pavement: This increase in impervious land 
surfaces can dramatically after the quantity and quality of storm runoff. As urban development 
occurs, the amount of rainfall converted to surface runoff is increased and the amount, of rainfall• 

· contributed to groundwater recharge is decreased; If urh•n development is accompanied by on 
efficient drainage system, the time needed for surface runoff to reach a stream is substantial!y 
decreased. This results in a concentration ofstonnwater runoff that generally increases peak flow. 
Greater peak flows can create flooding problems. depending on rhe capacity of the drainage system 
and the downstream conditions. 

This basin has developed primarily a low-density (approximately two lots per acre), single~famlly., 
residential homcs,.~.thejurisdiction of Clackamas County. ~ore recently, "Cook Street' 
Addition," "Westling Farm," Hazelgrove" and "Partlow Estates" subdivisions have developed with 
higherdensity (approximately five lots per acre). The following subdivi<ions are located within the 
basin: 

Asquith Estates 
Cook Street Addition 
Finnegans Te"ace 1,1, &J · 
Longstanding Acres 
Hazelgrove I & 2 
Oaktree 
Oregon Cily Maywood Park 
Navajo Hills Estates 

U:IHYDR0\94233H02.SOU Page4 

Partlow Estates 
Sourh End Terrnce 
South Park Estates 
Sunview Acres 
Sunnyridge AcrPS 1,1, &3 
Westling Farm 
Wil/aview 

Revised Fe:bnary 6, J 996 
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this 100-year flood event. Since localized flooding problems are known to exist, it is assumed that 
the l9Ti FEMA study made no analy•is of this (then largely rural) area. 

Soils Characteristics 

Classification of soils in the study area has been made by the Soil Conservation Service; (see 
Exhibit 1 for a map of the soil types in the study area). Soils are categorized into Hydro logic Soil 
Groups, bao;ed on an estimate of the amount of runoff resulting from precipitation. These groupings 
assume that the soils are thoroughly wet and receive precipitation from long-duration storms. This 
rainfall to runoff relationship is complex and includes the drainage and permeability characteristics 
of the soil. 

Drainage is the removal of excess surface and subsurface water from the soil. How easily and 
effectively the soil is drained depends on the depth to bedrock, to a cemented pan, or to other layers 
that affect the rate of water movement; permeability; depth to a high water table or depth of standing 
water if the soil is subject to ponding; slope; susceptibility to flooding; subsidence of organic layers; 
and potential frost action. Excavating and grading and the stability of ditchbanks are affected by 
depth to bedrock or to a cemented pan, large stones, slope, and the hazard of cutbanks caving. 

Perm-ability refers to the ability of a soil to transmit water or air. The estimates indicate the rate 
of downward movement of water when the soil is saturated. They are based on soil characteristics 
observed in the field, particularly structure, porosity, and texture. Permeability is considered in the 
design of soil drainage systems, septic tank absorption fields, and construction where the rate of 
water movement under saturated conditions affects behavior. Typical soil permeabilities vary from 
low values between 0.2-0.6 inches/hour to moderate values between 0.6-2.0 inches/hour to high 
values between 2.0-6.0 inches/hour. 

The four hydro logic soil groups are: 
Group A. Soils having a high infiltration rate (low runoff potential) when thoroughly wet. These 
consist mainly of deep, well drained t excessively drained sands or gravelly sands. 111ese soils have 
a high rate of water transmission. 
Group B. Soils having a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These consist chiefly of 
moderately deep or deep, moderately well drained or well drained soils Lh•t h•ve moderately fine 
texture to moderately coarse texture. These soils have a moderate rate of water transmission. 
Group C. Spils having a slow infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These consist chiefly of soils 
having a layer that impedes the downward movement of water or soib of moderately fine texture 
or fine texture. These soils have a slow rate of water lr8nsmission. 
Group D. Soils having a very slow infiltration rate {high ruooff potential) wlien thoroughly wet. 
These consist chiefly of clays that have a high shrink-swell potential, have a claypan or clay layer 
at or near the surface, and soils that are shallow over nearly impervious material. These soils have 
a very slow rate of water transmission. 

Soils in the study area are predominately silt loams on level to moderate slopes. Drainage 
characteristics for these soils, with the exception of the area of Delena Silt Loam, are moderate. 
Table I summarizes the various soil types found and their hydrologic grouping. 

U.\HYDR0\94233HQ2_SOU Page J Revised Fcbrutlr)' 6, 1996 
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TABLE I 

BYDROLOGIC GROUPINGS OF SOILS 

Hydrologic 
Soil Legend Soll Name Soil Group 

88 Bornstedt Silt Loam, 0-8% slopes c 
248 Cotrell Silty Clay Loam, 2-8% c 

slopes 

30C Delena Slit Loam, J-12% slopes D 

468 Jory Stony Silt Loam, 3-8% slopes c 
46C Jory Stony Silt Loam, 8-15% slopes c 
648 Nekia Silty Clay Loam, 2-8% c 

slopes 

Source; Soil Survey of Clackamas County, Oregon (U.S • SCS) 

Existing Drainage Facilities 

The existing storm drainage facilities consist primarily of roadside ditches, culverts and open 
channels, with two exceptions: storm drains constructed with the Partlow Estates and Cook Street 
Addition Subdivisions; and "Minor" storm drainage systems, discharging into drainage swales in 
open space areas, constructed with the older rural subdivisions listed above. (Map of the existing 
facllitles is included as Es.bibit Z.) 

Land Use 

The transition of a drainage basin from rural to urban land uses can greatly alter its hydrological 
raponse to rainfall. Urban land development is usually characterized by a rapid conversion from 
farmland and natural vegetative cover to rooftops and pavement. This increase in impervious land 
surfaces can dramatically alter the quantity and quality of stonn runoff. As urban development 
occurs, the amount of rainfall converted to surface Nnoff is in=ased and the amount of rainfall 
Contributed to groundwater recltarge is decreased. lfurhAn development is accompanied by o.n 
efficient drainage system, the time needed for surface runoff to reach a stream is substantially 
decreased. This results in a concentration ofstormwater runoff that generally increases peak flow. 
Greater peak flows can create flooding problems. depending on the capacity of the drainage system 
and the downstream conditions. 

This basin has developed primarily a low-density (approximately two lots per acre), single-family 
11'Sidential homes, while under the jurisdiction of Clackamas County. ~ore recently, "Cook Street 
Addition," "Westling Farm," Hazelgrove" and "Partlow Estates" subdivisions have developed with 
higher density (approximately five lots per acre). The following subdivi<ions are located within the 
basin: 

Asquith Estates 
Cook Street Addition 
Finnegans Te"ace 1.2. &3 
Longstanding Acres 
Hazelgrove l & 2 
Oa/aree 
Oregon City Afaywood Park 
Navajo Hills Estates 

lJ,IHYDR0\942JJHOl.SOU Page 4 

Partlow Estates 
South End Terrace 
South Park Es1a1es 
Sunview Acres 
Sunnyridg' Acres 1.1. &3 
Westling Farm 
Wiffaview 

Revised February 6, 1996 
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29 April 2003 

Tony Konkol 
Associate Planner 
Oregon City Planning Division 
320 Warner-Milne Road 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

Re Rose Road Land Use Application File Numbers PD-03-01; WR 03-01; VR 03-01 

Dear Mr. Konkol, 

Our residence at 18851 Rose Road shares a 350-foot property line with the above-referenced property 
on that same street We believe the Applicant's property is fundamentally unsuited for the proposed 
development and therefore are opposed to this application. Our concerns center around these issues: 

I. Surface and Subsurface Water Residents surrounding this property as well as those 
throughout the neighborhood have both documented and anecdotal evidence of flooded 
basements and crawl spaces, spongy lawns and standing water during much of any wet season. 
We therefore question the validity of the Applicant's studies regarding these issues. 

As a result of a 2002 home inspection finding evidence ofrecurring and pooling water under 
our home we have, at considerable expense, replaced roof-drain dry wells and installed French 
drains around the perimeter of our crawlspace which feed into another dry well. On at least 
two occasions so far this year a sump pump has needed to remove overflow from that drywell 
and typically ran a day or two following each significant rain event 

Geotechnical engineering tests by the Applicant were conducted on December 19, 2002. We 
noted with particular interest the report showing TP-10, the test pit nearest our property, had no 
water at I 0 feet While the entire month of December did have above average rainfall, the 
preceding IO months were below average; National Weather Service precipitation records for 
the Portland-area dating back to I 87 I reveal only 16 years have been drier. In fact, the two 
months preceding the testing were the 4th and 5th driest in recorded history! Relying on 
observations taken on one day in an unusually dry year cannot possibly represent typical 
conditions and are statistically invalid. These findings are totally inconsistent with our 
experiences of crawl space water, overflowing drywells, backed-up drains and standing ground 
water all less than 100 feet and just a few weeks distant from the Applicant's measurements. 
The findings also belie the common experiences of most, if not all, neighborhood residents. 

Exhibit 19 
--~---



The February, 1996 Hydrologic Study of South End Basin study by Kampe Associates reports 
"chronic flooding problems" as a result of the Oak Tree Subdivision's failure to construct 
adequate storm drainage piping (see Drainage Problems, p-2). The study also indicates the 
soils in both the Rose Rd. and Oak Tree areas are hydrologic groups C and D - having slow 
and very slow infiltration when thoroughly wet. In fact, the preponderance of property across 
Rose Rd. from this development is group D - having the slowest rate of water transmission. 
The report further states "Urban land development is usually characterized by a rapid 
conversion from farmland and natural vegetative cover to rooftops and pavement. This 
increase in impervious land surfaces can dramatically alter the quantity and quality of storm 
runoff" and "greater peak flows can create flooding problems, depending on the capacity of 
the drainage system and downstream conditions" 

The same Kampe section also mentions some concrete pipes and catch basins have been added 
to portions of South End Road but also notes that elsewhere existing roadside ditches need 
improvement and that they are choked with vegetation. The December I, 1999 City of Oregon 
City Findings and Conclusions on Annexation Proposal AN-99-03 notes "typically, larger scale 
residential subdivisions require the installation of on-site detention facilities in addition to a 
piped overflow to a City system." (Section 11, p-13) Today, open and vegetation-choked 
ditches still line both sides of South End Road at the Rose Road intersection. Is this the City 
system that will handle all runoff from the Applicant's development? 

The considerable density of this proposal would cover most of the development with streets, 
driveways, sidewalks and roofs and therefore afford little remaining area to absorb water in an 
area that is already unable to do so. In our opinion, storm water falling onto this diminished 
permeable area cannot help but adversely affect surrounding properties Further, while some 
detail is provided how ground water will be addressed adjacent to the wetland areas, we find 
little to comfort us about possible safeguards for the back portions of the property nearest our 
residence. Applicant's geotechnical report recommends "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." We want assurances that water will not be directed 
toward our property and that the Applicant cannot construe the "if possible" portion of the 
recommendation to be an option. The City's 1999 Analysis and Findings I Conclusions and 
Recommendations (in response to the Applicant's previous proposal for this site) stated 
"properly addressing these issues upfront is critical to avoid unforeseen groundwater-related 
problems during and after construction." We contend the Applicant's proposals are inadequate, 
have failed to address the recognized problems within the neighborhood and are silent to the 
concerns of adjacent property owners. Can the City or Applicant state with reasonable 
certainty that surface and subsurface water problems on adjacent lands will not be exacerbated 
by this development? 

2. Traffic The residents on Rose Road and Deer Lane have but a single outlet which empties 
onto an arterial, South End Road. Mass transit on SouthEnd is almost non-existent and 
impractical for most commuting The Applicant's proposal therefore will likely result in a 
substantial increase in vehicular traffic; one exit will be available for approximately I 00 
households Applicant's traffic analysis indicates a minor increase in wait times to access South 



End Road. That seems counterintuitive given such an increase in traffic but it may not consider 
the additional time it will take residents merely to get to the Rose/South End intersection. 

3 Schools I Recreation The Applicant states that" ... the development may facilitate a 
boundary adjustment for the Elementary Schools" and "the School District has the 
responsibility for managing population increases, and can do so by adding classroom 
space, moving classrooms, etc." And, "while this is a problem, there is no reason to 
believe that the School District will not have a solution by the time residences are 
constructed and occupied." 

Applicant further promotes the use of John McLaughlin Elementary School as " .. the 
closest open space with play structures" in an apparent attempt to deflect a requirement for 
sufficient open spaces on his property for residents of his development He further states the 
school " .. is approximately 800 feet from the site or no more than a 0.15 mile walk from most 
new lots." We know from private discussions with school officials that they do not encourage 
or endorse this or any use which would further burden overstressed and vandalized school 
facilities. And, the school district currently requires Rose Road students to be bussed the short 
distance to the elementary school because of unsafe walking conditions on South End Road; is 
it therefore advisable to recommend that children walk there for recreation? Finally, a map 
should be consulted to confirm the 800-foot distance to "most new lots". 

While additional homes may promote some funding increases to the educational community, 
schools and their programs are typically strained whenever populations increase. At a time 
when school funding problems are the most desperate in memory, the Applicant's statements 
seem inappropriate and irresponsible. 

4. Boundaries I Fencing I Separation We are very concerned about having logical, aesthetic and 
well-constructed boundaries between our property and the proposed development. With 
approximately 350 feet of property line bordering the Applicant's property and with extremely 
small lots and minimal setbacks proposed, we believe adequate visual and physical separation 
must be established and provision made for its ongoing maintenance. While this may be a part 
of the Applicant's planning, specific detail is lacking in any documentation we have seen. 

The Applicant's proposal is not in keeping with the character, livability and well being of the 
surrounding neighborhood and community. He has made few if any attempts to recognize or satisfy 
the concerns of neighborhood. He has provided little information to mitigate ground water concerns, is 
dismissive toward the problems of schools, has proposed minimal open spaces & other improvements 
and has generally understated or ignored many potential problems. 

Finally, we see no discussion of what recourse we may have in the very real event the Applicant's 
analyses are incorrect or that he in any way imperils neighboring properties_ We understand the City 
will not acc@t liability and the Applicant will be long gone once the development is completed. Given 
that and, in our view, the Applicant's questionable ability to clearly and fully address these issues, we 
urge the City to aggressively investigate every claim and statement made in this proposal. 



We realize growth and change are inevitable and that this neighboring parcel will certainly someday be 
developed. But growth should be promoted in a manner consistent with sustainable community values, 
character and quality oflife This proposal is neither the best use of this site nor in the interests of the 
neighborhood and we therefore request the application be denied. 

Respect fully, 

Ac~~---'?:£__ 
Michael A Tondreau 

18851 S. Rose Rd. 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
503-657-7997 
mtondreau@ieee.org 

' / . , , 'J;---._ 
,I~ hi<o- <><'.. Ut7'l<lu.,_,(.. 

Virginia L. Tondreau 
1 

,. 



CENTRAL POINT-LELAND ROAD-NEW ERA 
COMMUNITY PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

11466 Finnegan's Way 

City of Oregon City 
320 Warner Milne Road 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

Attention: Planning Commission 

Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

May 3, 2003 

Dear Planning Commission Members: 

With reference to the Rose Vista proposal, File PD03-0l, and related files, the CPO officers are 
opposed to Rose Vista as proposed. 

There is concern that the existing natural drainage channels as identified in the "Hydrologic Study 
Of South End Basin" (Kampe Associates, February 1996) will not be adequately protected and 
preserved. In addition, structural changes to Rose Road, including elevation changes, curbing, 
sidewalks, etc., may cause environmental degradation to the surrounding properties. 

This area is currently developed as single family units, both at rural and urban densities. The 
addition of apartments and townhouses, the first in this area. significantly alters the character of 
the area. At a minimum, Rose Vista, if it is approved, should include only single family units at 
densities not smaller then the contiguous area including Lafayette Avenue. 

There is a lack of adequate public transportation along South End Road, and Tri-Met is 
considering a reduction of current service levels. 

The 600+ vehicle trips per day would add further congestion to South End Road and South End 
hill. During South End hill closures (black ice days, snow, rock falls, flood damage during '96, 
etc.) there would be additional congestion on other Oregon City streets. 

Also of concern would be the resultant school boundary changes for McLoughlin Elementary 
School. which would be disruptive to the families already residing in the area, some for many 
years. 

Please deny the Rose Vista application. 

Respectfully, 

!! ~.1::,-~ 

~osel 
Chairperson 
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April 13, 2003 

Tony Konkol 
City of Oregon City 
PO Box 3040 
320 Warner-Milne Road 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

RE: FILE# & TYPE: 

Dear Mr. Konkol, 

PD 03-01: Planned Unit Development 
WR 03-01: Water Resource Review 
VR 03-11: Pedestrian Lighting Standard Review 

Per our conversation at City Hall the other day, I am writing to you with two concerns regarding the 
above- mentioned file. I would also like to request that a copy of the staff report be mailed to me, 
when it becomes available. 

f first concern is that the density found in the PUD request is based on Tax Lot 300 being zoned R-
6/MH. The entire surrounding area is either zoned R-10 or FU-10 and it is the collective memory of 
this neighborhood that the piece in question was also zoned R-10. No one that I have spoken to in 
this area has a memory of being notified of a zoning change of Tax Lot 300. Can you please outline 
for me the timing of such change and the steps that were taken to notice the affected neighbors? 

Second, there is a serious concern in this area about the level of ground water we must all contend 
with. I see from the plans that there will be a detention pond at the southern corner of Tax Lot 300 
and the water will then feed into the existing channel system. Currently, Tax Lot 300 acts as a very 
big sponge and much of the water in that area slowly seeps into the ground. The building of 54 
homes, the necessary roads, etc., will obviously change this. Since all of the newly generated storm 
water will dump into the channel system, instead of being absorbed, subsequently ending up on my 
property, I am concerned that the water flow on my property could increase in volume and velocity. 
Any change in these parameters would also significantly affect the property located at 19024 S Rose 
Road, as the channel continues across the back of that piece. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns. I look forward to your reply. 

Sincerely, 

!UJ.a!ll . · · · · - ~a~ '-•1 e/1.-1 r 

thleen afligan J' 
18996 S Rose Road 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
503-656-5832 Exhibit 20 -----
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To: Oregon City Planning Commission 
Tony Konkol, Associate Planner 

Subject: Proposed building project on Rose Road 

Date: May 1, 2003 

We can not imagine anyone building 84 homes on the proposed sites on Rose Road. Mr. 
Reeder planned to build on the front section a few years ago and the Rose Road 
Neighborhood Assoc. presented legitimate concerns and the project didn't proceed. Now 
we are back to square one and the concerns are even greater. 

First of all this area has a very high water table with underground springs and floods every 
year. Where will all this water go? --under their houses and across the road into the 
neighbor's yards. These neighbors have problems every year with water in their yards. 
There have been several years that water goes across the road and it is like a big pond. 
We live at the end of Rose Road on an acre and there is lots of space for the water to go. 
When we get too much rain the ground becomes like a sponge. We have had 18 inches 
of water under the house and the water even has gone into the heating ducts. Yes, we 
have to use a sump pump to extract the water. If Mr. Reeder does build that many 
houses on that site, every house should be required to have a built in sump pump 
because they will need them. 

Traffic will be a nightmare. The report projected that 800 cars would use the road daily. It is 
difficult now especially turning on to Rose Road from South End. It is a safety issue. I have 
been nearly rear ended on several occasions. Now the problems driving in and out would 
be multiplied. What about fire trucks and emergency vehicles trying to get down the road? 
During peak hours there will be traffic jams. 

What about city services increased to accommodate this area? City police would need to 
be increased and that doesn't look promising. We have a brand-new fire station which 
remains closed . Mcloughlin School is already too full. We were told you are not 
concerned with the schools because that is their problem. Since the tax payers have to 
pay for all of these services we should consider the school problem as well as the others. 

We are not against building in this area. Larger sized lots and a reasonable number of well 
constructed homes would be desirable. Cramming 84 homes on this projected site is 
unrealistic and will affect the livability of this whole area. 

Thank you for your time, 

Kathy & Jim Worden 
18835 S. Rose Rd. 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
503.655.9506 
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Oregon City Planning Division 
Oregon City Hall 
320 Warner Milne Road 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

To Whom It May Concern: 

April 4t1c 2003 
18845 Lafayette Avenue 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

As a resident near Rose Road and South End Road, I am have concerns regarding the 
applied for building (PD 03-01, WR 03-01, VR 03-22, and SP 03-07) projects. 

Assuming that wetlands drainage can be approved, I continue to question the proposal. 
Am I correct in assuming that these properties are the very edge of the Oregon City 
boundaries? I would think that city planners might have some consideration of green­
space at the very edge of the city. 

These properties represent the quickly disappearing characteristics of historic Oregon. 
We need new development, but we also need to preserve some arei;s to remind us: "This 
is Oregon!" 

The acres on Rose Road are a great example of a "grown over farm". Wild birds and deer 
feed on the old apples, native plants abound in the area, and a chorus of frogs fills the 
spring air. Why not preserve something of this natural beauty? 

These properties should be preserved serving as parkland or wetland sites. I believe that 
residents of this area would be willing to pitch in to keep the place orderly and 
presentable until the city can make a better decision. 

The owner has been a good neighbor and I would hope that he would get some 
satisfaction knowing that a remnant of old Oregon can be honored in his name. 

I plan to take photos, petition neighbors, and further contact city hall. Thank you for 
taking the time to read my letter, please put a copy in the appropriate file. 

Yours Truly, • .... J . .·· 
c~• \.___ ·-,,.,~-~_,,_, 

William F. Wigmore 

503-722-2992 
geetar l 9@aol.com 
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Rose Road PUD: PD 03-01 
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S1suL EN&INEER111& A Division ofSisul Enterprises, Inc. 

375 PORTLAND AVENUE, GLADSTONE, OREGON 97027 

Downstream Drainage Analysis 
(503) 657-0188 

FAX (503) 657-5779 

In regards to the downstream drainage facilities of the between Rose Road and 
Southridge Meadows, the City has requested analysis of downstream facilities. While in 
respect of private property owners, we did not enter privately owned lands; we observed 
what we could from public rights-ot~way and from aerial topography maps. In addition, 
the City has had two Drainage System Master Plan reviews of the South End drainage 
basin. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS: 
The westerly channel crossing through the proposed Rose Vista PUD and which crosses 
Rose Road is the more significant of the two drainageways. This channel drains an area 
including a significant portion of the Lafayette and Oaktree Avenue area. The upper 
portion of the basin reach includes the Julie Ann Drive area and also a portion of Netzel 
Drive. From the street right-of-way in Lafayette Avenue an 18" storm drain pipe drains 
between lots to the northwesterly portion of the proposed subdivision. 

The easterly channel crossing through the proposed Rose Vista PUD drains the easterly 
portion of the Lafayette and Oaktree Avenue area. This channel may also drain a portion 
of the United Methodist Church site as well. 

The westerly channel currently crosses under Rose Road in two 24" concrete culve(!s. 
The easterly channel crosses under Rose Road in a single 12" concrete culvert. The 
westerly channel drains to what appears a poorly defined drainageway south of Rose 
Road and according to the drainage master plans and the topography maps merges with 
another sub-basin south of Rose Road. From this point the combined drainage system 
drains southerly (and nearly parallel with Rose Road) across several parcels until it 
merges with the easterly channel approximately 250' southwesterly of Rose Road. The 
easterly channel after crossing under Rose Road drains into a well defined channel 
between homes along a parcel line. This well defined channel is approximately 18" wide 
and perhaps a foot deep. After the easterly and westerly channels merge the drainage 
flows southwesterly and appears to pass through a culvert on Tax Lot 2002. The size and 
material of this culvert is not known. Approximately l 00 feet downstream of this culvert 
crossing the drainage system enters the drainage system constructed for Southridge 
Meadows. It is presumed that this recent subdivision was designed to adequately handle 
the upstream basin flows. 

MASTER PLANS: 
The 1988 Oregon City Drainage Master Plan prepared by Otak, Incorporated, an 
engineering firm, indicated the that the 25 year flows at the westerly (and main drainage) 
channel at Rose Road would have a 25 year event runoff of 23 CFS (for both existing and 
future conditions). The Otak report indicated that the existing 18" CMP culvert at Rose 
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Downstream Drainage Analysis Rose Vista POD/subdivision 

Road was deficient and should be upsized to a 30" concrete culvert. The Otak report also 
indicated that the main drainage swale between Rose Road and South End Road (which 
lhev c11lc11l111Pd will Ji11ve fl 25 yenr event flow 111' 50 rl'f'i) •ho11Jil he i111prnved lo Jrnve A~ 
foot bottom, with a depth of at least 2 feet and 2: 1 side slopes. In addition it notes that a 
culvert at a private crossing should be at enlarged to 36". 

In 1997 the City adopted a hydrologic study of the South End basin. This South End 
Basin Master Plan was prepared by Kampe Associates, Inc. for the City of Oregon City 
the Clackamas County Community Development Division. The Kampe report indicated 
that there were existing twin 24" culverts at the Rose Road crossing. The Kampe report 
does not indicate improvements required to the crossings or to downstream drainage 
system between Rose Road and Southridge Meadows. The Kampe report does note for a 
25 year event the estimated existing peak flow is for the basin upstream of the westerly 
channel crossing on Rose Road to be 20.5 CFS. Kampe's report also notes that the 
estimated peak flow for future basin to be 31.7. Near but downstream of Rose Road 
where two drainage sub-basins merge into a single channel, Kampe estimates the· future 
peak flow for this channel will be 61.3 CFS. 

SUMMARY: 
The 1988 and 1997 studies, are far as their estimate of the flows from the sub-basins of 
concern of this analysis, are similar. The sub-basin upstream of Rose Road as changed 
little since the 1988 study. The development that includes Julie Ann Drive has been built 
since that study and the old drive-in theater has been developed into the United Methodist 
Church. Neither study factored in the City's current storm detention requirements which 
were adopted in 1999. In 1988 the City did not require storm water detention. In 1997 
stom1 water detention was required for new developments, but permitted release rates 
were higher than they are today. 

It appears that between 1988 and 1997 the culvert crossing for the westerly charmel 
crossing Rose Road was enlarged. The Otak study noted an 18" CMP culvert at this 
point, the 1997 Kampe study indicated to 24" concrete pipes, which was confirmed by 
our field investigations. The recommendations for the downstream channelization in the 
Otak study from Rose Road to South End Road are unlikely to be permitted today. 

· Besides the City's water resources requirements, which would be difficult to overcome to 
allow such charmelization, state and federal permits would also be required. ·It is more 
likely that future development will have to spaced away from the drainageways as is 
being required in the Rose Vista PUD. The culvert (if it indeed exists on or near Tax Lot 
2002) is likely to be undersized. While the Kampe report makes no recommendations 
regarding this culvert, the Otak report appears to indicate that this culvert should be sized 
to a 36" diameter. The need for this culvert could probably be eliminated if the property 
owner were allowed access to his parcel from the street stubs in Southridge Meadows. 

The impacts of the proposed subdivision/POD inregards to peak flows to the downstream 
drainageways will be little. The City of Oregon City's stormwater design requirements 
require that detention systems be design to reduce peak runoff from a 2 year event to 50% 
of the predevelopment runoff rate, and to match the runoff rates for 5 and 25 year events. 



Downstream Drainage Analysis Rose Vista POD/subdivision 

Therefore the for a 2 year event or smaller the peak flows to downstream channels should 
be slightly less lhun muy occur in u 2 ycur event occurring toduy. The 5 und 25 yeur 
t~vt•111~ sh1111ld lit• 1111 wor~P- 1hnn n 5 nr 2.5 venr event nt'L'11rri11~ tndAv. 
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PD 03-01: Connectivity 

\ 

Black Dots represent potential 
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24'-0" MAX. 12'-0" MIN. 
28'-0" MAX. FOR 3 CAR GARAGE BELOW R-8 

30'-0" MAX. FOR 3 CAR GARAGE IN R-8 AND ABOVE 

I DRIVEWAY A I 
R/W LINE 

t OPTIONAL 
SIDEWALK 
LOCATION VARIES 

.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. B .. .. .. 
~ 

A 
6'-0" MIN. 6'-0" MIN. FACE OF CURB 

3'-0" 15'-o" MAX". 15'-o" MAX. 3'-0" 

SIDEWALK ADJACENT TO CURB SIDEWALK AWAY FROM CURB 

NOTIES 

PLAN 

USE EXISTING EXPANSION JOINT 
OR SAWCUT AND PLACE COLD 
JOINT. 

ELEVATION B-B 

1 1 /2" EXPOSURE 

I 

~+==.=.=~~~~·· ~ w 
.. -.. . :.... .. ·_ ~ b:·:· ~·· =·· ·~· ·~·~· ::~ ::· ~·::::·:::· :=:=~··:::•· :::::iLt=~6 ,;, I~ 
2" OF 3/4" MINUS 

SECTION A-A 

1. CONCRETIE SHALL BE AIR ENTRAINED AND HAVE A MINIMUM BREAKING STRENGTH 
OF 3300 P.S.I. AFTER 28 DAYS. 

2. CURB JOINT SHALL BE A TROWELED JOINT WITH A MINIMUM 1/2" RADIUS 
ALONG BACK OF CURB. 

3. EXPANSION JOINTS SHALL BE 1 /2" PREMOLDED ASPHALT IMPREGNATED MATERIAL 
OR EQUAL, EXTIENDING FROM SUBGRADE TO FINISHED GRADE. 

4. CONTRACTION JOINTS SHALL BE 1 /8" TO 1 /4" WIDE, AND A MINIMUM OF 1 /3 THE 
THICKNESS OF THE CONCRETE. 

5. SEE CURB KNOCKOUT FOR DRIVEWAY DETAIL. 

6. RV PAD MAY BE CONSIDERED AS A SINGLE GARAGE FOR FIGURING DRIVEWAY WIDTH. 

City of Oregon City SCALE N.T.S. 

APPR. Public Works Standard Drawings 

I ".c.c J.E. T. 320 Worner Milne Rd. Oregon City, Oregon 9 
30 RESIDENTIAL DRIVEWAY Exhibit 
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CITY OF OREGON CITY 

ENGINEERING POLICY 00-01 
Guidelines for Development 

EFFECTIVE: April 10, 2000 

PREPARED BY 

CO'.\fl\1UNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

320 Warner-Milne Road 

Post Office Box 3040 
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Engineering Division 
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City of Oregon City Engineering Policy 00-01 v3 April J 0, 2000 

Applicability. This policy applies to applicants for land use decisions and site plan reviews with 
regard to providing public improvements and submittal of documentation. The following sections 
outline some of the impmiant requirements and helpful hints for those unfamiliar with providing 
public improvements as required by the Oregon City Municipal Code and Oregon City Pub lie Works 
Standards. This is not an all-inclusive list of City requirements ai1d does not relieve the applicant 
from meeting all applicable City Code and Public Works Sta:ndai·ds. 

Availability of Codes and Standards. Copies of these City Codes and Standards .,re available at 
City Hall for a nominal price. Some engineering finns in the local metropolitai1 area ah-eady own 
these Codes and Standards to enable them to properly plan, design, ai1d construct City projects. 

General 

• Applicants shall design 311d construct all required public works improvements to City 
Stai1dards. These Standai·ds include the latest version in effect at the time of application 
of the following list of documents: Oregon City Municipal Code, Water Ma.ster Plan, 
Transportation Master (System) Plan, Sanitary Sewer Master Plan, and the Drainage 
Y!aster Plan. It includes the Public Works Design Standards, which is coniprised of 
Sanitary Sewer, Water Distribution System, Stonnwater and Grading, and Erosion 
Control. This list also includes the Street Work Drawings, Appendix Chapter 33 of the 
Unifonn Building Code (by reference), and the Sile Traffic Impact Stndy Procedmes. It 
may also include the City of Oregon City Review Checklist of Subdivision and Partition 
Plats when the development is a Subdivision, Pai1ition, or Planned Unit Development. 

Vi1ater (Water Distribution System Design Standards) 

• The applicant shall provide water facilities for their development. This includes 
water mains, valves, fire hydrai1ts, blow-offs, service laterals, and meters. 

• All required public water system improvements shall be designed and constructed to 
City standards. 

• The Fire Marshali shall detennine the number of fire hydrants and the'.r 1 ocations. 
Fire hydrants shall be fitted with a Storz metal face adapter style S-3 7!11FL ai1d cap style 
SC50MF to steamer port. This adapter is for a 5-inch hose. All hydrants to be 
completed, installed, and operational before beginning structural framing. Hydrants sball 
be painted with Rodda Ali-Purpose Equipment Enamel (1625 Safety Orange Paint) and 
all chains shall be removed from the fire hydrants. 

• Backflow prevention assemblies are required on all domestic lines for cor:rnnercial 
buildings, all fire service lines, and all inigation lines. Backflow prevention assemblies 
are also required on residential domes\ic lines greater than or eqnal to 2-inch diameter. 

These assemblies are also required where internal plumbing is greater th31132 feet above 
the water main. The type ofbackflow prevention device required is dependent on the 
degree of hazard. City Water Department personnel, ce1iified as cross connection 
inspectors, shall dete1111ine the type of device to be installed in any specific instai1ce. All 
backflow prevention devices shall be located on the applicant's property 2.nd are the 
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City of Oregon City Engineering Policy 00-01 v3 Apri 1 10, 2000 

property owner's responsibility to test and maintain in accordance with manufacturer's 
recommendations and Oregon statntes. 

• The applicant shall verify that there are no wells on site, or if a;1y wells are on the site 
prior to connecting to the public water system, the applicant shall: 
> Abandon the well per Oregon State requirenents and provide copies of the final 

approval of well abandonment to the City; or 

> D;sco1111ect the well from the home and only use the well for inigation. 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 
coru1ection inspection 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 
constrncied to City standards. 

• Applicant must process and obiain sanitary sewer system design approval fromDEQ. 

• Any exisiing septic system on site shall be abandoned and ce:ctificaiion 
docwnentation provided from Clackamas Colll1ty before recording the plat or o btai.J.i.ing a 
certificate of occupancy. 

Stormwater (Storm water and Grading Design Standards) 

• The applicant shall provide stonnwater and detention facilities for their development. 
This includes the stormwater mains, inlets, manholes, service laterals for roof and 

foundation drains, detention system if necessary, control structure if necessary, inflow 
and outflow devices if necessary, and energy dissipaters ifnecessai)'. 

• The applicant shall design and construct required public stonnwater system 
improvements to City standards. Each project is to coordinate with the City Drainage 
Master Plan, the Public Works Storrnwater 211d Grading Standards, and the appropriate 
individual Basin Master Plan (if adopted) and incorporate recommendaiions from them 
as directed. 

• The applicant shall design the stonmvater system to detain any increased runoff 
created thrnugh the development of the site, as well as convey any existing off-site 
surface water entering the site from other prope1iies. 

• The applicant shall submit hydrology/detention calculations to the City Engineering 
Division for review and approval before approval of construction plans. The applicant 
sbail provide documentation to verify the hydrology and detention calculations. The 
applicant shall show the 100-year overflow path and shall not design the flovv to cross 
any developed prnperties. 

Page 2 



City of Oregon City Engineering Policy 00-01 v3 Apri 1 1 (J, 2000 

Dedications and Easements 

Streets 

• The applicant shall obtain and record all off-site easements required for the project 
before City approval of constrnction plans. 

• The applicant shall provide street facilities 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-sh·eet width pavement as directed, curbs, gutters, planter strips or tree wells 
as directed, street trees, sidewalks, and bicycle lanes (when required by the type of street 
classification). This also includes city utilities (water, sanitary and stonrr drainage 
facilities), traffic control devices, centerline monumentation in monument boxes, and 
street lights in compliance with the City Code for Oregon City and its various 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 stom1 catch 
basins or curb inlets on all streets. This ensures positive drainage until the applicant 
installs the second lift of asphalt. 

• All street names shall be reviewed a:1d approved by the City (GlS Division 657-0891, 
ext.168) prior to approval of the final plat to ensure no duplicate names are p1-oposed in 
Oregon City or the 9-1-1 Service Area. 

• All sh·eet improvements shall be completed and temporary street name sign.s 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 pari of 
the requirement for 2-11 individual building permit on local streets. However, failure to do 
so does not waive the applicant's requirement to construct the sidewalks. Applicant shall 
complete sidewalks on each residential lot within one year of City acceptance of public 
improvements for the proj eel (e.g.; subdivision, partition, or Planned L'nit Develop111e11t) 
unless a building pemrit has been issued for the lot. 

• Applicant shall install sidewalks along any tracts within their developr:nent, any 
pedestrian/bicycle accessways wilhin their development, along existing homes 'VVithin \he 
development's property boundaries, and all handicap access ramps required in their 
development at the time of street constrnctim1. 

• Street lights shall typically be owned by the City of Oregon City under PGE plan "B" 
and installed at the expense of the applicant. The applicant shall submit a stTeet light 
plan, subject to City and PGE approval, prepared by a qualified electrical contractor. 
Streetlights shall be placed at street intersections and along streets at prope1iy lines. The 
required lights shall be installed by a qualified electrical contractor. Streetlights are to be 
spaced and mstalled per recommendations of the Illuminating Engineering Society of 
North il.rnerica as published m their CUJTent issue of IES, RP-8 to provide adequate 
lighting for safety of drivers, pedestrians, and other modes ofcranspmiation. StTeetlights 
shall be 100-watt high-pressure sodium fixtures mounted on fiberglass pol es with a 
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25-foot mounting height unless otherwise specified. The applicant shall dedicate any 
necessary electrical easements on the final plat. All 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 constrnction plans. 
The engineer shall ce1iify completed rough grading elevations to+/- 0.1 feet. For single 
family residential developments, a final residential lot-grading plan shall be based on 
these certified grading elevations and approved by the City Engineer before issuance of a 
building permit. If s;gnificant grading is required for the residential lots due to its 
location or the nature oftl1e site, rough grading shall be required oftl1e developer before 
the acceptance of the public improvements. (See Geoteclmical section for cut and fill 
certification issues on building lots or parcels) There shall not be more than a rnaxirnum 
grade differential of two (2) feet at all site boundaries. Final grading shall in no way 
create any water traps, or create other ponding situations. Submit one copy (pe1iinent 
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 effo1i is over 
five (5) acres, as modified by DEQ. Applicant shall provide a copy of this permit to the 
City before any clearing efforts are started. 

• A11 Erosion Prevention and Sedimentation Control Plan shall be submitted for City 
approval. Applicant shall obtain an E:·osion Control pennit before any work on site. 

> Dewatering excavations shall not be allowed unless the discharge wa:ter meets 
turbidity standards (see next bullet) or is adequately clarified before it enters on-site 
wetlands, drainage courses, and before it leaves the site. Discharge from 1n.an-made, 
natural, temporary, or pem1a11e11t 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. 

> EffectiYe erosion control shall be maintained after subdivision site work is complete 
and thrnughout building pelTnit issuance. 

> Plans shall document erosion prevention and contrnl measures that will remain 
effective and be maintained until all construct:on is complete and p emrnnent 
vegetation has been established on the site. 

> Responsible pa11y (site steward) for erosion control maintenance tb_roughout 
construction process shall be shown on tbe Erosion Co:1trol Plan. 

> Staff encourages applicant to select high perfonnance erosion control alter-:r1atives to 
minimize the potential for wa'.er quahty and fish habitat degradation in receiving 
\vaters. 

Geotechnical 

• Any structural fill to accommodate public improvements shall be overseen and 
directed by a geotechnical engineer. The geoteclmical engineer shall provide test rep011s 
and ce1iific~tion that all strnctural fill has been placed as specified and pro vi de a final 
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summary report to the City ce11ifying all structural fill on the site before City approval 
and acceptance of public improvements. 

• Any cut or fill in building lots or parcels beyond the rough grading shall be subject to 
the Building Division's requirements for cenification under the building perrnit. 

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 installation ofpennanent 
signs for street names and any traffic control signs/signals/striping. 

• Bench Marks. At least one benchmark based on the City's datum shall be located 
within the subdivision. 

• Other Public Utilities. The applicant shall make necessary arrangements with utility 
companies for the installation of underground lines and facilities. The City Engineer 
may require the applicant to pay these utility companies to use tTenchless inethods to 
install their utilities in order to save designated and marked trees when the utility crosses 
within a ciripline of a tree marked, or identified, io be saved. Applicant to bear any 
additional costs that this may incur. 

• Teclmical Plan Check and Inspection Fees. The cunent Technical Plan Check and 
Inspection Fee shall be paid before approval of the final engineering plans for the 
reqmred site improvements. The fee is the established percentage of a City-approved 
engineer's cost estimate or actual construction bids as submitted by the applicar:1t Half of 
the fee is due upon submitting plans for final approval; the other half is due upon 
approval ofthe final plans. 

• It is the City's policy that the City will only provide spot check inspection for non 
public-funded improvements, and the applicant's engineer shall provide inspection and 
surveying services necessary to stake and constrnct the project and prepare tbe record 
(as-built) drawings when the project is complete. 

• Applicant shall submit two (2) sets of final e:1ginee1ing plans for initial review by the 
City Engineering Division 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 biackline copies, 24" x 36". Blueline copies a.re not 
acceptable. 

• For projects such as subdivisions, paiiitions, and Plarmed Unit Develop1r1ents, the 
applicant shall submit a completed copy of the City's latest final subdivision and 
pa:iition plat checklist, and a paper copy of the preliminary plat. 

• Two (2) copies of any revised documents (in response to redlined conm1ents) will be 
required for subsequent reviews, if necessary. 

• The applicant shall submit, for the final City approval, six (6) copies oftbe plans with 
one full set wet signed over the engineer's Professional Engineer Oregon starr1p. 
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• Minimum Improvement Requirements. Applicant shall provide a surety on la21d 
division developments for uncompleted work before a plat is recorded as required by a 
Land Division Compliance Agreement (available m bard copy or electronic version from 
City Engineer office). This occurs if the applicant wishes to record the final plat before 
completion of all required improvements. Surnty shall be an escrow account or in a form 
that is acceptable to the City Attorney. 

• 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 fifteen (15) percent of 
the engineer's cost estimate or actual bids for the complete public improveme11ts. 

• The applicant shall submit a paper copy of the record (as-built) drawings, of field 
measured facilities, to the City Engineer for review before building pen11its aTe issued 
beyond the legal limit. Cpon 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. a fon11at 
acceptable to the City Engineer, and include all field changes. 

• One AutoCAD file of the preliminary plat, if applicable, shall be furnished by tlle 
applicant to the City for addressing purposes. A sample of this format may be obtained 
from tbe City Geographical Infom1ation System Division. This information, and 
documents, shall be prepared al the applicant's cost. 

• The applicant's smveyor shall also submit, at the time ofrecordation, a copy of the 
plat on a CD-ROM or 3.5-inch diskette lo the City in a fom1at that is acceptable to the 
City's Geographic Information System Division. 

• Tbe City reserves the right to accept, or reject, record drawings that the City Engineer 
deems incomplete or umeadable that are submitted lo meet this requirement. The 
applicant shall be responsible for all costs associated with meeting this condition. The 
applic3l1t shall ensure their engineer submits the record drawings before the City will 
release final surety funds or residential building pemlits beyond the legal limit. 

• Final Plat Requirements, if appEcable. The final plat shall comply with ORS 92.010 
through 92.190, and City Code. In addition the following requirements shall be required: 
> The applicant, and their surveyor, shall conform to t'1e City's submittal 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 Planni:ig File Number on the final plat, preferably just belo"vv the title 
block. 

> A blackline copy of the final plat illustrating maximum building envelopes shall be 
submitted to the Planning Di vision concuffently with submittal of the plat to ensme 
setbacks a11d easements do not conflict. 

> Use recorded City control surveys for street centerline control, if applicable. 
> Tie to City GPS Geodetic Control Network, County Survey reference PS 24286, and 

use as basis of bearings. Include ties to at least two monuments, show n.1easureC. 
versus record, ai1d the scale factor. Monuments may be either GPS stations or other 
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n10numents from p:·ior City control surveys shown on PS 24286. If Les are to prior 
City control surveys, monument ties shall be from the same original cm:trol survey. 
The tie to the GPS control can be pait of a reference boundary control survey filed 
for the land division. 

> Show state plane coordinates on the Point of Begi1ming. 

• The civil construction drawings, once approved by the City Engineering Division, 
shall have an approval period of one year in which to commence with construction. The 
plans and drawings shall be valid, once the City Engineer holds the preconstruction 
conference and constrnction activity proceeds, for as long as the construction takes. If 
the construction drawings expire before construction commences, the applicant shall 
ensure the civil construction documents and plans confonn to the latest Standards, 
Specifications, and City Codes that are in place at the time of the update. The applicant 
shall bear the cost associated with bringing them into confonnance, including additional 
technical plan check and review costs. 

• The applicant shall include a statement in proposed Conditions, Coven ants, and 
Restrictions (CC & R's), plat restrictions, or some other means acceptable to the City 
Attorney for: 
> Maintaining surface runoff patterns established for each lot, 
> Maintaining any proposed private sto1111 lines or detention, and 
> Conformance by individual lot owner to the City's erosion control standards when 

establishing or renovating landscaping. 
> The applicant shall submit the proposed method and statement to the Planning staff 

for review and approval, before final plat approval. 

• Construction vehicles and other vehicles 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 on the construction site. The applicant should provide a 
specified area of off street parking for the site's construction workers which rneets the 
erosion/sedimentation control measures. Supplier vehicles and trailers (hauling vehicles) 
a:id actual construction vehicles shall not pa:·k, or wait, in such a maimer lb at would 
block or hinder access for emergency vehicles. This includes private vehicles belonging 
to construction workers, supplier vehicles and trailers, ai1d actual construction vehicles. 

• Site construction activity is to only occur between 7:00 AM and 6:00 P'.1·1 on Monday 
tiu·ough Friday; between 9:00 AM and 6:00 PM on Saturday. No site improvement 
construction activity is allowed on Sunday. Constrnction 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 outside agencies are contacied and any 
approp1iate 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 tlie 
City to prevent the issuance of a constmction or building pern1it or lo revoke an issued 
permit for this project. 

• The applicant shall be responsible for paying all fees associated with the recording of 
docu111ents such as non-ren-1onstrance agree1Tients, ease111ents, and dedicatio11s. 
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• Should tl:e applicant, or any assigns or heirs, fail to comply with any of the 
conditions set forth '.1ere, the City may take the appropnate legal action to ensure 
compliance. The applicant shall be responsible for any City legal fees and staff time 
associateQ with enforcing these conditions of approval. 

H: WiRDFILES\BOBIPOLICY\EP00-01\EP00-01 v3 .doc 
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To: 

Attention: 

Finnegans Terrace Property Owners Association 
P.O. Box839 

Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

May 9, 2003 

City of Oregon City 
320 Warner Milne Road 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

Planning Commission 

Dear Planning Commission Members: 

Representing the Home Owners Association Officers and the residents of the Finnegans 
Terrace I am writing in opposition to the Rose Vista proposal, File PD03-01. 

We are extremely concerned that changing the zoning for the proposed development will 
be a severe and degrading deviation from the current single family unit, rural and urban 
neighborhood planning. In the 25 years we have existed as a neighborhood under the 
current planning code we have witnessed much development in our area, including the 
most recent addition of the Parish Grove development. Development has been held to 
low density neighborhoods, similar to ours, and therefore has been of low impact and 
has served to add value to the adjacent lands. The current Rose Vista proposal is not 
compliant with any of the neighboring developments, will degrade home owner values 
with high density housing, and will change the rural and urban texture of our community. 

Adding high-density homes with a lower income housing base will increase crime in an 
out-of-the-way portion of Oregon City. Last summer we witnessed the reduction of 
South End Store hours due not to a lack of business, but because of the increase in 
crime during the late hours. Further degrading and even crowding our neighborhoods 
will only aggravate this problem. 

Other infrastructure problems abound. South End road itself is highly susceptible to 
freezing in the winter because of it's proximity to the Willamette river. South End is 
accessed through two under scaled and dangerous intersections both interfacing 
Highway 99. Tri-Met is reducing service levels to the South End area. Without public 
transportation, six hundred additional vehicle trips will nearly double the traffic in the 3 
square mile area, (this is a generously low estimate as most families have more than 
one car) around Rose Vista. This will increase traffic activity at Mclaughlin School and 
endanger our children leaving the school as well. Pedestrian access to adjacent 
neighborhoods and the school is only through exposed bicycle paths along South End 
that are right at the level of the street. Adding additional traffic that tends to illegally pass 
on the right, crossing into these lanes, will no doubt result in serious injury for children 
and parents walking to and from the school. 

Drainage for the Rose Vista development will either have to be onto adjacent (currently 
pristine) rural lands or onto South End Road itself, where no storm drain system exists. 

Exhibit -----



The tiny plot of land would be straining with the run-off of the apartment buildings and 
parking lot with no green space for absorption of the rain water. This is not only 
degrading to the adjacent water table, but will cause standing water issues on the 
narrow Rose Vista Avenue and on the well-traveled South End road itself. 

Rezoning Rose Vista is a very bad idea. The officers of my association wish to be on 
the record in opposition. 

Respectfully, 

Russ Woodward 
President; Finnegans Terrace Property Owners Association 



CITY OF OREGON CITY 
Planning Commission 
320 \VARNLR f\.1JLNE ROAD 0REGOt< CJ fY_ OREGON 97045 
ru. (503) 657-0891 FAX (503) 722-3880 

FILE NO.: WR 03-01 

APPLICATION TYPE: Type Ill 

HEARING DATE: 

APPLICANT: 

REPRESENTATIVE: 

August 25, 2003 
7:00 p.m., City Hall 
320 Warner Milne Road 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

Paul Reeder 
10893 Forest Ridge Lane 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

Sisul Engineering, Inc. 
Tom Sisul 
375 Portland Avenue 
Gladstone, OR 97027 

Complete: March 26, 2003 
120-!Jay: July 24, 2003 
Extended to: August 7, 2003 
Extended to: August 21, 2003 
Extended to: October 2, 2003 

REQUEST: The applicant is requesting a Water Resource Determination and mitigation 
approval in association with a 76 lot Planned Unit Development. 

LOCATION: The 2 subject sites are located northwest of South End Road and northeast of Rose 
Road and identified on the Clackamas County Tax Assessor Map as 3S-l E-1 CD, 
Tax Lot 300 an<l 3S-l E-IA, Tax Lot 1700 (Exhibit!). 

REVIEWER: Tony Konkol, Associate Planner 
Dean Norlin, Senior Engineer 

RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions 

PROCESS: Type lll decisions involve the greatest amount of discretion and evaluation of sub_jcctivc approval standards. yet are not required to be 
heard by the city curnnussion. except upon appeal_ Applications evaluated through this process include conditional use permits, prclim111ary planned unit 
development plans, vanances, code rnterprctations, similar use detcrm111a1ions and those rezonings upon annexation under Section 17.06.050 for which 
discretion is provided_ ln the event that any decision is not classified, it shall be treated as a Type Ill decision_ The process for these !and use decisions is 
controlled by ORS 197 763 ~otice of the application and the p!anmng commission or the historic review bqard hearing is publi)hed and mailed to the 
applicant, recognized neighborhood a<;sociation and propcrty owners within three hundred feet. Notice must be issued at least twenty days pre-hearing, and 
the staff repnrt must be available at least seven days pre-bearing_ At the eY1dentiary hearing held before the plannmg comm1ssion or the lustoric review 
hoard, all issues arc addressed. The decision of the planning commission or historic review hoard is appealablc to the city commission, on the record. The 
city com111iss1on decision tJn appeal from the historic rcYiC\\ board or the planning c01nmission 1s the city's final decision and is appcalable to LUBA 
withm 1wenty-onc days of when it becomes final 

IF YOU llAVE ANY QUESTIONS AIJOUT Tll!S DECISION. PLEASE CONTACT TllE Pl.ANNING DIVISION OFFICE AT (503) 
657-0891. 
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BACKGROUND: 
The applicant applied for a Zone Change from R-10 Single-Family to R-8 Single-Family and a 41- lot Planned 
Unit Development for tax lot 1700 on September 3, 1998. The request has unanimously denied by the Planning 
Commission following a public hearing on Apnl 26, 1999. 

Tax Lot 300, which has a Comprehensive Plan Designation of Low Density Residential/Manufactured Housing 
(LR/MH) was amended from Low Density Residential (LR) to Low Density Residential/Manufactured Housing 
per City Ordinance 92-1029 (See PD 03-01). 

Tax lot 300 was annexed into the City of Oregon City (Planning File AN 99-03) following a public hearing on 
May 19, 1999. The staff report incorrectly identifies the tax lot as LR rather than LR/MH. The only applicable 
zoning designation for the LR/MH Land Use 1s R-6/MH, which is the current zoning designation of the 
property. 

The onginal applicat10n proposed a PUD consisting of 52 detached smgle-family dwellings, 14 attached single. 
family dwellings, and an 18 unit multi-family development. The applicat10n was revised on April 21, 2003 to 
request a PUD consisting of 52 detached single-family dwellmgs and 24 attached single-family dwellings. A 
third revision, dated May 29. 2003, has proposed the development of 51 detached single-family dwellings and 
24 attached smgle-family dwelling. This revision mcludes the relocation of the local street around an existing 
wetland and the removal of the fill in the vegetated corI"idor. The final application increased the wetland buffer 
areas to 50 feet and accounted for the pathway system throughout the open space (Exhibit 2). 

The applicant's original Water Resource Report, dated December 17, 2002 (Exhibit 3) was amended to include 
an analysis of the impacts of the pathway through the WQRA, dated February 19, 2003 (Exhibit 4) and an 
amended alternatives analysis, impact analysis, and mitigation plan dated May 29, 2003 (Exhibit 5). 

;vfr. Sisul submitted a letter dated June 27, 2003 in response to Staffs determination that all of the water 
resources on the site would require a 50-foot buffer (Exhibit 6). The letter addressed the drainage course 
entering the northern wetland from the subdivision to the north of the subject site. The addendum indicates that 
a stream can have all three wetland mdicators and still he considered an intenmttent stream, which would 
require the 15-foot rather than the 50-foot vegetated buffer. Please see Section 17.49.050.B below for staff 
response. 

The applicant submitted a final revised Water Resource Report, dated July 15, 2003 (Exhibit 7) and August l, 
2003 (Exhibit 8) addrcssmg the design of the PUD, stonn pond location and preliminary design, and impacts 
due to the development of bike paths within the vegetated eorndor. Additional information concerning the 
design of the stonn pond (Exhibit 9), the downstream runoff impacts (Exhibit 10), and an addendum to the 
Gcotechnical Report were provided (Exhibit 11) 

The applicant submitted a letter dated May 19, 2003 expressing their frustration with the City's Development 
Code language m regards to Water Resources and is requesting considerat10n of their inillal PUD layout and 
water resource mitigation plan (Exhibit 12). Please sec Section 17.49.050.F below for staff response. 

BASIC FACTS: 
l. Location. The development is located northwest of South End Road and northeast of Rose Road and 

identified on the Clackamas County Tax Assessor Map as 3S-JE-1CD, Tax Lot 300 and 3S-lE-lA, Tax 
Lot 1700 (Exhibit l ). 

2. Existing Conditions. The 16.02-acre site comprises two heavily vegetated fairly flat tax lots above the 
Willamette River. Tax lot 1700 contains an old vacated home and tax lot 300 is vacant. The site slopes 
mildly at l to 3% toward two broad swales in the central portion of tax lot 1700. The jurisdictional 
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wetlands on the site currently form the headwaters of an unnamed stream that is a tributary of Beaver 
Creek. 

The site is 1dent1fied withm the Oregon City Water Resource Overlay Dislnct and identified within a 
Wet Soils - High Water Table area on the Geologic Hazards map of the Canby and Oregon City 
Quadrangles, Oregon. 

3. Zoning and surrounding Land Uses. Tax lot 1700 is zoned R-10 Single-Family Dwelling District. 
Tax Lot 300 rs zoned R-6/MH Single-Family/Manufactured Home Dwelling District. 

North: Directly north of a majonty of the site is the Oaktree Subdivision that is zoned R-10 
Single-Family and developed with single-family dwellings. There is a 1.25-acre parcel 
zoned R-10 Single-Family that is developed with a single-family dwelling. 

South: Directly south of the site rs Rose Road. South of Rose Road are 13 lots of varying sizes 
outside the Oregon City city hmits developed with single-family dwellmgs. The parcels 
have a Comprehensive Plan designation of Low-Density Residential/Manufactured 
Housing. 

West: The property to the west of the site is developed with a single-family dwelling and is 
localed outside the Oregon City city limits. The Comprehensive Plan designation for the 
parcel is Low-Density Residential/Manufactured Housmg. 

East: South End Road 1s directly cast of the site. East of South End Road are two parcels zoned 
R-10 Single-Family and developed with single-family dwellings. 

4. Project Description. The Prehminary Planned Unit Development (PUD) consilts of 76 dwelling units 
(52 detached smgle-family Jots and 24 attached smgle-family dwellings). Access to the site would be 
from Rose Road at 4 locations, including 2 cul-de-sacs and a loop road. The applicant has proposed full 
street improvements on the 2"' cul-de-sac and loop road. The 1" cul-de-sac is proposed as a private 
access tract that will be reviewed durmg Site Plan and Design Review of the 10 attached housmg units 
at the front of the site. The apphcant has also proposed 1

/2 street improvements for Rose Road and South 
End Road. 

The PUD includes open space m two tracts, both containing a Water Quality Resource Area (WQRA), 
representing 24.8% of the gross area of the site. The applicant has proposed to increase the area of 
existing on-site wetlands to mitigate for the removal of an existing wetland due to the improvements to 
Rose Road within the vegetated corridor. 

The applicant has generally kept out of the water resource and developed around them except for a 
portion of the pedestrian acccssways and the necessary improvements to Rose Road. This encroachment 
is allowed with mitigation. The applicant has included a copy of the proposed Division of State Lands 
(DSL) Compensatory Mitigation Form (Exhibit 13). The applicant is reminded that they must also meet 
the City of Oregon City's Municipal Code chapter 17.49 Water Resource requirements in addition to 
DSL's requirements. 

5. Comments. Notice of this proposal was sent to property owners within three hundred feet of the subject 
property and various City departments and other agencies on April 2, 2003. The subject site was posted 
on April 7, 2003 and the Planning Commission Hearing was advertised in the Clackamas Review on 
Apnl 9, 2003 requestmg comments. Comments were received from the Oregon City Engineering 
Department (Exhibit 14), the Oregon City Park Department (Exhibit 15), and the Hazel Grove/Wcstlmg 
Farms Neighborhood Association (Exhibit 16). 

Comments have been received from the following individuals: 
Brett Livingston of 18925 Lafayette /\venue, Oregon City. Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 17); 
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John and Phyllis Dinges of 18896 Rose Road, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 18); 
Michael and VIrginia Tondreau of 18851 Rose Road Oregon City, Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 19); 
James Kosel of 11466 Fmncgan's Way, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 20); 
Kathleen Galligan of 18996 Rose Road, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 21); 
Kathy and Jim Worden of 18835 Rose Road, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 22); and 
William Wigmore of 18845 Lafayette Avenue, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 23); and 
Russ Woodward of PO Box 839, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 (Exhibit 24). 

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

DECISION-MAKING CRITERIA: 
Oregon City Comprehensive Plan 

Section '"F" Natural Resources/Natural Hazards 

Oregon City Municipal Code Standards and Requirements 
Chapter 17.49 Water Resource Overlay District 
Chapter 17.50 Administration and Procedures 

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS: -------·· 

Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 
Natural Ilesources/Natural Hazards: Preserve and rnanage our scarce natural resources while building a 
hveahle urban environ1nent 

Description of f-Vatcr Resources, Rivf'rs and Creeks 
5.Little Bcaercreek: 

!Jescription: T/11s ivatcr resource is partially inside and outside o.l the urban groH'fh hound(u~y A sniall portion lays 
adjacent to South Parrish Road and ends in an area enco1npassing a two plus acre pond. The pond and vegetative area 
extends across thrPe parcels tt 1hich are zoned F[J-10, Future Urban, JO-acre mini1nu1n. There are at least three .single­
_f'an1ily residences ivhich have heen construcred in the vicinity r~f" the pond and wetland area. 171ere is sign~ficant riparian 
vegetation surrounding !his area. Jr consists of ivhite ash. dogrvoods, blackberries, grasses, and reeds. This area is also the 
h(Hne of· a beaver and a heaver d(un has heen constructed. The understory is established as evidence by the heaver activity. 
This area is significant as forested vverland corridor. c:urrently, the property oi.vners in the vicinity of the pond have 
1na11aged the resource. There is af"i!nce going through a portion of.the slvale that may denote property boundaries. 

f)otential ConOicts. The conflicts )vould include increases in density in the area, and a proposed route of a sewer line and 
pump station proposed in the ivetland area. lfthc publicfOcility is constructed the vvetland and adjacent vegetation may be 
irrevocably destroyed. All conflicting uses should be restricted )·Vith regard to this resource. Additional single-family uses 
could be constructed in the vicinit,v outside of any transition area, (/"the buildings are property located to minimize any 
potential in1pacts. 

Water Resource Goals: 
I. Assist in the protection of.natural features, natural '1.-'egctation, and the hanks o_l ·water sources; 
2 A1a111tai11 1'vater quality and ivildl!fe habitat; 
3. Preserve natural storn1 i.vatcr retention beneficial to flood control. 

P(i/icics: 
3. The City shall encourage the open ::.pace use of ivater resources and land use con1patible H'ith water resources 

preservation; 
4 The City shall establish developn1ent revielv procedures which ivill preserve the natural _function of' water resource 

areas and protect them .f""rom deterioration by. 
a. incorporation of the natural H1atcr resource feature in site design; 
b. Prevent clearing of natural vegetation in the vvater resource i1npact areas; 
c. Preserve the nalural retention storage capacity of the land; and 
d. Prevent discharge of water pollutants into the ground. 
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5. Provide the opportunity to increase ivatcr resource areas hy encouraging and requiring ivater resource restoration 
and cteation. 

6. Encourage educational opportunities .fOr the stru~v of· ivarcr resources through the schools, community college, A4ctro, 
and other agencies. 

Finding: The subiect site drainage courses were most likely non-channelized wetlands i1 their historic 
condition. These wetlands currently form the headwaters of an unnamed stream that is a tributary of Little 
Beaver Creek. The WQRA consists of several groves of trees, but arc primarily pasture with conlomzed noxious 
invasive species. 

It appears the Conflict Concerns of the Comprehensive Plan pertain to the two-acre pond and vegetative area in 
the vicinity. The subject site is the headwaters for the Little Beaver Creek location and the pond outside the 
Urban Growth Boundary described m the Comprehensive Plan. The concerns include increased density in the 
area. The Comprehensive Plan indicates that all conflicting uses should be restricted with regard to this resource 
(Little Beaver Creek near Parrish Road and the pond outside the llGB) and that additional single-family uses 
could be constructed in the vicinity outside of any transition area, if the buildings are properly located to 
111inimize any potential impacts. 

The applicant has proposed to protect the delineated water resource located on the property by complying with 
the criteria of the Oregon City Municipal Code, Chapter 17.49 - Water Resource Overlay District, which 
implements the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. The applicant has proposed to develop a Planned 
Unit Development on the subject site, which includes the designat10n and preservation of open space, the 
incorporation of the natural \vater resource feature in the site design, providing resource restoration and creation, 
and the preservation of the natural retention storage capacity of the land. 

The applicant has supplied adequate information to determine that complying with the conditions of approval 
can protect the water resource area and the 50-foot vegetated corridor buffer. The applicant can satisfy this 
section by complying with the conditions of approval provided in this report 

7 South Ruse Road area.· (3-1£-1, tl 2000, 3-IE-ICD, 3-IE-12B) 
Description: This area is shoovn on the SCS niaps as having a high proportion o.f Delena Soils. 711ere is also evidence of· 
iret soils/high ivater table in this area. Detcrn1i11ations ivill be requiredfOr any development in rhis area. 

Finding: This site is located in a hydrological, geological, or geotechnical hazard area according to the 
DOGAM! map rn Bulletin 99-Gcology Hazards of North Western Clackamas County that indicates the proposed 
project site is located in a Wet Soils-High Water Table. The applicant has submitted a Geotechnical Engineering 
Report for Rose Vista Subdivision by James D. lmbrie, Scott L. Hardman, P.E., and Kirk L. Warner, P.G.; all 
with GeoPacific Engineering, Inc. The report is dated January 2, 2003 (Exhibit 23). An addendum to the 
Geotechnical Engincenng Report was provided and is dated July 14, 2003 (Exhibit 6). On site subsurface 
explorations were conducted on December 19, 2002. 

It appears that the Geotechnical Report meets most of the City's reqmrcments and has preliminarily addressed 
the geotechmcal condnions for the proposed development. The applicant shall specify how the high ground 
waters will affect the function of the detention ponds, including special construction requirements, storage 
volumes, and pond function. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Conditions of 
Approval 1 and 2, 

(;_hapter J 7,49 WR Water Resource Overlay District 
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****The City's Water Quality and Water Management Map shows the Water Quality Resource Area Overlay 
District over tax lots 300 and 1700**** 

J 7,49, 030 Applicahili~v, 
A This chapter shall appZv to devclop1nent in the ivatcr quali(v resource area overlaJ' district, a-'11ich may also he 

ref'erred to as the "rYatcr Resources Overlay District'' in this code. The overlay zone restricts the uses thal are allolved in 
rhe base zone b;v right, ivith li1nitations, or as provisional uses. 

B_ 1?1is chapter does not appZr to lvork necessary lo protect, repair. 1naintain or replace existing structures, utility 
fi:.1cilities, roarhrays, driveivays, accessory uses and exterior ilnprove111ents in response to e1nergencies provided that after 
the e1nergency has passed, adverse ilnpacts are 1nitigated in accordance ivith Table 17. 49-2, Standards .f'nr Restoring 
Afarg;nal E."xisting Vegetaied Corridors. 

C_ These standards are in addition to any other applicable standards of' this code. 
I. A1Jp/ications _fbr suhdivisions, partitions and planned de\ 1elop1ncnts .shall de1nonstrate conipliance lvith these standards 
as purl of.the revievvproceechngsfOr those developn1ents; 
2. Applications .for develop1nent other than those dcscrihed in subdivision 1 of this subsection shall demonstrate 
co1npliance H'ith these standards as part of a land use rcviciv or fi,nited land use rcl 1ielv process as e5tablished in Chapter 
17.50. 

This section of the code applies to the subject site as described above in 17.49,030,C. l. 

17.49. 040 Ad1ni11istration. 
A. This chapter establishes a lvater quality resource area overla,v district, u·hich is delineated on the vvater quality and 
flood manage1nent areas n1ap attached and inco17Jorated by refCrence as a part of this docun1cnt. The official n1ap is on file 
in rhe office of the ci~y recorder. 

Finding: The City's Water Quality Resource Area Overlay District is over the subject site, A stream and 
two drainage courses and associated Jurisdictional wetlands have been identified on the site. 

I The Oregon C'ity local v•ct!and inventol)'. as cunendcd, shall be a r(ference fbr ident~fying areas subject to the ivater 
quality resource area overlay di.strict. 

Finding: The Oregon City Local Wetland Inventory was used as a source to the City Water Quality 
Resource District Map and identifies two wetlands on the site (Exhibit 25). 

2. Applicants are required to provide the city vvith a field-verified delineation of· the ivater quality resource areas on the 
subject property as part qftheir application. An application shall not be co1nplete until this delineation is submitted to the 
city. if. the protected vvater feature is not located on the subject property and access to the u1ater feature is denied, then 
existing data 1na}' be used to delineate the boundary of the vvater quality resource area 

Finding: The wetland delineation was perfom1ed rn 1997 by Rita Mroezek and was approved by the 
Oregon Division of State Lands on March 24, 1998, in accordance with Oregon Division of State Lands 
regulations, approved delineations are valid for a 5-year period. Environmental Technology Consultants was 
contracted to perfom1 the water resource investigation by Sisul Engrneering, the agent for the applicant Field 
rnvest1gat10ns were performed on October 28, November 8, and November 21, 2002 to reinvestigate the wetland 
boundancs as per the criteria outlined in OAR 141-090-0045, in the event that the project construction extends 
beyond the 5-year valid period (ending March 24, 2003). The applicant complies with this section, 

3. The standards for develop1nent contained in this chapter are applicahle to areas located ivithin a u1ater quality re.source 
area. Applications _for development on a site located in the H'ater qualil}' resource area overlay district may request a 
deter1n111ation rhat the suly'ect site is not in a U 1alcr quali(v re.source area and this is not subject to the standards of Section 
1749. 050. 
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Finding: This application concurs with the City map and detcm1ination that this chapter is applicable and 
that subject snc is within the Water Quality Resource Area. The applicant has indicated that the resource is 
JUrisdictional water. The applicant has proposed to fill a portion of the wetland and develop a pedestrian 
walkway within the Water Quality Resource Arca. The standards for development of this chapter arc applicable. 

a. Applicants for a deterniination under this· section shall suh111it a site plan 1neeting the_folloH·ing require1ncnts: 
i. The site plan 1nust be drav.'n at a scale of.no less than one inch equals tv. 1entyfcet; 
ii. The site plan n1ust shoiv the location oj· the proposed de,·elopment and the lot lines of th!? property on v.·hich 
developrnent is propuseli; 
iii. The site plan must sho'v the location of. the protected 1vatcr JC a tu re. If. the protected ivater .feature is a \·vet land, the 
delineation n1ust he made by a qualified tt.·etlands 5JJecialist pursuant to the /1)87 C'orps of· Engineers Delineation 
Manual. For all other protected water.features, rhe location musl be established by a registered professional engineer or 
survc_vor licensed by the state qfOregon 
iv. The site plan niust shoiv the location of the ivater quality resource area; 
v. If.the proposed developn1e11t is closer than nvo hundred feet to the protected ivater feature, the site plan must include 
contour intervals of.no greater thanf1'vej(>et,· and 
vi. ff the vegetated corridor is f1jtec11 JCet, the site plan n1ust shoiv the protected 1vater _feature's drainage area, including 
all tn'butaries. 

b. Alternatively, an applicant 1nay have the city staff' gather the injOrn1ation necessary to detennine the location of the 
lVater quality resource area hy n1aking an application therefore and paying to the city a.fee as set by resolution of.the city 
con1mission. 

c. Detenninatiuns under this section ivili he nuule by the planning 1nanager, or designee, as a Type JI decision. 

finding: 
within the 
applicable. 

The applicant has not requested a determination that development of the site will not occur 
delineated Water Quality Resource Arca. The standards for development of this chapter are 

4. Compliance with Federal and State Requiren1ents. 
a. !{the proposed development requires the approval o_f' any other governmental agency, such as the Division of· State 
Lands or the L/.S. Army C:orps of- E'ngineers, the applicant shall n1ake applicaNon for such approval prior to or 
si1nultaneously ivith the sub1nitral o.l its development application to the city engineer. The planning (/;vision shall 
coordinate ci(v approvals ivith those oj'othcr agencies to the extent 11ecessa1y and feasible. Any permit issued by the city 
pursuant to tin's chapter shall not becon1e valid until other agency approvals have been obtained or those agencies indicate 
that such npprovals arc not required 

find[llg: The applicant has indicated that the initial approval from the Oregon Division of State Lands 
expired on March 24, 2003. The applicant submitted a revised mitigation plan to DSL (Exhibit 13). 

This criterion is not met. DSL concurrence will be necessary prior to the issuance of a grading permit on 
the site. See Condition 3. 

b. The require1nents of this chapter app(v only to 1vater quality resource areas within the 1vater quality resource area 
over/av district. If; in the course oj' a dcvelupn1e11t rcvieiv, evidence suggests that a property outside the District 1nay 
contain a Title 3 wetland or other protected water resource, the provisions of thL\' chapter shall not he applied to that 
develop1nent review. However, the omission shall nut excuse the apphcant from satisfj:ing any state and federal H'etland 
require1nents ivhich are otherivise applicable. Those requircrncnts apply in addition to, and apart.fl·o1n the requiren1ents of 
the ci"ty 's con1prehensive plan and this code. Additionally, the standards of Section 17-49.090 shall be applied to the 
resource and, zj lhe standards r~fSection 17.49. 090 are 1net, the district boundaries shall be amended. 

Findings: The criterion does not apply. 

17.49.050 Water quality resource area standards. 
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This section applies to \\·ater quality resource areas \\'ithin the \vat er quality resource area overlay district. 

A. The purpose oj· tlus section is to protect and ilnprove the beneficial water uses and JUnctions and values of '>-l'afer qua!izy 
resource areas 

B. The n·atcr quality resource area is the vegetated corridor and tlze protected ·water j"eature. The ividth of the vegetated 
corridor is .specified in Table J 7. 4Y- I At least three slope n1casurc1nents along the vvater feature, at no 1nore 1han f1ffy-j0ot 
incre1nents, shall be 1nade }hr each propertyfhr i11hich development 1s proposed. Depending on the slope n1easureme11ts, tlze 
ividth of.the vegetated corridor 1na}' val}'· 

Table 17.49-1 
WIDTH OF VEGETATED CORRIDOR 

J1rotected 1'Vater Feature Type Slope Adjacent to Protected Starting Point for Width of Vegetated Corridor 
(see definitions) JVater Feature Measure1ne11ts .fro1n (see Note l) 

Water Feature 

A nadro1nous jish-bcaring Any slope •Edge of 200fect 
strcan1s hank.full flow 

lntenniltent .1:trea1ns 'vvith slopes < 25 percent •Edge of I 5 feet 
less than 25 percent and ivhich hankjul!Jlow 

drain less than I 00 acres 

All other protected 1vatcr < 2 5 percent • Edge of hankful/flow 50 feet 
features •Delineated edge o.l Title 

3 H'ctland 

~ 25 perccntfOr I 50 feet or 200 feet 
inure (sec Note 2) 

~ 2) percent }Or less lhan Distance fro1n starting point o.f 
I 50feet (.'ee Note 2) nicasurc1nent to top of ravine 

(brrnk in ~5 percent slope) (.)ee 
Note 3) plus 50 feet. 

l\lotes: 
/. Required 1vidth (n1easured horizontally) of vegetated corridor unless reduced pursuant to the provisions of Section 
1749 050(/) 
2. Vegetated corridors in excess of fifty feet apply on steep slopes only in the uphill threction .fro1n the protected ii1ater 
/Cature. 
3. Tflhere the protected vvatcrf'eature is confined hy a ravine or gully, the top of.the ravine is the break in the~ 25 percent 
slope. 

Findin{!s: The applicant provided a Water Resources Report and addcndums, Exhibits 3-11, which 
idenllfies the Jurisdictional water ways on the subject site and that the water resource is not identified by the Fish 
and Wildlife section of the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan nor Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife as an 
anadramous fish-bearing stream. The applicant has proposed a 50-foot vegetated e01Tidor around the delineated 
wetlands and the drainage ditch entering the north wetland on the site. The vegetated corridor areas are to be 
improved by removing non-native species, and replanting with non-nmsance plants from the Oregon Native Plant 
List and seedmg to achieve one-hundred percent ground cover. 

The applicant initially proposed a 15-foot vegetated comdor around the drainage ditch entering the north wetland 
on the site. Staff did not concur with this determination. On page 2 of the Water Resource Report dated 
December 17, 2002 (Exhibit 3) the applicant state's the following in part: 

One exception is the eastern JJOrtio11 uj· the northernn1ost drainage course that consists of a ditch ivith 

110 adjacent wetlands. Many di1ches meet wetland hydrology and hydric soil criteria, and whn 

vegetation is present, commonly meet hydrophytic vegetation criteria also. But even though all three 
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vvetland criteria 1vere 1net, it is a channelized fCature conveying jlo1vs fron1 a naturally occurring 
drainage course that was present prior to ditch construction. 1/Jerefore it generally meets the criteria 
outlined in the OCMC definition for a stream. . ... Given the degraded character ofthisfeature and 
1he fact that it generally meets the criteria of an intermittent stream as defined by OCMC 17.49, we 
have concluded that the I 5' vegetated corridor is the most appropria1e. City of Oregon City staff will 
have the final decision on the vegetated corridor width for the ditched area. 

The applicant submitted an addendum to the Water Resource Report (Exhibit 6) indicating that a stream can meet 
all three wetland critena and still be classified as an intermittent stream. Staff does not concur with the 
interpretation of the OCMC by the applicant. A wetland is defined m the OCMC as follows: 

Wetlands means those areas that are inundated or salurated hy swjace water or ground water at a 
fi-equency and duration sufficient IO support and under normal circumstances do support a prevalence 
of vegetation typically adap1ed for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, 
marshes, bogs and similar areas. Wetlands are those areas identified and delineated by a qualified 
wetland specialist as set forth in the I 987 Corps of Engineers Delineation Manual. 

Staff did not agree with the addendums to the report and recommended to the applicant that the vegetated 
corridor around the water feature should be a 50-foot buffer since the resource meets all the criteria of a wetland 
as described m the Water Resource Report submitted by the applicant. Even though this is a narrow wetland that 
also functions as a drainage swale, it still meets the criteria of a wetland to be protected by a 50foot buffer. Staff 
finds that all of the water features located on the site are representative of the category described in the portion of 
the table below: 

Pl'otected JJfater f~eature Type Slope Adjacent to Protected .';tarting Point for Width of Vegetated Corridor 
(see definitions) 1f7ater Fe<zture J\J easurements .from (see Note I) 

Water Feature 

All other protected ivater < 25 percent • Edge of hankfu/l flow 50 feel 
fi!atures •Delineated edge of Title 

3 wetland 

Notes: 
I. Required ividth (1neasured horizontal!)) of vegetated corridor unless reduced pursuant to the provisions of Section 
17. 49. 050(1). 
2. Vegetated corridors in excess of fifty f~>ct apply on steep slopes only in the uphill direction from the protected water 
feature 
3. Where the protected ivarerfearuri! is confined by a ra"l.'ine or gully, the top <~(the ravine is the break in the 2: 25 percent 
slope. 

The applicant has revised the PUD application to mcorporate the 50-foot buffer around all of the water features 
on the site (Exhibit 2). The applicant has met this requirement as proposed. 

C. Uses Pennitted Outright. 
1. Strecun, wetland, riparian and upland enhancement or restoration projects, and farming practices as defined in ORS 
30.930 and farm uses, excluding buildings and struclures, as defined in ORS 2 I 5.203; 
2. Place1nent o_fsrrucrures that do not require a grading or building permit, 
3. Routine repair and maintenance of'cx1·stz'ng structures, roachvay.\·. driveways, utility.facilities, accessor.,v uses and other 
devclopn1ent. 

The applicant has not proposed an outright permitted use. 

D. lJses L7nder Prescribed Conditions. 
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J. Repair, rcplace1nent or in1proven1ent of utility facilities where the disturbed portion o_f"thc lvatcr quality resource area 
is re.stored and vegetation is replaced 1vith vegetation fi-om the ()regon City native plant list. 
2. Additions, alterations. rehabilitation, or replace1nent o.l existing structures that do not increase existing structural 
footprint in and lvill have 110 greater 1naterial adverse in1pact on the H'ater quality resource area lvhere the disturbed 
portion r~(the ivatcr quality resource area is restored using native vegetative cover. 
3. Public capital improvement pr<~jects that con1ply 1vith the develup1nent standards of"rhis chapter. The city engineer ·will 
detcr1nine co1npliancc lvith ivater quality resource area standards. 

The applicant has not proposed a use under the prescribed conditions category. 

£.'. Provisional L'ses. Thr: folloiving uses are allovved in the t1'ater quality resource area subject to compliance v..·ith the 
application req111re1nents and devclopn1ent standards of subsections G and Hof.this section: 

J. An_v use alloived in the base zone, 01her than those listed in subsection C and D of this section; 
2 ... ~1easures to rcrnove or abate nuisances, or any other violation oj' state statute, adnzinistrative agency rule or ci~y 
ordinance; 
3. Roads to provide access tn protected h'ater features or neccss(uy ingress and egress across lVater quality resource 
areas; 
4. l 1./eM1 public or private utilityj(1cility construction; 
5. VValklva~vs and bike paths (s·ec subsection (l/)(5) of this section); 
6 1Veiv storn111 1atcr pre-treat1ncnt j'acilities ('"ee subsection (H)(6); 
7 f.Videning an existing road a((jaccnt to or running parallel to a water quality resource area; 
8. Additions, alterations, rehabilitation or replacen1ent of existing structures, roa(hvays, accessory uses and develop1nen1 
that increase the structural footprint H1ithin the water quality resource area consistent ivith subsection (H)(7) of this 
section. 

F_inding~ This project includes nems I, 4, 5, 6. and 7. Findings regarding compliance with Subsections G 
and Hare outlmed below. 

F. l;)rohihited l,fses 
I. Any neH' cle1·elop1nent, other than that listed in subsections C, D and E; 

2. l)ncontaincd areas <~f hazardous materials as defined by the Departn1ent ()_fEnvironn1ental Quali(v. 

Endings: The applicant has not proposed a prohibited use. The applicant has request that the Planning 
Comm1ss1on approw the original PUD layout and water resource mitigation plan, which included extensive 
filling of the vegetated corndor m order to increase the holding capacity of the wetlands. Staff has determined 
that filling a vegetated corridor 1s a prohibited use based on the defimt10n of "development" in Chapter 17.49, 
which is defined in part as follows: 

An.v manmade change deji'ned as buildings or other structures, mining, dredging, paving, filling or 
gr__ading in_ an1ounts greater than ten cubic yards on any lot or excavation. In addition, an); other activity· 
that results in the removal of more than ten percent of the existing vegetation in the water quality 
resource area on a fut is de.fined as developtnent. 

Staff would not recommend the initial PUD design and water resource mitigation plan for the following reasons: 
1) Fill mg the vegetated corridor 1s a prohibited use; 
2) The objective of the PUD ordinance is to preserve existing natural resources. The initial layout fills an 

existing wetland in order to provide the loop street. There are several other options to the placement of 
the road other than through an existing wetland; and 

3) The applicant has proposed 10 fill the vegetated corridor in order to increase the holding capacity of the 
wetland and provide a better wetland environment, however; the applicant does not want the vegetated 
corndor around the wetland to mcrease. Increasmg the water depth as a mitigat10n measure will increase 
fluctuations withm the wetland dunng the wet and dry seasons and the !,'faded and filled vegetated 
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corridor does not represent a natural environment, which the PUD and Water Quality Overlay Distnct 
are attempting to protect. 

CT. Application Requirements. Applications JOr provisional uses in the ivater quality resource area rnust provide the 
JO!lowing infonnation 1-n a v.:ater resources report in addition tn the i11JOr1nation required /hr the base zone. 
I. A topographic map o_f the site at contour intervals of five fe,et or less shov.,'ing a delineation a.I" the ivater quality 

resource area, Y»hich includes areas short'11 on rhe city lvater quality and flood managen1ent areas map. 

Findings: The applicant has provided a topographic map of the site showing the delineation of the water 
quality resource area. The Proposed Utility Plan, Sheet 3 of 6, was included in the PUD application (Exhibit 18). 
The Oregon City Water Quality Resource Area Overlay District boundanes are indicated on a separate map 
(identified as "Water Quality Resource Areas Map" in Exhibit 3) in the Water Resource Report. This criterion is 
met. 

2 The location of all existing natural JCaturcs including, but nut li111ired to, all trees oj·a caliper greater than six 
inches diameter at a height o_f }Our feet, natural or historic drainages on the site, springs, seeps and 
outcroppings of rocks, or boulders vvithin the v.:ater quality resource area, 

Findings: The Existing Conditions Plan, Sheet 2 of 6, was included in the PUD application (Exhibit 2). 

3 Location o.l Title 3 wetlands. 1'Vhere Title 3 vvetlands are identified, the applicant shall .follo\v the Division of 
State Lands rccon11nended Vv'etlands delineation process. 171e delineation shall be prepared by a professional 
>vet/ands specialist; 

Findings: A wetland delineation usmg the Division of State Lands process (Exhibit 3) revealed the 
wetland areas withm the proiect site. The delineation was completed by a profess10nal wetland scientist from 
Environmental Technology Consultants. This criterion is met. 

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

findings: The location of nuisance plants are shown on Figures 2 and 3 of 7 included in the water 
resource report from Environmental Technology Consultants (Exhibit 3). This criterion is met. 

5. An assess1nent of the exI~\·ting condln·an of the 1vater quahty resource area in accordance v.·ith Table 17.49-2; 

Findings: The applicant has separated the two water features on the site into a southern and northern water 
quality resource area (WQRA). The southern WQRA has been identified as having a higher quality area at the 
lower end of the wetland and the remainder of the wetland is or marginal quality. The vegetated corridor beyond 
the wetland 1s generally of poor quality. The applicant indicates that in accordance with Table 2 of the OCMC 
17.49, the entire vegetated corridor associated with the southern WQRA meets the "Degraded" classification 
since it generally lacks a tree canopy and the vegetation is almost entirely non-native. 

The northern WQRA has been identified as havmg a higher quality area consisting of two groves of Oregon 
Ash. North of the drainage comdor is a lobe of a wetland in transition from wet to dry hydrologic conditions. 
The vegetated corridor beyond the wetlands is generally of poor quality. The applicant indicates that in 
accordance with Table 2 of OCMC 17.49, the entire vegetated corridor associated with the northern WQRA 
meets the "Degraded" classification since the canopy, under-story, and vegetation is almost entirely non-native 
species. Tins criterion is met. 

6 An 1·nventory of vegetation, including percentage ground and canopy coverage; 

Findings: The applicant has indicated that the overall character of the southern Vegetated Corridor is 
approximately 5% tree canopy; 25% shrub coverage, which 1s primarily non-native; and 90% groundcover. The 
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nort!1em Vegetated Corridor is approximately 15°;<, tree canopy; 50% shrub coverage, which is primarily non­
native; and 80o/r1 groundcovcr. This criterion is met. 

7. An analysis <~f the in1pacts the proposed development 1nay have on the it•ater quality resource area. This 
discussion shall take into account relevant natural features and characteristics of' the -r·vater quality resource area, 
including hydrology, soils, bank stab11ity, slopes of lands abutting the water resources, hazards offloading, large 
trees and wooded_features. The discussion shall identify fish and ivildlife resources that utilize or inhabit the in1pact 
area in the course o.f a _vcar and the i1npact o.lthe proposed develop1ncnt on vi:atcr resource values: 

Findings: ·n1e applicant indicates that the areas of the site proposed for development currently provide a 
portion of the basin that feeds each of the drainage courses. In the southernmost wetland, a relatively large 
portion of the existing basin that feeds the feature is onsite. If storn1water was picked up from the development 
and discharged at an outlet point that bypassed the wetlands, the wetlands would experience a drier hydrologic 
condition and vegetation conditions would be expected to become drier. 

The applicant has discussed the impacts of the development on the wet soils- high water table identified on the 
site and the relationship of the wet soils- high water table and the wetlands located on the site. The applicant 
has proposed to intercept groundwater and discharge the water to the wetlands to maintain the onsite hydrology 
that 1s currently entering the wetlands. The applicant has proposed to connect the small wetland lobe adjacent to 
Rose Road with the larger wetland. The applicant has recommended a multiple orifice structure to provide 
metered flows to the wetland that would more closely approximate natural recharge of the wetlands (Exhibit 7). 
This criterion 1s met. 

8. An ana(vsi.\' r~f the i111pacts the proposed dcve/oprnent v.,,ill have on the 1vater qua/if}' of-affected vvater resources, taking 
into account relevant naturalf(catures and characteristics nj'the 1vatcr quality rrsourcc area; 

Findings: The applicant provided an analysis of the impacts the proposed development will have on the 
water quality of the affoctcd water resources. The apphcant has indicated that the proposed pathway through the 
Water Quality Resource Area will have mmimal negative impact on the resource. This criterion is met. 

9 An analysis of1neasures 1vhich_feasih(v can be takcn 10 reduce or n1itigate the in1pact of.the proposed develop1nent on the 
ivatcr quality resource area and their vegctared corridors, including proposed drainage and erosion control measures, and 
an analysis oj'1he (:'jj"ectivencss of.these 1neasures; 

Findings: The initial impact analysis (exhibit 3) indicated that the water level in the water quality area will 
be raised through hydrologic control structures at the outlet point from the site and that this will provide a wetter 
hydrologic regime for wetland enhancement, will increase retention time of flows in the system. and will offset 
the flashiness that is potential from stormwater discharges. The addendum to the Water Resources Report 
(exhibit 5) indicates that the impacts to the wetland functions and values are the same as described in the 
original Water Resource Report, only the magmtude of impacts has been reduced, decreasing from 0.38 acres to 
0.24 acres. The apphcant indicates that the hydrologic enhancement proposed in the original document is now 
no longer feasible. 

The applicant has indicated that the proposed mitigation for the pathway system includessignage to minimize 
potential impacts from pathway users and path design to prevent surface runoff from sheet flowing straight 
down the path and into the protected water feature. The applicant is required to meet the development standards 
for walkways and bike paths within the water quality resource area. Those standards are addressed in section 
17.49.050.H.5.b below. 

The applicant has indicated that the mitigation plan primarily consists of vegetation enhancements, mterccption 
of groundwater to be released into the wetlands, and a multiple orifice structure to control releases from the 
storm system to the wetlands. 
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The applicant has proposed a preliminary plan that appears to provide appropriate mitigation to protect and 
enhance the existing wetlands on the site. The Water Resource Scientist, Stormwater Engineer, and 
Geotechnieal Engineer shall provide a detailed design and analysis that will maintain and enhance all of the 
existing/proposed wetlands with the proposed development and detail how the hydrology and runoff levels will 
he maintamed at pre-development levels. 

This criterion is not met. The applicant can satisf)' this section by complying with condition of approval 5. 

I 0. The ·waler resources report shall be prepared by one or 111ore qualified professionals including a J.vetlands biologist or 
h,i.:drologist vvhos·e credentials arc presented in the report; 

Findings: The water resource report was prepared hy Richard Bublitz, a Wetland Scientist with 
Environmental Technology Consultants. This criterion is met. 

11. Alternatives analys1·s demonstrating that: 
a. lYo practicable alternatives to the requested devclopnu!nt exist that 1vill 11ot disturh the vvater quality resource area, 

Findings: As part of the PUD development, the applicant is required to provide connectivity between cul­
de-sacs and the development. The two existing water resource areas on the site extend the complete width of the 
site, limiting the ability to provide the reqmred connectivity without disturbing the water quality resource area. 

The applicant has indicated that where impacts are necessary for the replacement of Rose Road, they have heen 
mimmized hy Jimitmg encroachment beyond the proposed rights-of-way to the minimum necessary to install 
franchise utilities and to construct fill slopes for the raised roadway. This cnterion is met. 

h. Develop1r1ent in the ivarer quahty re.\·ource area has been li1nited to the area neccssa1y to allow for the proposed use, 

Findings: The water resource report indicates, and staff concurs, that the development of the pathway and 
the expansion of Rose Road in the water quality resource areas are limited to the area necessary to allow for the 
proposed use. 1'hls criterion is nict. 

c The ~vat er quality resource area can be resrorcd to an equal or better condition in accordance i.vith Table 17. 49-

' "· 

Findings: The applicant has proposed to restore the vegetated corridor with 509 total trees planted at an 
average spacing of 15 feet and 988 shrubs planted at an average spacmg of 8 feet. The applicant has proposed to 
plant 155 trees and 885 shrubs. The applicant has not proposed a spacmg requirement for the wetland plantings. 
It is unclear if the proposed spacmg and number of trees and shrubs is appropnate for the wetland mitigation. A 
revised plantmg plan was provided as part of the application to include the expanded buffer area. It is unclear if 
the plantmg plan was approved by the Wetland Biologist. 

The applicant has proposed to replace the areas being removed by the expansion of Rose Road and the 
development of the pedestrian accessway. The applicant has proposed a mitigation plan that includes wetland 
and vegetative corridor plantings. The Rose Road improvements will remove approximately 10,354 square feet 
of wetlands and approximately 2,300 square feet of vegetated comdor. The proposed expansion of Rose Road 
will fill the existing connection of the small northerly wetland lobe to the larger northern wetland. The applicant 
has proposed to re-establish the wetland connection that will be filled with the Rose Road expansion. 

As discussed ahove, the applicant has preliminarily addressed the impacts and feasible mitigation that is 
necessary to maintam the current hydrology and runoff levels into the wetland areas and the impacts to the wet 
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soils - high water table located on the site. The mitigation plan may need to be revised in order to address the 
above outstanding issues. 

This criterion is not met. The applicant can satisfy this section by complying with conditions of approval 6 
and 7. 

d. It lvi!I he consistent H"irh a 1vater quality resource area 1nitigation plan, 

Findings: The mitigation plan is incomplete and must include a detailed landscape mitigation plan for the 
\\·et land plantmg as required by Condition 7 and include any additional mitigation as determined by further 
analysis of the impacts due to development on the wet soils - high water table and maintaining the current 
runoff level mto the wetlands as required by Conditions 4 and 5. 

e. 11.n explanation of the rationale behind choosing the alternative selected, including ho•v adverse impacts to resource 
areas H'ill be avoided or n1ini1nized and 1nitigated, 

Fif!<Jings: The applicant has indicated that where impacts are necessary for the construction of the 
pathway through the vegetated corridor, they have been minimized by limiting encroachment to the minimum 
necessary to grade, fill, and install the pathway and water resource crossing. 

With some revisions to the plan, as indicated m 11.c and 11.d above and H.5 below, the applicant would then 
1neet the intent of this criterion. 

f For applications seeking an alteration, addition, rehabilitation or replacement oj.existing slructures: 
i_ Dcn1onstratc tha1 no reasonably practicable alternative design or method o_f development exists that ivould have a 
lesser i111pact on the ivater quality rC!source area than the one proposed, and 

Findings: The apphcant has not proposed an improvement under this criterion. 

ii. lj. no such reasonably practicahle alternative design or rncthod of development exists, the project should be 
conditioned to lin1it its disturbance and in1pact on the ivater quality resource area to the n1inimum extent necessa1y to 
achieve the proposed addition, alteration, restoration, replace1nent or rehabilitation, and 

The apphcant has not proposed an improvement under this criterion. 

iii. Provide mitigation to ensure that i1npacts to !he jUnctions and values of the ivater quality resource area -..vill be 
1nitigated or restored to the extent practicable; 

Findings: The applicant has not proposed an improvement under this criterion. 

J 2_ A 1vater quality resource area nzitigation plan shall be prepared by a registered pro_fcssional engineer, landscape 
architect, hiulogist, or other person trained or certified to detennine that the vegetated corridor meets the requiren1ents of 
Table 17.49-2 and shall contain thefOllowing infonnation: 
a. A description of' adverse impacts that ivill he caused as a result of developnient, 

Findings: The water quality resource mitigation plan was prepared by Richard Bublitz, a registered 
wetland scientist. The applicant indicates that the mam impact will be the reduction of natural runoff into the 
wetland, creating a drier condition. This criterion 1s met. 

b. An explanation oj- how adverse in1pacts to resource areas i.vill be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated in accordance 
vvith, but not li1nited to, Table 17.49-2, 
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.Findings: The mitigation requirements of Table 17.49-2 requires the use of non-nmsance plantmgs from 
the Oregon City native plant list, removal of debris and noxious materials, removal of non-native species, 
vegetation of disturbed and bare areas and planting and seeding for 100% coverage. The applicant has indicated 
that the mitigation plan will include the removal of invasive species on the site. The applicant hasindicated that 
seeding the vegetated corridor wnh native grasses will not occur. The applicant shall provide a detailed planting 
plan for areas where nuisance species are to be removed in order to ensure that the disturbed area is planted and 
seeded for 100% coverage. The plan shall be updated to include the revised buffer for the northern wetland. 

The applicant indicates that the main impact will be the reduction of natural runoff into the wetland, creating a 
drier condition. The applicant's mitigation plan provides preliminary information concerning the feasible 
mitigat10n associated with development on the wet smls- high water table and maintaining the current runoff 
levels mto the wetlands on the site. 

This criterion is not met. The applicant can satisfy this section by complying with conditions of approval 7 
and 8. 

c. A list o{ all responsible parties 1·ncluding, but not lin1i1cd to, the oivner, applicant, contractor or other persons 
respons1ble for i,vork on rhe development site, 

Findings,: The owner and applicant's names were provided in the application. The contractor(s) for the 
water resource area improvements will be identified at the time of the construction pem1it issuance. 

d. A map sh(nving vvhere the specific mitigation activities will occur, 

Conditions of approval 6 and 8 address this criterion. 

e. A 1naintcnancc progra1n as5uring plant survival for a n1inilnu1n of.three years, 

Findings: The applicant shall provide evidence to the City ensuring a three-year maintenance plan for the 
water resource area. The site plan submitted identifies a two-year maintenance plan. 

This criterion is not met. The applicant can satisfy this section by complying with condition of approval 9. 

j.. An implc1nentatio11 schedule, including ti1neline for construction, n1itigation. mitigation maintenance, n1011itoring, 
reporting and a contingency plan. All in-stream work in anadron1ous fish-bearing streams shall be done 1n 

accordance 1vith the Oregon Departrnent o,f Fish and 1t'ildlijC in-strean1 tinting schedule. 

Findings: The applicant has proposed a schedule for the m1t1gation and monitoring of the water resource 
area. A preliminary implementation schedule was provided by the applicant that identifies the mitigation, 
mitigation maintenance, monitonng, and reporting. The applicant has indicated that a detailed implementation 
schedule, construction timelmes, maintenance, monitoring, reporting, and contingency plan will be part of the 
DSL requirements and required before the issuance of a grad mg permit on the site (Exhibit 7). No work shall be 
done in the wetland areas and along the existing drainage swa]es without a pennit from the Oregon Divis10n of 
State Lands and the Army Corps of Engineers. 

This criterion is not met. The applicant can satisfy this section by complying with condition of approval 
10. 

II. Development Standards. ApplicationsjOr provisional uses in the water quality resource area shall sati~fy thejO!lo\ving 
standards. 
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1. The ivater quality resource area shall be restored and n1ai111uincd in accordance H'ilh the n1itigation plan and the 
.\pccijications in Table l 7.4Y-2. 

Findings: The project will include restoration and maintenance in accordance with the approved 
mitigation plan (item 12 above) and specification in Table 17.49-2 (see items 11.c and 11.d above). 

2. Existing vege1atio11 shall he protected and left in place. I-York areas shall be carefi.dly located and marked to reduce 
potential dan1age to the -i.vater qualizv resource area. Trees in the H'ater quality resource area shall not be used as 
anchors/Or stabilizing construction cquipn1cnt 

Findings: 
used to anchor 
process. 

Work boundanes and clearing !11mts will be clearly flagged and trees will be protected and not 
or stabilize the work equipment. These protections will remain throughout the construction 

The applicant has proposed a fenced swath to provide construction access into the vegetated corridor in order to 
construct the pathway. In the original application, the applicant proposed noxious invasive species control for 
those areas where no fill will be placed. These techniques shall be utilized for this project. 

This criterion is not met. The applicant can satisfy this section by complying with condition of approval 
11. 

3. Where existing vegefation has been rc1noved, or the origii1al land contours disturbed, the site shall be revcgetated 
during the next plantlng season. f./uisance plants, as identified in the Oregon C'ity nuisance plant list, n1ay be removed 
at an_y tin1e. lnterin1 erosion control measures such as mulching shall be used to avoid erosion on bare areas. Removed 
nu;sance plants shall bl' replaced ivith p/ants_(r(Hn (Jregon City's native plant list by the next planting season. 

This criterion is addressed with conditions of approval 8 and 9. 

4. J)rinr to construction, the vratcr quali1y resource area .shall he .flagged, f'enccd or otlu:'rH'ise 1narked and shall ren1ain 
undisturbed except as alloived in subsection E o_f this section. Such 1narkings shall be nraintained until construction is 
con1plete. 

Findings: This criterion is addressed with condition of approval 11. 

5 Walkways and hike parhs.· 
a. A gravel, earthen, tree bark product. or equrvalcnt ivalkway or bike path shall not be constructed closer than ten feet 
ji-ont the buundruy o_f the protected ivater fi::ature. ivalkiva.vs and bike paths shall be constructed so as to minimize 
disturbance to existing vegetarian. ~Vhere practicable, a 1naximun1 of f!fty percent of the trail 1nay be within thirty feet o_f the 
protected i,vater feature. 

Findings: The applicant has not proposed a walkway or bike path under this criterion. 

b. A paved ivalkivay or hike path shall not be constructed closer than ten f'cet ji-on1 the bounda1y of the protected water 
f'i:ature. For ill1)i paved ivalkii,.ay or bike path, the ividth 1~{ the ivater quality resource area must be increased by a distance 
equal to the ividth o_f the paved path. 1f'a!kit'ays and bike paths shall be constructed su as to minimize disturbance to 
existing vegetation. Where practicable, a n1axiTnun1 r~( trventy~five percent of· rhe trail may he l'Vithin thirty .feet of· the 
protected 1raterf"eature; (Ind 

Findings: The applicant has proposed a paved walkway that will cross the protected water feature. The 
applicant has md1cated that a small pre-fabneated bridge will cross each water quality resource area, and the 
footers will be placed beyond the Jurisdictional limits of the wetlands/waters. The pathway through the 
southernmost water quality resource area does not cross the 1urisdict1onal wetland as proposed. The pathway 
through the northernmost water quality resource area will cross the Jurisdictional wetland. The asphalt pathway 
shall not be constructed closer than ten feet from the boundary of the protected water feature. The footings of the 
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bridge required to cross the wetland may be placed within ten feet of the boundary of the protected water 
feature, however; the footings shall not be placed witlnn the iurisdictional limits of the wetland. 

The applicant has increased the width of the water quality resource area equivalent to the pathway area placed 
within the vegetated corndor. 

This criterion is not met. The applicant can satisfy this section by complying with condition of approval 
12. 

c. A H1alk1va.v or hike path shall not exceed tvvelve f'c!et in width. 

The applicant has proposed an asphalt path less than 12 feet in width. This criterion is met. 

6 Stonnu,,ater quantity control and quality controljQcilities. 
a. Except JUr flood control facilities designated by adopted Oregon C'ity stormivater nu1ster plans, the stormvvater 

quaniity control and qualifJ' control .facility 1nay encroach a nu1xin1um of tiventy-five feet into the outside bounda1J' of 
the it'tlter quality resource area of a protected water feature, (1nax11nun1 alloivahle encroachment tu be proportionally 
reduc(:'dfOr applicable intermittent strea1n vegetated corridor) 

findings_: The applicant has not proposed any facilities that will encroach into vegetated corridor. This 
criterion is not applicable. 

h. The area (~(encroachment 1nust be replaced hy adding an equal area to the water qua lit}' resource area on rhe suQject 
property. 

This critenon is not applicable. 

c. All stornnvatcr shall be collected on-site and passed through a trcatn1ent j(1cility, such as a detention/composting 
.facility or filter as approved by the city engineer in consultation ivith planning staff, prior to being discharged into the 
1'\1ater quality resource area. 

Findinzs.; This site is located in the South End Drainage Basin as designated in the City's Drainage Master 
Plan. The South End Dramage Basin drams to Little Beaver Creek, Beaver Creek, and ultimately the Willamette 
River above the falls. The Willamette River is an anadromous salmonbearing stream. Drainage impacts from 
the site are sigmficant. 

There are two existing drainage swales and wetlands running across the site approximately 400-feet and 880-
feet away from South End Road. These drainage areas are depicted in the South End Basin Master Plans as to be 
retained as open channel drainage swales. The applicant proposes to not disturb these areas and provide 50.foot 
buffers around the wetland areas. Both of these drainage swales cross Rose Road via a culvert under the road 
and follow an existing open drainage swale, which converge into a single drainage ditch, which drains to the 
Southndge Meadows Subdivision Drainage System. There currently is flooding problems along the properties 
southwest of Rose Road. The Southndge Meadows drainage system appears to be adequately sized to receive 
the drainage. Therefore, it appears that there is a flow constriction between Rose Road and Southridge 
Meadows. 

There are two existing drainage swalcs and wetlands running across the site approximately 400-fcet and 880-
feet away from South End Road. These drainage areas are depicted in the South End !3asin Master Plans as to be 
retained as open channel drainage swales. The applicant proposes to not disturb these areas and to provide a 50-
foot buffer around the wetland areas. Both of these drainage swales cross Rose Road via a culvert under the road 
and follow an existmg open drainage swale, which converge into a single drainage ditch, which drains to the 
Southridge Meadows Subdivision Drainage System. There currently is flooding problems along the properties 
southwest of Rose Road. The Southridge Meadows drainage system appears to be adequately sized to receive 
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the drainage. Therefore, 1t appears that there is a flow constriction between Rose Road and Southridge 
Meadows. 

The applicant has proposed to drain the site into two detention ponds and four areas with underground detention 
pipes. The dctentwn systems are located adjacent to the wetland areas and do not encroach into the water 
resource buffer areas. The appltcant proposes to drain the northwestern side of the site into various detention 
pipes and a pond. then mto the northwestern dramage swale. The applicant does not clearly show how the stonn 
system for the southeast swale Will function. 

Both drainage swalcs have a field inlet as a control structure prior to cntenng a culvert under Rose Road, which 
discharges into the existing stonn swale on the southwest side of Rose Road. The field inlets will be designed to 
ensure that the water resource Will not he drained. In addition, the applicant has proposed to backfill the utility 
trench along the water resource area with an impervious matenal such as CDF/Bentonite backfill. 

Most of the proposed detention pipes are undersized. The detention pipes minimum size is 42-inches. 

Preliminary Hydrology/Detention calculations have been provided to the City for review (Exhibit 26). The 
applicant's engineer has provided an add1t1onal Downstream Drainage Analysis for the area between Rose Road 
and the drainage inlet at South ridge Meadows (Exhibit 10). The analysis concludes that the City's stonn water 
design requires a detention system to be designed to reduce peak runoff for the 2. 5, and 15-year stonn events. 
Therefore, the peak runoff for these posted developed storms should be less than the existing stonn events. 

The applicant has prehrninanly addressed how the stonn system will function in a high ground water table and 
how the existmg water resource.wetlands Will he maintained/recharged. 

This standard is not met. The applicant can meet this standard by complying with Conditions of 
Approval 5, 10, and 13. 

d. The fvatcr quali(v resource area shall nnt he suhjcct lo a signUz'cant negative in1pact as a result of changes to existing 
hydrulogic connections. 

Findings_: The applicant has indicated that the water quality resource area will become drier due to the 
reducl!on of current water flows into the wetlands. The applicant will he required to demonstrate that the pre­
dcvclopment water flows into the wetlands arc being mamtaincd. 

This criterion is not met. The applicant can satisfy this section by complying with conditions of approval 
4, 5, and 7. 

7 Additions, Alterations, Rchahilitation and Rep/acc1nent oflattjUI structures. 
a. Fur existillg structures, roadvvays, driveu 1ays, accesso1y uses and development which are nonconjOrming, this chapter 

shall app(v in addition to the nonconjOrniing use regulations of this title (Chapter 17.58). 

The existmg roadway, Rose Road, is not a nonconforming use. This criterion is not applicable. 

b. Additions, alterations, rehahilitation or replaci.!1nen1 o_f existing structures, road;vays, drive;vays, accessory uses and 
development shall not encroach closer to and ;vill have no greater niaterial adverse hnpact 011 the protected ivater 
fi:.'alurc than the exisling structures, roadi,vays. drivc;vays, accessory uses and develop1nent. 

Findings: This criterion is addressed in section 11.f above. 

fl. Off'Slte Mitigatwn 
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a. IVhere the a/Iernatives analyst's den1onstrates that there are no practicable alternatives jhr 1nirigation on site, ofT-site 
1nillgation shall be located asfo/loYi,~'; 

i. As close to the develop1nent as is practicable above the confl.uence of the next do,vnstrean1 tributaJ)!, or !f this is 
not practicable: 
ii. iFirhin the ivatershed vvhere the dei·clopment 1vill take place or as otherH'i5e specified hy the city in an approved 
1vetland n1itigat1'011 bank 

b. In order to ensure that the niitigation area lvi/I be protected in perpetuily, proqf that a deed restriction has been placed 
on the property vvhere the n1itigation is to occur is required. 

Findings: The applicant has not proposed off-site mitigation. This critenon is not applicable. 

I. Vegetated Corridor W'idth Reduction. A reduction in the l·vidth of the vegetated corridor required by Table 
I 7.49-11nay be alloivcd as part of·a Type ill proceeding under the.follov"ing conditions: 

Findings: 
applicable. 

111is applicant has not proposed to reduce the vegetated corridor. This criterion is not 

On IJlopes that are greater than or equal ro t1venty-five percent fOr less than one hundred f!frY feet, a maxi1nu1n 
reduction of· nventy-five feet may he pernu·ued in the H 1idth of vegetated corridor beyond the slope hreak !f a 
geotechnical report lle1nonstrates that the slope is stable. 

Findings: 
applicable. 

The applicant has not proposed to reduce the vegetated corridor width. This criterion is not 

2 On an anadronzou.~· fish-bearing stream, the 11-vo hundred JOut vegetated corridor 1nay be reduced if' the _folloiving 
criteria are rnet: 

a. The existing condition of the vegetated corridor is prin1arily developed ivith co1111nercial, 1-ndustrial or residential uses 
or is sign{ficantly degraded n·ith less than r.venty-five percent vcgetauve cover. 

b A decrease is necessaT}' to acconiplish the purposes of the proposal and no practicable alternative is available. 
c. Decreasing the l1'irith of' the vegetated corridor tvil! not adversely af]Cct the H'ater resource .functional values. The 

JU11c1ional values of· a ivater resource include, but are not li1nited to, the fOllowing: ivater quality protection and 
enhancement; fish and ivildl!fe habitat. fOod chain support; flood storage, conve_vance and attenuation, groundi,vater 
recharge and discharge, erosion control; hi.\'forical and archaeological and aesthetic value; and recreation 

d. lmprove1nents ivill be 1nade to the re1naining vegetated corridor pursuant to the mitigation require1nents of.the section 
on !Jegraded Existing Vegetation Corridor in Table 17.49-2 of this chapter. The u,;Jplicant 1nust de1nonstrate that the 
iinproven1ents will increase the jUnctional ralues o/'the ivater resource. 

e A proposal to enhance a vegetated corridor shall not be used as justification to reduce an other11:ise fitnctional 
standard corridor vvidth . 

. l In 110 case 1nay the reduced corridor be less than othcr1vise 1vou!d be required by Table J 7.49-1 fOr a non-anadromous 
fish-bearing stream 

Fil!din_gs_: 
applicable. 

The apphcant has not proposed to reduce the vegetated corridor width. This cnterion is not 

17.49.060 Subdivision and partitions. 
A. The purpose of'tht"s section is to an1end the C'ity regulations governing land divisions to require thar neiv subdivisions 
and partitions plats delineate and sholv the tt'atcr quality resource area as either a separate tract or part of· a larger tract 
that meets the requirements of subsection ( D) of this sections. 

findings: The applicant shall comply with subsection (D) below. 

B The standards· }Or land divisions in a ti.:atcr quality resource area overlay district shall apply in addition to the 
requirements o,f 1he city land division ordinance and zoning ordinance, provided that .fur partitions the mi11{1num lot area, 
n1inilnun1 average lor \.vidth, and minimun1 average lot depth standards of the base zone may he superseded in order to 
allo~v fOr a transfer of denst"ty pursuant to Section I 7. 49.070. 
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The applicant has not proposed a partition. This criterion does not apply. 

C. Prior to prc!iminaiJ' plat approval, the 1vatcr qua/ir_v resource area shall be shoivn either as a separate tract or part of 
a larger tract that meets the requirements o_(subsection (D) o_f"this section, 1vhich shall not he a part of.an_v parcel usedf'or 
construction of a dive/ling unit. 

Findings: The applicant has proposed a Planned Unit Development on the site. The applicant has 
identified the tract as private open space. 

D. Prio,. to final plat approval, on·nership of.rhe ivater quality resource a1:ea tract shall be identified to distinguish !ffron1 
lots intended jOr sale. 

Findings: The applicant has proposed a Planned Unit Development on the site. The applicant has 
identified the tract as private open space. The applicant shall identify the ownership of the tract prior to final plat 
approval. 

17.49.070 Density Tran.,fers. 
A The purpose of this section is tu alloiv density accruing to portions aj·a property i1iffhi11 the lvater quality resource area 
to be tran:ifi!rred outside the lvater quality resource area. 

B. Dcvelop1nent applications jUr suhdivisiuns that request a density transfer shall be proposed as part of a planned unit 
developn1ent and shall comply ivith C'hapter 17 64. 

fl_ndings: The applicant has proposed a Planned Unit Development on the site and shall comply with 
Chapter 17.64. 

('. Develop1nc11t applications/hr partitions that request a density transfer shall: 

Findings: 
applicable. 

The applicant has proposed a Planned Umt Development on the site. This criterion is not 

D. The area of land contained in a ivater quality resource area nu1}' he excluded Ji-om the calculations for determining 
con1pliance 1vith 111inimum density require1nents of the zoning code. 

Fi_1~dings; 

applicable. 
The City does not currently have minimum density requirements. This criterion is not 

17.49.090 Map Adniinistration. 
A. The purpose of this section is to provide a proccssfhr a1nending the 1vatcr quali(v and.flood n1anagement areas 1nap to 
add vvetlands and correct the location o_f protected ivaterf"eatures and the ivater quality resource area ovcrla_v district if' the 
protected ivatcrfcature does not exist or is outside the ivater quality resource area overlay district. The i1~forn1ation used to 
establish an error shall include a topographic 111ap of the site ivith contour intervals no greater than five .feet and a report 
qual~fj1f11g the rnap amendment prepared hy a registered professional engineer licensed hy the state of' Oregon or a 
qualified 1vetland speciali5t. 

Findings: City staff handles modificat10ns 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. In this case, staff finds that the mapped resource area 
compared to the reported resource locations involve minor modification to the boundary. 

B. Map corrections shall be processed pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 17.68. 
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This critenon does not apply. 

!. rflithin ninety days of· receiving inj(Jr111a1ion establishing an error in the existence or location o.l a protected water 
fe!ature, rhc city shall provide notice to interested parties of a puhlic hearing at vvhich the city lvill revicH' the infOrn1ation. 

2 The city shall a1ne11d the vrater quality and flood 1nanage1nC!nt areas map ~f the infOrmation demonstrates: 
a That a protected lvatcr JCaturc no longer exists because the area has been /egal(v filled, culverted or developed prior 

to t11L' adoption o(thc anu!ndn1ent of.Title 3 q(the Fu11ctio11al Plan (.lune 18, 1998); or 
b. That the protected ttNJterfCature does not exist or is outside the i1'ater quality resource area overlay district. 

findings: This criterion docs not apply. 

C. Modification of the 1vater quality resource area ov<:rlay district. Tu n1od(fv· the vv'ater quality resource area overlay 
district, the applicant shall demonstrate that the 1nodification ivill offer the same or better protection of the protected ivater 
feature and ivater lfUa!ity resource area by: 
I. Preserving a vegetated corridor that n1ill separate the protected vt'atl!r feature fro1n proposed developtnent; and 
2. ])reserving existing vegetated cover or enhancing the 'rt'atcr qualit_v resource area sufficient to assist in 1nai11taining or 
rcduclng ·water ten1pcratures in the adjacent protected 1vater.fcature; and 
3 Enhancing the vvarer quality resource area suj}lcient to n1inin11·2e erosion, nutrient and pollutant loading into the 
adjaccnr protected H'ater JCature; and 
4. Protecting the vegetated corridor sufficient to provide .fi.ltration, il~flltration and natural H 1ater pur!fication j(1r the 
adjacent protected vraterjCature; and 
5. S'tabilizing slopes a<(jacent to the protected v .. ,,ater/Caturc. 

Findings: This criterion does not apply. 

D. Adding Title 3 Wetlands. 
J. 11'ithin nincry da.vs o_f receil'ing evidence that a •vet/and 1nects an_v of' one of· the criteria in this section, the city shall 
provide notice to interesred parties of· a public hearing at lvhich the city li'ill re1'fe..,v the evidence. 
2. A 1-vr>tland and its vegetated corridor shall be included in the Vv'ater quality resource area overlay district 1/ the lvetland 
meets any one of the fhl!ovv·ing criteria· 

a. The it'etland is j'ed by su1jQce .floivs, sheet flovvs or precipitation. and has evidence oj'jlooding during the growing 
sl'ason, and has sixty percent or greater vege1ated cover, and is oi'er one-quarter acre in size: ur the wetland qualifies 
as having "intact lvafr!r qualilJ'.function" under the 1996 Oregon 1-'rC'shvvater Wetland Assessment Methodology; or 
h. Thi! vvetland is in the flood 1nanagcment area, and has evidence qfjlooding during the gro1ving season, and Lr> jive 
acres or more in size, and has a restricted outlet or no outlet; or the wetland qualific5 as having "intact hydrologic 
control fi111ctfon" under the 1996 Oregon Freshwater l11etland Assess1nent Methodology; or 
c. The H'(!fland or a portion of' the ·wetland is 1-vithi11 a horizontal distance o.,f" less than one-f'ourth mile fron1 a water 
body \vhich n1eets the Depart1ncnt of 1:..'nvironmental Qualit_v definition of lvatcr quality h1nited ivater body in OAR 
Chapter 34 0. Division 41 (I Y96). 

findings: This criterion does not apply. 

Chapter 17.50 ADMINISTRATION AND PROCEDURES 
J 7. 5 0. 05 () ?reapplication co.!ilfl-cnce and ne1gbborhood n1eeting. 
A. Prior to subn1itting an apphcation for any }Orm of.pennit, the applicant shall schedule and attend a prcapplication 
conji.:rencc \vith city staff" to discuss the proposal. The applicant may also schedule and attend a 1neeting •vith the city­
recognized neighborhood association in y,,.Jiose territory rhe application is proposed. 
B. ?reapplication C'onfcrence. To schedule a prcapplication conference, the apphcant shall contact the planning nu1nager, 
suhn11t rhe required n1aterials, and pay the appropriate conference fee. At a n1ini1nurn, an applicant should submit a short 
narrati"ve describing the proposal and a proposed slle plan, dra1rn to a scale acceptable to the city, vrhich identifies the 
proposed land uses, tra_[fic circulation. and public rights-of~1vay. The purpose qf the preapplication conference is to 
provide staff from all l~/j'ccted city' departments tt'ith a sumn1ary o.f'the applicant's development proposal and an opportunity 
for st<~ff to provide the applicant with 1·11fOnnation on the likely irnpacts, lin1itatiuns, requirements, approval standards, fees 
and other infl;r1nation that ntay affect the proposal. The planning 1nanager shall provide the applicant('i) 1vith the identity 
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and contact persons for all {~IJ"ectcd ncighhorhood associations. Follo-..ving the conference, the planning 1nanager shall 
provide the applicant ivith a i·rrittcn sununa1~v r~f'the prcapplication conference 
C'. Af/Ccted 1Veighhorhood Association A4eeting. The purpose (~l the 1nceting H'ith the recognized neighborhood association 
zs to i11;for1n thf' ajfectcd neighborhood association about the proposed developn1ent and to receive rhe preli1ninary 
responses and suggestion.~_fro1n the neighborhood association and the 1nemhcr residents. 
D. Notwirhstanding any reprcse11tat1011s by ciry staff at a preapplication con_ference, sta.U· is not authorized to -..vaive any 
requirements of· this code, and any on1ission or .failure hy staff to recite to an applicant all relevant applicable land use 
require1nents shall not constitutc a H'aiver hy the city oj.any standard or requiren1ent. 
~E. A preapplicalion confCrencc shall be valid fOr a period o_f'six 1nonths fiYJJn the date it is held. {f no appbcation is filed 
1-rirhin six months of the confere11ce or 1necting, the applicant nzust schedule and attend another conference before the city 
H:i!/ accept a penni1 application. The planning 111a11agcr 1na_v ivaivc the preapplication requirement if, in the manager's 
opinion, the deve/oprnent does not ~varrant this step. (Ord. 98-i008 ,¢'/(part), i998) 

Finclings: The applicant held a pre-application meeting with staff, identified as PA 02-47, on July 31, 
2002 prior to submitting the application. The applicant did not provide any infonnation regarding holding the 
opt10nal neighborhood meetmg. This criterion is met. 

(h) _LZ:_~,0.060 Application require_~nent-5_. 
A permil applicanon 1nay only be initiated by the record propert_v owner or contract purchaser, the city co1nmission or 
planning con11n1ssion. if there is n1ore than one record oivner, then the city lVill not accept an application vvithout signed 
authorization jiYJ/Jl all record 011ners. All pern1it applications nzust be submitted on the fonn provided by the city, along 
H'ith the appropriatcfi:e and all necessary supporting docu1ncntation and in_formation, sufficient to de1nonstrate co1npliance 
\Vith all applicah!e approval criteria. The applicant has the burden of demonstrating, -it·ith evidence, that all applicable 
approval criteria are, or can be. rnet. ((Jrd. 98-1008 §i (part), i 998) 

Findings_: The property owner has mitiated the permit application process. 

(C) f 7. 5 0. (_}70 Co!!JP!etcnes~·--r:f!Y.ielv and one-hund!:f!!_f-tv.,,cntv-dqv rule 
;/ L7pon s11lnni_1sion, the planning 1nanager shall daze stan1p the application forn1 and ver!fY that the appropriate 
application fee has been suhrni1ted. The planning 1nanagcr H'ill then rcvic\v the application and all inforn1atio11 submitted 
\Vith it and evaluate lVhcther the application is co1nplete enough to process. f'Vithin thirty days of.receipt of the application, 
the planning n1a11ager shall complete this initial rcvicH,, and issue to the applicant a ivritten state111ent indicating tt'hether 
the application is co1nplete enough tu process, and if not, ivhat information n1ust be suhn1itted to make the application 
complete. 
B_ Upon receipt o_la letter indicating the application is incon1plcte, the applicant has one hundred eighty days v.·ithin lvhich 
to .~uhmit the 1nissing inforn1ation or the application shall he rejected and all 111aterials and the unused portion of the 
application fee returned to the applicant. if the applicant subrnits the requested infonnation )Vithin the one-hundred-eighry­
day period, the planning manager shall again verifj,. -..vhelht'r the application, as augmented, is complete. Each such revie1.v 
and verification shallfolloiv the procedure in subsection A o,j'this section. 
C:. ()n('e the planning nianager detenninc.\ the applicatio11 is con1plcte enough to process. or the applicant refuses to submit 
any 111orc inforn1ation, the city shall declare the application complete and take final action on the application 11.Jithin one 
hundred llventy days of· that date unles.s the applicant 11•aives or extends the one-hundred- twen~v-tla.v period. The nne­
hundrcd-t1ven("v-day period, hoivever, does not apply in the fol!o-..ving situations: 
I. Any hearing continuance or other procl!ss dela_v requested hy the applicant shall be deemed an extension or ivaiver, as 
appropriate, of.the one-hundred-tiventy-day period 
2_ Any delay in the decision-n1aking process necc.\sitated hecause the applicant provided an inco1nplete set of mailing 
labels for the record property owners lvithin three hundred feet of' the subject property shall extend the one-hundred­
tiventy-day periodf()r the amount of time required to correct the notice defect. 
3_ The one-hundred-twenty-day period docj not apply to any application for a pennit that is not whol!J' ivithin the city's 
authority and control. 
4_ The one-hundred-twenty-day period does not apply to any applicationfOr an a1nendment to the city's co1np1·ehensive plan 
or land use regular ions nor to any application for a pennit, the approval of lvhich depends upon a plan a1nendn1ent. 
D. The approval standards -..rhich control the city's revielv and decision nn a co1np!ete application are those ivhich 1vere in 
effect on the date the application 1vasflrst subn11tted. (Ord. 98-1008 §l(part), 1998) 
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Findings: The applicant submitted the application on January 14, 2003, The City deemed the application 
complete on March 26, 2003, 

( d) 17. 5 0. 090 Public notices. 
All public notices issued by the city 'vith regard to a land use 1natter, announcing applicat/ons or publlc hearings of quasi­
judicial or legislative actions, shall comply H'ith the require1nents of.this section. 
A. Notice of· Type fl Applicarions. Once the planning n1anager has deemed a Type !! application con1plete, the city shall 
prepare and send noticl.! qf the application, by first class 1nail, to all record oivners of property within three hundred feet a._( 
the su~jcct property and to any city-recognized neighborhood association H 1hose territory includes the subject property. 
Pursuant to Section 17. 50. 080(1-1), the applicant is ri!sponsihle _for providing an accurate and conzplete set o_f n1ailing lahels 

.for these property oH·ners and for posting the sul~ject proper(:v H'ith the cit_v-prepared notice in accordance \Vi th Section 
17. 5{)_ l 00. The city's T_vpe JI notice shall include the_folloYving inj(Jnnation: 
/.Street address or other easily understood location o__fthe suhject property and city-assigned p!anningjde nu1nber: 
2. A description r~f rhe applicant's proposal, along ivith citations of the approval criteria that the city ivil! use to evaluate 
the proposal; 
3. A staternent that any interested party nuiy sub111it to the city vvritten con1ments on the application during a fourteen-da_v 
co111ment period prior to the city's deciding the application, along ivith instructions on ivhere to send the comment.\' and the 
deadline of the f(Jurteen-day com1ne11t period, 
4. A state1ne11t that any issue which is intended to provide a basis _for an appeal 1nust he raised in ·vvriting during the 
fourteen-day conunent period ivith s11tficient spec!ficity to enable the city to respond to the issue; 
5. A state1ncnt that the application and all supporting 1naterials 111ay be inspected, and copied at cost, at City Hall during 
normal business hours; 
6. The na1ne and telephone nurnher of the planning staff person assigned to the application or is otherivise available to 
ansit'er questions about the application. 

findings_: The City has provided the required notice. Property owners within 300 feet of the subiect site 
were noticed or the Type III application on April 2, 2003. The application was advertised in the Clackamas 
Review and the property was posted on April 7, 2003. 

( e) l_Z: 5 0.100 f'v'otice posting requiren1ents. 
i,Vhere this chapter requires notice of a pending or proposed pern1it application or hearing to be po.~ted on the suQject 
property, the requiren1e11ts of.this section shall apply. 
A. L"ity Guidance and the Applicant's Responsibility. The city shall supply all of the notices vvhich the applicant is required 
to post on the suQject property and shall specif~y the dates the notices are to be posted and the earh·est date on 1vhich they 
1nay be rc111oved. The city shall also provide a statcn1ent to be sz'gned and returned by the applicant certifying that the 
notice(\) vvere posted at the correct t1.1ne and that 1j· there is any delay in the city's land use process caused by the 
applicant's j(1ilurc to correctly post the subject property j(Jr the required period cif· time and in the correct location, the 
applicant agrees to extend the one-hundred-tiventy-day period in a ti1nely manner. 
B. J\lu111ber and Location. The applicant must place the notices on each frontage o_f the subject property. If the property's 
frontage exceeds six hundred feet, the applicant "'·hall post one copy of the notice JOr each six hundred feet or fraction 
thereof ,Notices shall he posted ivithin ten feet of the street and shall be visible to pedestrians and motorists. Notices shall 
not he posted within the public right-oj~-...vay or on trees. The applicant shall remove all signs ivithin ten days folloH·ing the 
event announced in the notice. (Ord. 98-1008 §l(part), 1998) 

Findings: The City has provided the required notice. See above. 

(f) 17_50 130 ('onditions of approval and notice of decision. 
A. All city decision-niakers have the authority ro i1npose reasonable conditi'ons of approval designed to ensure that all 
applicable approval standards are, or can be, 1net. 
B. Frn"fure to comply i,,vith any condition of approval shall he grounds for revocation c~f the per1nit(') and grounds jOr 
instituting code Cf!furce1ncnt proceedings pursuant to C'hapter J .20 of this code and ORS 30.315. 
C'. Notice of Decision. The city shall send, hy first class 1nail, a nohcc o_f all decisions rendered under this chapter to all 
persons vvith standing, i.e., the applicant, all others 'vho participated either orally or in writing before the close of the 
pubhc record and those tt'ho spccificaf~y requested notice of the decision. The notice of decision shall include the follou,ing 
inforn1ation: 
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I The file nun1her and date of decision,. 
2 The name of the applicant, owner and appellant (ij dzfferent), 
3. The street address or other easily understood location o.fthe subject property; 
4 A bricfsu1nn1a1~v of the decision, and~( an approval, a description o_(the perrnit approved,· 
5 A statement that the decision is final unless appealed and description of the requiren1cntsf(>r pe1j'ecting an appeal,· 
6 The contact person, address and a telephone number ivhcrehy a copy of the final decision 1nay be inspected or copies 
obtained. 
D. A1od1fication of' Conditions. Any request to n1odify a condition of'pern1it approval is to he considered either rninor 
n1od1ficatio11 or a major 1nodijication. A n1inor n1od1jication shall he processed as a Type 11. A nu1jor 1nodiflcation shall be 
processed in the sa1ne n1anncr and shall be subject ro the san1e standards as tt·as the original application. Hoivever, the 
decision-niaker nJay at their sole discretion, consider a modification request and limit its revie1v of the approval criterfr1 to 
those issues or aspects of.the application that are proposed to be changed.from 1vhat ivas original!;,, approved. (Ord. 98-
/008 §1 (part), 1998) 

Findings: 
approval. 

The City will provide notice of this decision and has imposed reasonable conditions of 

(g) I 7. 50.140 Per[ormancc_guarantecs. 
H'hen conditions of· per1nit approval require the applicant to construct certain improvements, the city may allo1v the 
applicant ro su!nnit a financial guarantee in lieu of' actual construction of· the in1prove1nent. f-'inancial guarantees shall he 
governed by this section. 
A. Fonn u_fCJuarantee. Guarantees shall be in afonn approved by the ci(v attorney, including an irrevocable standby letter 
of credit issued by a recognized lending institution to the ben(/it of· the city, a certified check, dedicated bank account or 
allocation of a construction loan held in reserve by the lending institution fOr the benefit of- the city. The guarantee shall be 
filed vvith the planning division. 
B. An1ount o.fGuarantee. The an1ount qfthe per.fonnance guarantee shall be equal to at least one hundred ten percent of 
the estinuited cost o.l constructing the i111provcment in question. The an1ount o_( the pe1:(01-,nance guarantee niay be larger 
than one hundred ten percent if deen1ed nccessal}' hy the con1111unity developn1ent director. The cost estimate substantiating 
the a1nounl of.the guarantee n1ust he provided by the applicant supported by either an engineer's or architect's estimate or 
H'ritten estjmates hy d1rec contractors with their nanzes and addresses. The estilnates ::,hall separately itemize all nzalerials, 
labor and other costs. 
C. Duration o.l the Guarantee. The guarantee shall ren1ain in tffi_?ct until the improve1nent is actually constructed and 
accepted by the cit}'· Once the city has in::,pected and accepted the ilnprovemtnt, the city shall release the guarantee to the 
applicant. If the improvement is not con1pleted to the city's sati::,faction vvithin the time limits specified in the pernzit 
approval or the guarantee, the director may, at his discrf'tion, dravv upon the guarantee and use the proceeds to construct 
or con1plete construction of the in1proven1cnt and for a11y related administrafrve and legal costs incurred by the city. Once 
constructed and approved by the city, any remaining funds shall be rL~funded to the applicant. 
D. If the applicant elects to defer construction of in1proven1ents hy using a financial guarantee, the applicant shall agree to 
construct those improve111ents upon vvritten notification by the city, or at some other 1nutually agreed-to ti1ne. ({the 
applicant fails to com1nence construction of the required i1nprovernents within six months of heing instructed to do so, the 
city 1nay, vvithout further notice, undertake the construction o_f the i1nproven1ents and draiv upon the applicant's 
performance guarantee to pay those costs as provided in subsection C of this section. (Ord. 98-1008 ,\r; l (part), 1998) 

Findings: The applicant has not proposed to post any performance guarantees at this time. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Based on the analysis and finding as described above, staff recommends that the proposed application for the 
Water Quality Resource Area can be approved with the attached Conditions of Approval. 

EXHIBITS: 
I. Vicinity Map 
2. Site Plan 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Water Resource Report dated December 17, 2002 
Addendum to the Water Resource Report dated February 19, 2003 
Addendum to the Water Resource Report dated May 29, 2003 
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6. Addendum to the Water Resource Report dated June 27, 2003 
7. Addendum to the Water Resource Report dated July 15, 2003 
8. Addendum to the Water Resource Report dated August 1, 2003 
9. Letter from Tom Sisul concermng groundwater; dated July 17, 2003 
10. Addendum to the Storm Calculations 
11. Addendum to the Geotechnical Engineering Report: dated July 14, 2003 
12. Applicant's letter to the Planning Comm1ss1on dated May 19, 2003 
13. Applicant's proposal to Division of State Lands (On File) 
14. Oregon City Engineering Department comments 
15. Oregon City Park Department comments 
16. South End/Westling Neighborhood Association comments 
17. Mr. Livmgston comments 
18. Mr. Dinges comments 
19. Mr. Tondreau comments 
20. Mr. Kosel comments 
21. Ms. Galligan comments 
22. Mr. Worden comments 
23. Mr. Wigmore comments 
24. Mr. Woodward comments 
25. Oregon City Local Wetlands Inventory 
26. Prehminary Storm Calculations (On Fik) 
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Conditions of Approval 
Planning File WR 03-01 

August 18, 2003 

I. The Geotechnical Engineer shall address the use and construction of the detention ponds in high b'Tound 
water. The Geotechnical Engineer shall coordinate the design criteria to the Storm Water Engineer and 
\\1 ater Resource Scientist. 

2. The applicant shall follow and incorporate the recommendations in the Geotechnical Report for the design 
of the site. 

3. The applicant shaII process and obtam approval for wetland and stream mitigation from the Corps of 
Engineers, Division of State Lands, and any other applicable agencies prior to approval of construct10n 
plans. Copies of approvals shall be supplied to the City. Failure to do so shall be a iustification for the City 
to prevent the issuance of a construct10n, or building permit, or to revoke a permit that has been issued for 
this project. 

4. The applicant shall provide additional <locumentat1on/design to demonstrate and make clear how the 
hydrology and runoff levels Wiii be maintained at pre-development levels in the wetland areas. This 
documentation shaII be approved by the City prior to the issuance of a !,'fading permit for the site. 

5. The Water Resource Scienl!st, Storm Water Engineer, and Geotechnical Engineer shall provide a detailed 
design and analysis that will maintain the pre-development levels, enhance the existing/proposed wetlands 
with the proposed development, and harmomze the sto1111 pond and the wetlands together. The St01m Water 
Report shall be revised to incorporate comment/design cnteria from the Gcotechnical Engineer and Water 
Resource Scientist. 

6. The applicant shall update the planting plan, as approved by the Water Resource Scientist, to include the 
recently added areas withm the 50-foot buffer around the northern drainage into the site. The applicant shall 
identify the spacing rcqmrcments for the tree and shrub plantings located in the wetland. If a spacing 
mimmum 1s not gmng to be used for the plantings in the wetland, the applicant shall provide a detailed 
plantmg plan for the wetland. 

7. The applicant shall submit a revised mitigation plan to address the impacts and feasible mitigation that is 
necessary to mamtam the current hydrology and runoff levels into the wetlands and the impacts and feasible 
mitigation for the wet soils- high water table located on the site as a result of further documentation/design 
as required in Condition 4 above. The applicant shall update the proposed mitigation plan to account for the 
increased vegetated corridor area, including, but not limited to, the number of trees and shrubs proposed to 
be planted within the water quality resource area. 

8. The applicant shall submit a detailed plantmg plan for areas where nuisance species are to be removed in 
order to ensure that the disturbed area is planted and seeded for 100% coverage. 

9. The applicant shall provide a three-year mamtenance plan for landscaping materials within the water quality 
resource area to the City prior to the issuance of a grading permit for the site. 

I 0. No work shall be done in the wetland areas and along the existing drainage swales without a permit from the 
Oregon Division of State Lands and the Anny Corps of Engineers. The applicant shall provide the City 
copies of the above permits for review and approval prior to the approval of the construction plans. 
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11. The Water Quality Resource Area boundary, work boundaries, and cleanng limits shall be clearly flagged 
and trees shall be properly protected and not used to anchor or stabilize the work equipment. These limit 
Imes and protections shall be in place prior to the issuance of grading permit for the site and shall remain in 
place throughout the construction proce&S. The applicant shall implement the Jess obtrusive noxious species 
control as descnbed in the December 17, 2002 water resource report (Exhibit 4). 

12. The asphalt pathway shall not be constructed closer than ten feet to the boundary of the protected water 
feature. The footings of the bridge required to cross the wetland may be placed within ten feet of the 
boundary of the protected water feature, however; the footings shall not be placed within the jurisdictional 
limits of the wetland. 

13. The developer shall provide detention and water quality systems that conform to current City standards. 
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Planning Files: 
PD 03-01, WR 03-01, VR 03-11, and SP 03-07 
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WATER RESOURCES REPORT 

For 

Tax Lots 1700, 300; Rose Road 
Oregon City, Oregon 

Prepared for: 
Paul Reeder 

I 0893 S Forest Ridge Rd 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

December 17, 2002 

Evaluated by:~ {r! · Lbt===-

Environmental Technology Consultants 
1924 Broadway, Suite A Vancouver, WA 98663 

(360) 696-4403 FAX (360)696-4089 
E-mail: ctc-vancouver@gwest.net 
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PROJECT, SITE DATA, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY 

Site: Tax Lots 1700, 300; Rose Road; Oregon City, Oregon 

ETC Project Number: EV A-02-020 

Project Staff: 

Applicant: 

Site Location: 

David Waterman, Richard Bublitz 

Paul Reeder 
I 0893 S Forest Ridge Rd 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
(503) 650-8100 

Owner: Same 

The site is located on the west side of Oregon City, Oregon, north of South End 
Road and adjacent to the east of Rose Road. Legal description: TL I 700, Section 
12A, T3S, RIE, WM.; and TL 300, Section !CD, T3S, RIE, W.M. Lat: 45°19'57" 
Lon: 122°37'49". 

Acreage: 16.0 acres 

Topography: The site is located on a fairly flat terrace above the Willamette River. The site 
topography slopes mildly at I to 3% toward two broad swales in the central portion of 
the property. The swales drain in general from east to west across the site toward Rose 
Road, where the flow exits the site via culverts. 

Land Use History: 

Adjacent Usage: 

Waterways: None 

Floodway: None 

LWI Map Reference: 

The property currently contains an old vacated home, and the remainder of the 
site is old pasture that is succeeding into brush. In conversation with an 
adjacent property owner, he indicated that the site was used as horse pasture in 
the past. The vegetative character of the site indicates that it may have been 
used as an apple orchard at some time in the more distant past. Other 
agriculture usage may also have occurred. 

The adjacent properties on all sides are older residential properties on fairly 
large lots. South End Road and Rose Road provide frontage to the site. 

City of Oregon City Local Wetland Inventory T3S RIE Sections I and 12 

Other Wetland Determinations: 1997 delineation prepared by Rita Mroczek; approved by Oregon 
Division of State Lands on March 24, 1998. 

Determination: The original delineation had mapped 1.1 acres of jurisdictional wetlands. 

Wetland Classes: PFOIB/C, PSSIB/C, PEMIB/C 
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Introduction: 

The subject property consists of two parcels totaling 16.0 acres in Oregon City, Oregon with the 
following legal descriptions: TL 1700, Section 12A, T3S, RIE, W.M.; and TL 300, Section !CD, TJS, 
RlE, W.M. The City of Oregon City Water Quality and Flood Management Areas Map (Exhibit A, 
Ordinance 99-1013) shows protected water features and associated vegetated corridors on the site. 
Therefore a water resources report is required in accordance with Oregon City Municipal Code (OCMC) 
17.49 for any proposed development on the parcel. 

A wetland delineation was performed in 1997 by Rita Mroczek and was approved by the Oregon 
Division of State Lands on March 24, 1998. In accordance with Oregon Division of State Lands 
regulations, approved delineations are valid for a 5-year period. An additional scope of our investigation 
was to reinvestigate the wetland boundaries as per the criteria outlined in OAR 141-090-0045, in the 
event that the project construction extends beyond the 5-year valid period (ending March 24, 2003 ). 

Environmental Technology Consultants was contracted to perform the water resource investigation by 
Sisul Engineering, agent for the applicant. Field investigations were performed on October 2&, 
November 8, and November 21, 2002. 

Protected Water Feature Description I Vegetated Corridor \Vidth Determination: 

Two drainage courses traverse the site in a general east to west direction. The ''Protected Water 
Features" as regulated by OCMC 17.49 primarily consist of jurisdictional wetlands along these two 
drainage courses. In addition to the wetlands directly associated with the drainage courses, one lobe of 
wetland was delineated north of the northernmost drainage course. A total of 1.01 acres of wetland were 
delineated onsite and surveyed during the original investigation. 

The upper portion of the northernmost drainage course (-200 linear feet) consists of delineated wetlands 
of uniform width within the banks of the ditch with no adjacent wetlands. Plot 8 was sampled within the 
ditch and did meet the three criteria of a jurisdictional wetland. 

In accordance with Table I of OCMC 17.49, the jurisdictional wetlands fall into the category of "All 
Other Protected Water Features". The adjacent slopes are clearly less than 25% as shown on the attached 
Figure I (slopes are in the range of I to 3%). Therefore the vegetated corridor width for the wetlands is 
50'. One exception is the eastern portion of the northermost drainage course that consists of a ditch with 
no adjacent wetlands. Many ditches meet wetland hydrology and hydric soil criteria, and when 
vegetation is present, commonly meet hydrophytic vegetation criteria also. But even though all three 
wetland criteria were met, it is a channelized feature conveying flows from a naturally occurring 
drainage course that was present prior to ditch construction. Therefore it generally meets the criteria 
outlined in the OCMC definition for a stream. In accordance with Table I of OCMC 17.49, wetlands 
have 50' vegetated corridors and intermittent streams with slopes less than 25% and which drain less 
than 100-acres have 15' vegetated corridors. (The adjacent slopes are less than 25% as shown on Figure 
I and the basin feeding this feature is approximately 52-acres as determined by analysis of the South End 
Basin map from the City of Oregon City.) Given the degraded character of this feature and the fact that 
it generally meets the criteria of an intermittent stream as defined by OCMC 17.49, we have concluded 
that the 15' vegetated corridor is the most appropriate, as shown on Figure I. City of Oregon City staff 
will have the final decision on the vegetated corridor width for the ditched feature. 
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Assessment of Water Quality Resource Area: 

The Water Quality Resource Area consists of the Protected Water Features and their associated vegetated 
corridors. There are two distinct Water Quality Resource Areas on the subject property, and they will be 
described separately below. 

l. Southernmost Water Quality Resource Area 

This wetland is fed primarily by stormwater from upgradient development, which enters the site via 
a concrete culvert on the northeast property line. Natural runoff and infiltrated shallow groundwater 
from a portion of the subject property also contribute to the hydrology of this feature. It appears that 
continuing upgradient development to the north along South End Road has cut off a portion of the 
small upgradient basin that formerly fed this feature, although the area still meets the three criteria of 
a jurisdictional wetland. A 12" concrete culvert transports water from this drainage course to the 
west across Rose Road. 

A vegetation map for this resource area is included as Figure 2 in Appendix A. Several native 
associations of plants are present within the wetland. The highest quality area is at the lower end of 
the wetland and includes an overstory of Fraxinus latifo/ia (Oregon Ash, FACW) and a dense thicket 
of Spiraea douglasii (Douglas' Spiraea, FACW) in the understory. This association is identified on 
Figure 2 as Fraxinus-Spiraea. Just above this is a small grove of fairly large Popu/us halsam1fera 
(Black Cottonwood, FAC) trees. This area is identified as Populus Grove on Figure 2. The 
remainder of the wetland is of marginal quality consisting primarily of non-native pasture grasses 
such as Agro.His sp. (Bentgrass species, FAC), Ho/cus /anatus (Common Velvet Grass, FAC), and 
Festuca arundinacea (Tall Fescue, FAC-). A common associate with the pasture grasses within the 
wetland is Ranunculus re pens (Creeping Buttercup, FACW) in areas where hydrology is the 
strongest. This association is identified as Pasture - Ranunculus on Figure 2. 

The vegetated corridor beyond the wetland is generally of poor quality. The 50' corridor on the 
south side of the wetland consists primarily of non-native pasture grasses. There are several small 
dense thickets of Rubus discolor (Himalayan Blackberry, FACU) identified as Rubus Thicket on 
Figure 2, along with an area of recent Ruhus colonization (approximately 15% cover). A small 
thicket of Crataegus monogyna (English Hawthorn, FACU+) also extends into the south side of the 
vegetated corridor. The vegetated corridor on the north side of the wetland is primarily pasture that 
has colonized with Cytisus scoparius (Scotch Broom, UPL) at percentages of 25 to 30%, along with 
lower percentages of Rubus discolor. Sparse Ma/us sylvestris (Common Apple) trees are present in 
this association as well. One large thicket of Rubus discolor was present, identified as Rubus Thicket 
on Figure 2. An association identified as Malus-Crataegus-Rubus was also present, consisting of a 
low canopy of Ma/us sy/vestris and Crataegus monogyna, with a dense understory of Rubus d1sco/or. 

In accordance with Table 2 of OCMC 17.49, the entire vegetated corridor associated with the 
southernmost water quality resource area meets the "Degraded" classification. The area generally 
lacks a tree canopy, and the vegetation is almost entirely non-native (pasture grasses, Cytisus 
scoparius, Ruhus discolor, Crataegus monogyna). 
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Summary of vegetative conditions in Southernmost Water Quality Resource Area: 

% Tree Canopy: 

% Shrub cover: 

% Groundcover: 

Nuisance plants present: 

Other plants present: 

5% total 

25% total (primarily non-native) 

90% total 

Rubus discolor (Himalayan Blackberry), Cytisus scoparius 
(Scotch Broom), Crataegus monogyna (English Hawthorn) 

Fraxinus /atifolia (Oregon Ash), Populus balsamifera (Black 
Cottonwood), Ma/us .1ylvestris (Common Apple), Spiraea 
douglasii (Douglas' Spiraea), Agrostis sp., (Bentgrass species), 
Festuca arundinacea (Tall Fescue), Holcus lanatus (Velvet 
Grass), Dacty/1s glomera/a (Orchard Grass) 

2. Northernmost Water Quality Resource Area 

This wetland is also fed by primarily by offsite storm water ruooff from developments to the north of 
the site, which enters the subject property via a concrete culvert along the north property line. The 
basin that currently feeds this drainage course is larger than the southern drainage course, and 
thereby hydrology is considerably stronger in this feature. Flows exit the site via two parallel 24" 
culverts that transport the water to the west side of Rose Road. 

A vegetation map for this area is included as Figure 3 in Appendix A. Within the delineated 
wetlands, the highest quality vegetation communities consist of two groves of Fraxinus latifo/ia 
(Oregon Ash, FACW), identified as }i·axinus Grove on Figure 3. The trees are generally in the range 
of 4 to 8 inches diameter, which may indicate that the groves are fairly young; or that the dense trees 
have resulted in stunted gro,,.,1h due to competition for light; or that growing conditions are not 
otherwise favorable. The understory in these areas consists primarily of Spiraea douglasii (Douglas' 
Spiraea, FACW), Crataegus monogyna (English Hawthorn, FACU+), Rosa sp. (Rose species), and 
Rubus discolor (Himalayan Blackberry, FACU). Phalaris arundinacea (Reed Canary Grass) has 
colonized the Fraxinus Grove along the main drainage corridor in substantial percentages. Within 
the drainage corridor, just above the Fraxinus grove, the ditch is more defined and the vegetation in 
the bottom of the ditch consists of pasture grasses along with Ranunculus repens (Creeping 
Buttercup, FACW). The side banks of the ditch consist of Spiraea douglasii, Rosa sp., and Ruhus 
discolor. Further upstream the ditch is covered by a dense thicket of Rubus discolor. 

North of the drainage corridor a lobe of wetland was delineated. This area appears to be in a 
transitional state from wet to dry hydrologic conditions as evidenced by the significant percentages 
of non-hydrophytic species in the area. This wetland does not have a connection to the main wetland 
along the drainage course except via the roadside ditch along Rose Road. The majority of the lobe is 
covered with a dense grove of fairly young Fraxinus latifolia (Oregon Ash, FACW) along with 
Crataegus monogyna (English Hawthorn, FACU+) in lower percentages. The shrub stratum is 
dominated by Spiraea douglasii (Douglas' Spiraea, FACW) and Rubus discolor (Himalayan 
Blackberry, FACU). Other shrubs present include Ma/us sy/vestris (Common Apple, UPL), Quercus 
sp. (Oak species), and Lytisus scoparius (Scotch Broom, UPL). The herbaceous stratum is 
dominated by FAC pasture grasses with Polystichum munitum (Sword Fern, FACU) and Fragaria 
virginiana (Wild Strawberry, F ACU) also common. 
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The vegetated corridor beyond the wetlands is generally of poor quality. The upper portion of the 
drainageway is surrounded by a narrow vegetation association identified as Crataegus-Malus-Rubus 
on Figure 3. This association consists of a low overstory of Crataegus monogyna (English 
Hawthorn, FACU+) and Ma/us sy/vestris (Common Apple, UPL) providing 50 to 65% canopy 
coverage with an understory of dense Rubus discolor (Himalayan Blackberry, FACU). The 
remainder of the vegetated corridor is primarily pasture that has colonized with Cytisus scoparius 
(Scotch Broom, UPL) with lower percentages of Rubus discolor. The cover percentage of Cytisus 
scoparius ranges from 20% up to 75%. Different hatching patterns are shown on Figure 3 to 
demarcate different percentages of Cytisus scoparius. 

In accordance with Table 2 of OCMC 17.49, the entire vegetated corridor associated with the 
southernmost water quality resource area meets the "Degraded" classification. The only portion with 
any substantial canopy is the narrow Crataegus-Ma/us-Rubus association, and the canopy is almost 
entirely non-native species. The Rubus discolor (Himalayan Blackberry) in the understory is a 
noxious invasive non-native species. Beyond this association, the vegetation consists of non-native 
pasture grasses and noxious invasive species, primarily Cytisus scoparius (Scotch Broom). As the 
entire area has greater than 10% coverage with non-native species, it meets the "Degraded" 
classification. 

Summary of vegetative conditions in Northernmost Water Quality Resource Area: 

% Tree Canopy: 

% Shrub cover: 

% Groundcover: 

Nuisance plants present: 

Other plants present: 
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15% total 

50% total (primarily non-native) 

80% total 

Rubus discolor (Himalayan Blackberry), Cytisus scnparius 
(Scotch Broom), Crataegus monogyna (English Hawthorn), 
Pha/aris arundinacea (Reed Canary Grass) 

Fraxinus /at1foha (Oregon Ash), Ma/us .1ylvestns (Common Apple), 
Spiraea douglasll (Douglas' Spiraea), Rosa sp. (Rose species), 
Quercus garryana (Oregon While Oak), Agroslls sp., (Benlgrass 
species), Festuca arundmacea (Tall Fescue), Holcus lanatus (Velvet 
Grass), Dactylis glomerata (Orchard Grass), Polystichum munitwn 
(Sword Fern), Fragana v1rg1mana (Wild Strawberry) 
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Fish and Wildlife Resources in the Water Quality Resource Areas 

The subject property drainage courses were most likely non-channelized wetlands in their historic 
condition. These wetlands currently form the headwaters of an unnamed stream that is a tributary of 
Beaver Creek. 

According to www.streamnet.org, which contains data obtained from Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife and other sources, the Beaver Creek system is utilized by fish only at the lower end of the 
stream below Sevcik Pond. There is probably a dam or similar in-water structure that impounds water in 
the pond that precludes fish passage upstream from that location. Based on the available data, fish 
utilization does not occur until 4 miles downstream from the subject property wetlands. Onsite 
investigation did not reveal any evidence that the subject property wetlands were suitable for fish habitat. 

Due to the generally poor habitat conditions within the water quality resource areas, other wildlife 
utilization is also limited. As described above, the water quality resource areas consist of several groves 
of trees, but are primarily pasture with colonizing noxious invasive species. Features that are generally 
conducive to wildlife utilization include the following: well developed vegetative strata (tree overstory, 
tree understory, shrub understory, and groundcover), vegetative diversity on the vegetative strata present, 
high food value plant species present, structural habitat elements (snags, down woody debris, water 
features, rock outcroppings), positive edge character, limited disturbance, size and connectivity to other 
habitat areas. The onsite wetlands and vegetated corridors provide little of these habitat features. The 
several groves of dense young Fraxinus /atifolia (Oregon Ash) trees do provide small islands of habitat 
for birds, with cover and nesting opportunities available. The small grove of larger Popu/us balsamifera 
(Black Cottonwood) also provides nesting opportunities and may provide potential for cavity nesting in 
the future if a tree gets topped or eventually dies and becomes a snag. The site is fairly disturbed, with 
suburban development on all sides. Based on the onsite investigations, we expect that the site is utilized 
by common wildlife species that inhabit open space in urban and suburban areas: songbirds, predatory 
birds (primarily hawks), rodents (mice, voles, etc.), squirrels, other small mammals (rabbits, raccoons), 
and probably common frogs such as Pacific tree frog. 
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Alternatives Analysis 

a. No practical alternatives to the requested development exist that will not disturb the Water 
Quality Resource Area. 

Sisul Engin~ering designed the preferred development layout and was consulted in preparing the 
alternatives analysis. The proposed project results in two areas of impact: (1) impact areas required 
for the half-street improvement of Rose Road totaling 12,434 square feet; (2) impact to a lobe of 
wetland north of the northernmost drainage corridor totaling 4, I 05 square feet. 

There are no alternatives to the required street widening. Bringing the street frontage up to City 
standards including pavement widening, curbing, sidewalk. and installation of underground franchise 
utilities is a requirement of development within the City of Oregon City. Therefore no practicable 
alternatives exist that would not disturb the Water Quality Resource Area. 

Subtracting the impact area for the necessary street improvements, the remainder of the lobe wetland 
north of the northernmost drainage corridor comprises 4, l 05 square feet. During our on site analysis, 
we determined that the current condition of this feature appears to be in a transitional state from wet 
to dry hydrologic conditions. The applicant was informed of our conclusion and that hydrologic 
monitoring during the early growing season may reveal that this area does not meet the wetland 
hydrology criteria. Although the applicant decided not to pursue monitoring, in the event that filling 
this area becomes an obstacle with the regulatory agencies, this course of action may be pursued. In 
order to preserve this marginal wetland along with its vegetated corridor, it would be necessary to 
move the loop street access point further up Rose Road to the northwest. A short street along with a 
cul-de-sac terminus would then be required to provide access to lots between the resource area and 
the loop street. This option would have resulted in the loss of 4 lots. Given the increased 
construction costs for constructing the road with :u I-de-sac, along with the loss of Jots, the project 
would have been rendered economically marginal. In addition, cul-de-sacs are generally discouraged 
in Oregon City in favor of public streets with loop connections when feasible. With these 
considerations, it was therefore determined that this was not a practicable alternative. 

b. Development in the Water Quality Resource Area has been limited to the area necessary to 
allow for the proposed use. 

The half-street improvement has been limited to the area necessary required by the City of Oregon 
City. As part of this impact, the site engineer has projected encroachment IO' beyond the new 
proposed right of way to allow for till slopes for those portions of the roadway that are to be raised 
and for franchise utility installation. Fill slopes will be maximized to decrease the necessary 
encroachment and the impact area will then be recalculated during final design to ensure the 
minimum necessary impact for the half-street improvement. The wetland lobe impact was designed 
to not encroach into the wetlands along the main drainage corridor. 

c. The Water Quality Resource Area can be restored to an equal or better condition in 
accordance with Table 2. 

The mitigation plan included in this document involves creating additional wetlands, enhancing 
existing wetlands, and improving the condition of the vegetated corridor. The wetland creation and 
enhancement is a requirement of state and federal agencies to mitigate for the wetland impact area. 
The key feature of the wetland mitigation is hydrologic improvement by raising the water level 
within the dcainage features. 

The proposed vegetated corridor shown on Figure 4 has been extended beyond the existing vegetated 
corridor in order to provide the required width between the created wetlands and the development 
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site. The entire vegetated corridor will be enhanced in accordance with Table 2 as described in the 
mitigation plan. The condition of the existing vegetated corridor is degraded, with non-native 
pasture grasses and noxious invasives as the dominant species as described in the assessment section 
of this report. Much of the vegetated corridor is proposed to be filled in order to keep the proposed 
vegetation corridor as an upland buffer. (If it is not filled, then the created wetlands would extend 

much wider in the direction perpendicular to the flow alignment as a result of the water level being 
raised to the needed depth for wetland mitigation.) Vegetation will be planted on the fill slopes in 
the vegetated corridor with the intent that a basis be provided for vegetative development into a 
native forested community that would naturally occur in this area. The planting has been designed 
so that the area will meet the "good" condition in Table 2. It will be in substantially better condition 
than its current degraded character. 

d. It will be consistent with a Water Quality Resource Area Mitigation Plan 

See item (c) above. 

e. An explanation of the rationale behind choosing the alternative selected, including how 
adverse impacts to resource areas will be avoided or minimized and mitigated. 

The rationale for choosing the preferred project layout was described in item (a) above. In order to 
preserve as much of the resource areas as possible, the project was designed as a planned unit 
development (PUD). Impacts to resource areas have been avoided except for those areas near Rose 
Road which were unavoidable as described in item (a). Where impacts were necessary, they have 
been minimized by limiting encroachment beyond the proposed right of way to the minimum 
necessary to install franchise utilities and to construct fill slopes for the raised roadway. Mitigation 
has been designed to achieve an increase in the net functions and values of the resource area as 
described in the mitigation plan in this document. 
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Impact Analysis 

{/'lote: The following impact analysis describes ilnpacts to the resource areas that would potentially result if not 
mitigated. The impact analysis is intended to identify the potential losses of functions and values resulting from 
the proposed development in order to adequately design the mitigation project to offset those losses. Where 
design elements of the project are discussed in this section that involve mitigation of the described impacts, they 
are shown in italic type. Other""'''~se the mitigation is discussed in the !i.fitigation Plan section o_fthe report. The 
net impact after mitigation is intended to be positive. In other words, in the post-development post-mitigarion 
scenario the net functions and values of the resource areas are intended to be unproved.] 

A. Indirect impacts to functions and values of the Water Quality Resource Areas resulting from site 
development 

The direct impact of filling wetlands is described in subheading (B) below. But development beyond 
the resource areas also has an indirect impact on the resource areas, particularly as relates to 
hydrologic conditions. 

• Hydrology alteration 

The areas of the site that are proposed to be developed currently provide a portion of the basin 
that feeds each of the drainage courses. (The remainder of the basins are offsite to the north.) In 
the southernmost wetland a relatively large portion of the existing basin that feeds the feature is 
onsite. If stormwater was picked up from the development and discharged at an outlet point that 
bypassed the wetlands (eg, at the existing culvert locations along Rose Road), the wetlands 
would experience a drier hydrologic condition and vegetation conditions would be expected to 
change. Therefore upon our recom1nendation the site engineer has designed the storrnH'ater 
systen1 to discharge into the vvet/ands .follovving water qua/ii}' treatment to prevent de-watering 
of the wetlands. 

Even with the stormwater system designed to discharge to the wetlands, as with any 
development that increases impervious surface area, flow rates will be higher, peaks will occur 
in less time, and total duration of the flow hydrograph will be less relative to the natural 
condition. (This is mitigated somewhat due to detention requirements, but detention is not 
designed to replicate natural conditions but rather to prevent serious floods.) The altered inflow 
hydrograph has the potential to impact wetland hydrology. In the flow-through hydrologic 
systems present in both drainage courses, higher flows would be experienced but for less 
duration. The lower duration would result in less time for infiltration and while the total input 
volume would be approximately the same, the total volume of surface water output would be 
greater. Subsequently lesser extended periods of saturation would be experienced after storm 
events. This hydrology alteration is also translated to downstream areas in the Beaver Creek 
system, where synchronized flows from many developed sites have a cumulative impact on 
stream flows and channel conditions. The mitigation plan proposes lo raise the water level 
through hydrologic control structures at the outlet point from the site. This will provide a wetter 
hydrologic regime for wetland enhancement, will increase retention tune uf flows in the system, 
and will offset the flashiness that is potential from stormwater discharges. This influence will 
benefit the downstream receiving waters as well. 

• Water Quality Impacts from Residential Usage 

Potential releases of oils, greases, car wash detergents, and household hazardous materials into 
storm drains or surface runoff potentially result in potential contamination of the receiving 
waters. Deleterious chemicals from pesticides and herbicides and nutrients from fertilizers and 
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pet wastes can also be transported in surface runoff. Even if used in accordance with the 
manufacturer's directions, heavy precipitation events or precipitation events immediately after 
application may cause some migration into the resource areas. Water quality /reatmenl has been 
designed in the stormwater system to mitigale this impact. The vegelaled corridor between /he 
development site and the prolec/ed water fealures provides a Jillralion media that mitigates 
water quality contamination associated with surface runoff An increase in pollutant 
concen/ralion in the onsite waler inputs is still likely as compared lo natural conditions, but £he 
wetland also has water quality lrealmenr funclionalily which serves as a benefit for downslream 
receiving waters Iha/ have fish habitat. The increased re/en/ion lime in the we/lands maximizes 
the water quality funcrionalily <flhe wellands. 

• Water Quality Impacts during Construction 

Construction activities will result in temporary bare unvegetated surfaces. These surfaces have 
potential for severe erosion if rainfall occurs prior to establishment of vegetation, and 
particularly if rainfall intensities are high. Construction equipment can also track mud out onto 
paved surfaces where rainfall has the potential to wash the material into storm drains and 
subsequently into downgradient waterways. To mitigate this, the perimeter of /he cons/ruction 
areas will be fenced off within the waler qualuy resource areas lo ensure that no vegelated 
surfaces are damaged beyond the n1inin1um necessary for construction. An erosion control plan 
to be approved by the City of Oregon City will be prepared by the civil engineer lo include 
sediment fencing at the perimeter of the [(TGded surfaces within /he resource areas, surface 
scarification and hydroseedmg of bare surfaces immediately after grading is complete, 
installation of gravel construction entrances and exit ways, bzo-bags or similar features around 
carch basins, and any olher erosion control elements reqwred by the City of Oregon City. 

B. Direct Impacts to Water Quality Resource Areas 

Portions of the water quality resource areas will be directly impacted as part of the proposed 
development project as required for the Rose Road half-street improvement and the fill of the 
northern wetland lobe. The highest quality portions of the wetlands to be impacted are the Fraxinus 
groves. As shown on the vegetation maps, there are three distinct groves of young Fraxinus latifolia 
(Oregon Ash) with an understory commonly dominated by Spiraea douglasii (Douglas' Spiraea). 
Each of the three groves will be impacted. The following table describes the functions provided by 
the Fraxinus groves and the impacts to those functions: 
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Existing Function: Impact: 

Wildlife Habitat: Low I Moderate 

The groves provide small islands of habitat on The proposed impacts result in the loss of 
the site. They are likely utilized by songbirds approximately 45°/o of the total area of the Fra.xinus 
for roosting, cover, and feeding. Squirrels and groves. This loss will limit the amount of wildlife that 
other small mammals also likely utilize this can utilize these features. Wildlife utilization can still 
area. Due to the small size of the groves the be maintained at lower numbers onsitc while the 
functionality is limited, but in the context of enhanced portions of the water quality resource areas 
the larger landscape, the groves due provide develop. 
some continuity with off site forested open 
space within the Beaver Creek systern. 

Hydrologic control: Low/ Moderate 

All of the wetlands on the site are flow-through If unmitigated, the loss of vegetated \.\'etland surface 
systems, and therefore the hydrologic control is area would result in less retention time in the system 
somewhat limited relative to a depressional and less interception, thereby negatively impacting 
system. The low infiltration rate of the Delena hydrologic control. 
soils in the wetlands also limits hydrologic 
control. The broad low-gradient surface 
characteristic in con junction with dense 
vegetation does slow the velocity of water that 
flows through the area and increases retention 

time. 111e trees and brush also provide 
interception of precipitation which IS a 
<;ignificant hydrologic rontro! fnnctinn. 

Water quality: Moderate 

The shallow sheet flow regime provides The loss of wetland surface area results in less now 

substantial contact with soil and vegetated contact with soil and vegetated surfaces, and thereby 
surfac~s, which is effective in naturally treating negatively impacts water quality functionality for the 
water. downstream syste1n. Any reduction in retention tin1e 

in the system (as described above) also contributes to 
less \'later quality functionality. 

Primary Production: Moderate 

Trees and shrubs in this area produce The loss of trees and shrubs is a negative impact to the 

substantial leaf detritus and other down woody primary productivity of the system. 

debris that provides organics to downstream 
areas primarily in the form of dissolved 

organic carbon. 

Table lA: Fraxinus Groves; Functions and Impacts 
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Beyond the Fraxinus groves, the remainder of the impacted wetlands consist of a Pasture association 

comprised primarily of non-native pasture grasses (Agrostis, Holcus, Festuca). The functionality of 

these areas is generally less than within the Fraxinus groves. The following table describes the 

functions provided by the Pasture and the impacts to those functions: 

Existing Function: Impact: 

Wildlife Habitat: Low 

Wildlife utilizing the pasture portion of the The loss of the pasture portions of the wetlands have 
wetlands is not significantly different than the minimal impact on wildlife aside from the loss of area 
non-wetland portions of the pasture. Rodents, that occurs with any development, which reduces the 
rabbits, and predatory birds are the most likely population numbers that can utilize the area. 
groups that utilize the pasture. 

Hydrologic control: Low/ Moderate 

Relative to the wooded portions, the pasture If un1nitigated, the loss of vegetated wetland surface 
portion of the wetlands provide similar area would result in less retention time in the system, 
hydro logic control. When flow IS very thereby negatively impacting hydrologic control. 
shallow, the dense grasses provide greater 
resistance (lower velocity). During higher 
flows with greater now depth, the grasses 
provide less resistance (higher velocity). The 
grasses also provide son1e interception of 
precipitation, although not as much as the 
forested areas. 

Water quality: Moderate 

Relative to the wooded portions, the pasture The loss of wetland surface area results in less tlo\.\-' 
portion of the \Vetlands provide greater contact \.\-'ith soil and vegetated surfaces, and thereby 

opportunity for vegetative contact under negatively impacts water quality functionality. Any 
shallow flow conditions and therefore reduction in retention time in the systen1 (as described 
somewhat higher water quality functionality. above) also contributes to less water quality 

functionality. 

Primary Production: Low I Moderate 

Relative to the wooded portions, the pasture The loss of area will result In less primary 
has less functionality to the downstrearn productivity. 
system as dissolved organics from dead grass 
material is less than for leaves. 

Table IB: Pasture wetlands; Functions and Impacts 
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The vegetated corridors associated with the wetlands provide different functions and values than the 

wetlands. Most significantly, they are a means of protecting the wetlands from the potential impacts 

of adjacent development. As described above, much of the proposed vegetated corridor area will 

need to be filled in order to accommodate the raised water elevation proposed in the mitigation plan. 

The impacts described here relate to the impact of the fill on the functions and values provided by 

the existing vegetated corridor. 

Existing Function: Impact: 

Wildlife Habitat: Low 

The t!xisting condition of the proposed Open space area will not be lost as a rcsu It of 
vegetated corridor is degraded, with non-native vegetated corridor fill; only the condition of the 
pasture grasses and noxious invasive shrubs corridor will change. Even if the area was not 
(Scotch Broom, Himalayan Blackberry) as the planted, any vegetation association that would 
dominants. Rodents, rabbits, and predatory colonize the fill could hardly be considered of poorer 
birds are the most likely groups that utilize the quality than what IS already present. (Under the 
pasture. mitiKalion plan the condition of.the vegetated corridor 

is to he in1proved) 

Hvdrologic control 

Under nonnal surface flow conditions, the If not revegetated, the loss of leafing parts from 
vegetated corridor has no effect on the surface grasses, shrubs, and trees would have a negative 
flOY.'S. The vegetated corridor does provide impact on hydrologic control via interception. 
control in the form of precipitation 
interception. 

Water quality: r-..1oder:lte 

The dense grasses In the vegetated corridor If not revegetated quickly, the fill slopes would 
would provide for adequate filtration of any provide little water quality filtration and would likely 
runoff or shallow groundwater produced from become a water quality detriment due to erosion and 
the development site. subsequent deposition. (Planting in the 1nitigation 

plan and erosion control are intended to alleviate this 
potential 1·mpact.) 

Screening: Low/Moderate 

Dense vegetation in a vegetated corridor has If not revegetated, the fill in the vegetated corridors 
the potential to reduce negative impacts would provide no screening. 
associated with development on wildlife 
utilizing the wetlands. The pasture grasses 
provide negligible screening. The Scotch 
Broom and Blackberry provide screening that 
is good where it is densest and is marginal 
where it is less dense. 

Table IC: Vegetated Corridor; Functions and Impacts 
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Mitigation Plan 

The impacts to the functions and values of the Water Quality Resource Area were described in the 
Impact Analysis section above. Impacts were avoided and minimized where feasible as described in the 
Alternatives Analysis section of the report. In order to mitigate for the unavoidable impacts, the 
objectives of the mitigation plan involve the following elements: 

• Control noxious invasive species in the water quality resource areas, including the wetlands and 
the associated vegetated corridors. 

• Create additional wetlands to partially offset the loss of wetland area; (created wetlands to be of 
higher quality than existing wetlands) 

• Enhance the functions and values of the existing wetlands that are to preserved; in particular the 
wildlife habitat and hydrologic control functionality. 

• Enhance the functions and values of the proposed vegetated corridor between the wetlands and 
the development site; in particular the wildlife habitat and screening functionality. Also re­
establish the water quality functionality. 

A. Noxious invasive species control 

In those areas where grading is to be performed, the ground surface will be prepared prior to placing 
fill material. The ground will be bush-hogged to knock down the robust Cytisus scoparius (Scotch 
Broom). The vegetative parts will be removed from the area as best as possible, to be disposed of 
offsite, or burned on site if allowed under city ordinance. The area will then be disked to break up the 
rooting parts as best as possible. The ground will then be compacted and fill placed. 

In those areas where no fill will be placed, vegetation control will take place by less obtrusive means. 
Crataegus monogyna (English Hawthorn) will be girdled at the trunk and a wick-applied herbicide 
will be applied to the cut surface. Rubus discolor (Himalayan Blackberry), Rubus laciniatus 
(Evergreen Blackberry), and Cytisus scoparius (Scotch Broom) will be either mowed where 
mechanical equipment is accessible, and where not accessible, these species will be cut down with 
hand-held equipment (weedeaters, brush cutters, machetes, etc.). Pha/aris arundinacea (Reed 
Canary Grass) will be initially treated with a spray-applied herbicid:'. 

The treatments described above are an initial treatment that will need to be followed up with ongoing 
maintenance until the planted native vegetation becomes established. After the initial treatment, the 
first maintenance required will be when the cut stems of the Rubus species begin to re-leaf. At that 
point a spray treatment of Rodeo herbicide with R-l I surfactant will need to be applied to the leaves 
of the noxious invasives by a professional capable of distinguishing the native from the noxious 
species. An active maintenance plan of spraying should keep the noxious species from robust 
growth or spread, but if individuals show any substantial growth, they should be physically cut down 
as described above with herbicide treatments to follow. Future treatment of Phalaris arundinacea 
may involve additional herbicide treatments, or it may be possible after the area is inundated to 
physically uproot the Phalaris. 

Environmental Technology Consultants 
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B. Wetland Creation and Enhancement 

In order to achieve the above objectives, we have developed a m1t1gat1on concept that will 
adequately address each objective while also being feasible from an engineering design standpoint. 

The key feature of the mitigation concept is to enhance the hydrologic conditions in the wetlands. 
The hydrologic concept is to install a control structure to back up water into the wetlands, 
maintaining the flow-through hydrologic character during the wet season, but with a large volume of 
dead storage that will keep the site wetter than the pre-development condition. Under the conceptual 
design shown on Figures 4 and 5, the maximum dead storage depth would be approximately 1.5 feet 
at the lower ends of both drainage courses. This will expand the wetland boundary beyond the 
existing wetland boundary to partially mitigate the wetlands to be filled in the project. A static water 
level will be maintained between the northernmost and southernmost wetlands with a submerged 

pipe providing the connection. The majority of flows will now exit the site via the culverts under 
Rose Road at the northernmost wetland. The 12" culvert at Rose Road that transports flows from the 
southernmost wetland will have the inlet modified to act only as an emergency overflow. 

The hydrologically enhanced wetlands can then be enhanced for wildlife habitat through plantings, 

with the intent to establish a higher value plant community than currently exists. Figures 6 and 7 
identify the wetland areas that will be planted. The wetland is generally intended to develop into a 
native forested community. Trees will be planted at an average of 15' spacing (average 5.5 per 1000 
square feet). Where the dense Fraxinus already exist in the two groves, no additional tree plantings 
will be planted in these areas. Shrubs will be planted between the tree plantings at an average of 8 
per I 000 square feet; a basis for herb development will be provided by seeding the wetland area with 
a native mix. The following table lists the species that are to be used in the plantings: 

Stratum Scientific Namr 1 Common Nnn1c ~tion __ JTotn~_ll__ J ---- ---------·----- ----+--------------- ---------
Tree Alnus rubra I Red Alder Fringe I 

i '. I Fraxinus latifol1a . Oregon Ash Throughout ( 155 total 
u . I -........ ·- ·- . . ... ·-

Pinus ponderosa Ponderosa Pine Fringe trees to be 

_ 1 (Will~mette Valley subspecie) planted) 

i>Opuius-baisQ~ijerCi , Black Cottonwood Fringe 
-------- -------·---------- - +--------------· 

Shrubs C'ornus .stolonifera Red-Osier Dogwood Throughout 

A-fa/usfusca Pacific Crabapple Fringe (288 total 
--· -

Physocarpus cap1tatu.s Pacific Ninebark Fringe shrubs to be 
' - ---

Fringe R o.sa nutkana Nootka Rose planted) 
- . ·- ··- - ---- - - ---- -- . -- ·---

Rosa pisocarpa Wild-clustered Rose Fringe 
. 

Ruhus spectabili.s Sa lmonberry Fringe 
. ------ -

Sal 1x fluviatilis Columbia River Willow Throughout 
. -- - - - ---- . 

Salix sitchens1.s I Sitka Willow Throughout 

Table 2A: Wetland Plantings 

• Final planting plan will be subj eel to revision based on availabili1y of plant stock; and federal, state, and local 
regulatory revicv·/ of plans. 
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The following is the seed mix to be utilized in the wetland areas: 

40% Glyceria occidentalis (Western Mannagrass) 

20% Alopecurus geniculatus (Water Foxtail) 

I 0% Scirpus microcarpus (Small-fruited Bulrush) 

10% Carex obnupta (Slough Sedge) 

I 0% Juncus ejfusus (Soft Rush) 

I 0% Eleocharis pal us tr is (Creeping Spikerush) 

Environmental Technology Consultants 
Job #02·020 - Rose Road PUD 
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C. Vegetated Corridor Enhancement 

Much of the proposed vegetated corridor beyond the new wetland boundaries need to be filled to 
allow for the raised water level within the wetlands as shown on the cross section on Figure 5. Any 
disturbed areas will be seeded, and all areas will be planted to establish a native vegetation 
community. 

All graded surfaces within the Water Quality Resource Area are to be initially seeded with grasses to 
provide quick cover and water quality functionality. The primary objective of the seeding is to 
provide cover and good soil-holding capabilities; secondarily the seed chosen is of low growth 
character to provide little competitive stress to the woody plantings; thirdly, the seed mix chosen 

contains a percentage of native grass and herb species that will begin to have greater influence in the 
future when the woody vegetation develops and begins to alter the composition of the community. 
The seed mix also mimics associations that are normal and climax in developed and populated areas. 
The seed mix is not 100% native species because our experience has been that, in disturbed areas, 
native vegetation is not as competitive as noxious invasive weeds that would likely colonize the area 
if quick cover is not established. The grasses chosen, while generally not native, are not noxious 
invasives and will eventually give way to other groundcover species as the vegetation community 
develops. The seeding will be done immediately after the grading is complete. Depending on timing 
relative to when the woody plants will be installed, the area will be either hydroseeded or broadcast 
seeded with straw mulch or similar placed on top. Irrigation will also be contingent on the timing of 
the project. The following is the seed mix to be utilized in disturbed surfaces within the vegetated 

corridor: 

88% Sunmark Stabilizer E/C Blend 

Delaware Dwarf Perennial Ryegrass 

Creeping Red Fescue 

Annual Ryegrass 

Highland Bentgrass 

New Zealand White Clover 

8% Native grass/herbs species 

Bromus carina/us (California Brome) 

Elvmus g/aucus (Blue Wildrye) 

lupinus polyphyllus (Large-leaf Lupine) 

4% Sunmark Woodlands Mix 

Environmental Technology Consultants 
Job #02-020 - Rose Road PUD 

flolodiscus discolor (Ocean Spray) 

Prunus virginiana (Chokecherry) 

Rosa nutkana (Nootka Rose) 

Amelanchier alnifo/ia (Serviceberry) 

Mahonia nervosa (Oregon Grape) 

Sambucus caerulea (Blue Elderberry) 

Philadelphia lewisii (Mock Orange) 

Table 3A: Vegetated Corridor Seed Mix 
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Following the initial seeding the vegetated corridor will be planted with native woody species 
with the intent to establish a native forested community that would naturally occur in the area 

and that has high wildlife functionality. The area will be planted in accordance with the 

specificJtions of Table 2 of OCMC 17.49. Trees will be planted at an average of I 5' spacing 

(5.5 per 1000 square feet). Shrubs will be planted at an average of 8' spacing (spacing to take 

into account trees; 14.5 per IOOO square feet). Table 3B below shows the proposed plantings: 

Stratum Scientific Name Common Name Location Total# 
--~-----

Tree A/nus rubra Red Alder Fringe 
-- --- ~- - --- --- - - - ---· ·-

: Acer macrophyllum Bigleaf Maple . Upland (400 total 
--- -- -- ---- - - ------ --- -- - - - -- - ----- --

-r ~;,~°g"0ghou1 Pinus ponderosa Ponderosa Pine trees to be 
"P'vP~J.,-;s- h-~1~·;;,;,ij~~-;--

- - - - - - - ... -- . ---· ·- -
Black Cottonwood planted) 

- ·---- - --- -- -·--- - - -- - - --- - - - -- . . --- --·-- - -- -1 · --- ----- --
Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas fir --~~land ___ 
Tsuga hclerophylla Western l-femlock Upland 

__ J.._ ____ 

Shrubs Acer c1rcinatum Vine Maple Throughout 
-- --- -- ----- --- -- -- --· --- ---------

C""'ornus stolonifera Red-Osier Dogwood Fringe 

C orylus cornuta Hazel Upland 

Ma/us ju.sea Pacific Crabapple Fringe ( l 050 total 

Physocarpus capJlatus Pacific Ninebark Fringe shrubs to be 

Rosa nutkana Nootka Rose ' Throughout planted) 

Rosa ptsocarpa Wild-clustered Rose Fringe 

Rubus spcctabi/is Salrnonberry Fringe 
Samhucus racemosa Red Elderberry Throughout 

Symphoricarpos a/bus Snowberry 
• 

Throughout 

Table 3B: Vegetated Corridor Plantings 

* Final planting plan will be subject lo revision based on availability of plant stock; and federal, state, and local 
regulatory review of plans. 

At this early stage of the planning process, we do not yet know all the parties who will take part in 

implementation of the mitigation plan. The owner and applicant of the project, Paul Reeder, is the sole 

responsible party at this point. Contractors will be chosen after the project is approved for the hydrologic 

modifications described and for the landscaping services. 

A maintenance program will consist primarily of ensuring the survival of the plantings and preventing 

the growth and spread of noxious invasives. To ensure the survival of the plantings, it may be necessary 

to install a temporary irrigation system depending on the season the plants are installed. If installed 
during the spring or summer months, irrigation may need to be provided throughout the remainder of the 

summer, at a minimum, to maximize the probability of plant survival. Irrigation will need to be 

continued into future growing seasons if ongoing monitoring reveals stress in the plantings. If plantings 

are installed during the fall, an irrigation system will not be immediately required. But ongoing 

monitoring during future growing seasons may reveal that temporary irrigation is needed. The control of 
noxious invasive species is described above in subsection A of the mitigation plan. 

The mitigation does not involve any stream work and therefore timing relative to any in-water work 

period is not a relevant factor for the site construction schedule. A specific implementation schedule at 

this point is uncertain, although a general sequence for the mitigation plan relative to site construction is 

known. Initial control of noxious invasives as per subsection A will take place prior to site grading. 

Seeding of graded surfaces within the vegetated corridor will be performed immediately after grading is 

complete. Depending on weather conditions, a temporary sprinkler system may need to be installed to 

Environmental Technology Consultants 
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ensure seed germination. Plantings will optimally be installed during the fall. Seeding within the 
wetland as per Table 2B will take place during October. During the first growing season at least two 
monitoring visits will be made to check the conditions of the plantings and assess whether irrigation 
needs to be installed. During the following two growing seasons monitoring visits will be made at least 
once during June or July to assess the conditions of the plantings and also assess the noxious invasive 
vegetation situation and make recommendations for maintenance. Maintenance activities will be 
performed upon the recommendation of the biologist who performs the monitoring. Any replacement 
plantings as required under Table 2 of OCMC will be installed during the fall after the monitoring. A 
monitoring report will be prepared at the end of each growing season describing the assessment, 
recommended maintenance activities, whether those activities have been performed, and conclusions 
regarding the success or failure of any previous maintenance activities, replanting, etc. Contingencies 
for any hydrologic problems that arise cannot be anticipated at this time. Contingencies for plant 
mortality may involve altering the species composition (not replanting a species that is doing very poor, 
but substituting for a different species), selecting different planting stock (eg, using 5-gallon instead of 2-
gallon), or usin5 different soil amendments. All such modifications will be at the discretion of the 
mitigation design staff. Where such modifications affect mitigation that is also part of state or federal 
permits, these agencies will be contacted as needed. 
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Appendix A 

Site Overview Map (Figure I) 
Southern WQ Resource Area Detail Map (Figure 2) 
Northern WQ Resource Area Detail Map (Figure 3) 

Proposed Development Plan (Figure 4) 
Conceptual Mitigation Cross Section (Figure 5) 

Southern WQ Area Mitigation (Figure 6) 
Northern WQ Area Mitigation (Figure 7) 

Site Vicinity Map 
Physical Setting 

Water Quality and Flood Management Areas Map 
SCS Soil Survey 

South End Drainage Ilasin Map 
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Wetland Boundary Re-Investigation (ODSL Det #97-0493) 

Introduction: 

The subject property is located in Oregon City, Oregon on the northeast side of Rose Road and north of 
South End Road. The site consists of two contiguous parcels totaling 16.0 acres and has the following 
legal description: Tax Lot 1700, Section 12A, T3S, RI E, W.M.: and Tax Lot 300, Section !CD, T3S, 
RIE, W.M. A wetland delineation was performed on the site by Rita Mroczek and a delineation report 
was prepared dated September, 1997. The wetlands were surveyed by Trahan Consulting and a map was 
submitted to Oregon Division of State Lands (ODSL). Patti Caswell of ODSL prepared a letter dated 
March 24, 1998 that concurred with the wetland delineation and survey. 

The property owner, Paul Reeder, is proceeding with plans to develop the subject property as a planned 
unit development. Permitting under state and federal removal-fill laws will be required under the current 
proposal. 

Under OAR 141-090-0045, Jurisdictional determinations arc generally valid for a period of five years 
(from the date of the concurrence letter). Review of the project by the City of Oregon City along with 
review of the wetland permits by state and federal agencies are expected to prolong the start date of the 
project beyond the 5-year validation period for the original wetland delineation (March 24, 2003). 
l'hcrcfore the purpose of this investigation is to 1nake our professional opinion on \Vhether reissuance of 
the original jurisdictional determination by ODSL is appropriate. 

l'his su1111nary report docu111ents the investigation, best professional judgn1ent and conclusions of the 
investigators. Re issuance of the jurisdictional determination will be subject to the review of ODSL and 
should not be considered approved until documentation is obtained from ODSL 

Methodology: 

In accordance with OAR 141-090-0045 (4), the information required for re-issuing a jurisdictional 
detennination requires an onsite inspection to detenninc \vhether there has been a change in 
circumstances; and if no change in circumstances is identified, a description of the results of the 
investigation and conclusions regarding the accuracy of the original delineation. A "change in 
circumstances" is defined in OAR 141-090-0020 (5) as follows: "a change in site conditions that 
fundamentally alters the hydrology and/or substrate to the extent that the 'normal circumstances' of 
waters of the state are changed. The change in circun1stances 1nay be due to alterations on a site or 
alterations offsite that affect the site sufficiently to enlarge, reduce, or change the status or geographic 
extent of a jurisdictional water. A change in circumstances includes, but is not limited to, a dike breach or 
drainage system failure that restores fonner hydrologic conditions to a site, placement of till material, or a 
\vater source diversion." 

Our onsite investigation was performed primarily to make a determination regarding change in 
circumstances in accordance \Vith the above definition. For the purpose of dra\\.:ing conclusions regarding 

the accuracy of the original wetland boundary, we utilized a GPS unit with differential correction to 
locate the wetland boundary as surveyed by Trahan Consulting. This required two site visits. The first 
site visit was performed to tie surveyed reference points into the GPS coordinate system (U.S. State 
Plane, zone Oregon North 3601 ). The original site survey with wetland boundaries was then overlayed 
and rotated about these reference points to get the original survey onto the GPS coordinate system. 
Navigational waypoints in the GPS coordinate system were then set along the wetland boundaries and 
uploaded into the field GPS unit. During the second site visit we were then able to navigate to points 
along the original surveyed wetland boundary to within the accuracy of the GPS unit (I meter). 
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Results of the Investigation: 

Field investigations were performed by David Waterman on October 28 and November 8. 2002. An 
additional field investigation was performed by David Waterman and Rich Bublitz on November 21, 
2002. 

The entire site (Tax Lots 1700 and 300) was investigated by walking two transects parallel to Rose Road. 
We did not identify any areas beyond the drainage courses described in the original delineation report that 
had wetland characteristics. We did not identify any conditions on the site or offsite that would constitute 
a "change in circumstances" according to the above-referenced Oregon Division of State Lands 
definition. The hydrology sources for the wetlands have remained the same, primarily runoff from the 
offsite subdivisions to the north that flows onto the site via two culverts on the northeast property line. 
These subdivisions are fairly old, having existed prior to the 1997/8 delineation, and no changes were 
evident in the offsite areas that would indicate that the drainage character has altered. Runoff and 
infiltrated precipitation from onsite also contribute to the high water table in the concave areas. There 
was no evidence in any change of usage on the site that would indicate that the on site source of hydrology 
has been altered. Based on the description of the site in the original report, it appears that it has continued 
to undergo the successional process frorn pasture to scrub-shrub that \Vas occurring at that ti1ne. Weedy 
species are the dominant shrubs that have developed with Cvt1sus scoparius (Scotch Broom) as the most 
prevalent species throughout the site and Rubus discolor (Himalayan Blackberry) also common. 

No other maps or aerial photographs were investigated beyond what was included in the original wetland 
de Ii neat ion report. 

In regards to the accuracy of the original wetland boundary, our investigation was not a thorough 
delineation scope investigation, but rather a brief visual check of hydrologic and vegetation conditions 
along the wetland boundary as located using a CPS unit. The wetlands are described as two units: the 
southernmost unit and the northernmost unit as identified on the attached Figure I. Much of the 
vegetation along the delineated boundary of the southernmost wetland was dominated by FAC pasture 
grasses, and the topography graded mildly from the drainage pattern out to upland. In these areas where 
no distinct change in vegetation or hydrology was evident it appeared that soils were used as the primary 
basis for locating the wetland boundary. Because our investigation did not entail a detailed soil 
investigation, we relied on the soil data from the original delineation, and generally concluded that we had 
no evidence to indicate that the wetland boundary should be changed. We did not identify any areas 
where there was evidence that the wetland boundary was broader than originally delineated. There were 
several areas along the wetland boundary where it appeared that on the basis of the vegetation and 
landform, the wetland boundary may actually be less wide than delineated by a maximum of 
approximately 20'. We informed the applicant of this and told him that hydrologic monitoring during the 
early growing season may reveal that a narrow fringe of the delineated wetlands experience non-wetland 
hydrologic conditions. Civen the relatively minor possible changes, and the fact that these changes would 
not allow for any significant change in the proposed development plan as currently laid out, he decided 
that the cost of additional investigation and agency review time was not justified. 

Within the northernmost wetland, we identified one portion of the wetland boundary that definitely 
warrants a change. The upper end of this feature is a ditch that meets the three criteria of a wetland as 
sampled in Plot 8 of the original delineation. The upper -200 linear feet of this feature was surveyed as a 
straight reach in the original survey map. This reach actually is not entirely straight. The applicant had 
mowed a path across the ditch, the remainder of which is covered in dense thicket of Rubus d1,,color 
(Himalayan Blackberry). It was probably also covered during the original investigation, which would 
explain why the ditch alignment was not more accurately surveyed. We located a node at this mowed 
point using our CPS unit. This is shown on Figure I. We did not identify any areas beyond the 
delineated boundaries that had wetland characteristics. We did identify several significant areas within 
the wetland boundary that we felt were questionable. There were two distinct Fraxinus latifolia (Oregon 
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Ash, FACW) dominated groves in this delineated area, as identified on Figure 2. The first encompassed 
the lower portion of the drainageway and the second grove was within the lobe of wetland north of the 
main drainageway. The area immediately north of the Fra.xinus grove along the drainage course is 
pasture that has colonized with a dense thicket of Cylisus scoparius (Scotch Broom). We feel fairly 
str,mgly that hydrologic investigation of this area would reveal non-wetland conditions. The wetland lobe 
further north including the other Fra.xinus la1ifolia grove appears to be in a transitional state from wet to 

dry, and the drier hydro logic condition may be partially a result of the roadside ditch draining this area. 
In addition to the Fra.xinus lalifolia, the other hydrophytic dominant in this area is Spiraea douglasii 
(Douglas' Spiraea, FACW). Other species common in this area included Cra/aegus monogyna (English 
Hawthorn, FACU+), Quercus sp. (Oak species), Ma/us sylveslris \Common Apple, UPL), Cy!isus 
scoparius, Pu/ys/ichum munilum (Sword Fern, FACU), Fragaria virginiana (Wild Strawberry, FACU), 
along with the FAC pasture grasses that occurred elsewhere on the site. Plot 19 from the original wetland 
delineation shows that the vegetation meets hydrophytic criteria and the soils are hydric in this area; but 
we feel that the hydrology in this area is questionable. Due to timing, the applicant once again decided 
not to purse hydrologic monitoring. 

Conclusions: 

No change in circu1nstances \\.'as evident during the 2002 site investigations as con1pared to the conditions 
described in the 1997/8 original delineation. We did not identify any areas where there was evidence of 
wetland conditions beyond the original delineated boundary. Within the southernmost wetland we did 
identify several narrow fringes of areas within the wetland boundary where we felt that hydrologie data 
may reveal non-wetland conditions The applicant has decided not to pursue this and therefore we feel it 
is appropriate to maintain the wetland boundary from the original wetland delineation in the 
southernmost \\'etland area. \\1ith1n the northcrnrnost \\'Clland boundary \VC have reco111111ended a 
change at the upper end of the drainage course \vhere the align111ent is not straight as originally surveyed. 
This is shown in Figure I. In the wetland lobe to the 11011h of this drainage course we identified 
vegetation conditions that indicated transitional hydrology from wet to dry. Once again the applicant has 
decided not to pursue this, and therefore we feel it is appropriate to maintain the wetland boundary 
from the original wetland delineation in the northernmost wetland area with the exception of the 
bend in the ditched reach at the upper end as shown on Figure l. In the event that obstacles are 
encountered during the wetland permit review process, we would like to keep the option open to monitor 
hydrology in the lobe area during the early growing season with the potential of having a portion of it 
removed from the wetland boundary. 

Prepared by: 

David Waterman 
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Addendum Addressing Path in Water Quality Resource Area 

Alternatives Analysis: 

Because the two water quality resource areas span the entire width of the property, it was necessary for 
any path traversing from the single-family homes out to Rose Road to cross the resource areas. The 
impacts were minimized. The path crosses both water quality resource areas as near to perpendicular as 
possible, rather than meandering across these features or crossing in a diagonal direction that would result 
in an increased linear footage of path alignment. The specific locations of the perpendicular crossings 
also minimize impact area. The crossing in the northernmost wetland is in the upper reach, where the 
drainage course is ditched and the resource area is at its narrowest. The width of the water quality 
resource area to be crossed in the northernmost wetland is 3 1 feet. With a path width of 4. 75 feet, the 
path area is therefore 148 square feet. The crossing in the southernmost wetland is located where the 
wetland is at its narrowest width and therefore the total width of the water quality resource area is also 
narrowest. The width to be crossed is 120 linear feet, and therefore 570 square feet. 

Impact Analysis and-Mitigation Discussion: 

The path will have no direct impact on either of the Protected Water Features within the resource areas. 
A small pre-fabricated bridge will cross each water feature, with the footers to be established beyond the 
jurisdictional limits of the wetlands/waters. Construction equipment will not be allowed to directly enter 
or cross either the wetland or ditch. Therefore there will be no direct impact to water quality, wetland 
hydrology, or wetland vegetation within the protected water features. 

The primary impacts are to the vegetated corridors beyond the protected water features. The preliminary 
design of the asphalt path is 4.75' wide. Final engineering design of the path will not be prepared until 
the preliminary plans have been approved, but we expect that the asphalt will be at or just slightly above 
the final grade, and therefore no extensive excavation or fill will be required for path construction. We 
expect that the ground surface to be directly disturbed will be a maximum of 7.5' wide. For construction 
equipment access through the vegetated corridor a 1 O' wide swath will be fenced with temporary 
construction fencing to ensure that no impacts occur beyond the minimum necessary. As shown in the 
cross-sectional views included with the original Water Resources Report dated December 17, 2002 as 
Figure 5 of 7, some of the vegetated corridor is proposed to be graded to allow the raising of the water 
level that is integral to the wetland mitigation plan. Once again, it is important to note that the 
engineering grading plans-have not been prepared, and only conceptual design has taken place, but it is 
likely that at least a portion of the vegetated corridors where the paths cross will be graded. In that case, 
the actual construction of the path would have minimal direct impact to the ground surface beyond what 
has already been addressed. In the event that the areas where the path crosses will not be graded, then 
construction will be performed during the dry season to ensure·that the ground surface is disturbed only 
minimally. The vegetation in the vegetated corridors to be disturbed is of poor quality, as described in the 
original Water Resources Report. The same treatment will be applied to disturbed surfaces caused by 
path construction as already proposed in the original Water Resources Report including seeding and 
planting disturbed ground beyond the asphalt. We feel that the mitigation plantings proposed in the 
original report to upgrade the vegetative conditions within the corridor to a "Good" condition are more 
than adequate to address vegetation impacts caused by path construction. 

The following paragraphs analyze the impacts of the path on the specific functions and values provided 
by the vegetated corridor, as identified in the original Water Resources Report. 
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I. Wildlife Habitat 

The poor quality of the existing vegetation where the paths cross results in minimal impact to wildlife 
utilizing the area. Trees to be planted in the vicinity of the paths as already provided for in the original 
Water Resource Report will provide canopy cover over the paths, so the path area will not be lost as 
functional wildlife habitat. The primary potential impact is disturbance and stress to wildlife caused 
by human and domestic pet presence along the path. We concluded in the original report that wildlife 
presence is largely confined to species that have adapted to conditions within urban and suburban 
areas, including songbirds, rodents, squirrels, small mammals such as raccoons and rabbits, and 
common frogs. Human and pet presence along the paths will cause no greater impact to wildlife than 
along the existing interfaces of the vegetated corridor with the development site. The key feature to 
minimizing the impact on wildlife will be to restrict usage of the vegetated corridor to the path. We 
feel that installation of signs along the path will be adequate to minimize usage of the vegetated 
corridor beyond the path. If the area is in common ownership, we feel a certain amount of self­
regulation can be expected by the citizens. 

2. Hydrologic Control 

The path is proposed as an impervious surface, and therefore will not infiltrate water like undisturbed 
ground. The best way to offset this is to establish canopy cover over the path to intercept 
precipitation, which has already been proposed. In addition, the hydro logic alteration of the wetland 
as proposed in the original Water Resources Report more than offsets the impacts to hydrologic 
control described in the original report plus the loss of 718 square feet of pervious surface due to the 
path. 

3. Water Quality 

The loss of 718 square feet of area where water would have contact with vegetation, duff, and soil 
does result in a minor water quality impact. The key feature to mitigate this will be to design the path 
with some cross slope to prevent surface runoff from sheet flowing straight down the path and into the 
Protected Water Features. Once the water from the path enters the adjacent vegetated area, the water 
quality concern is negligible. One potential indirect impact to water quality from the path presence is 
the potential for pet waste near the path, which could result in nutrient and fecal coliform loading into 
the Protected Water Features .. Once again, we feel that signage is the best method for addressing this 
concern, requesting that people remove all pet waste, and we expect self-regulation by the residents to 
keep the water resource area in good condition. 

4. Screening 

Screening is a function that minimizes impacts between development areas and wildlife utilizing 
natural areas. The wildlife habitat concerns are addressed above. 
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Summary of Mitigation Elements Discussed: 

As discussed, we feel that mitigation elements proposed in the original Water Resources Report (planting, 
seeding, hydrologic alteration of wetlands) are adequate to address the impacts covered in the original 
report plus the majority of the potential impacts of the additional 718 square feet of path discussed in this 
document. But several additional mitigation elements have been described in the above section, as 
outlined below: 

J. Signage 

We feel signs installed along the path should be installed to minimize potential impacts to wildlife 
habitat and water quality functionality within the water quality resource area. The signs should read as 
follows: "This is a sensitive natural resource area protected under federal, state, and city law. Please 
stay on the path to minimize impacts on wildlife. Please remove all pet waste and litter to protect the 
water quality. Any violations are subject to fine." 

2. Path Design 

Prepared by: 

David Waterman 

Environmental Technology Consultants 
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Introduction: 

Addendum to Water Resources Report 
May 29, 2003 

ETC prepared a Water Resources Report dated December 17, 2002 for the proposed Rose Vista project. 
An addendum to the original report dated February 19, 2003 that discussed the path that crosses the 
wetlands and vegetated corridors was also submitted to the City of Oregon City. (All mitigation proposed 
in the February 19 addendum is still in effect and is not proposed to be superceded by this document). 
Included in the original Water Resources Report was an assessment of the resources on the site, a 
preliminary project layout, an alternatives analysis, an impact analysis and a mitigation plan that was 
designed to offset the impacts of the development. Since the development application was submitted, the 
Oregon City planning department reviewed the project layout and mitigation plan and required design 
changes. This document addresses the most recent project design changes. 

The assessment of the resources as described in the first six pages of the original Water Resources Report 
has not been modified in this document. TI1e alternatives analysis, impact analysis, and mitigation plan 
have changed and are described in the following sections. 

Alternatives Analysis: 

The project has been redesigned to avoid all wetland impacts with the exception of the impacts required 
for the half-street improvements to Rose Road. These impacts were non-negotiable with the City of 
Oregon City as described in the original Water Resources Report. Impacts have been reduced from 0.38 
acres to 0.24 acres. 

The only other impacts to water quallty resource areas on the subject property are stormwater facility 
encroachments into the 50' vegetated corridor. Three separate facilities encroach into the corridors, and 
the maximum encroachment proposed is 25'. 111is encroachment is allowed under l 7.49.050.H(6), 
provided that an equal area is added to the vegetated corridor elsewhere on the subject property. The 
vegetated corridors throughout the site are generally in very poor condition~ dominated by pasture grasses 
and noxious invasive weeds. Therefore an extensive ahernatives analysis of storm water facilit)i siting is 
not warranted. 

The total area of stormwater facility encroachment into the vegetated corridor is 1 l,548 square feet. To 
compensate for this, the vegetated corridor has been widened in other areas, adding 11,594 square feet to 
account for the area lost. The new project design is attached as Figure l _ 

Impact Analysis: 

The impacts to the wetland functions and values are the same as described in the original Water 
Resources Report, only the magnitude of impacts has been reduced, decreasing from 0.3 8 acres to 0.24 
acres. 

The impacts to the vegetated corridors have also been reduced, with no fill being allowed within the 
corridors. Several 25' stormwa1er facility encroachments into the vegetated corridors are now proposed. 
however our professional opinion is that these new encroachments will have minimal impact. As 
described in the original Water Resource Report, the primary functions of the vegetated corridors are 
wildlife habitat, water quality, and screening. TI1e vegetated corridor is currently in a degraded condition, 
and therefore the placement of stormwater facilities into these areas does not reduce existing wildlife 
habitat functionality. (If planted properly, these stormwater features could actually significantly improve 
the wildlife habitat functionality relative to the existing condition.) Because these stormwater features are 
intended to improve water quality and hydrologic control, they therefore do not have a negative impact on 
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those functions. The storm water facilities will become part of the open space areas, and do provide a 
wider area of buffer between building lots and the wetlands, and therefore there is also no loss to the 
screening functionality. 

Mitigation Plan: 

The major change in the mitigation plan is that the City of Oregon City has determined that they will not 
allow fill material to be placed within the vegetated corridor. Because of this restriction, the water level 
cannot be raised within the existing wetlands as an enhancement as originally proposed. (Without the 
adjacent fill, a raised water level would cause the wetlands to extend well beyond their existing 
boundaries, thereby rendering much of the property undevelopable.) 

This restriction has necessitated a design change in the mitigation plan to involve no hydrologic 
enhancement. The cross sectional drawing, attached as Figure 5 of the original Water Resources Report, 
is no longer applicable under the current plan. Vegetation enhancements to the existing wetJands are now 
the primary mitigation elements. The mitigation plan was redesigned and submitted to the Oregon 
Division of State Lands on May 16, 2003. 

The mitigation plan now involves the following elements: 

• Control noxious invasive species in the water quality resource areas, including the wetJands and the 
associated vegetated corridors. 

• Enhance the functions and values of the existing wetlands that are to preserved; in particular the 
wildlife habitat functionality. 

• Enhance the functions and values of tJ1e proposed vegetated corridor between the wetlands and the 
development site; in particular the wildlife habitat and screening functionality. 

A. Noxious invasive species control 

No changes are proposed to the noxious invasive species control described in the original document. 

B. Wetland Enhancement 

The hydrologic enhancement proposed in the original document is now no longer feasible. Therefore 
the enhancement will focus solely on enhancing the condition of the vegetation. Those areas that do 
not already contain forested cover will be planted with native trees and shrubs. 111ose areas that do 
already contain forested cover wiJI be planted with native shrub understory. Because no wetland 
creation areas are proposed with the new plans, a greater portion of the existing wetlands had to be 
planted to meet Oregon Division of State Lands mitigation requirements for wetland enhancement. 
Therefore this mitigation plan proposes a greater number of wetland plantings than the original 
document. And also because hydrologic enhancement is now longer allowable, the species 
composition is a somewhat drier association (more tolerant of prolcnged dry conditions) than 
proposed in the original mitigation plan. Figures 2 and 3 attached with this document show the 
enhancement areas and the mnnber of plantings in each of the areas. The following table shows the 
proposed plantings: 
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Stratum 
Tree 

Shrubs 

Scientific Name ~ommon Name Location 
FrOXl;;;;s[QiiJO/Ui ___ i Oregon Ash - ThroughoUt 

Pinus ponderosa I Ponderosa Pine Fringe 
i (Willamette Valley subspecie) 

- PopU!us balsamiferG--°fBiack CottoflWood __________ Frlnge---

Cornus stoionifera I Red-Osier Dogwood I Throughout 
Ma/us fuse a i Pacific Crabapple --------:Fringe ___ _ 

-RoSa nutkana I NOotka Rose ----------------!Fringe ----
-.::------- --- -· --------- -~------. ------------· -------------------- ·----t-~-. --·------ -·- ---
-;~i::~~i:i?ilis ----~-~~~~~~!~~--- - - r~:::-------

Table 2A: Wetland Plantings 

Total# 

(155 total 

trees to be 

planted) 

(S85 total 

shrubs to be 

planted) 

"'Final planting plan will be subject to revision based on availability of plant stock; and federal, state, and local 
regulatory review of plans. 

Because the wetland already contains herbaceous vegetation cover, and because the hydrologic 
condition is not proposed to change, seeding with wetter species would be ineffective as proposed in 
the original mitigation plan, and therefore this has been eliminated from the revised mitigation plan. 

C. Vegetated Corridor Enhancement 

Because no fill is proposed in the vegetated corridor, and the existing vegetated corridor currently 
contains dense grasses, the seeding proposed in the original mitigation plan has been eliminated from 
this plan. 

The vegetated corridor has been reconfigured relative to the original plan. The spacing of vegetated 
corridor plantings is the same as proposed in the original Water Resources Report (average 15' on 
center for trees. average 8' spacing for shrubs). The planting species have not changed from the 
original plan, but the total number of plantings has slightly increased. 

Stratum Scientific Name Common Name i Location 
Tree A/nus rubra _l Red Alder i fringe 

-·-----------·------- ------------------------------------
Acer macrophy//um I BigleafMaple Upland 
-------·-------------t--------·----------·---------- ---------P1nus ponderosa Ponderosa Pine Throughout 
-Populus-bGTSOm(f(i;.0 ___ Black Cottonwood----·---------- -Fringe --
-PseudotsugGmefrziesii 

-·---·------------
Douglasfir -Opland 

7suga heierophylia 
Westeffi-Hein1CCk _________________ -;--:----------

Upland 

Shrubs Acer circinatum Vine Maple Throughout 

Cor~SStOloniferil~-----
Red-Osier Dogv.ood Fringe 

-----------·--------- --· ------------ -up1an~----Cory/us cornuta Hazel 
----·-----------·-----
Malusfusca Pacific Crabapple Fringe 

PhysocarpUs capitalus -- PaC!flc N-lilCba-rk._ .. ____ --- __ ,__ --- ·-·----- ·-·· -------·--------
Fringe 

---·------------- Nootki!RaSe------------ ThroughO'Ut Rosa nurkana 
·-

Wild-clustered ROse -- --------
Rosa pisocarpo fringe ___________ "".""" _______ 

- Salmonberry Fringe ----
Rubus spectab1/is 

------------···----- Red Elderberry _____ --Sambucus racemosa Throughout 
-S}rmphoriciiipos-~T6US-- Snow berry ThroughO-ut' 

Table 3: Vegetated CorrJdor Plantings 
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Job #02-020 - Rose Vista 

Total# 

(509 total 

trees to be 

planted) 

(988 total 

shrubs to be 
planted) 

Page3 
May29, 2003 

II 

t' ... 

I 
I 



No changes are proposed to the maintenance program or the monitoring program proposed in the 
original Water Resources Report_ No changes are proposed to the general implementation schedule. 

""" 
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S1suL ENGINEERING 

City of Oregon City 
PO Box 3040 
Oregon City, OR 97045-0304 

ATTN: Tony Konkol 

RE: Rose Vista; J.O. SGL00-107 
City File #PD0301 

Dear Mr. Konkol: 

A Division of Sisul Enterprises, Inc. 

375 PORTLAND AVENUE, GLADSTONE, OREGON 97027 
(503) 657-0188 

FAX (503) 657-5779 

June 27, 2003 

You informed me the other day that you were considering requiring a larger buffer 
around what we felt to be a stream along the upstream portion of the northerly 
drainageway. You noted this in regards to the stream bottom meeting the wetland 
criteria. In response to your discussion with me I asked the environmental scientist on 
this project, Rich Bublitz of Environmental Technology Consultants, to please address 
the differences between stream systems and what is generally considered to be wetlands. 
I felt you were being confused by the terminology that was being used by wetland 
scientists and biologists, which is somewhat different to what the typical lay person refers 
to. This letter from Mr. Bublitz and Mr. Waterman, of Environmental Technology 
Consultants, I hope will clear up this matter with you. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to give us a call. 

TJS/lae 
Enc. 

Sin erely, 1~ ') 

/ 
1 

t11?fi) \ LJi . 
Thomas J. ~ . P.E. 

/ 
-... / 

J.1011 
(13 
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June 27, 2003 

Tom Sisul 
Sisul Engineering 
3 7 5 Portland Avenue 
Gladstone, OR 97027 

Dear Mr. Sisul, 

1924 Broadway, Suite A • \'ammn·er, \\A 98663-3380 
Phone: (360) 696-4,103 Fax: (360) 696-Hl89 

U'lf'H'. en rirotechcons. coin 
\\A J.<uHb(·<1fH"' Conlrador~ l.iet·n~<> #: E'.\YIHTC023HH 

(_IH CCB Gl'nrr:.d Conlra~·tor It l-l 7S22 
A Vin~ion nf ~i.ntl l'nterpri.w•,.,, lrit:. 

Our firm prepared a Water Resources Report dated December 17, 2002 for the proposed Rose Vista 
subdivision. On Page 2 of that report we described the existing Protected Water Features and classified 
them in· accordance with Table I of OCMC 17.49 in order to establish the vegetated corridor width. We 
have been informed that city staff has disagreed with our conclusion regarding the ditched reach at the 
upper end of the northernmost drainage course. The disagreement in classification apparently stems from 
the fact that the ditch meets the City definition of a stream but also meets the three criteria of wetlands: 
hydric soils, wetland hydrology, and hydrophytic vegetation. Our original assertion was that a stream can 
meet the three wetland criteria and still be classified as a stream. The purpose of this letter is to elaborate 
on our rationale. · 

In the Water Resources Report we prepared in 2002, we made reference to the City of Oregon City 
definition of "stream" as defined in 17.49.020: "areas where surface waters produce a defined channel or 
bed, including bedrock channels, gravel beds, sand and silt 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 naturally occurring prior to construction of such watercourses." The 
ditched reach does contain well-defined bed and banks as penhe City Of Oregon City definition. It does 
convey the flow from a naturally occurring watercourse that in its natural condition may or may not have 
contained a shallow channel. 

According to Table 1 of OCMC 17.49 there are only three classifications of Protected Waters: (1) 
Anadromous fish-bearing streams; (2) Intermittent streams with slopes less than 25% and which drain 
less than 100-acres; and (3) All other protected water features. In order for the ditch to be classified under 
#3, it would have to be evident that it did not classify under either #1 or #2. Just because a stream meets 
all three wetland criteria, it still is a stream, and meets #2. The way we interpret Table 1, #3 is a default 
classification for all features that do not meet _either #I or #2, and was not intended to take precedence 
over features that do meet either# 1 or #2. • 

In support of our above assertions, the following paragraphs reference the widely accepted technical 
publications on classifying streams and wetlands. The primary reference used in classifying wetlands and 
other water features is the document entitled Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the 
United States, published in 1979 by the US Fish and Wildlife Service and prepared by Lewis M. 
Cowardin. The classification system described in that document is commonly referred to as the Cowardin 
classification system. In general terms, wetlands are those areas where the water is shallow enough that 
plants can root in the soil and emerge through the water surface; and deepwater habitats are those areas 
where water is too deep to support these plants. According to the document there are five major systems: 
Marine, Estuarine, Riverine, Lacustrine, and Palustrine. The following is a brief description of each 

" 



system intended for the non-scientist: Marine systems consist of open ocean and coastline; the E~tuarine 
system consists of areas where freshwater and seawater mix; the Riverine system consists of waters 
confined within a channel; the Lacustrin-e system are lakes and large open-water ponds; and the Palustrine 
system are areas of saturation or shallow inundation with vegetation dominating the surface. Cowardin 
states the foll9wing: "The first four of these include both wetland and deepwater habitats, but the 
Palustrine includes only wetland -habitats." The key point is that those portions of Riverine systems 
where the depth does not exceed 6' arc considered wetlands. 

The following is the technical definition of the Riverine system from Cowardin: 'The Riverine System 
includes all wetland and deepwater habitats contained within a channel, with two exceptions: (1) wetland 
dominated by trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, emergent mosses, or lichens, and (2) habitats with water 
containing ocean-derived salts in excess of 0.5%." In accordance with this definition, channelized water 
bodies whose surface contains greater than 30% vegetative cover are excepted .from the Riverine System 
and are classified as Palustrine wetlands even though they are channelized. Because the ditched rea~h of 
concern is dominated by emergent vegetation, it does fall out of the Riverine classification. However, 
this does not .mean that it is not a stream. For instance, the Oregon City National Wetland Inventory 
shows many of the wetlands and streams that are present in the area. Smaller streams such as Beaver 
Creek and its tributaries, N"ewell Creek and its tributaries are all dominated by a Palustrine wetland 
classification: PFO_ (Palustrine Forested followed by a hydrologic modifier), PSS_ (Palustrine Scrub­
Shrub followed by a bydrologic modifier). Clearly these features are streams, and they are regulated 
under the OCfy!C 17.49 as such. These areas are streams that meet a Palustrine classification due to the 
fact that vegetation covers at least 30%. 

To summarize our conclusions, we assert .that certain features do meet the definition of both a stream and 
a wetland. However we interpret OCMC 17.49 Table 1 as indicating that the stream classification takes 
precedence in determining the vegetated corridor width. Please call our office if you have any questions 
about this letter. Thanks. 

Sincerely, 

David Waterman Richard Bublitz, Pro essional Wetland Scientist 



Mr. Paul Reeder 
CIO Sisul Engineering 
375 Portland Avenue 
Gladstone, Oregon 97027 

192! Broadway, Suit< A ' Vancouver, WA 98663-3380 
Phone. (360) 696-44.03 Fax• (360) 696-4089 
etc-va.iicouyer@qwest.net tt' u~u·. en riro tee hco11s. cont 

\\A Lands<·apc Conlraetor" Licelt~P #: E:'\YI RTCU23HB 

July 15, 2003 

OH CCH C<·npr<1l Contr<1d(.r # J-l7:J22 
A IJiri~io11 of Sisul f,fiterprise.~, 111"· 

RE: Addendum to Water Resources Report dated December 17, 2002 
Proposed Rose Road Subdivision 
Oregon City, Oregon 

This Jetter is to address issues raised in the Oregon City Staff Report concerning Oregon 
City Municipal Code Standards and Requirements, Chapters 17.49 and 17.50. The staff 
report concluded that water quality impacts to the resource area, ~etland/wet soil 
recharge, buffers, and mitigation adequacy, scheduling, and monitoring, had not been 
adequately addressed. 

The high water table/wet soil is caused by a slowly permeable layer· at a depth of 
approximately 33-36 inches with a permeability rate of 0.06-0.2 inches per hour in the 
Bomstedt silt loam covering most of the site. The water table in this soil is from 2.0-3.0 
feet below ground during the winter and early spring. The wetland areas are composed of 
Delena silt loam with an extremely low permeable layer at a depth of approximately 2.0 
feet. Permeability below the upper 2 feet is <0.06 inches per hour. The water table in the 

. wi.nter and early spring is from ground level to 18 inches below ground. 

' 
Groundwater travel in these soils is primarily horizontal, with a horizontal conductivity 
much greater than 3 times the vertical conductivity, whi<;h is the .average horizontal 
conductivity factor for soils without a low conductivity layer in the sub soil. Due to the 
physical structure of the soil profile, water that infiltrates to the hardpan in lawns, the 
common areas and buffer areas adjacent to, and up gradient ftom, the wetland will 
discharge into the wetland via the same groundwater pathway as currently exists. The 
exception to this is areas where the groundwater flow will be intercepted by gravel or 
compacted native soil filled utility trenches. That water, up gradient from the wetlands, 
intercepted by compacted fill will follow the path of least resistance down gradient and 
eventually discharge to the wetland area, if in sufficient quantity to exceed the infiltration 



capacity of the low conductivity layer in the sub soil. Areas that drain into gravel filled 
utility trenches will follow the trench until it is either infiltrated or is discharged at some 
point along the facility to a shallow water table or a surface discharge point. It is 
recommended that any water that can be collected in sub sµrface drains within these 

. trenches, and located at an elevation that will allow collection and subsequent discharge, 
be collected and discharged to the wetland areas. 

Impervious areas will be collected in a storm drain system and directed to a storm water 
detention facility. Discharge from this facility will be through a water quality swale, bio 
retention facility or other facility approved by Oregon City review staff. It is 
recommended that the discharge be through a multiple orifice structure to provide 
metered flows to the wetland that would more closely approximate natural recharge. As 
the proposed pathway is pervious (gravel) no impacts to the recharge or water quality will 
be realized from its construction. 

The lobe wetland will be reconnected with the northern wetland by construction of a 
ditch along Rose Road, the bottom. of which will be at an elevation that will provide 
water exchange between the two wetland areas, but not low enough to drain eithe. of the 
areas. 

In response to the issue of inadequate buffers, the buffer along the upper end of the 
northern wetland (ditch area) will be increased to 50 feet to be in accordance with OMC 
17.49.050, specifically Table 17.49-1. The buffer area impacted by the pathway will be 
mitigated by an increasing the buffer area in the down gradient vicinity of the impact by 
an area equal to the impact area. 

The final mitigation plan will be submitted to the Oregon Division of State Lands as part 
of the final permit application requirements. This will include the implementation 
schedule, construction timelines, maintenance; monitoring, reporting and a contingency 
'plan, all 'lls required by' ODSL rules and, regulations governing permit applications and 
mitigation plans. These items, along with any required in water work restrictions will 
become part of the permit conditions and will be in place prior to any grading or issuance 
of a grading permit as mandated by Oregon City and Oregon DSL requirements. · 

/qely, 
/ 



Addendum to Water Resource Report 

August 1, 2003 

Introduction: 

This addendum is in response to a memorandum from Tony Konkol to Tom Sisul dated 
July 25, 2003 regarding the Rose Vista Planned Unit Development. The section titled 
"Required Revisions to the Application" Item (6) requested that the water resource report 
be amended to accurately depict the proposed changes to the PUD, including the amount 
of open space, added open space storm water facilities, and groundwater mitigation 
measures proposed. Also needing to be addressed was the impact of the path system, due 
to a design change in the pathway surface. 

Open Space Area/Impact Changes Due to PUD Design Changes: 

The current proposal dedicates 173,080 S.F. or 3.97 acres to open space area. This area 
includes active and passive common areas, wetland water resource areas and resource 
buffers, referred to as North Open Space and South Open Space on plans revised on July 
16, 2003. On the plan revisions dated May 15, 2003, 159,994 S.F. or 3.67 acres were 
dedicated to open space within those designated areas. The current project design has 
removed all impacts to the water resource area and associated buffers, except those 
associated with the widening and frontage improvements required by the City of Oregon 
City to Rose Road and the pathway through the buffers, and increased the open space 
area by 13,086 S.F. 

Pathway System Impacts and Mitigation: 

A required change in the pathway system surfacing material has increased the impervious 
surface area of the project by 14,700 S.F. Although the impervious area has increased, 
the impacts to the water resource will be negligible. The pathway is located along the 
northeast property line for much of its length, which is also the high point in the general 
slope of the project, which drains the southwest. Surface runoff during high precipitation 
events that exceed the infiltration capacity and groundwater flow will still migrate to the 
resource area as described in the groundwater flow and mitigation analysis section of this 
addendum. Surface runoff from the path adjacent to the resource area will still be 
directed to a small portion of the buffer. Due to the nature of the pathway use 
(pedestrians and bicycles) this minor buffer contact will provide adequate water quality 
attenuation, as no pollutants other than soil particles, are expected to be deposited on the 
pathway surface. The resource crossings associated with the pathway are to be bridges 
constructed of wood, with cross-planked walkways, allowing precipitation to drain 
between the planks, and directly to the resource area. 

The pathway crossing of the resource buffer areas has reduced the overall buffer area by 
a total of 3110 S.F. This area is mitigated through buffer averaging as indicated on the 
attached figure and totals 3188 S.F., exceeding the impact area. The buffer averaging 
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areas were placed in locations with the highest potential to give additional protection to 
the water resource area. These additional buffer areas are placed: (I) adjacent to the 
parking area across from lots 74-76; (2) adjacent to the driveway entrance near lot 67; 
and (3) contiguous to the north side of the buffer in the vicinity of lots 61-66. Areas 
adjacent to concentrated parking areas, or other high traffic areas have the greatest 
potential for accidental/incidental spills or disposal, and therefore were considered to 
provide the maximum possible benefit for the increased buffer area. 

Groundwater and Resource Recharge Mitigation Measures: 

The high water table/wet soil is caused by a slowly permeable layer at a depth of 
approximately 33-36 inches with a permeability rate of 0.06-0.2 inches per hour in the 
Bornstedt silt loam covering most of the site. The water table in this soil is from 2.0-3.0 
feet below ground during the winter and early spring. The wetland areas are composed of 
Delena silt loam with an extremely low permeable layer at a depth of approximately 2.0 
feet. Permeability below the upper 2 feet is <0.06 inches per hour. The water table in the 
winter and early spring is from ground level to 18 inches below ground. 

Groundwater travel in these soils is primarily horizontal, with a horizontal conductivity 
much greater than 3 times the vertical conductivity, which is the average horizontal 
conductivity factor for soils without a low conductivity layer in the sub soil. Due to the 
physical structure of the soil profile, water that infiltrates to the hardpan in lawns, the 
common areas and buffer areas adjacent to, and up gradient from, the wetland will 
discharge into the wetland via the same groundwater pathway as currently exists. The 
exception to this is areas where the groundwater flow will be intercepted by gravel or 
compacted native soil filled utility trenches. That water, up gradient from the wetlands, 
intercepted by compacted fill will follow the path of least resistance down gradient and 
eventually discharge to the wetland area, if in sufficient quantity to exceed the infiltration 
capacity of the low conductivity layer in the sub soil. Areas that drain into gravel filled 
utility trenches will follow the trench until it is either infiltrated or is discharged at some 
point along the facility to a shallow water table or a surface discharge point. It is 
recommended that any water that can be collected in sub surface drains within these 
trenches, and located at an elevation that will allow collection and subsequent discharge, 
be collected and discharged to the wetland areas. 

Impervious areas, with the exception of the pathway, will be collected in a storm drain 
system and directed to a storm water detention facility. Discharge from this facility will 
be through a water quality swale, bio retention facility or other facility approved by 
Oregon City review staff. It is recommended that the discharge be through a multiple 
orifice structure to provide metered flows to the wetland that would more closely 
approximate natural recharge. 

The lobe wetland will be reconnected with the northern wetland by construction of a 
ditch along Rose Road, the bottom of which will be at an elevation that will provide 
water exchange between the two wetland areas, but not low enough to drain either of the 
areas. 
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S1suL EN&INEERIN& 

City of Oregon City 
PO Box 3040 
Oregon City, OR 97045-0304 

ATTN: Tony Konkol and Dean Norlund 

RE: Rose Vista; J.O. SGL00-107 

A Division of Sisul Enterprises, Inc. 

375 PORTLAND AVENUE, GLADSTONE, OREGON 97027 
(503) 657-0188 

July 17, 2003 FAX (503) 657-5779 

City of Oregon City File #PD03-0l, WR-03-01 and SP 03-07 

Gentleman: 

The purpose of this Jetter is to explain how we plan to address the City's concerns about ground 
water and wetland recharge. Enclosed with this letter you will see a letter from Jim Imbrie with 
GeoPacific addressing the issue of ground water and how it might impact the detention pond 
performance. Also there is a letter from Rick Bublitz of Environmental Technology Consultants 
addressing from the perspective of the wetland scientist regarding recharging the wetlands. The 
purpose of this letter is to inform you on how we will address in the design aspect of these issues. 

In accordance with Mr. lmbrie's suggestion, we are adjusting the detention ponds so that they will 
be essentially ponds with their active storage area above existing grade. The bottom of the pond 
or dead storage area will also be above existing grade as shown. Although Mr. Imbrie suggests 
having the dead storage below existing grade, this could not be done and still have a gravity drain 
of the dead storage area. If pumping the dead storage out for maintenance was acceptable then 
we could depress the ponds for the dead storage. Raising the detention ponds will allow us to 
drain the storm water release from the ponds towards the wetland areas. Releasing the water 
towards the wetlands will recharge the wetlands. In addition, if it is acceptable to the City's 
public works section we will also follow Mr. Bublitz recommendation for cut-off barriers within 
the utility trenches that will pick up ground water that could follow the utility trenches and direct 
it towards the wetland areas as well. Finally, to try and stop or minimize horizontal movement of 
ground water at the Rose Road right-of-way, the franchise utility trench, which runs along the 
Rose Road right-of-way would be backfilled with a mixture of CDF and Bentonite or some sort 
of similar water impervious mixture. This would prevent or slow ground water from moving 
across the Rose Road right-of-way and thus should help keep the wetlands upstream of Rose 
Road recharged longer. 

We believe that all of these design elements will both keep the detention ponds functioning as 
intended and will keep the wetlands recharged to the maximum extent possible. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to give me a call. 

Thomas J. Sis I, .E. 

v 
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S1suL EN&INEERIN& A Division of Sisul Enterprises, Inc. 

375 PORTLAND AVENUE, GLADSTONE, OREGON 97027 

Downstream Drainage Analysis 
(503) 657-0188 

FAX (503) 657-5779 

In regards to the downstream drainage facilities of the between Rose Road and 
Southridge Meadows, the City has requested analysis of downstream facilities. While in 
respect of private property owners, we did not enter privately owned lands; we observed 
what we could from public rights-of-way and from aerial topography maps. In addition, 
the City has had two Drainage System Master Plan reviews of the South End drainage 
basin. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS: 
The westerly channel crossing through the proposed Rose Vista PliD and which crosses 
Rose Road is the more significant of the two drainageways. This channel drains an area 
including a significant portion of the Lafayette and Oaktree Avenue area. The upper 
portion of the basin reach includes the Julie Ann Drive area and also a portion of Netzel 
Drive. From the street right-of-way in Lafayette Avenue an 18" storm drain pipe drains 
between lots to the northwesterly portion of the proposed subdivision. 

The easterly channel crossing through the proposed Rose Vista PUD drains the easterly 
portion of the Lafayette and Oak tree Avenue area. This channel may also drain a portion 
of the United Methodist Church site as well. 

The westerly channel currently crosses under Rose Road in two 24" concrete culverts. 
The easterly channel crosses under Rose Road in a single 12" concrete culvert. The 
westerly channel drains to what appears a poorly defined drainageway south of Rose 
Road and according to the drainage master plans and the topography maps merges with 
another sub-basin south of Rose Road. From this point the combined drainage system 
drains southerly (and nearly parallel with Rose Road) across several parcels until it 
merges with the easterly channel approximately 250' southwesterly of Rose Road. The 
easterly channel after crossing under Rose Road drains into a well defined channel 
between homes along a parcel line. This well defined channel is approximately 18" wide 
and perhaps a foot deep. After the easterly and westerly channels merge the drainage 
flows southwesterly and appears to pass through a culvert on Tax Lot 2002. The size and 
material of this culvert is not known. Approximately 100 feet downstream of this culvert 
crossing the drainage system enters the drainage system constructed for Southridge 
Meadows. It is presumed that this recent subdivision was designed to adequately handle 
the upstream basin flows. 

MASTER PLANS: 
The 1988 Oregon City Drainage Master Plan prepared by Otak, Incorporated, an 
engineering firm, indicated the that the 25 year flows at the westerly (and main drainage) 
channel at Rose Road would have a 25 year event runoff of 23 CFS (for both existing and 
future conditions). The Otak report indicated that the existing 18" CMP culvert at Rose 
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Downstream Drainage Analysis Rose Vista PUD/subdivision 

Road was deficient and should be upsized to a 30" concrete culvert. The Otak report also 
indicated that the main drainage swale between Rose Road and South End Road (which 
they calculated will have a 25 year event flow of 50 CFS) should be improved to have a 5 
foot bottom, with a depth of at least 2 feet and 2: 1 side slopes. In addition it notes that a 
culvert at a private crossing should be at enlarged to 36". 

In 1997 the City adopted a hydrologic study of the South End basin. This South End 
Basin Master Plan was prepared by Kampe Associates, Inc. for the City of Oregon City 
the Clackamas County Community Development Division. The Kampe report indicated 
that there were existing twin 24" culverts at the Rose Road crossing. The Kampe report 
does not indicate improvements required to the crossings or to downstream drainage 
system between Rose Road and Southridge Meadows. The Kampe report does note for a 
25 year event the estimated existing peak flow is for the basin upstream of the westerly 
channel crossing on Rose Road to be 20.5 CFS. Kampe's report also notes that the 
estimated peak flow for future basin to be 31.7. Near but downstream of Rose Road 
where two drainage sub-basins merge into a single channel, Kampe estimates the -future 
peak flow for this channel will be 61.3 CFS. 

SUMMARY: 
The 1988 and 1997 studies, are far as their estimate of the flows from the sub-basins of 
concern of this analysis, are similar. The sub-basin upstream of Rose Road as changed 
little since the 1988 study. The development that includes Julie Ann Drive has been built 
since that study and the old drive-in theater has been developed into the United Methodist 
Church. Neither study factored in the City's current storm detention requirements which 
were adopted in 1999. In 1988 the City did not require storm water detention. In 1997 
storm water detention was required for new developments, but permitted release rates 
were higher than they are today. 

It appears that between 1988 and 1997 the culvert crossing for the westerly channel 
crossing Rose Road was enlarged. The Otak study noted an 18" CMP culvert at this 
point, the 1997 Kampe study indicated to 24" concrete pipes, which was confirmed by 
our field investigations. The recommendations for the downstream channelization in the 
Otak study from Rose Road to South End Road are unlikely to be permitted today. 
Besides the City's water resources requirements, which would be difficult to overcome to 
allow such channelization, state and federal permits would also be required. · 1t is more 
likely that future development will have to spaced away from the drainageways as is 
being required in the Rose Vista PUD. The culvert (if it indeed exists on or near Tax Lot 
2002) is likely to be undersized. While the Kampe report makes no recommendations 
regarding this culvert, the Otak report appears to indicate that this culvert should be sized 
to a 36" diameter. The need for this culvert could probably be eliminated if the property 
owner were allowed access to his parcel from the street stubs in Southridge Meadows. 

The impacts of the proposed subdivision/PUD inregards to peak flows to the downstream 
drainageways will be little. The City of Oregon City's stormwater design requirements 
require that detention systems be design to reduce peak runoff from a 2 year event to 50% 
of the predevelopment runoff rate, and to match the runoff rates for 5 and 25 year events. 



Downstream Drainage Analysis Rose Vista PUD/subdivision 

Therefore the for a 2 year event or smaller the peak flows to downstream channels should 
be slightly less than may occur in a 2 year event occurring today. The 5 and 25 year 
events should be no worse than a 5 or 25 year event occurring today. 

II 



" 

July 14, 2003 

Project No. 02-8100 

Tom Sisul 
Sisul Engineering 
375 Portland Avenue 
Gladstone, OR 97027 

Via Facsimile: 503-657-5779 

Real-World Geotech ical Solutions 
Investigation• Design • Constr ction Support 

Subject: Addendum to Geotechnical Engineering Report 
Rose Road Development 
Oregon City, Oregon 

Reference: GeoPacific Engineering Inc., Geotechnical Engineering Report, Rose Ro d 
Development, Project No. 02-8100, dated January 6, 2003. 

This brief letter is an addendum to the above-referenced report. In the current draft of the regon City 
Staff report, it cites subdivision standards (Chapter 16.08.050 Item D) and arrives at the co clusion that 
the applicant had not addressed how the high groundwater affects the function of the dete lion ponds, 
such as special construction requirements, storage volume, and pond function. This brief I tier addresses 
these items from the geotechnical engineer's perspective. 

We met with Sisul Engineering and the Wetland Consultant, Mr. Rich Bublitz to discuss th above and 
other issues. From our discussions, we offer the following comments. The site has poorly draining soils 
that tend to trap surface water in the upper 3 feet over an impermeable layer of very hard r sidual soil. 
Groundwater is therefore trapped in the near surface in low lying areas such as the subjec wetland. 
Since the proposed ponds are located within or near the wetland buffer zone, the elevation of the ponds 
would be very close to or below the water elevation in the wetland area. Our discussion fo used on 
enhancing the quality of the wetlands while maintaining the performance and function of th ponds. 

We concluded that rather than excavate for a pond and provide subsurface drainage aroun the pond to 
reduce minimal, but expected lateral groundwater inflow, that the pond should be created y constructing 
a fill berm and that the bottom of the storage basin assumed for design of the pond should e no lower 
than the elevation of the wetland delineation; however the bottom of the pond could contin e one to two 
feet to hold additional water to aid recharging the wetland during dry spells. 

Sincerely, 

James D. lmbrie, P.E. 
Principal Engineer 

7312 SW Durham R d 
Portland, Oregon 97224 
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$1suL EN&INEERIN& A Division of Sisu/ Enterprises. Inc. 

375 PORTLAND AVENUE. GLADSTONE. OREGON 97027 

May 19, 2003 
(503) 657-0188 

FAX (503) 657-5779 

City of Oregon City 
PO Box 3040 
Oregon City, OR 97045-0304 

ATTN: Planning Staff and Planning Commission Members 

RE: Rose Vista Plan Unit Development; J.O. SGL00-107 

Dear City Planning staff and Planning Commission members: 

This letter is to express our frustration with the City's Development Code language in 
regards to Water Resources. The original intent of the development was to fill a small 
area of marginal wetland and improve the two prim:iry wetland areas by raising the water 
level through the use of a weir or dike to create better wetbnd conditions. 

In a meeting we had with City staff at the end of April. Staff informed us that they felt 
the City Development Code, specific:illy the Water Resources Section, would not allow 
the water elevation to be raised without pushing out the 50 foot buffers required around 
the wetlands. (We intended to create a fill in the upland are:is to limit the expansion of 
the wetlands.) In rereviewing the Development Ordinance we have come to the 
conclusion that the City staff is largely correct, if not entirely correct, in their 
interpretation of the Development Code. While the Water Resources Code Section has 
much discussion about mitigation, staff indicated to us that the only area that we could 
actually fill :i wetland would be in a case such as Rose Road where the widening of the 
road is required. The only other allowance they could think of is where a property may 
not have access to the developable portion of the property without crossing a wetland. 
That is not the case on this site. 

Our belief is that both the applicant, as the developer, and the community will lose with 
the strict adherence of the Development Code in this case. The developer will lose one 
single family detached lot and will have some of the single family detached lots served 
by a private street rather than a public street as was originally proposed. The community, 
we believe, will lose in that the wetland areas which are all poor quality will all be left 
largely as they are with some small enhancement improvements, but not improving the 
main aspect, needed for good enhancement, that being increased water levels. In fact the 
way the Development Code is being interpreted, to increase the water levels in the 
wetland areas would take land away from the area of development, by pushing the 50 
foot buffer out from the new edge of whatever a new water level would be. 

In summary, the applicant had hoped that by allowing him to fill the poor quality lob of 
the wetland at the most northwesterly edge of the wetland area and ifllproving \:he tv.ici 
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other wetland areas by raising their water levels, he would create a wetland area that 
looks truly wet to those who would observe it. Not have the wetlands appear as swampy 
areas or mud flats as they currently exist, being over run by blackberries. This desired 
enhancement though is thwarted by City Development Ordinances that penalizes him for 
trying to raise the water level because of its effect on pushing out the 50 foot buffer. We 
suggested we could just create a small fill around the perimeter of the existing wetland to 
prevent expansion of the wetland area but as staff pointed out the Development 
Ordinance appears to prohibit such fills in the buffer area. 

The Planning Commission, as the decision maker for this application, does have some 
discretion in its interpretation of the Development Code. We would ask the Planning 
Commission to see if they could allow the developer to enhance the wetlands without 
negatively impacting his developable area and perhaps allow him to go back to the 
proposed 76 unit development that was pre\'iously submined, a copy of which is enclosed 
with this lener. 

TJS/lae 
Enc. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas J. Sisul, P.E. 
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PD03-0l, Rose Vista, A -Lot Planned Unit development 35-1 E-JCD; TL 300 & 35-lE-lA; TL 1700 

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS/ CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS Page 1of10 
Dean R. Norlin, PE; Senior Engineer August 13, 2003 

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

The applicant has proposed a Planned Unit Development on 16.02 acres consisting of 76 single­
family residences, with 52 single-family detached residences and 24 single-family attached 
residences for the above referenced property. The proposed site layout contains 3.97 acres of the site 
to be preserved as open space. The property contains gentle slopes and 2 separate water resource 
areas (see WR03-0l) and is located at the north comer of the intersection of South End Road and 
Rose Road in Oregon City. 

The properiies are located at 19093 (3S-l E-1 A, TL 1700) and 18879 (3S-l E-1 CD, TL 300) Rose 
Road. The properties are zoned R-10 and R6/MH respectively. R-10 and FU- I 0 zones surround the 
site. The FU-10 zone southwest of Rose Road is in Clackamas County and the City's Comp. Plan 
for this area is R6/MH. 

The Applicant has providing preliminary engineering drawings for the proposed development of 
the site from Sisul Engineering, Inc. and dated Nov. 2002 and last revised August 1, 2003. 

Engineering staff recommends approval of the proposed Planned Unit Development provided the 
following recommendations and conditions of approval are followed: 

PROVISION OF PUBLIC SERVICES: 

WATER. 

There is an existing Oregon City (City) 12-inch water main in South End Road with an 8-inch 
stub into Rose Road connected to an existing 4-inch Clackamas River Water main in Rose Road. 
There is an existing fire hydrant on the west side of the intersection of Rose Road and South End 
Road. 

The applicant's proposed waterline plan indicates constructing a 12-inch water main along the 
site's frontage with Rose Road and connecting to the existing City 12-inch water main in South 
End Road. A water main with a dead end line (in road between the two water resource areas) is 
proposed to serve lots 52-66. Another water main is proposed to loop around the properties on 
the northwest side of the site, with a dead end water main serving lots 17-21. The proposed 
water improvements provide two stubs to the northwest at Rose Road and the proposed interior 
street. The applicant has proposed blow off assembly at dead end lines, six new fire hydrants 
and water services to all of the proposed lots. 

Applicant has proposed a water system that appears to meet City code with a Jew modifications. 

Exhibit \L\ 



PD03-01, Rose Vista, A -Lot Planned Unit development 3S-1E-1CD; TL 300 & 3S-1E-1A; TL 1700 

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS/ CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS Page 2 of JO 
Dean R. Norlin, PE; Senior Engineer August 13, 2003 

Conditions: 

1. As part of this development, a 12-inch ductile iron water line shall be constructed in Rose 
Road from the City water line in South End Road to the northwest property boundary and 
8-inch ductile iron water lines looped through the site. The water line shall extend along 
Rose Road and the proposed interior street to the site's northwest property boundary and 
terminate with a City approved blow-off. 

2. Water service laterals shall be provided to the existing lots southwest of Rose Road. 
3. Water lines shall be extended to the end of all proposed stub streets and terminated with a 

blow-off. 

SANITARY SEWER. 

There is an existing 12-inch gravity sanitary sewer main and JO-inch force main in South End 
Road. There is an existing 8-inch stub out in Rose Road from the South End gravity sewer in 
South End Road. The stub out invert is approximately I I-feet deep at the manhole in South End 
Road and near Rose Road. Even with this depth the gravity sewer in Rose Road will be very 
shallow due to the two low drainage areas along the site. 

Applicant has proposed to extend the sanitary sewer to the northwest property boundary in 
Rose Road and the proposed street. 

The applicant has proposed to connect two lots to one sanitary sewer lateral on the homes 
fronting South End Road. No double services are allowed; each lot shall connect to the public 
sewer with a single sewer lateral. 

Applicant has proposed a sanitary gravity sewer system that connects to the existing gravity sanitary 
sewer manhole at the intersection of South End Road and Filbert Drive. No proposed inverts have 
been shown, but the plan appears to be workable to meet City code with a few modifications. 

Conditions: 
4. Applicant shall provide sanitary sewer facilities to this site. 
5. Applicant shall provide an 8-inch sewer main to the end of all proposed stub streets for 

future extension. If sanitary sewer laterals are connected to the sewer lines in the stub 
streets, the lines shall be terminated with a manhole near the end of the stub streets, and 
the sewer line shall be stubbed-out for future extension. 

6. Applicant shall extend the sanitary sewer main in Rose Road to the site's northwest 
property boundary. 

7. Sanitary sewer laterals shall be provided to the existing lots southwest of Rose Road, but 
not connected. 



PD03-01, Rose Vista, A -Lot Planned Unit development 3S-I E-ICD; TL 300 & 3S-lE-lA; TL l 700 

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS/ CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS Page 3 of IO 
Dean R. Norlin, PE; Senior Engineer August 13, 2003 

8. All sewer lines shall maintain the maximum depth based on the minimum slopes allowed by 
the City, and shall tenninate in manholes with stub-outs for future extension. The sewer 
shall have a depth sufficient to provide sewer service to the Urban Growth Boundary to the 
northwest. 

9. Any sanitary sewers with less than three feet of cover shall be constructed of ductile iron 
pipe. 

10. Applicant must process and obtain sanitary sewer line design approval from DEQ prior to 
City plan approval. 

STORM SEWER/DETENTION AND OTHER DRAINAGE JIACILITIES. 

This site is located in the South End Drainage Basin as designated in the City's Drainage Master 
Plan. The South End Drainage Basin drains to Little Beaver Creek, Beaver Creek and ultimately the 
Willamette River above the falls. The Willamette River is an anadromous salmon-bearing stream. 
Drainage impacts from this site are significant. 

There are two existing drainage swales and wetlands running across the site approximately 400-
feet and 880-feet away from South End Road. These drainage areas are depicted in the South End 
Basin Master Plans as to be retained as open channel drainage swales. The applicant proposes to 
not disturb these areas and provide 50-foot buffers around the wetland areas. Both these drainage 
swales cross Rose Road via a culvert under the road and follow an existing open drainage swale, 
which converge into a single drainage ditch, which drains to the Southridge Meadows Subdivision 
Drainage System. There currently is flooding problems along the properties southwest of Rose 
Road. The Southridge Meadows drainage system appears to be adequately sized to receive the 
drainage. Therefore it appears that there is a flow constriction between Rose Road and Southridge 
Meadows. 

The Applicant has proposed to drain the site into two detention ponds and four areas with 
underground detention pipes. The detention systems are located adjacent to the wetland areas and 
do not encroach in the water resource buffer areas. The Applicant proposes to drain the northwestern 
side of the site into various detention pipes and a pond then into the northwestern drainage swale. 
The applicant does not clearly show how the storm system for southeast swalc will function. 

Both drainage swales have a field inlet as a control structure Prior to entering a culve11 under Rose 
Road which discharges into the existing storm swale on the southwest side of Rose Road. The field 
inlets will be designed to ensure that the water resource will not be drained. In addition, the 
Applicant has proposed to backfill the utility trench along the water resource area with an impervious 
material such as CDF/Bentonite backfill. 

Most of the proposed detention pipes are undersized. The detention pipes minimum size is 42-
inches. 
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Preliminary Hydrology/detention calculations have been provided to the City for review. The 
Applicant's engineer has provided an additional Downstream Drainage Analysis forthe area between 
Rose Road and the drainage inlet at Southridge Meadows. The Analysis concludes that the City's 
storm water design requires a detention system to be designed to reduce peak runoffs for the 2, 5 and 
25-year storm events. Therefore the peak runoffs for these posted developed storms should be less 
than the existing stonn events. 

The Applicant has preliminarily addressed how the storm system will function in a high ground 
water table and how the existing water resources/wetlands will be maintained/recharged. 

Applicant has proposed a storm sewer system that appears to meet City code with modifications. 

Conditions: 

11. Developer shall provide detention and water quality systems that conform to current City 
standards. 

12. The Stormwater Engineer shall incorporate design criteria from the Geotechnical Engineer 
(high ground water) and Water Resource Scientist (recharging and wetland management) to 
ensure the pond and wetlands harmonize each other. Revise the Storm Water Report to 
incorporate comments/design criteria from the Geotechnical Engineer and Water Resource 
Scientist 

13. Applicant must process and obtain approval for wetland and stream mitigation from the 
Corps of Engineers, Division of State Lands, and any other applicable agencies prior to 
approval of construction plans. Copies of approvals shall be supplied to the City. Failure 
to do so shall be a justification for the City to prevent the issuance of a construction, or 
building permit or to revoke a permit that has been issued for this project. 

14. No work shall be done in the wetland areas and along the existing drainage swales without a 
permit from the Oregon Division of State Lands and the Anny Corps of Engineers. The 
applicant shall provide the City copies of the above permits for review and approval prior to 
the approval of the construction plans. 

DEDICATIONS AND EASEMENTS. 

Rose Road and the proposed interior streets are classified as Local Streets by the Oregon City 
Transportation System Plan (TSP), which requires a minimum right-of-way (ROW) width of 42-54 
feet. Currently, Rose Road appears to have a 30-foot ROW. 

Applicant has proposed an 11.5 feet dedication along the property fronting Rose Road. The 
Applicant is proposing ROW of 53-feet throughout the site for the interior streets. 
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South End Road is classified as a Minor Arterial by the TSP, which requires a minimum right-of­
way (ROW) width of64-114 feet. Currently, South End Road appears to have a 60-foot ROW. 

Applicant has proposed a I 0 feet dedication along the property fronting South End Road 

Applicant proposed three access easements, access easement "A" to serve lots 17 through 22, access 
easement "B" to serve lots 54 through 57 and access easement "C" to serve lots 68 through 75. The 
Applicant proposes a 15-foot wide pedestrian easement along the northeast property boundary from 
the open space area to South End Road. Additional easement/tracts may also be required and will be 
determined with the review of construction plans. 

Applicant has proposed ROW widths, easements, and tracts that appear to meet City code with a few 
modifications. 

Conditions: 

15. Applicant shall dedicate a minimum of 11.5 feet of right-of-way along all site frontage with 

Rose Road. 
16. Applicant shall dedicate a minimum of 10 feet of right-of-way along all site frontage with 

South End Road. 
17. Applicant shall dedicate 53 feet ofright-of-way for the proposed interior local streets and 

56-foot radii for Cul-de-sacs. 
18. The Pedestrian walkway easement from the open space to Rose Road shall be a minimum 

of 20 feet wide. 
19. Public utility easements shall be dedicated to the public on the final plat in the following 

locations: Ten feet along all street frontages. Easements required for the final engineering 
plans if known shall also be dedicated to the public on the final plat. Show any existing 
utility easements on the final plat. 

20. Applicant shall show a reserve strip dedicated to the City at the end of the interior stub street. 
This reserve strip shall be noted on the plat to be automatically dedicated as public ROW 
upon the approval of ROW dedication and/or City land use action approval of the adjacent 
property. 

21. Non-Vehicular Access Strips (NV AS) are required along the street frontages of all corner 
lots except for the 40 feet (along right-of-way) on each street furthest from the 
intersection. Some modification of these NV AS locations may be allowed as approved by 
the City on a case-by-case basis at time of plat review 

STREETS. 
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Rose Road is classified a Local Street by the Oregon City Transportation System Plan, which 
requires a minimum pavement width of20 to 32 feet. Currently, Rose Road has approximately 16 
feet of pavement width. 

South End Road is classified as a Minor Arterial by the Oregon City Transportation System Plan, 
which requires a minimum pavement width of 36 to 88 feet. Currently, South End Road has 
approximately 32 feet of pavement width. 

Applicant has proposed a half street improvement plus 10 feet and a temporary curb for Rose Road 
along the property's frontage. The proposed interior streets are fully improved with 5-foot planter 
strips, 5-foot sidewalks and 32 feet of pavement with curb. The Applicant has proposed to widen 
South End Road to a pavement width of29 feet from the centerline along the property fronting South 
End Road. 

Parking will be allowed on both sides of streets with 32 feet or more of pavement width. Parking 
will be allowed on one side of streets with less than 32 feet and 26 feet or more pavement width. 
Parking will not be allowed on streets with less than 26 feet of pavement width. There are 12 
parking spaces provided in access tract "C" to serve lots 70 through 75. 

Emergency vehicle turn-around will have to be approved by Clackamas Fire District #1. 

Applicant has proposed a street system that appears to meet City code with a few modifications. 

Conditions: 

22. Half-street improvements are required for the entire frontage along Rose Road. A half­
street improvement is defined as to the centerline plus IO-foot. 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. Centerline monument boxes shall be 
required. Curb return radii and curb (handicap) ramps are required. The improved street 
portions that the applicant is required to provide includes, but is not to be limited to, base 
rock, paved half street width of 26-feet (8-foot travel lane, 8-foot parking, IO-foot past 
centerline), curb, gutter, 5-foot concrete sidewalk, 5-foot planter strip with street trees, 
city utilities (water, sanitary and storm drainage facilities), traffic control devices and 
street lights. 

23. Half-street improvements are required for the entire frontage along South End Road. 
Centerline monument boxes shall be required. Curb return radii and curb (handicap) 
ramps are required. The improved street portions that the applicant is required to provide 
includes, but is not to be limited to, base rock, paved half street width of 32 feet (6-foot V2 
of a turn lane, 12-foot travel lane, 6-foot bike lane, 8-foot parking), curb, gutter, 7-foot 
concrete sidewalk, 5-foot planter strip with street trees, city utilities (water, sanitary and 
storm drainage facilities), traffic control devices and street lights 
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24. All proposed interior full street improvements are required. Centerline monument boxes 
shall be required. Curb return radii and curb (handicap) ramps are required. The 
improved street portions that the applicant is required to provide includes, but is not to be 
limited to, base rock, paved full street width of 32-feet (2@8-foot travel lanes, 2@8-foot 
parking areas), curb, gutter, 5-foot concrete sidewalk, 5-foot planter strip with street trees, 
city utilities (water, sanitary and storm drainage facilities), traffic control devices and 
street lights. 

25. All streets with a paved width of less then 32-feet shall be signed "NO PARKING -TOW 
AW A Y ZONE" on one side. 

26. All existing utility poles along street frontages shall be relocated to behind the sidewalk or 
the utilities can be placed underground. All new utilities shall be placed underground. 

27. Applicant shall install sidewalks along the entire frontage of South End Road, to through 
and adjacent to all open spaces and water resource areas, and along the frontages of all 
tracts, and all handicap access ramps at the time of street construction. 

28. Applicant shall provide a pavement-striping plan for South End Road. 

GRADING AND EROSION CONTROL. 

The Applicant has provided a preliminary Grading and Erosion control plans. 

Applicant has proposed grading and erosion control that appear to meet City code with 
modifications. 

Conditions: 

29. A final site grading plan shall be required as paii of the final construction plans per the City's 
Residential Lot Grading Criteria and the Unifom1 Building Code. If significant grading is 
required for the lots due to its location or the nature of the site, rough grading shall be 
required of the developer prior to the acceptance of the public improvements. There shall not 
be more than a maximum grade differential of two (2) feet at all subdivision boundaries. 
Grading shall in no way create any water traps, or create other ponding situations. 

GEOTECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS. 

This site is located in a hydrological, geological, or geotechnical hazard area according to the 
DOG AMI map in Bulletin 99-Geology and Geologic Hazards of North Western Clackamas County 
that indicates the proposed project site is located in a Wet Soils-High Water Table. The applicant has 
submitted a Geo technical Engineering Report for Rose Vista Subdivision by James D. Imbrie, Scott 
T.. Hardman, P.R. all(\ Kirk T.. Warner. P.G. all with GeoPacific Engineering. Tnr.: rlalcrl Ja1111;irv 7. 
) I )( I \ • ( ) II H j h. H' ii ltH" Ii II' I' l'" p I ti I 11 I i 1 ll lti ,,, , . , , , I 'I ) I IC Ii It' h ~, I I 1 f I I h 'I'"'' ii H 't I I). ''t H I .1 
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It appears that the Geotechnical Report meets most of the City's requirements and has adequately 
addressed the geotechnical conditions for the proposed development, except for how the high ground 
waters affect the function of the detention ponds, such as special construction requirements, storage 
volume, and pond function. 

Conditions: 

30. The Geotechnical Engineer shall address the use and construction of detention ponds in a 
high ground water. Geotechnical Engineer shall coordinate design criteria to the Storm 
water Engineer and Water Resource Scientist. 

31. Applicant shall follow and incorporate the recommendations in the Geotechnical Report for 
the design of the site. 

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION. 

The Applicant has submitted a Traffic Impact Study for Rose Vista Subdivision by Todd E. Molby; 
P.E., with Lancaster Engineering dated December 2002. The Traffic Impact Study has been 
reviewed by the City and David Evans and Associates and it has been determined that the applicant's 
traffic impact analysis generally meets the City's requirements and this project is not expected to 
trigger off-site mitigation, rather it will simply add to the need for planned improvements already 
underway. 

The Applicant has demonstrated that a signal will be warranted at the Warner Parrott Road/South 
End Road intersection by 2004 with, or without the proposed development. 

There are sight distance problems due to vegetation on the northwest side of South End Road. 

Conditions: 

32. The current vegetation on the northwest side of South End Road at Rose Road approach shall 
be cutback to improve sight distance to 450 feet in both directions. Future Landscaping 
should maintain low-lying vegetation to ensure adequate sight distances are met. 

WATER RESOURCE 

A large portion of the southeast half of the site is located within the Water Quality Resource Area 
Overlay District. Under the requirements of Chapter 17.49, the applicant must delineate the wetland 
and stream boundaries and determine the required vegetated corridor width between the wetland and 
stream boundaries and the proposed development. The vegetated corridor area is to remain 
undisturbed. 
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The Applicant has generally kept out of the water resource and developed around them except for a 
portion of the detention ponds that are proposed to be built in the water resource buffer. This is 
allowed with mitigation. The Applicant has not clearly delineated the areas in the buffer used for 
detention and what area has been migrated for the buffer encroachments. 

Applicant has included a copy of the proposed Division of State Lands (DSL) Compensatory 
Mitigation Fom1. The Applicant is reminded that they must meet also meet the City of Oregon 
City's Municipal Code chapter 17.49 Water Resource requirements in addition to DSL's 
requirements. 

The applicant provided a copy of Environmental Technology Consultants Water Resource report 
dated December 17, 2002 for the Rose Vista project. An addendum to the original report dated 
February 19, 2003 that discussed the path that crosses the wetlands and vegetated con-idors was also 
submitted to the City. An additional addendum to the City was submitted and dated May 29, 2003. 

Applicant has proposed providing 50-foot wide vegetated buffer areas around most of the wetland 
areas except the nan-ow wetland behind lot 19, 20 and 21 where they show a 15-foot wide buffer. 
Even though this is a nan-ow wetland that also functions as a drainage swale it still needs to be 
protected by 50-foot buffers. The vegetated con-idor areas are to be improved by removing non­
native species, and replanting with non-nuisance plants from the Oregon City native plant list, and 
seeding to achieve one hundred percent ground cover. 
With the widening of Rose Road it appears that the northwesterly wetland water supply may be 
jeopardized. The Water Resource Scientist and Stormwater Engineer need to address how this 
wetland and the other wetlands will be sustained with water. 

Conditions: 

33. Developer shall provide vegetated 50-foot vegetated corridor buffer width from Title 3 
wetlands in conformance to City requirements. 

34. The Water Resource Scientist, Stormwater Engineer and Geotechnical Engineer shall 
provide a design and analysis that will maintain and enhance the existing/proposed 
wetlands with the proposed development. 

35. Applicant must process and obtain approval for wetland and stream mitigation from the 
Corps of Engineers, Division of State Lands, and any other applicable agencies prior to 
approval of construction plans. Copies of approvals shall be supplied to the City. Failure 
to do so shall be a justification for the City to prevent the issuance of a construction, or 
building permit or to revoke a permit that has been issued for this project. 

36. No work shall be done in the wetland areas and along the existing drainage swales without a 
permit from the Oregon Division of State Lands and the Army Corps of Engineers. The 
applicant shall provide the City copies of the above pennits for review and approval prior to 
ll1u 1q1p1Drnl 11l ll11) 1·111ud1111·111n1 p\111111 
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ENGINEERING REQUIREMENTS. 

Conditions: 

37. The Applicant shall sign a Non-Remonstrance Agreement for the purpose of making 
sanitary sewer, storm sewer, water or street improvements in the future that benefit the 
Properly and assessing the cost to benefited properties pursuant to the City's capital 
improvement regulations in effect at the time of such improvement. 

38. The Applicant is responsible for this project's compliance to Engineering Policy 00-01 
(attached). The policies pertain to any land use decision requiring the applicant to provide 
any public improvements. 

l :\2003 Permits-Projects\PD-Plan-Developrnent\PD 03-0 I IPD03-0 I Engineering.DOC 

" 



CITY OF OREGON CITY - PLANNING DIVISION 
PO Box 3040 - 320 Warner Milne Road - Oregon City, OR 97045-0304 

Phone: (503) 657-0891 Fax: (503) 722-3880 

IN_;HOUSE DISTRIBUTION 
es' BUILDING OFFICIAL 
~ENGINEERING MANAGER 

~FIRE CHIEF 
~PUBLIC WORKS- OPERATIONS 

TRANSMITTAL 
March 28, 2003 

MAIL-OUT DISTRIBUTION 
13"' CICC 
~NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION (N A ? CHAIR( z 1 

~ N.A. LAND USE CHAIR(<-) ~::'0 1-i ~;' 0r;:,,,"'' 
r;Y CLACKAMAS COUNTY - Joe Merck 

g/ CITY ENGINEER/PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
o TECl-INICAL SERVICES (GIS) 

ui/. CLACKAMAS COUNTY - Bill Spears 
e" ODOT - Sonya Kazen 

if f ti@ MANAGER 

o ADDRESS!NG 
~POLICE 
TRAFFIC ENGINEER 
~Mike Baker@ DEA 

RETURN COMMENTS TO: 

Tony Konkol 

Planning Division 

IN REFERENCE TO FTLE # & TYPE: 

PLANNER: 
APPLICANT: 
REQUEST: 

LOCATION: 

o ODOT - Gary Hunt 
3'/ SCHOOL DIST 62 
.r· TRJ-MET 
o METRO - Brenda Bernards 
o OREGON CITY POSTMASTER 
o DLCD 

COMMENTS DUE BY: April 25, 2003 

HEARING DA TE: May 12, 2003 (Type lll) 
HEARING BODY: Staff Review: PC: XX CC: 

PD 03-01: Planning Unit Development 
WR 03-01: Water Resource Review 
VR 03-11: Pedestrian Lighting Standard Reduction 
Tony Konkol, Associate Planner 
Paul Reeder I Sisul Engineering 
A PUD with 52 detached single-family, 14 attached single-family, and 
a site for an 18 unit 111ulti-fa1nily develop1nent. /\ \vater resource review 
and 1nitigation and a variance to the pedestrian lighting standard to 
reduce the required foot-candles. 
Map# 3S-I E-IA Tax Lot 1700 and 3S-1 E-1 CD, Tax Lot 300. 

This application material is referred to you for your information, study and official comments. If extra copies arc required, 
please contact the Planning Department. Your recommendations and suggestions will be used lo guide the Planning staff when 
reviewing this proposal. If you wish lo have your comments considered and incorporated into the staff report, please return the 
attached copy of this form to facilitate the processing of this application and will insure prompt consideration of your 
reco111111cndations. Please check the appropriate spaces belo\v. 

' ' 

The proposal does not 
conflict \Vith our interests. 

The proposal would not conflict our 
interests if the changes noted below 
are incl ded. 

Signed 
Title 

The proposal connicts \Vith our interests for 
the reasons staled bclovv. 

The follo\ving ite1ns are 1nissing and are 
needed for revie\v: 

nt !17t1.·,,J; · L c 

,. "j 
.. <.l J '~· t 

Exhibit j5 
PLEASE HlcTIJl!N VOIJI! COPY OF Tim Al'l'LICATION AND MATE! 



CITY OF OREGON CITY - PLANNING DIVISION 
PO Box 3040 - 320 \Varner Milne Road - Oregon City, OR 97045-0304 

Phone: (503) 657-0891 Fax: (503) 722-3880 

LV;JIOUSE DISTRIBUTION 
ef BUILDING OF FICL'\L 

TRANS.HJ TT AL 
\1arch 28, 2003 

MAIL-OL'T DISTRIBUTION 
er· CICC 

/ ENG!NEERJNG MANAGER 
2(' FIRE Cl!IEF 

~ 'JEJGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION (N .A.) CHAJRl" \ 
_/...,., .• LAN'!) l'SE Cl'AlR' 2 J ~c.'""''4"-~ - ---· 

:,i/ PUBLIC WORKS- OPERATlONS 

iJ.I" -r1.I"'\. ;, J \_ ~.,::_,-\-\,,-;j f;:: ... n.-." 

:;;' CITY ENCil"\EER/PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 

.J TECHNICAL SERVICES (GJS) 

:.::r' PARKS f\1:\>.i.i\CiER 

::i ADDRESSING 

/POLICE 

TRAFFIC ElVGINEER 
il" !\like Baker<@ DEA 

RETL'R'i COl\1:\1ENTS TO: 

·rony Kc1nko! 
Planning f)i\'lsion 

l'I RU L:f\lc'.'CE TO FILE# & TYPE 

GJ/ CLACKAMAS COUNTY - Joe l\ler 

w CLACKAMAS COUNTY - Bill Spears 

2f ODOT - Sonya Kazen 

::i ODOT - Gary l!unt 
~· SCHOOL DIST 62 

.r· TRI-MET 

o METRO - Brenda Bernards 

o OREGON CITY POSTMASTER 
o DLCD 

CO!'vll\IENTS DuE BY: April 25, 2003 

HEARl'-JG DA TE 

HEARING BODY: 

l\1ay 12, 2003 (Type III) 

Staff Review: PC: XX CC: 

l'D 03-0 I: Planning Unit Develc•pmcnt 

WR 03-0 I: Water Resource Review 

YR 03-1 l: Pedestrian Lighting Standard Reduction 

Tony Konkol, .i\ssociate Planner 

Paul Reeder/ Sisul Engineering 

., 0 
:::; ::v w 
-< 
ofTl -" cnr ::0 
0 / 

tv :ri rr: ,.,,_, N 

f?'::~ ~ ""- I ' 1 

oC'. -!;" _ _, 
-< ,.,.. 

U1 

PLA'l~ER 

APPLICANT 

REQUEST: A PUD with 52 detached single-family, 14 attached single-family, and 

a site for an 18 unit 1nulti-fa1nily dc\'elop1nent. A \\atcr resource re\·ic\v 

and rnitigation and a variance to the pedestrian lighting standard to 
reduce the required foot-candles. 

LOCATION ,\lap# 3S-IE-lATax Lot 17 00 and 3S-1E-ICD, Tax Lot 300. 

This application n1aterial is referred to you for your inforn1at1on, study and official con1111cnts. If extra copies arc required, 
please contact the Planning l)crartlnent. 'r'nur recon1111cndations and suggestions \viii be used to guide the Planning staff \\·hen 
re\·ie\\ ing this proposal. If you \\·ish to have your co111111ents considered and incorporated into the staff repo11, please return the 

attached copy Clf this fonn to facilitate the processing of this application and \viii insure pron1pt consideration of ; our 

recon11ncndations. Please check the appropriate spaces belo\\'. 

The proposal does not 
conflict \\' ith our interests. 

The proposal \\OU[d not conflict our 

interests if the changes noted belo\v 

are included. ' 
6\ g Q c-dX)- cl\11>;:: )\_-\, 

The proposal conflicts with our interests for 

the reasons stated hc]o,v. 

The follov,·ing iteins are n1issing nnd are 
needed for revie\\': 

Signed ~~-i \\s$\\ 
f1tle , '~ c ~ 1 ~ "'' Exhibit~ 

PLEASE RETURi'I YOUR COPY OF THE APPLICATION AiliD MA TE' 



CITY OF OREGON CITY - PLANNING DIVISION 
PO Box 3040 - 320 Warner l\1ilne Road - Oregon City, OR 97045-0304 

Phone: (503) 657-0891 Fax: (503) 722-3880 

IS-HOUSE DISTRIBUTION 
ef !3l'ILDNG OFFICIAL 
!:!' El\GrNEERINCi l\IANAGER 
~FIRE CHIEF 
,y· PUBLIC WORKS- OPERATIONS 

TRANS11JITT4.L 

l\1arch 28, 2003 
MAIL-OUT DISTRIBUTION 
~CICC 
c/' NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIO'i (N .A.) CHAIR (z_ ! 
er .;~•LA. LAl\D USE CHAIR (7) ::;, "-.;+"-; c~ 
o CLACKA1\1AS COUNTY - Joe Tvlerek 

L--l ~ !i-b\ I\-"\ .J ~{\Yl '). 

YCITY ENGINEER/PLBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR o CLACKA!\!AS COUCJTY - Bill Spears 
o TLCl!NICAL SERVICES (G!S) 
,i/ PARKS MANAGER 
D ADDRESSING 
~POLICE 
TRAFFIC ENGINEER 
D Mike Eaker@ DEA 

RETURN COM!\ffl\TS TO 

Tony Konkol 
Planning Di\:i-Sion 

IN REFEREcKF 10 FILE# & TYPE: 
PLANNER 
APPLICANT 
REQLEST 

LOCATION 

o ODOT - SonYa Kazen 
o ODOT - Gary Hunt 
o SCHOOL DIST 62 

o TRI-MET 
o METRO - Brenda Bernards 
o OREGON CITY POSTMASTER 
o DLCD 

COMMEl\TS DUE BY: April 25, 2003 

JIL\RING DA TE 
HEARING BODY 

SP 03-07 

Type II 
Staff Review: }(2'(__ PC: CC: 

Tony KonkoL r\ssociate Planner 
Paul Reeder/ Sisul Engineering 
Site Plan and Design Review for the development of 14 single-family 
attached residences. 
Map# 3S-IE-IATax Lot 1700 and 3S-IE-ICD, Tax Lot 300. 

This "PPlicauon material is referred to you for your information, study and official comments. If extra copies are required. 
please contact the Planning Dcpartn1ent. )'our reco1111ncndations and suggestions \\'ill be used to guide the Planning staff \\hen 
reviewing this proposal. If v ou wish to have your comments considered and incorporated into the staff rep011, please return the 
attached copy of this form 10 facilitate the proccssmg of this application and will insure prompt consideration of your 
reco1nn1endations. Please check the appropriate spaces belo\v. 

l'he proposal does not 
conflict Vl·ith our interests 

!'he proposal \\·ould not conOict our 
interests if the changes noted bclo\v 
arc included. 

~ The proposal conflicts with our interests for 
the reasons stated be\o\v. 

'fhe follo\\'ing iten1s arc 111issing and are 
needed for rcvie\v: 

Signed .Y'.:~& ~~~ 
Title -~-·----~---\j°--=----------------

PLEASE RETURN YOCR COPY OF THE APPLICATION AND :\IATERIAL WITH THIS FORM. 



South End Road & Hazel Grove/\Vestling Farm Neighborhood 
Associations Steering Committee Meeting 

For April 17, 2003 

Kathy Hogan opened the meeting at 630 p. m. 

Announcements 

The general Meeting will be May 15, 2003. 
Tri-Met will have a speaker on Bus Route 79. It was discussed how to notify people on 
the route in the county and to notify Canemah N. A. 

Barry Park retirement will talk about what they have to offer the neighborhood including 
temporary hourly service, about their facilities and cost. 

Old Business 

Discussed Bi-Law changes for Hazel Grove Westling Farm. 
National Night Out for the neighborhood. 
CICC announcements. 
An appeal from Joseph Spazini for the Great American Development on South End and 
next to Hazel GroveWestling Farm N. A was extend to May 7, 2003. 

Land Use 

Paul Reeder, Sisul Engineering has an application in on Rose Road . There will be 
multifamily unit changes that may include row houses. It is an 84 unit Plan Unit 
Development (P. U D.) that would include an apartment complex tovmhouses, 
homes and two wetlands. 

The following is a discussion of concerns neighbors brought before the steering 
committee. 

• Traffic should be a concern for its impact on access to South End. 
• Drive ways and parking will be problems. 
• Safety issues of parked cars blocking narrow road. 
• All homes will feed onto Rose Road making a busy intersection. 
• Zoning should be R-10. How did it change to R- 6. 
• Rose Road residents worried about Annexation if the roads become city roads. 
• The proposed plan is not compatible with surrounding area. 
• Most lots recorded in Oregon City are 8-10,000 sq. ft. 
• New development will add about 800 new trips per day to connecting roads. 
• South End will have excessive traffic. 
• Want houses that are compatible. 
• Growth has effect on Warner-Parrott and South End degraded quality of the 

intersection will cause a need for a stoplight. 



• There will be an impact on the Partlow-Latktte intersection. 
• The City does not have a plan to accommodate the increase. 
• South End Road going down the hill toward the Museum has a slide problem that 

should be addressed before tlirthcr building on the South End portion of the hill. 
• Rose Road may have to be raised in order to ha\'c sewage drain down to South End 

Road, lo keep from having a new pump station. 
• Mc Laughlin School is over crowded with lack of school funding. The school is 

worried about a large de\'elopmcnt going in. It could increase class sizes to 40 
students to a class. 

• There is no park area excert the school. 
• Vandalism is increasing at the school. 
• District Business Manager Ken Rezac stated in a report that development would make 

the district need a boundary change for schools. 
• Inadequate transit for arartmcnts and housing. 
• Small park in development is private not public. May be for apartments and not 

houses. 
• South End Road does not have sidewalks for school kids to walk on. It will require 

kids to walk on a dangerous road or bussing. 
• Need a park in the area - parks are too far away. People cannot use School Park 

while school is in session. 
• Water is a large issue. 
• l'he water table is high, ditches are through out the property, lawns are like sponges, 

and water runs freely on the property and surrounding properties. 
• South End Basin Plan needs to be followed. 
• One Rose Road Owner has water under his house; he has French drains and sump 

pumps. Water stays on the ground until the rainy season is over. 
• Dry wells do not work. they bubble up. 
• Detention ponds and wetlands are far away from some of the residents who will ha\'e 

larger water problems with a large PlJD. 
• Concrete a pavement will make drainage worse. 
• !'\JD site is sitting on area that has a clay soil that permeates water very slowly. 

Topsoil is only I or 2 inches. 
• Some residents cannot put in a basement because of the water problem. Especially 

houses at the far end of the road. 

April 25 is the dead line for comments or questions to be added to the staff report. 

Hearing is May 12@ 7:00 p.m. at City Hall. Can bring information up at meeting. 

The following is a list of 4 specific points that the neighborhoods would like addressed 
by the City. 

I. Zoning - Concern about whether the land is appropriately zoned. It should be R-10. 
R-6 allows density that is incompatible with the environment and livability with 
surrounding area. 



2. Traffic- There are concerns about high volume on a narrow mad (narrow road 
variance requested) with one exit for over 105 families. Plus traffic concerns on 
South End Road. There will be a decrea~e in the quality of intersection at Warner 
Parrott and South End Road. Also there will be an increase in trips on the road from 
less than 100 a day to more than 800 a day on Rose Road. Mass transit is inadequate 
for density. 

3. Schools-There is a concern on how this will adversely impact the schools. There is 
concern that boundary changes would be needed, which would require small children 
to be bussed. Based on school district figures it is estimated that class sizes will 
increase to 40 children per class. There is no plan to address this problem. There arc 
also concerns about maintenance of facilities, vandalism, and park use. Additional 
dollars from other subdivisions are not currently solving these problems. 

4. Water- given the amount of ground water in the area there is a concern that the 
increased density will adversely affect the surrounding residents and people in the 
subdivision with flooding. 

• Ground is saturated. 
• Loss of surface area will cause a loss of recharging of ground water. 
• And soil composition docs not support quick recharge. 

The meeting ended at 8:00pm. 

Respectfully submitted by Kathy Robertson. 
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Oregon City Planning Division, 

I am writing this Jetter in response to a recent building proposal notice that I 
received in the mail. The file numbers for the proposal are PD 03-01, WR 03-01, and 
VR 03-11. The notice indicates that the area of land directly adjacent to my back yard 
property line may soon become the home of a sprawling apartment complex, a series 
of row houses, and yet another crowded subdivision. I have several concerns with this 
proposal for land use and after the initial panic wore off I chose to list them out in 
writing as the notice suggests. 

My first concern deals with the apartment complex. From what I understand it 
will be located along South End Rd. The distance from that location to my back yard is 
enough that it probably won't affect my family very much but it will affect many of my 
neighbors. With almost a decade of community policing experience, I have found that 
there are certain problems that crop up far more frequently in an apartment community 
as opposed to residential home owner neighborhoods. Noise, parties, fights, and 
domestic disputes happen more often in multi-family units. There is also the potential 
for car prowls, vandalism, and other issues that can overflow into the surrounding area. 
People who look at the comparison logically find that home owners generally have 
more respect for neighbors and the neighborhood than do renters. Renters are almost 
always temporary residents while home owners have a vested interest in the location 
they chose to call home. 

The row house section, or attached single family homes, will be located much 
closer to my property and therefore will be that much more of a nuisance. I don't look 
forward to having a set of 2-story buildings overlooking my back yard and back 
windows. The proposal also doesn't specify if the row houses will be for rent or sold to 
home owners as condo's. I hope I don't offend anyone with the 15 foot monster fence I 
have planned. 

I am also concerned with the inevitable increase in traffic and the overcrowding 
and burden placed on our schools. Over the past 3 years it seems that the City of 
Oregon City has been in some sort of race to build and populate every piece of 
available solid ground. South End, Central Point, and Partlow roads used to be easily 
traveled rural streets. The addition of multiple subdivisions coupled with the glaring 
lack of attention to the area roads have made travel capabilities dwindle into near 
gridlock at times. Even general road repair has been neglected, causing Partlow Rd. 
and Central Point to resemble "Craters of the Moon" in some places. It is more than 
obvious that by adding even more people to the area the situation will go from bad to 
worse. 

John Mcloughlin grade school has also been pushed to the brink with the 
unchecked population boom. My daughter's 4th grade classroom has been increased 
to 32 students for 1 teacher. This type of overcrowding affects the quality of education 
that all of our children receive. Pair that with an abysmal education budget shortfall 
and it is easy to conclude that there will be a severe breakdown in the near future 
should the current trend continue. Being a lifetime resident of "upper'' Oregon City, I 
would seriously encourage people to move elswhere. 

There are also some questions with regards to our property values and possible 
difficulty in selling after constuction is completed. If the property values are expected to 
drop due to the apartments and town homes nearby, there just may be a mass exodus 
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from the surrounding home owner contingent. This may further deteriorate the 
neighborhood. Although I'm not quite finished with our remodeling projects, I am now 
on the fast track to completion should the need to evacuate arise. We also have 2 
small feeder creeks running through the proposed build site. Have provisions been 
made to protect these from environmental damage? 

Overall, I am happy for Mr. Reeder in having the opportunity to sell this land 
away and make a great deal of money. It appears to have been a very good 
investment. Given the opportunity I would be inclined to do the same. Unfortunately I 
feel that any profit made by Mr. Reeder under the current proposal will be offset by the 
loss to the surrounding neighbors. A more reasonable solution would be to trade the 
apartment complex and row house section for additional single family homes. 

However the decision turns out I am hoping that we will have ample notification. 
If it goes through as proposed I will need a little time to locate another home and 
transplant my family elsewhere. 

Brett Livingston 



City of Oregon City 
Planning Division 
Attn- Tony Konkol 
320 Warner-Milne Road 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

May l, 2003 

John P. & Phyllis Dinges 
18896 S. Rose Road 
Oregon City,OR 97045 

Subject: Comments Regarding Limited Land Use Application, PD03-01,WR03-0 l ,VR-03-
l l ,SP03-07, submitted by Paul Reeder. 

We would like to preface our comments by saying we and to the best of our knowledge none of 
our neighbors along South Rose Road object to development of the vacant undeveloped land 
located on the north side of South Rose Road.We would like to see any development be 
compatible with the size and pattern of the surrounding residential properties.Hopefully any 
development would compliment and enhance the liveability of the area rather than having an 
adverse affect on the surrounding properties. 

Comments: 

1.Zoning- l question the appropriateness and validity of the R/6 MH zoning applied toTax lot 
300. l have attempted to research the records to find when and why this zoning classification was 
assigned to this property. I was told it was required by the City's Comprehensive Plan.I have 
reviewed the Clackamas County Comprehensive Plan Map IV-5,0regon City Area Land Use 
Plan Map <ltd I 992(Atchmnt 1) which designates this property as LR, Low Density Residential.I 
have also reviewed Oregon State Laws relevent to land use planning and subdivisions. ORS 
197.314 (I) states ....... " .within urban growth boundaries each city and county shall amend its 
comprehensive plan and land use regulations for all land zoned for single-family residential uses 
to allow for siting of manufactured homes as defined in ORS 446.003 (26)(a)(C). A local 
government may only subject the siting of a manufactured home allowed under this section to 
regulation as set forth in ORS 197.307 (5)". This statute has been in effect for over five years, 
therefore the comprehensive plan should have been amended many years before this property was 
annexed and in as much as this property was zoned for single family residential uses, siting of 
manufactured homes on the property would be allowed without any other zoning. 

A. This property was zoned FU-1 O,Low Density Residential prior to annexation into Oregon City 
by a majority vote of the Oregon City voters at the Nov 2,1999 Special election. 

(l ).OC Comp Plan Pg G-l ,G-2,G-3 states-"Transfer of county land use designations (as shown 
on their 1980 Comprehensive Plan Map) to city land use designations and zoning classifications. 
Proposed zone changes will remain consistent with the broad land use designations developed for 
the UGB area by Clackamas County". 

(2) Annexation Proposal AN-99-03, Pg 2,para 6. states ......... " The Clackamas County 
Comprehensive Plan is the applicable plan for this area. The plan designation for this site is 
Future Urbanizable on the Countys' Northwest Urban Land Map (map IV-I) and Low Density 
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Residential (LR) on the County's Oregon City Area Land Use Plan (Map!V-5). Zoning on the 
property is FU-10, Future Urban-] 0 Acre Minimum Lot Size. This is a holding zone to prevent 
the creation of small parcels in areas within the UGB to preserve the capacity of land to fully 
develop once a full range of urban services is available". 

Page 16,para 16.states ........ "The City's Plan provides that the city will process a zone change 
from County FU-10 to a city zone designation that corresponds to the County's Comprehensive 
Plan designation of Low Density Residential . Oregon City has three zones that may be applied to 
the County's Low Density Residential plan designation: R-1 O,R-8 and R-6. The City's 
comprehensive plan provides that the zoning decision will be made through a quasi-judicial 
proceeding that addresses the City's comprehensive goals and policies and compatibility with the 
land use pattern in the area established by the comprehensive plan". 

OCMC Chap 17.06.050 Zoning of annexed area.Table 17.06.050 City Land Use 
Classifications states: Property having a Low Density Plan Designation will receive a City Zone 
of R-10. 

(3)When the adjacent property, Tax lot 1700 was being considered for annexation by the 
Planning Commission in approx 1988, the city did not have a specific policy as to how newly 
annexed property would be zoned. It was suggested by Commissioner Alayne Woolsey and 
approved by other commission members that the policy would thereafter be "Any newly annexed 
property would be zoned R-10 and when development was desired a different zoning would be 
considered as appropriate". 

( 4) I have been told this zoning designation may have been made as a result of the state 
requiring areas be zoned for Manufactured I Jome placement and may have been an arbitrary 
decision that this area be rezoned to comply with state directives.In reviewing city planning 
maps, it appears the city has rezoned our and several of our neighbors properties from FU-I 0 to 
R-6/Ml-I and should any of these properties be annexed into the city they will be rezoned R-
6/MH. 

(5) I have been advised by city planning staff that the OC Comprehensive Plan was probably 
changed sometime during the mid to late "90's". The Comp plan requires that proposed changes 
to the Comp Plan require" Advertisement in local papers 30 days prior and notification to 
Property owners and renters within 300 feet of affected properties 30 days prior to changes 
proposed". We, nor any of our neighbors have ever received any notification of proposed 
changes to the comp plan OR that the rezoning on this property was proposed or that the city was 
rezoning our properties to the R-6 M/H .Our property is located approximately 30 feet (across S. 
Rose Rd) from this property. 

(6)This property should never have been rezoned to R-6 for the following reasons: 
a.High Water Table- This property sits in the South End Drainage Basin. Virtually all of the 

surrounding properties drain towards or across this property.I have lived across the road from this 
property for over 50 years and am well aware of the geotechnical characteristic's of the property .I 
have observed a Ford 8-N tractor stuck near the southeast comer of this property during the 
month of July and could not be pulled out until late August. 

b.Jn 1996, Oregon City and Clackamas County contracted with Kampe Associates to 
perform a 1-Iydrologic Study of the South End Basin.(Atchmnt 2)This study found that the soils in 
this area consist of hydro logic soil groups C and D.Group C-Soils having a slow infiltration rate 
when thoroughly wet.. .. These soils have a slow rate of water transmission.Group D-Soils having 
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a very slow infiltration rate (high runoff potential) when thoroughly wet.These soils have a very 
slow rate of water transmission.Lot 300 consists primarily of Soils group C and the southwest 
comer being group D.This causes the topsoil above the clay substrata to become marshy and 
spongy during the winter rain months and takes a long time to dry out.Topsoil in this area varies 
from I inch or so dov.11 to perhaps I foot. 

c.In 1999 the applicant applied for a zone change from R-10 to R-8 on the adjacent property, 
Tax lot 1700. One of the reasons the zone change was denied was due to the high water table. 
The applicant had a Hydrologic Report done on the property which said there was no high water 
table.I believe this report was done in August.I questioned these findings based on my experience 
walking across the property during the rainy season. I dug 6 holes approx midway between the 
creek and northern boundary of the property, the holes filled quickly to or near the surface.The 
hydrologic Report for the current application states the ground water table is two to three feet 
below the surface. The current Hydrologic report was done Dec 19,2002.0n April 26,2003, 1 dug 
four holes approx eight inches deep in approx the area where the proposed street crosses the 
property near lots 22 and 23 and one hole each approx where lot 22 and 23 will be located. 
(Atchmnt 3) The attached photos show the results.(Atchmnt 4)Both Hydrologic Reports were 
done during the driest parts of the year before the winter rains. 
Considerable research, investigations and studies have been done on this area. OTAK 
Engineering did a survey of the Oak Tree subdivision area (properties adjacent to east of Tax lots 
300 and 1700) for Oregon City to determine drainage problems within the Oak Tree subdivision. 
Comments from that survey was that "Properties to the south/west of the Oak Tree subdivision 
was a Virtual Swamp". 

d.Properties adjacent to the north boundary of tax lot 300,Tax Lot 302, 18851 S. Rose Road 
and Tax Lot 301,18835 S. Rose Road have had water in the crawl space and required installation 
of french drains around the house and installation of a sump pumps. 

e.Possible "Constrained" Land. I have a map titled Vacant Land which shows Unconstrained 
Vacant Land (1996) and Constrained Vacant Land (1996).The map I have is a reduced copy of 
what I believe is a larger map.It is difficult to determine for sure on this copy, but it appears that 
the east edge of tax Jot 300 is within the constrained area. I asked Christina for a larger map but 
she could not determine which map it was and had other customers needing assistance so could 
not take the time to look for it.Copy attached.(Atchmnt 5) 

f. ls not compatible with the size and pattern of surrounding properties.All properties 
surrounding Tax lot 300 arc zoned R-10 or FU-10. 

g.Inappropriately limits the amount of land available in this area for construction of single 
family residences on minimum Jot sizes of I 0,000 square feet. 

2. Planned Unit Development. 

General Comments: We do not feel a POU would be appropriate development for these two 
properties due to the technical constraints addressed above, the impact of the greatly increased 
residential density on the environment and the incompatibility with the surrounding developed 
properties. All of the properties surrounding the proposed development are zoned R-10 or FU-
1 O.The applicant had the option to develop these properties under the more locally acceptable R-
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I 0 and R-6/MH standards but decided to take the more speculative (and presumably more 
lucrative) option of a PUD. The applicant has developed numerous properties in Clackamas 
county and the surrounding area. He knew or should have known these properties had limited 
development potential when he purchased them. These proprties, in particular Tax lot 300 was on 
the market for over I 0 years and was viewed by many developers who after evaluating the 
development potential and possible constraints decided the properties were not rnitable for 
development.Some said they thought the properties were better suited for use as a Nature 
Park.Oregon City did express an interest in the properties for use as a park but could not 
negotiate an acceptable purchase price for the properties. A PUD is not intended to compensate 
an applicant for making a questionable business investment at the expense of the surrounding 
property owners.There is no requirement that this proprty be developed as a PUD. 
OCMC Chap 17.64.030 statcs ....... "PUD overlay designations will be legislatively applied by the 
city to residentially zoned land with natural features. physical characteristics, topography, 
development constraints, or other unique or special circumstances that warrant preservation or 
otherwise constrain development of the property". The fact that the ciyy has not applied a PUD 
overlay on these properties suggests these lots may be satisfactorily developed as a standard 
subdivision development. 

Specific Comments: We believe this Application should not be approved as submitted for the 
following reasons: 

( 1) Recharging of Ground Water- State Goal 5 requires conservation and protection of natural 
resources. The higher density will reduce the amount of water that will be retained on site and 
allowed to soak through the sub soils and recharge the ground water.We and several neighbors 
have wells as our water source and depend on ground water recharging to replemish our water 
supply.The water level in our well has dropped approximately 20 feet since development has 
begun in the South End Basin. The increase in impervious land surfaces (rooftops and pavement) 
and increased storrn runoff has been detrimental to the area wells. 

(2)Compatability- The proposed development would not be compatable with the size and 
pattern of the surrounding residential properties and would change the character of the 
neighborhood.The development would adversely affect adjacent properties.Development as 
single family homes on I 0,000 square foot lots would be more appropriate and would blend in 
with the rest of the surrounding properties.A primary goal of Metro 2040 is to provide more 
housing without changing the character of the surrounding area. 

(3) Transition to UGB- The north boundary of this development is approximately 500 feet from 
the edge of the UGB and is a transitional area between higher density developed urban area and 
limited or undeveloped rural area.Development at the R-10 density would be more appropriate. 

(4) Traffic- Development as proposed is likely to cause considerable problems.The current 
traffic load on South End Road due to the increased development in the South End Arca already 
makes it difficult to safely enter South End Road during the morning and evening commute 
periods.Should the development being proposed across South End Road southeast of the 
intersection of Rose Road and South End Road be completed the additional traffic may require 
installation of a traffic control device.Development at a lower density would help mitigate the 
traffic problems. 



(5) Open Space- The applicant proposes 26.3 % of the proposed development for open space. 
This exceeds the minimum requirement of20% but much of the space is not readily available to 
many of the lots. Most of the open space is located on the southern portion of the 
development. There should be more open space set aside towards the northerly boundary to serve 
families at that end of the development.Where are the residents going to walk and exercise their 
pets? With very small lots and little open space We anticipate property owners on the south side 
of Rose Road will experience problems with trespassers and pets deficating on our lawns and in 
our yards. This docs not promote a liveable environment. 

(6) Recreational areas-There is only one area specified as an activity area. The applicant states 
the closest play area is John McGloughlin school approx 800 feet from the site. The northern 
boundary of the development is approx 2900 feet from John McGloughlin school.To get to the 
school would require walking along South End Road as there are no sidewalks along this portion 
of South End Road. This would be very hazardous.It is unrealistic to expect children to walk over 
l /2 mile to play at a playground. Where will smaller,younger children play?The small size of the 
proposed lots leave little open space on each property for recreational use. 

(7) Lot size- Most of the single family lots are approx 50 feet X 100 feet. Lots this size leave 
little or no room to park a Recreational Vehicle or boat, both of which are quite common in this 
area.Also, narrow lots often require that the garages are placed in front of the houses on the lots. 
Will this be another "Snout House" development.This type of home would not contribute to the 
liveability and character or be comparable to development on the surrounding properties.This 
would have a serious degrading affect on the surrounding properties. 

(8) Schools- This development will have an impact on the John Mcgloughlin Elementary 
school. The principal at John Mcgloughlin has stated that classes will be increased to 42 students 
per class next year and when the other developments currently being built in the south end area 
are completed the school will be further overloaded. 

We believe subdivision and development of these properties as a PUD as proposed by the 
applicant would have a significant adverse affect on our property and all other developed 
surrounding properties and would contradict the purpose and intent of the Metro 2040 Plan, the 
Oregon City & Clackamas County Comprehensive Plans and Oregon's Statewide Planning Goals 
and Guidelines . 
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this 100-year flood event. Since localized flooding problems are known to exist, it is assumed that 
the 1977 FEMA study mat.le no analysis of this (then largely rural) area. 

Soils Characteristics 

Cla5sification of soils in the study area has been made by the Soil Conservation Service; (see 
·Exhibit 1 for a map of the soil types in the study area). Soils are categorized into Hydrologic Soil 
Grot1ps, b•sed on an estimate of the amount of runoff resulting from precipitation. These groupings 
assume that the soils are thoroughly wet and receive precipitation from long-duration storms. This 
rainfall to runoff relationship is complex and includes the drainage and permeability characteristics 
of the soil 

Drainage is the removal of excess surface and subsurface water from the soil. How easily and 
effectively the soil is drained depends on the depth to bedrock, to a cemented pan, or to other layers 
that affect the rate of water movement; permeability; depth to a high water table or depth of standing 
water if the soil is subject to ponding; slope; susceptibility to flooding; subsidence of organic layers; 
and potential frost action. Excavating and grading and the stability of ditchbanks are affected by 
depth to bedrock or to a cemented pan, large stones, slope, and the hazard of cutbanks caving. 

Pumeability refers to the ability of a soil to transmit water or air. The estimates indicate the rate 
of downward movement of water when the soil is saturated. They are based on soil characteristics 
observed in the field, particularly structure, porosity, and texture. Permeability is considered in the 
design of soil drainage systems, septic tank absorption fields, and construction where the rate of 
water movement under saturated conditions affects behavior. Typical soil permeabilities vary from 
low values between 0.2-0.6 inches/hour to moderate values between 0.6-2.0 inches/hour to high 
values between 2.0-6.0 inches/hour. 

T\le four hydro logic soil groups are: 
Group A. Soils having a high infiltration rate (low runoff potential) when thoroughly wet. These 
consist mainly of deep, well drained t excessively drained sands or gravelly sands. These soils have 
a high rate of water transmission. 
Group B. Soils having a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These consist chiefly of 
moderately deep or deep, moderately well drained or well drained soils lhal have moderately fine 
texture to moderately coarse texture. These soils have a moderate rate of water transmission. 
Group C. Soils having a slow infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These consist chiefly of soils 
having a layer that impedes the downward movement of water or soib of moderately fine texture 
or fine texture. These soils have a slow rate of water transmission. 
Group D. Soils having a very slow infiltration rate (high.runoff potential) when thoroughly wet. 
These consist chiefly of clays that have a high shrink,swell polenlial, have a daypan or clay layer 
at or near the surface, and soils that are shallow over nearly impervious material. These soi!s'have 
a very slow rate of water transmission. 

Soils in the study area are predominately silt loams on level to moderate slopes. Drainage 
characteristics for these soils, with the exception of the area of Delena Silt Loam, are moderate. 
Table I summarizes the various soil types found and their hydrologic grouping. 

U.\HYDR0\942JJH02.SOU Page 3 Revised Fc:bruW')' 6. 1996 
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TABLE I . 

HYDROLOGIC GROUPINGS OF SOILS 

Hydrologic 
Soil Legend Soll Name Soil Group 

SB Bcmstcdt Silt Loam, 0-8% slopes c 
248 Cotrell Silty Clay Loam, 2-8% c 

slopes 

30C Delena Silt Loam, 3-12% slopes D 

468 Jory Stony Silt Loam, 3-8% slopes c 
46C Jory Stony Silt Loam, 8-15% slopes c 
648 Nekia Silty Clay Loam, 2-8% c 

slopes 

Source: Soil Survey of Clacka:nas County, Oregon (U.S . SCS) 

Existing Drainage Facili lies 

The existing storm drainage facilities consist primarily of roadside ditches, culverts and open 
channels, with two exceptions: storm drains constructed with the Partlow Estates and Cook Street 
Addition Subdivisions; and "Minor" storm drainage systems, discharging into drainage swales in 
open space areas, constructed with the older rural subdivisions listed above. (Map of the existing 
facilities is included as Exhibit 2.) 

Land Use 

The tninsition of a drainage basin from rural to urban land lises tan greatly alter its hydrologfoaf· 
response to rainfall: Urban land development is usually characterized by a rapid conversion from 
farmland and natural vegetative cover to rooftops and pavement. This increase in impervious !Dnd 
surfaces can· dramatically alter the quantity and quality of storm runoff. As urban development 
occurs, the amount of rainfall converted to surface runoff is increased and the amount of rainfall·• 
contributed to groundwater recharge is decreased. lforh•n development is accompanied by on 
efficient drainage system, the time needed for surface runoff to reach a stream is substantially 
decreased. This results in a concentration ofstonnwatet runoff that generally increases peak flow. 
Greater peak flows can create flooding problems. depending on the capacity of the drainage system 
and the downstream conditions. 

This basin has developed primarily a low-density (approximately two lots per acre), single-family .. 
' residential ho1DC$;-whilco1111derthejurisdiction of Clackamas County. ~ore recently, "Cook Street 

Addition," "Westling Farm," Hazelgrove" and "Partlow Estates" subdivisions have developed with 
higher density (approximately five lots per acre). The following subdivi<inns are located within the 
basin: 

Asquith Estates 
Cook Street Addition 
Finnegans Terrace 1,2, &3 
Longstanding Acres 
Hazelgrove I & 2 
Oalaree 
Oregon City Jfaywood Park 
Navajo Hills Estates 

U:IHYDROl94l33HDl.SOU Pagc4 

Partlow Estates 
South End Terrace 
South Park Estates 
Sunview Acres 
Sunnyridge Acres 1.1. &J 
Westling Farm 
Willaview 

Revised February 6, 1996 
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this 100-ye:ir flood event. Since localized flooding problems are knovm to ex 1st, it is assumed that 
the l 977 fEMA study mauc no analysis of this (then largely rural) area 

Soib Characteristics 

Classification of soils in the study area has been made by the Soil Conservation Service; (see 
'Exhibit I for a map of the soil types in the study area). Soils are categorized into Hydrologic Soil 
Groups, bo..ed on an estimate of the amount of runoff resulting from precipitation, These groupings 
assume that the soils arc thoroughly wet and receive precipitation from long-duration storms. This 
rainfall to runoff relationship is complex and includes the drainoge and penneabi/ity characteristics 
of the soi! 

Drainage is the removal of excess surface and subsurface water from the soil. How easily and 
effectively the soil is drained depends on the depth to bedrock, to a cemented pan, or to other layers 
that affect the rate of water movement; permeability; depth to a high water table or depth of standing 
water if the soil is subject to ponding; slope; susceptibility to flooding; subsidence of organic layers; 
and potential frost action. Excavating and grading and the stability of ditch banks are affected by 
depth to bedrock or to a cemented pan, large stones, slope, and the hazard of cutbanks caving. 

PermPnbiliry refers to the ability of a soil to transmit water or air. The estimates indicate the rate 
of downward movement of water when the soil is saturated. They are based on soil characteristics 
observed in the field, particularly structure, porosity, and texture. Permeability is considered in the 
design of soil drainage systems, septic tank absorption fields, and construction where the rate of 
water movement under saturated conditions affects behavior. Typtcal soil penneabilities vary from 
low values between 0.2-0.6 inches/hour to moderate values between 0.6-2.0 inches/hour to high 
values between 2.0-6.0 inches/hour. 

The four hydrologic soil groups are: 
Group A. Soils having a high infiltration rate (low runoff potential) when thoroughly wet. These 
consist mainly of deep, well drained t excessively dramed sands or gravelly sands. 111e>e soils have 
a high rate of water transmission. 
Group B. Soils having a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These consist chiefly of 
moderately deep or deep, moderately well drained or well drained soils Lhat \Jave moderately fine 
texture to moderately coarse texture. These soils have a moderate rate of water transmission. 
Group C. Si:Jils having a slow infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These consist chiefly of soils 
having a layer that impedes the dov.11ward movement of water or suil~ of 1nodcrntcly fine texture 
or fine texture. These soils have a slow rate of water transmission. 
Group D. Soils having a very slow infiltration rate (high runoff potential) when thoroughly wet. 
These consist chiefly of clays that have a high shrink-swell potential, have a claypan or clay layer 
at or near the surface, and soils that arc shallow over nearly impervious material. These soils have 
a very slow rate of water transmission. 

Soils in the study area are predominately silt loams on level to moderate slopes. Drainage 
characteristics for these soils, with the exception of the area of Delena Silt Loam, arc moderate. 
Table I summarizes the various soil types found and their hydrologic grouping. 

U 'J-fYDR0\942.3JH02.SOU Revi~d February 6, 19% 
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TABLE 1 

HYDROLOGIC GROUPINGS OF SOILS 

Hydrologic 
Soil Legend Soll Name Soil Group 

8B Bomstedt Silt Loam, 0.8% slopes c 
248 Cotrell Silty Clay Loam, 2-8% c 

slopes 

30C Delena Silt Loam, 3- 12% slopes D 

46B Jory Stony Silt Loam, 3-8% slopes c 
46C Jory Stony Silt Loam, 8-15% slopes c 
64B Nekia Silty Clay Loam, 2-8% c 

slopes 

Source. Soil Survey of Clackamas County. Ortgon (US · SCS) 

Eii•ting Drainage Facilitie5 

The existing storm drainage facilities consist primarily of roadside ditches, culverts and open 
channels, with two exceptions: storm drams constructed with the Partlow Estates and Cook Street 
Addition Subdivisions; and "Minor" storm drainage systems, discharging into drainage swales in 
open space areas, constructed with the older rural subdivisions listed above. (Map of the existing 
facilities is included as E1b1b1t 2.) 

Land Use 

The truisition of a drainage basin from rural to urban land uses can greatly alter its hydrological 
response to rainfall. Urban land development is usually characterized by a rapid conversion from 
farm land and natural vegetative cover to rooftops and pavement. This increase in imperviou• land 
surfaces cm dramatically alter the quantity and quality of storm runoff. As urban development 
occurs, the amount of rainfall converted to surface runoff is increased and the amount of rainfall 
contributed to groundwater recharge is decreased. If urhRn development is accompanied by O.f\ 

efficient drainage system, the time needed for surface runoff to reach a stream is substantially 
decreased. This results in a concentration of stormwater runoff that generally increases peak flow. 
Greater peak flows can create flooding problems. depending on the capacity of the drainage system 
and the downstream conditions. 

This basin has developed primarily a low-density (approximately two lots per acre), single-family 
residential homes, while lllldcr the jurisdiction of Clackamas County. More recently, "Coak Street 
Addition," "Westling Farm," Hazelgrove" and "Partlow Estates" subdivisions have developed with 
higher density (approximately five lots per acre). The following subdivisions are located within the 
basin: 

Asquith £stales 
Cook Street Addition 
Finnegans Terrace 1,2. &3 
Longstanding Acres 
Hazelgrove I & J 
Oalaree 
Oregon City Maywood Park 
Navajo Hills Estates 

u-\HYDR0\94233H02.SOL' Page 4 

Partlow Estates 
South End Terrace 
South Park Estates 
Sunview Acres 
SunnyridgP Ar,-ps 1,1, &3 
Westling Farm 
Willaview 
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29 April 2003 

Tony Konkol 
Associate Planner 
Oregon City Planning Division 
320 Warner-Milne Road 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

Re Rose Road Land Use Application File Numbers PD-03-0l; WR 03-01, YR 03-01 

Dear Mr. Konkol, 

Our residence at 1885 l Rose Road shares a 350-foot property line with the above-referenced property 
on that same street. We believe the Applicant's property is fundamentally unsuited for the proposed 
development and therefore are opposed to this application. Our concerns center around these issues: 

Surface and Subsurface Water Residents surrounding this property as well as those 
throughout the neighborhood have both documented and anecdotal evidence of flooded 
basements and crawl spaces, spongy lawns and standing water during much of any wet season. 
We therefore question the validity of the Applicant's studies regarding these issues. 

As a result of a 2002 home inspection finding evidence of recurring and pooling water under 
our home we have, at considerable expense, replaced roof-drain dry wells and installed French 
drains around the perimeter of our crawlspace which feed into another dry well. On at least 
two occasions so far this year a sump pump has needed to remove overflow from that drywell 
and typically ran a day or two following each significant rain event. 

Geotechnical engineering tests by the Applicant were conducted on December 19, 2002. We 
noted with particular interest the report showing TP-10, the test pit nearest our property, had no 
water at 10 feet While the entire month of December did have above average rainfall, the 
preceding 10 months were below average; National Weather Service precipitation records for 
the Portland-area dating back to 1871 reveal only 16 years have been drier. In fact, the two 
months preceding the testing were the 4tl' and 5th driest in recorded history! Relying on 
observations taken on one day in an unusually dry year cannot possibly represent typical 
conditions and are statistically invalid. These findings are totally inconsistent with our 
experiences of crawl space water, overflowing drywells, backed-up drains and standing ground 
water all less than l 00 feet and just a few weeks distant from the Applicant's measurements 
The findings also belie the common experiences of most, if not all, neighborhood residents. 

Exhibit \~ 



The February, 1996 Hydrologic Study (1 Sourh End Basm study by Kampe Associates reports 
"chronic flooding problems" as a result of the Oak Tree Subdivision's failure to construct 
adequate storm drainage piping (see Drainage Problems, p-2). The study also indicates the 
soils in both the Rose Rd. and Oak Tree areas are hydrologic groups C and D - having slow 
and very slow infiltration when thoroughly wet In fact, the preponderance of property across 
Rose Rd from this development is group D - having the slowest rate of water transmission 
The report further states "Urban land development is usually characterized by a rapid 
conversion from fannland and natural vegetative cover to rooftops and pavement. This 
increase in impervious land surfaces can dramatically alter the quantity and quality of storm 
runoff" and "greater peak flows can create flooding problems, depending on the capacity of 
the drainage system and downstream conditions." 

The same Kampe section also mentions some concrete pipes and catch basins have been added 
to portions of South End Road but also notes that elsewhere existing roadside ditches need 
improvement and that they are choked with vegetation The December I, 1999 City of Oregon 
City Findings and Conclusions on Annexation Proposal AN-99-03 notes "typically, larger scale 
residential subdivisions require the installation of on-site detention facilities in addition to a 
piped overflow to a City system." (Section 11, p-13) Today, open and vegetation-choked 
ditches still line both sides of South End Road at the Rose Road intersection. Is this the City 
system that will handle all runoff from the Applicant's development? 

The considerable density of this proposal would cover most of the development with streets, 
driveways, sidewalks and roofs and therefore afford little remaining area to absorb water in an 
area that is already unable to do so. In our opinion, storm water falling onto this diminished 
permeable area cannot help but adversely affect surrounding properties Further, while some 
detail is provided how ground water will be addressed adjacent to the wetland areas, we find 
little to comfort us about possible safeguards for the back portions of the property nearest our 
residence. Applicant's geotechnical report recommends "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" We want assurances that water will not be directed 
toward our property and that the Applicant cannot construe the "if possible" portion of the 
recommendation to be an option. The City's 1999 Analysis and Findings/ Conclus1ons and 
Recommendatiom (in response to the Applicant's previous proposal for this site) stated 
"properly addressing these issues upfront is critical to avoid unforeseen groundwater-related 
problems during and after construction." We contend the Applicant's proposals are inadequate, 
have failed to address the recognized problems within the neighborhood and are silent to the 
concerns of adjacent property owners. Can the City or Applicant state with reasonable 
certainty that surface and subsurface water problems on adjacent lands will not be exacerbated 
by this development? 

2 Traffic The residents on Rose Road and Deer Lane have but a single outlet which empties 
onto an arterial, South End Road. Mass transit on South End js almostnon-existent and 
impractical for most commuting. The Applicant's proposal therefore will likely result in a 
substantial increase in vehicular traffic; one exit will be available for approximately 100 
households. Applicant's traffic analysis indicates a minor increase in wait times to access South 

II 



End Road. That seems counterintuitive given such an increase in trallic but it may not consider 
the additional time it will take residents merely to get to the Rose/South End intersection 

3 Schools I Recreation The Applicant states that" ... the development may facilitate a 
boundary adjustment for the Elementary Schools" and "the School District has the 
responsibility for managing population increases, and can do so by adding classroom 
space, moving classrooms, etc." And, "while this is a problem, there is no reason to 
believe that the School District will not have a solution by the time residences are 
constructed and occupied " 

Applicant further promotes the use of John McLaughlin Elementary School as " .. the 
closest open space with play structures" in an apparent attempt to deflect a requirement for 
sullicient open spaces on his property for residents of his development. He forther states the 
school " .. is approximately 800 feet from the site or no more than a 0 .15 mile walk from most 
new lots" We know from private discussions with school ollicials that they do not encourage 
or endorse this or any use which would further burden overstressed and vandalized school 
facilities. And, the school district currently requires Rose Road students to be bussed the short 
distance to the elementary school because of unsafe walking conditions on South End Road; is 
it therefore advisable to recommend that children walk there for recreation? Finally, a map 
should be consulted to confirm the 800-foot distance to "most new lots" 

While additional homes may promote some funding increases to the educational community, 
schools and their programs are typically strained whenever populations increase At a time 
when school funding problems are the most desperate in memory, the Applicant's statements 
seem inappropriate and irresponsible 

4. Boundaries I Fencing I Separation We are very concerned about having logical, aesthetic and 
well-constructed boundaries between our property and the proposed development. With 
approximately 350 feet of property line bordering the Applicant's property and with extremely 
small lots and minimal setbacks proposed, we believe adequate visual and physical separation 
must be established and provision made for its ongoing maintenance. While this may be a part 
of the Applicant's planning, specific detail is lacking in any documentation we have seen. 

The Applicant's proposal is not in keeping with the character, livability and well being of the 
surrounding neighborhood and community He has made few if any attempts to recognize or satisfy 
the concerns of neighborhood. He has provided little information to mitigate ground water concerns, is 
dismissive toward the problems of schools, has proposed minimal open spaces & other improvements 
and has generally understated or ignored many potential problems 

Finally, we see no discussion of what recourse we may have in the very real event the Applicant's 
analyses are incorrect or that he in any way imperils neighboring properties We understand the City 
will not acc@t liability and the Applicant will be long gone once the development is completed. Given 
that and, in our view, the Applicant's questionable ability to clearly and fully address these issues, we 
urge the City to aggressively investigate every claim and statement made in this proposal 



We realiz:e growth and change are inevitable and that this neighboring parcel will certainly someday be 
developed. But growth should be promoted in a manner consistent with sustainable community values, 
character and quality of life This proposal is neither the best use of this site nor in the interests of the 
neighborhood and we therefore request the application be denied. 

Respectfully, 

A-,,'1'~ ~_:-~:£ __ 
Michael A. Tondreau 

1885 l S Rose Rd. 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
503-657-7997 
mtondreau@ieee.org 

,f . . >--.1"1c;.,><O .. - ,,Z. Uh1~ v '-{...·1 
Virginia L Tondreau 
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CENTRAL POINT-LELAND ROAD-NEW ERA 
COMMUNITY PLM'NING ORGANJZA TION 

11466 Finnegan's Way 

Ciry of Oregon City 
320 Warner Milne Road 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

Attention: Planning Commission 

Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

May 3, 2003 

Dear Planning Commission Members: 

With reference to the Rose Vista proposal, File PD03-0 I, and related files, the CPO officers are 
opposed to Rose Vista as proposed. 

There is concern that the existing natural drainage channels as identified in the "Hydrologic Study 
Of South End Basin'' (Kampe Associates, February 1996) will not be adequately protected and 
preserved. In addition, structural changes to Rose Road, including elevation changes, curbing, 
sidewalks, etc., may cause environmental degradation to the surrounding properties. 

This area is currently developed as single family units, both at rural and urban densities. The 
addition of apartments and townhouses, the first in this area, significantly alters the character of 
the area. At a minimum. Rose Vista, if it is approved, should include only single family units at 
densities not smaller then the contiguous area including Lafayette Avenue. 

There is a Jack of adequate public transportation along South End Road, and Tri-Met is 
considering a reduction of current service levels. 

The 600+ vehicle trips per day would add further congestion to South End Road and South End 
hill. During South End hill closures (black ice days. snow, rock falls, flood damage during '96, 
etc.) there would be additional congestion on other Oregon City streets. 

Also of concern would be the resultant school boundary changes for Mcloughlin Elementary 
School. which would be disruptive to the families already residing in the area, some for many 
years. 

Please deny the Rose Vista application. 

Respectfully, 

~c2~~ 
~ames A. Kosel 

Chairperson 

Exhibit 20 



April 13, 2003 

Tony Konkol 
City of Oregon City 
PO Box 3040 
320 Warner-Milne Road 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

RE FILE# & TYPE: 

Dear Mr. Konkol, 

PD 03-01: Planned Unit Development 
WR 03-01 Water Resource Review 
VR 03-11: Pedestrian Lighting Standard Review 

Per our conversation at City Hall the other day, I am writing to you with two concerns regarding the 
above- mentioned file. I would also like to request that a copy of the staff report be mailed to me, 
when it becomes available. 

'first concern is that the density found in the PUD request is based on Tax Lot 300 being zoned R­
vrMH. The entire surrounding area is either zoned R-10 or FU-10 and it is the collective memory of 
this neighborhood that the piece in question was also zoned R-10. No one that I have spoken to in 
this area has a memory of being notified of a zoning change of Tax Lot 300. Can you please outline 
for me the timing of such change and the steps that were taken to notice the affected neighbors? 

Second, there is a serious concern in this area about the level of ground water we must all contend 
with. I see from the plans that there will be a detention pond at the southern corner of Tax Lot 300 
and the water will then feed into the existing channel system. Currently, Tax Lot 300 acts as a very 
big sponge and much of the water in that area slowly seeps into the ground. The building of 54 
homes, the necessary roads, etc., will obviously change this. Since all of the newly generated storm 
water will dump into the channel system, instead of being absorbed, subsequently ending up on my 
property, I am concerned that the water flow on my property could increase in volume and velocity 
Any change in these parameters would also significantly affect the property located at 19024 S Rose 
Road, as the channel continues across the back of that piece 

Thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns. I look forward to your reply. 

Sincerely, 

, . ' 1 r'/ii, 1 •' 

;x~;~~~~f:ih_ 
1..,J96 S Rose Road 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
503-656-5832 

" 



To: Oregon City Planning Commission 
Tony Konkol, Associate Planner 

Subject: Proposed building project on Rose Road 

Date: May 1, 2003 

We can not imagine anyone building 84 homes on the proposed sites on Rose Road. Mr. 
Reeder planned to build on the front section a few years ago and the Rose Road 
Neighborhood Assoc. presented legitimate concerns and the project didn't proceed. Now 
we are back to square one and the concerns are even greater. 

First of all this area has a very high water table with underground springs and floods every 
year. Where will all this water go? --under their houses and across the road into the 
neighbor's yards. These neighbors have problems every year with water in their yards. 
There have been several years that water goes across the road and it is like a big pond. 
We live at the end of Rose Road on an acre and there is lots of space for the water to go. 
When we get too much rain the ground becomes like a sponge. We have had 18 inches 
of water under the house and the water even has gone into the heating ducts. Yes, we 
have to use a sump pump to extract the water. If Mr. Reeder does build that many 
houses on that site, every house should be required to have a built in sump pump 
because they will need them. 

Traffic will be a nightmare. The report projected that 800 cars would use the road daily. It is 
difficult now especially turning on to Rose Road from South End. It is a safety issue. I have 
been nearly rear ended on several occasions. Now the problems driving in and out would 
be multiplied. What about fire trucks and emergency vehicles trying to get down the road? 
During peak hours there will be traffic jams. 

What about city services increased to accommodate this area? City police would need to 
be increased and that doesn't look promising. We have a brand-new fire station which 
remains closed . Mcloughlin School is already too full. We were told you are not 
concerned with the schools because that is their problem. Since the tax payers have to 
pay for all of these services we should consider the school problem as well as the others. 

We are not against building in this area. Larger sized lots and a reasonable number of well 
constructed homes would be desirable. Cramming 84 homes on this projected site is 
unrealistic and will affect the livability of this whole area. 

Thank you for your time, 

Kathy & Jim Worden 
18835 S. Rose Rd. 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
503.655.9506 
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Oregon City Planning Division 
Oregon City Hall 
320 Warner Milne Road 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

To \Vhom It May Concern 

April 4th, 2003 
18845 Lafayette Avenue 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

As a resident near Rose Road and South End Road, I am have concerns regarding the 
applied for building (PD 03-0 l, WR 03-0 I, VR 03-22, and SP 03-07) projects. 

Assuming that wetlands drainage can be approved, I continue to question the proposal. 
Am I correct in assuming that these properties are the very edge of the Oregon City 
boundaries? I would think that city planners might have some consideration of green­
space at the very edge of the city. 

These properties represent the qwckly disappearing characteristics of historic Oregon. 
We need new development, but we also need to preserve some areus to remind us: "This 
1s Oregon I" 

The acres on Rose Road are a great example of a "gro"n over farm" Wild birds and deer 
feed on the old apples, native plants abound in the area, and a chorus of frogs fills the 
spring air. Why not preserve something of this natural beauty? 

These properties should be preserved serving as parkland or wetland sites. I believe that 
residents of this area would be willing to pitch m to keep the place orderly and 
presentable until the city can make a better decision. 

The owner has been a good neighbor and I would hope that he would get some 
satisfaction knowing that a remnant of old nregol' can be honored in his name. 

I plan to take photos, petition neighbors, and further contact city hall. Thank you for 
taking the time to read my letter, please put a copy in the appropriate file. 

Yours T
1
ruly, 

\_..-\/ \ , ' "'~-"':.: .... 
William F. Wigmore 

503-722-2992 
geetarl 9@aol.com 
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To: 

Attention: 

Finnegans Terrace Property Owners Association 
P.O. Box 839 

Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

May 9, 2003 

City of Oregon City 
320 Warner Milne Road 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

Planning Commission 

Dear Planning Commission Members: 

Representing the Home Owners Association Officers and the residents of the Finnegans 
Terrace I am writing in opposition to the Rose Vista proposal, File PD03-01. 

We are extremely concerned that changing the zoning for the proposed development will 
be a severe and degrading deviation from the current single family unit, rural and urban 
neighborhood planning. In the 25 years we have existed as a neighborhood under the 
current planning code we have witnessed much development in our area, including the 
most recent addition of the Parish Grove development. Development has been held to 
low density neighborhoods, similar to ours, and therefore has been of low impact and 
has served to add value to the adjacent lands. The current Rose Vista proposal is not 
compliant with any of the neighboring developments, will degrade home owner values 
with high density housing, and will change the rural and urban texture of our community. 

Adding high-density homes with a lower income housing base will increase crime in an 
out-of-the-way portion of Oregon City. Last summer we witnessed the reduction of 
South End Store hours due not to a lack of business, but because of the increase in 
crime during the late hours. Further degrading and even crowding our neighborhoods 
will only aggravate this problem. 

Other infrastructure problems abound. South End road itself is highly susceptible to 
freezing in the winter because of it's proximity to the Willamette river. South End is 
accessed through two under scaled and dangerous intersections both interfacing 
Highway 99. Tri-Met is reducing service levels to the South End area. Without public 
transportation, six hundred additional vehicle trips will nearly double the traffic in the 3 
square mile area, (this is a generously low estimate as most families have more than 
one car) around Rose Vista. This will increase traffic activity at Mclaughlin School and 
endanger our children leaving the school as well. Pedestrian access to adjacent 
neighborhoods and the school is only through exposed bicycle paths along South End 
that are right at the level of the street. Adding additional traffic that tends to illegally pass 
on the right, crossing into these lanes, will no doubt result in serious injury for children 
and parents walking to and from the school. 

Drainage for the Rose Vista development will either have to be onto adjacent (currently 
pristine) rural lands or onto South End Road ttself, where no storm drain system exists. 

Exhibit 2Y 



The tiny plot of land would be straining with the run-off of the apartment buildings and 
parking lot with no green space for absorption of the rain water. This is not only 
degrading to the adjacent water table, but will cause standing water issues on the 
narrow Rose Vista Avenue and on the well-traveled South End road itself. 

Rezoning Rose Vista is a very bad idea. The officers of my association wish to be on 
the record in opposition. 

Respectfully, / ,.. : 

i
,.. I .- / . // 

( ( /I/ " / /, .'· 
() ~!.,...-·'_ ,- '~I .:.1.-/.~- -ft-1~0 

Russ Woodward 
President; Finnegans Terrace Property Owners Association 
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CITY OF OREGON CITY 
Planning Commission 
320 \VAR!\ ER l\1IL:--JE ROAD 0Rl:GO:'-J CJTY, OREGON 97045 
TEL (503) 657-0891 FAX (503) 722-3880 

FILE NO.: YR 03-11 

APPLICATION TYPE: Type Ill 

HEARING DATE: August 25, 2003 
7:00 p.m., City Hall 
320 Warner Milne Road 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

APPLICANT/OWNER: Paul Reeder 

APPLICANT'S 
REPRESENTATVIES: 

10893 Forest Ridge Lane 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

Sisul Engineering 
Tom Sisul 
375 Portland Avenue 
Gladstone, Oregon 97027 

Complete: March 26, 2003 
120-Day: July 24. 2003 
Extended to: August 7, 2003 
Extended to: August 21, 2003 
Extended to: October 2, 2003 

REQUEST: The applicant is requesting a variance to reduce the minimum 3 foot-candle 
pathway lighting standards required in Section 12.24.040.D of the Oregon City 
Municipal Code to a 1.5 foot-candle average, 0.5 foot-candle minimum, and a 
maxi1nun1to1nini1nu1n ratio of 7: 1. 

LOCATION: Map 3-1 E !CD Tax Lot 300 and 3-lE-1 A, Tax Lot 1700. The subject site is 
located west of South End Road and north of Rose Road. 

REVIEWER: Tony Konkol, Associate Planner 

RECOMMENDATION: Approval 

PROC~ESS: Type Ill decisions involve the greatest amount of discretion and evaluation ofsuhjectivc approval standards, yet are not required to 
be heard hy the city c01nmission, except upon appeal Applications evaluated through this process mclude conditional use permits, preliminary 
planned urnt development plans, varim1ces, code interpretations, similar use determinations and those rezonmgs upon annexation under Section 
17.06.050 fi1r which discrehon is provided_ In the event that <:my dcc1s1on is not classified, it shall be treated as a Type Ill decision. The process for 
these land use decisions is controlled by ORS 197_763_ Notice of the application and the planning commission or the historic review board hearing is 
published and mailed to the applicant, recognized neighborhood association and property owners within three hundred ft'.ct. Notice must be issued at 
kast twent'y days pn:-hearing, and the staff report must be available at least seven days pre-hearing_ At the evidentiary bearing held befiHc the 
planning commission or the historic review board, all issues are addressed_ The decision of the planning commission or historic reviev. hoard is 
appealable to the city commissmn, on the record The city commission decision on appeal from the historic review board or the planning commissmn 
is the city's final decision and is appealable to LUBA \Vithin l\venty-one days of when it becomes final 

IF YOU HA VE ANY QUESTIONS A HOUT TI llS DECISION, PLEASE CONTACT THE PLANNING DIVISION OFFICE AT 
(503) 657-0891. 
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BACKGROUND: 
The applicant applied for a Zone Change from R-10 Smglc-Fam1ly to R-8 Single-Family and a 41 - lot 
Planned Unit Develop for tax lot 1700 on September 3, 1998. The request has unanimously demed by the 
Planning Commission following a public hearing on Apnl 26, 1999. 

Tax lot 300 was annexed into the City of Oregon City (Planning File AN 99-03) following a public hearing 
on May 19. 1999. The property has annexed m as LR/MH: Low Density Residential/Manufactured Housing. 
The only zoning designation available under the LR/Ml-I Land Use designation is "R-6/MH" Single­
Family/Manufactured Housing Dwellmg Distnct. The Comprehensive Plan designation for this property was 
amended from Low Density Residential to Low Density Residential/Manufactured Housing per City 
Ordinance 92-1029 (See File PD 03-01 ). 

The original application proposed a PUD consisting of 52 detached single-family dwellings, 14 attached 
single-family dwellings, and an 18 umt multi-family development. The application was revised on April 21, 
2003 to request a PUD consisting of 52 detached smgle-family dwellings and 24 attached single.family 
dwellings. The applicant was revised on Apnl 30, 2003 to request a PUD consistmg of 51 single-family 
detached units. 24 smgle-family attached units, and a realigned road system. The final revis10n, dated August 
3, 2003, consists of 52 single-family detached units. 24 attached units, open space, and a 10-foot wide 
pedestnan pathway (Exhibits 2). 

The applicant has proposed an approximately 1, 190-foot pedestrian walkway connecting South End Road to 
the internal street systems of the proposed PUD. The walkway will cross two Water Quality Resource Areas 
and the open space associated with the PUD. The applicant has indicated the current lighting level will be 
intrusive to adjacent properties, even with ·'no glare" provisions, and will be out of character with the open 
space and natural resource areas that the accessway will traverse. The applicant is requestmg a reduction of 
the mimmum 3-foot candle lighting standard to a 1.5 foot-candle average, 0.5 foot-candle minimum, and a 
7:1 maxnnum to minimum lightmg ratio (Exhibit 3). 

BASIC FACTS: 
I. Location. The development 1s located northwest of South End Road and northeast of Rose Road and 

1dent1ficd on the Clackamas County Tax Assessor Map as 3S-IE-1CD, Tax Lot 300 and 3S-1E-1A, 
Tax Lot 1700 (Exhibit l ). 

2. Existing Conditions. The 16.02-acre site compnses two heavily vegetated fairly flat tax lots above 
the Willamette River. Tax lot 1700 contams an old vacated home and tax lot 300 is vacant. The site 
slopes mildly at 1 to 3%, toward two broad swales in the central portion of tax lot 1700. The 
1unsd1ct1onal wetlands on the site currently form the headwaters of an unnamed stream that 1s a 
tnbutary of Beaver Creek. 

The site is identified within the Oregon City Water Resource Overlay District and identified within a 
Wet Sotls - High Water Table area on the Geologic Hazards map of the Canby and Oregon City 
Quadrangles, Oregon. 

3. Zoning and surrounding Land Uses. Tax lot 1700 is zoned R-10 Single-Family Dwelling District. 
Tax Lot 300 is zoned R-6/MH Single-Family/Manufactured Home Dwelling District. 

North: Directly north of a majority of the site is the Oaktree Subdivision that is zoned R-10 
Single-Family and developed with smgle-family dwellings. There is a 1.25-acre parcel 
zoned R-10 Single-family that is developed with a single-family dwelling. 

South: Directly south of the site is Rose Road. South of Rose Road are 13 lots of varymg 
sizes outside the Oregon City city limits developed with single-family dwellings. The 
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'West: 

East: 

parcels have a Comprehensive Plan designation of Low-Density 
Residential/Manufactured Housing. 
The property to the west of the site is developed with a single.family dwelling and is 
located outside the Oregon City city limits. The Comprehensive Plan designation for 
the parcel is Low-Density Residential/Manufactured Housing. 
South End Road is directly east of the site. East of South End Road are two parcels 
zoned R-10 Single-Family and developed with single-family dwellings. 

4. Project Description. The Preliminary Planned Unit Development (PUD) includes the development 
of an approximately 1, 190-foot long pedestnan accessway connecting South End Road to the 
internal roadway system of the PUD. The accessway will cross two Water Quality Resource Areas, 
three residential areas, and an open space/recreation area. The applicant is requesting a reduction of 
the minimum 3-foot candle lighting standard to a 1.5 foot-candle average, 0.5 foot-candle minimum, 
and a 7:1 maximum to minimum lighting ratio (Exhibit 3). 

5. Comments. Notice of this proposal was sent to property owners within three hundred feet of the 
subiect property and various City departments and other agencies on March 28, 2003. The subject 
site was posted on Apnl 7. 2003 and the Planning Commission Hearing was advertised in the 
Clackamas Review on April 9, 2003. The public notice indicated that any interested party may testify 
at the public hearing or submit wntten testimony at or prior to the hearmg. No comments were 
received concerning he variance rcq uest. 

DECISION-MAKING CRITERIA: 
Municipal Code Standards and Requirements 

Title 12, Streets, Sidewalks, Public Places 
Title 17, Zoning: 

ANALYSIS: 

Chapter 12.24, Pedestrian/Bicycle Accessways 
Chapter 17.50, Administration and Procedures 
Chapter 17 .60, Variances 

Section 17.60.020 Variances-Grounds states that a variance may be granted if the applicant meets six 
approval criteria: 

A. That the literal application of the provisions of this title would deprive the applicant of rights 
commonly enjoyed by other properties in the surrounding area under the provisions of this title; 
or extraordinary circumstances apply to the property which do not apply to other properties in the 
surrounding area, but arc unique to the applicant's site; 

The applicant indicates that the subject site for the PUD is affected by unique circumstances, which do 
not affect adjacent properties. These circumstances include the two drainage channels that must he 
protected. The site is a long, narrow parcel that is between an existing development to the north and Rose 
Road to the south. These circumstances do not affect adiacent properties, and therefore this criterion is 
satisfied. 

Staff concurs that the site is affected by unique circumstances, specifically; the lack of a pedestrian and 
automobile connection within and to surrounding developments and streets. There was no pedestrian or 
street connection provided from the subdivision to the north of the site and the two water features on the 
site prevent the connection of the intenor street system to all areas of the subject site and South End 
Road, thus requiring the applicant to provide a pedestrian connection and adequate pedestrian cJrculation 
throughout the proposed development and to South End Road. The pedestrian walkway, an alternative to 
the sidewalk on Rose Road to provide connectivity to the three distinct housing areas and South End 
Road, will traverse through two water re,ource areas. Minimizing the impacts of the walkway on the 
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natural resource by reducing light pollution is an extraordinary circumstance that applies, and is unique, 
to this site. 

Therefore, the applicant satisfies this criterion. 

B. That the variance from the requirements is not likely to cause substantial damage to adjacent 
properties, by reducing light, air, safe access or other desirable or necessary qualities otherwise 
protected by this title; 

The requested variance is hkely to mimmize any impacts on adjacent properties by hmiting the potential 
fi.ir light pollution from the development impacting the properties to the north of the sllc. The applicant 
has proposed a sufficient level of lightmg to guarantee the safety of the pathway users and limiting the 
negative lighting impacts associated with a standard lighting level that seem excessive. 

The proposed lighting level is based on an average foot-candle standard with a low maximum to 
minimum lighting ratio that 1s a more carefully calibrated standard that will provide a safe and secure 
lighting pattern and result in a beneficial reduction of glare and light trespass on adjacent residential 
properties, resulting in a net benefit. 

Thesefore the applicant satisfies this criterion. 

C. The applicant's circumstances arc not selt~imposed or merely constitute a monetary hardship or 
inconvenience. A self-imposed difficulty will be found if the applicant knew or should have known 
of the restriction at the time the site was purchased; 

The applicant states that the circumstances are not self~imposed and do not represent a monetary 
hardship. hut are a consequence of site conditions (natural resources) and existing adjacent development. 

Due to a lack of pedestrian and automobile connectivity to the subdivision to the north of the site, 
exist mg natural resources that are being protected through the PUD process, and the narrow shape of the 
subject site, the applicant rs required to pnw1de a pedestrian walkway system to accommodate pedestrian 
circulation throughout the site. Additional connections to surrounding properties or crossing the natural 
resource areas with roadways would alleviate the need for the pedestrian walkway, and the 3 foot-candle 
mimmum lighting standard associated with the walkway, since a roadway connection would provide 
pedestrian connectivity and the associated sidewalk is not required to meet the pedestrian lighting 
standard. 

Therefore, the requested variance satisfies this cntc_non. 

D. No practical alternatives have been identified which would accomplish the same purposes and not 
require a variance; 

The applicant states that a practical alternative is bemg proposed to reduce what is considered an 
excessively high lighting standard for a pedestrian walkway in a residential area. 

The requested vanance is to the City's 3 foot-candle numenc minimum for lighting luminance and there 
is no practical alternative to address the numeric standard. An even level of light on the pedestrian 
walkway with better transitions between light and dark areas will improve the safety and security of the 
pedestrians. 
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Therefore, the applicant satisfies this cnteri_on_. 

E. That the variance requested is the minimum variance which would alleviate the hardship; 

The requested vanance to the 3 foot-candle standard is the minimum reduction that will allow safe and 
secure pedestrian circulation at night through the development, while also reducing the impacts on the 
neighboring properties to the north and the natural areas the pathway traverses through. 

Therefore, the applicant satisfies this criterion. 

F. That the variance conforms to the comprehensive plan and the intent of the ordinance being 
varied. 

Section 12.24.040(D) of the Oregon City Municipal Code states in part: 

To enhance pedeslrian and bicycle safely, accessways shall be lighled with pedestrian­
scale lighting. Accessway lighting shall be to a minimum level of three footcandles and 
shall he oriented not to shine upon adjacent residences. Street lighting shall be 
provided at both entrances and may also be required at intermediate points along the 
accessway as necessary.for safety as determined by the review authority. 

The applicant states that the code provision's purpose is to provide for safety and "pedestrian-scale 
lighting." The applicant believes that the intent of this section is satisfied with a lower, more consistent 
level of lighting with less intrusive effects. The proposed standard is more appropnate than a strict 
application of the 3 foot-candle mimmum because the proposal is sensitive to the natural areas and 
surrounding residential development. 

Therefore, the applicant satisfies the cnterion. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
In conclusion, Staff has determined that the requested variance before the Planning Commission, YR 03-11, 
from which the applicant is seeking a vanancc to the Pedestrian/Bicycle Accessway Development Standards 
contained in Section l 2.24.040(D) of the Oregon City Municipal Code, has satisfied the variance approval 
critena in Chapter 17.60. Therefore, Staff would recommend approval of YR 03-11 by the Planning 
Commission to reduce the lighting standard to a 1.5 foot-candle average, 0.5 foot-candle mmimum, and a 
maximum to minimum ratio of 7: I for the property located west of South End Road and north of Rose Road 
and identified as Clackamas County Map 3-1E1 CD Tax Lot 300 and 3-1 E-1 A, Tax Lot 1700. 

I. Vicinity Map 
2. Site Map 
3. Supplemental Information: Application for Land Division and Planned Unit Development: 

Additional Discussion Regarding Design Review; dated August 3, 2003 
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Planning Files: 
PD 03-01, WR 03-01, VR 03-11, and SP 03-07 
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Supplemental Information: 
Application for Land Division and Planned Unit Development 

Additional Discussion Regarding Design Review 
Revised August 3, 2003 

Applicant 

Representative 

Location 

Legal Description 

Zoning 

Site Size 

Proposal 

Paul Reeder 
10893 S. Forest Ridge Lane 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
(503) 655-6494 

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

Northwest of South End Road, northeast of Rose Road 

Tax Lots 300 (3-lE-lCD) & 1700 (3-lE-IA) 

Tax Lot 300: R-6 MH 
Tax Lot 1700: R-10 

16.02 Acres 
Tax Lot 300: 6.5 Acres 
Tax Lot 1700: 9.52 Acres 

Planned Unit Development and subdivision to create lots for 52 
detached single-family residences, and 24 attached single­
family residences and site plan and design review for 14 of the 
attached single-family residences. 
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Supplemental Information 

The applicant requests a Planned Unit Development ("PUD"), to include 52 lots for 
single-family detached dwellings, 24 Jots for single-family attached residences. Site plan 
and design review ("SPDR") is requested for 14 of the lot single-family attached 
dwellings (Lots 53 thru 66). Site plan and design review is not requested for the 10 
attached units near South End Road (Lots 67-76). The applicant did not have time to 
develop rear entry garages for inclusion with this submittal and will submit later for the 
design review on Lots 67 through 76. 

The purpose of this supplemental submission is to consider whether the application 
for subdivision and PUD can be approved without design review. In our view, the answer 
clearly is affirmative. 

The purpose of this submission is also to provide a review of the standards and 
criteria for site plan and design review insofar as applicable to the portion of the 
development proposed for 14 of the lots for single-family attached residences. 

Applicable Criteria and Standards 

Applicable criteria and standards of the Oregon City Development Code include the 
following, reproduced here for convenience: 

Title 17 Zoning 

Chapter 17. 62 Site Plan and Design Review 

17.62.010 Purpose. 

The purposes of site plan and design review are to: encourage site planning in 
advance of construction; protect lives and property from potential adverse impacts of 
development; consider natural or man-made hazards which may impose limitations 
on development; conserve the city's natural beauty and visual character and minimize 
adverse impacts of development on the natural environment as much as is reasonably 
practicable; assure that development is supported with necessary public facilities and 
services; ensure that structures and other improvements are properly related to their 
sites and to surrounding sites and structure; and implement the city's comprehensive 
plan and land use regulations with respect to development standards and policies. 

17. 62. 030 When required. 

Site plan and design review shall be required for all development of real property in 
all zones except the R-10, R-8, R-6, R-6/MH, RC-4, and RD-4 zoning districts, unless 
otherwise provided for by this title or as a condition of approval of a permit. Site plan 
and design review shall also apply to all conditional uses and non-residential uses in 
all zones, to planned developments, manufactured dwelling parks, and partitions and 
residential development within overlay districts. No building permit or other permit 
authorization for development shall be issued prior to site plan and design review 
approval. Parking lots and parking areas accessory to uses regulated by this chapter 
also shall require site plan and design review approval. Site plan and design review 
shall not alter the type and category of uses permitted in zoning districts. 
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Chapter 17. 64 Planned Unit Development 

17. 64. 0 JO Purpose. 
A planned unit development ("PUD'') is a form of residential land development that 
allows increased flexibility in design standards, dimensional requirements and mixes 
of land use and structure types. A PUD should allow for a more customized design 
and development through a process that involves a public hearing before the 
planning commission at the preliminary plan stage. The purposes of this chapter are: 

A. To promote an arrangement of/and uses, lot sizes, lotting patterns, housing 
and development types, buildings, circulation systems, open space and utilities 
that facilitate the efficient and economic use of land and, in some instances, a 
more compact, pedestrian-oriented, mixed use urban design. Specifically, this can 
be accomplished through the PUD process with mixed-use developments. The 
objective of allowing a mix of residential, commercial and office uses is to 
provide an integrated urban community whereby each of the parts compliments 
one another lo produce a cohesive whole; and 
B. To preserve existing natural features and amenities and provide useful 
common open space available to the residents and users of the proposed PUD. 
Specifically this can be accomplished through the PUD process by preserving 
existing natural features and amenities, or by creating new neighborhood 
amenities. 
C. To protect and enhance public safety on sites with natural or other hazards 
and development constraints through the clustering of development on those 
portions of a site that are suitable for development. 
D. To provide flexibility for dimensional requirements of underlying zones or 
overlay districts to better achieve the purposes of a PUD. 

17.64.030 Applicant's option. 
A development proposal may be processed as a PUD at the applicant's option, and is 
offered as an alternative process for residential development; provided, that at least 
eighty percent of the gross density allowed by the underlying zone is met. If the 
property bears a PUD overlay designation, the property may be developed only in 
accordance with this chapter. PUD overlay designations will be legislatively applied 
by the city to residentially zoned land with natural features, physical characteristics, 
topography, development constraints, or other unique or special circumstances that 
warrant preservation or otherwise constrain development of the property. 

17. 64. 090 Preliminary PUD plan--Required plans. 

17. 64.120 Preliminary PUD plan approval criteria. 
The decision maker shall approve an application for preliminary PUD plan if the 
following criteria are met: 

A. The proposed preliminary PUD plan is consistent with the purposes and 
requirements of this chapter set forth in Sections 17.64.010 and 17.64.040, and 
any applicable goals or policies of the Oregon City comprehensive plan; 
B. The proposed preliminary PUD plan meets the applicable requirements of the 
underlying zoning district, any applicable overlay zone, such as Chapters 17. 44 
or 17. 49, and applicable provisions of Title 16 of this code, unless an adjustment 
from any of these requirements is specifically allowed pursuant to this chapter; 
C. Any phasing schedule proposed by the application must be reasonable and 
shall not exceed five years between approval of the final PUD plan and the filing 
of the final plat for the last phase. Dedication or preservation of open space or 
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natural features, in a form approved by the city, must be recorded prior to the 
issuance of building permit(s) for existing tax lots of the first phase of any multi­
phase PUD; 
D. The applicant has demonstrated that all public services and facilities have 
adequate capacity to serve the proposed development, or adequate capacity is 
assured to be available concurrent with development; 
E. All adjustments from any applicable dimensional requirement requested by the 
applicant or recommended by the city are justified, or are necessary to advance 
or achieve the purposes and requirements of this chapter better than would 
compliance with the dimensional requirements of the underlying zoning. 

17. 64.140 Design review. 
PUDs shall comply with the site plan and design review requirements in Chapter 
17. 62 of this title. Single.family detached homes are exempt from this requirement. An 
applicant may seek concurrent review of the preliminary PUD plan and design 
review, in which case the applicant shall submit a landscaping plan, architectural 
drawings and a materials board as provided in Section 17. 62. 040(B)--(D) in addition 
to the submittal requirements for the preliminary PUD plan. 

Site plan and design review is required for a planned development (17.62.030). 
However, as single-family detached residences are exempt from SPDR (17.64.140), 
SPDR applies only to the single family attached dwellings portion of the proposed 
development. 

When is SPDR required? Section 17.64.140 states that an applicant "may" seek 
concurrent review of the PUD and SPDR. The timing of the review is at the applicant's 
discretion, however the process must be accomplished before development permits are 
issued (17 .62.030). 

The requirements for a PUD and SPDR overlap in the consideration of natural 
features in the arrangement of a development (see Sections 17.62.010 and 17.64.010, 
especially subsection "B"). 

SPDR approval is not necessary for approval of a plat. Creation of a lot (platting) 
does not necessarily require SPDR. Land division follows a parallel course, with a 
separate set of requirements for creation of lots, connectivity, and preparation of a plat. 

The applicant has provided information that is sufficiently detailed to demonstrate 
that the proposed development creates new lots and preserves natural features, and 
thereby satisfies the criteria for the PUD. The natural features are, in fact, integrated into 
the arrangement of the various aspects of the development and serve as natural 
separations between the different housing types and areas. The criteria for SPDR would 
not add additional requirements for the protection and enhancement of the open space and 
natural resource areas, but is directed more towards the aim of enhancing compatibility 
with surrounding, existing properties and developments. This can be accomplished at 
present for the northwesterly 14 attached single family residences (Lots 53-66) and at a 
later point, when plans are designed, for the southeasterly 10 single family attached unit 
lots (Lots 67-76). 

The applicant recognizes that SPDR is required for attached housing and provides 
additional information in this narrative to demonstrate that standards and criteria can be 
satisfied. 
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At this time, the applicant does not have building plans, landscaping plan, or site plan 
for the proposed 10 unit single family attached units (Lots 67-76) site and suggests that 
the City include this as a condition of approval (although the requirement in the Code that 
SPDR shall be accomplished prior to development permits should be sufficient to 
guarantee that SPDR will occur). The applicant is committed to working through future 
processes to provide the city with the type and design of development that is 
complementary to the site and adjacent uses. 

Site Plan and Design Review 

In the center portion of the development the applicant proposes to construct 
single-family attached dwellings as seven buildings on fourteen lots (Lots 53-66). Site 
plan review is required for this portion of the development. 

17.62.010 Purpose. The purposes of site plan and design review are to: encourage 
site planning in advance of construction; protect lives and property from potential 
adverse impacts of development; consider natural or man-made hazards which may 
impose /imitations on development; conserve the city's natural beauty and visual 
character and minimize adverse impacts of development on the natural environment 
as much as is reasonably practicable; assure that development is supported with 
necessary public facilities and services; ensure that structures and other 
improvements are properly related to their sites and to surrounding sites and 
structure; and implement the city's comprehensive plan and land use regulations with 
respect to development standards and policies. 

Response: The project has been designed with consideration for two natural drainage 
channels that cross the site. The multi-family lot is separated from the attached single­
family portion of the development by one of the drainage channels, and the attached 
single-family dwellings are separated from the detached residences by the second 
channel. 

The drainage channels are protected within open space tracts that will be landscaped 
as shown on the Proposed Landscape Plan, included with this submission. Additional 
landscaping may be required within the channels with the Water Resources Permit. 

The purpose of SPDR is satisfied by compliance with these requirements and those 
pertaining to the PUD. 

17. 62. 020 Preapplication review. 

Response: A preapplication conference was held with the staff to consider the project in 
its entirety on July 31, 2002. 

17. 62. 03 0 When required. Site plan and design review shall be required for all 
development of real property in all zones except the R-10, R-8, R-6, R-6/MH, RC-4, 
and RD-4 zoning districts, unless otherwise provided for by this title or as a condition 
of approval of a permit. Site plan and design review shall also apply to ... planned 
developments ..... 

Response: SPDR is required for the fourteen lots proposed for single-family attached 
dwellings (seven buildings). 
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17. 62. 040 Plans required. 

Response: Plans have been submitted with this supplemental information and with the 
original application that satisfy these requirements. A landscaping plan has not been 
provided for each lot, as this has been left as the choice of the future homeowners. 

Particular plans or information may be waived if not considered essential to the 
review of a particular application (see 17.62.040.1). The applicant believes that this 
supplemental submission, with the original application materials, is sufficient for the 
review, but is willing to work with the staff and Planning Commission to assure that 
necessary information is available. 

17. 62. 050 Standards. 
A. All development shall comply with the following standards: 

1. A minimum of fifteen percent of the lot area being developed shall be 
landscaped. Natural landscaping shall be retained where possible to meet the 
landscaping requirement. Landscape design and landscaping areas shall serve 
their intended functions and not adversely impact surrounding areas. The 
landscaping shall include a mix of vertical (tree;,) and horizontal elements (grass, 
ground.cover, etc.). The principal planner shall maintain a list of trees, shrubs and 
vegetation acceptable for landscaping. For properties within the central business 
district, and for major remodeling in all zones subject to this chapter, 
landscaping shall be required to the extent practicable up to the fifteen percent 
requirement. Landscaping also shall be visible.from public thoroughfares to the 
extent practicable. 

Response: Please refer to the landscaping plan for the attached residential portion of the 
development. Plantings are proposed for the open space areas excluding the protected 
portions of the water resource areas. A rose theme is employed, in keeping with the name 
of the fronting street. 

Building, patio, sidewalk, and driveway will occupy approximately 1,550 square feet 
for each lot area, leaving approximately 1,950 square feet available for landscaping by the 
future property owner. A minimum of 50% of lot areas will be "green" with at least one 
street tree on each lot. Lots 55-60, abutting the neighboring subdivision, will have one tree 
in each rear yard. These lots (Lots 55-60) are ten feet deeper than the lots that abut open 
space areas. At least six shrubs will be planted per lot, with at least two of the shrubs 
located in the front yard. 

Open space areas, including the natural resource areas along the designated drainage 
channels, cover more than 24% of the site. Landscaping is proposed for the portion of the 
open space that is not included within the natural resource or required buffer, which are 
subject to different requirements. 

The combination of landscaped area on lots and within the open space areas more 
than satisfies this requirement. 

2. The size, shape, height, and spatial and visual arrangement of uses, structures, 
fences, and walls, including color and material selection, shall be compatible with 
existing surroundings and.future allowed uses. Consideration may be given to 
common driveways, shared parking, increased setbacks, building heights, and the 
like. 

Page 6 



Response: Please refer to the site plan and elevations. Proposed attached residences will be 
similar in scale and design to the single family detached residences in adjacent 
developments. Exterior siding material will be "hardie plank" which looks wood shingle 
siding, in colors of off-white, light browns, and light grays. Trim will be cedar batten 
boards. Roofing will be "Architectural 80" composite. Windows will be vinyl trimmed. 
These materials are similar in appearance to those commonly used for dwellings in 
adjacent subdivisions, so the proposed buildings will be compatible in scale and 
appearance. 

3. Grading shall be in accordance with the requirements of Chapter 15. 48 and the 
public works stormwater and grading design standards. 

Response: Please refer to the plans submitted with the original application, the Grading 
and Erosion Control Plan (Sheet 4 ). 

4. Development subject to the requirements of the unstable slopes overlay district 
shall comply with the requirements of that district. The review authority may 
impose such conditions as are necessary to minimize the risk of erosion and 
slumping and assure that landslides and property damage will not occur. 

Response: No unstable slopes or other physical conditions that could present a hazard for 
development of the site have been identified. A geotechnical report is included with the 
application. 

5. Drainage shall be provided in accordance with city's drainage master plan, 
Chapter 13.12, and the public works stormwater and grading design standards. 

Response: Drainage is provided in accordance with City requirements. Please refer to the 
Proposed Utility Plan (Sheet 3). 

6. Parking, including carpool, vanpool and bicycle parking, shall comply with 
city parking standards .... 

Response: A double car garage is provided for each dwelling, in compliance with City 
standards. 

7. Sidewalks and curbs shall be provided in accordance with the city's 
transportation master plan and street design standards .... 

8. Circulation boundaries within the boundary of the site shall facilitate direct 
and convenient pedestrian and bicycle access .... 

Response: Sidewalks are planned for both sides of the internal street and both the Rose 
Road and South End Road frontages. In addition, an internal pathway system links the 
three sections of the development, with the pathway from the cul de sac for the single 
family attached dwellings connecting to South End Road along the site's west boundary. 
Requirements for pedestrian and bicycle accessways, found in Chapter 12.24 
Pedestrian/Bicycle Accessways, are discussed in a following section. 

9. There shall be provided adequate means to ensure continued maintenance and 
necessary normal replacement of private common facilities and areas ..... 

Response: A homeowners' association will be created to provide for maintenance of 
commonly owned facilities. 
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10. Outdoor lighting shall be provided in a manner that enhances security, is 
appropriate for the use, and avoids adverse impacts on surrounding properties .... 

Response: Outdoor lighting will include a street light and lights on the dwellings at 
doorways as typical for a single-family residence. Additional lighting is required for the 
accessways, as discussed in the following section of this narrative that covers Chapter 
12.24. 

11. Site planning, including the siting of structures, roadways and utility 
easements, shall provide for the protection of tree resources. Trees of six-inch 
caliper or greater measured four feet from ground level shall, whenever 
practicable, be preserved outside buildable area. 

Response: Trees are preserved within the water resource area and associated buffer. Very 
few trees are located on the site and most will be lost to construction related impacts. 
Street trees and future plantings associated with the residences will mitigate this impact. 

12. Development shall be planned, designed, constructed and maintained to 
protect water resources in accordance with the requirements of the city's water 
resources overlay district, Chapter 17.49, as applicable. 

Response: Two identified drainage channels are protected within open space areas. 

13. Development shall comply with applicable city regulations protecting natural 
resources .... 

Response: No inventoried resources other than the drainage channels have been identified 
on this site. 

14. All development shall maintain continuous compliance with applicable 
federal, state, and city standards pertaining to air and water quality, odor, heat, 
glare, noise and vibrations, outdoor storage, radioactive materials, toxic or 
noxious matter, and electromagnetic interference .... 

Response: Proposed uses are residential so no unusual emissions or odorous gases are 
anticipated. 

15. Adequate public water and sanitary sewer facilities sufficient to serve the 
proposed or permitted level of development shall be provided. The applicant shall 
demonstrate that adequate facilities and services are presently available or can 
be made available concurrent with development .... 

Response: Public utilities are provided in compliance with City requirements. Please refer 
to the Proposed Utility Plan (Sheet 3). No service provider has indicated that there is a 
lack of capacity to accommodate this development. 

16. Adequate right-of-way and improvements to streets, pedestrian ways, bike 
routes and bikeways, and transit facilities shall be provided, consistent with the 
city's transportation master plan and design standards and this title .... 

Response: Rights of way are proposed to be dedicated and improved in compliance with 
City requirements. 
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17. Major industrial, institutional, retail and office developments shall provide 
direct, safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian travel .... 

Response: A residential development is proposed; this requirement does not apply. 

18. If Tri-Met, upon review of an application for an industrial, institutional, retail 
or office development .... 

Response: A residential development is proposed; this requirement does not apply. 

19. All utility lines shall be placed underground. 

Response: All utilities will be installed underground as required 

20. Access and facilities for physically handicapped people shall be incorporated 
into the site and building design consistent with applicable federal and state 
requirements, with particular attention to providing continuous, uninterrupted 
access routes. 

Response: Applicable requirements will be satisfied. 

21. Pedestrian/bicycle accessways shall be provided as appropriate in 
accordance with the requirements and standards in Chapter 12.24 and such other 
design standards as the city may adopt. 

Response: Please refer to the response to specific requirements of Chapter 12.24, in a 
following section. Sidewalks are proposed adjacent to all streets and a network of 
pathways provides connections between the three sections of the development and South 
End Road. The pathways also provide access to the open space and recreation areas, so 
are not, strictly speaking, limited to the functions Qf an accessway simply connecting 
streets where vehicle access is not feasible. 

22. In office parks and commercial centers .... 

Response: A residential development is proposed; this requirement does not apply. 

B. The review authority may impose such conditions as it deems necessary to ensure 
compliance with these standards and other applicable review criteria .... 

Response: The applicant anticipates that there will be reasonable conditions of approval 
to ensure that the development satisfies all standards and criteria in the City Code. For 
example, a condition requiring SPDR for the multi-family lot is acceptable and 
reasonable, as the applicant does not have plans for this lot at the present time. The City 
may wish to attach other conditions that reasonably guarantee that the project is 
completed in accordance with applicable requirements. 
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Chapter 12.24 Pedestrian/Bicycle Accessways 

12.24.010 Purpose. Pedestrian/bicycle accessways are intended to provide direct, 
safe and convenient connections within and.from new subdivisions and planned 
developments to residential areas, retail and office areas, industrial parh, transit 
streets and neighborhood activity centers where public street connections for 
automobiles, bicycles and pedestrians are unavailable. Pedestrian/bicycle 
accessways should only be used in areas where public street options are unavailable, 
impractical or inappropriate. 

Response: Accessways are proposed to connect the three parts of the development with 
South End Road, providing an alternative connection to the sidewalks along the public 
streets. The accessways will cross the open space areas and generally follow the site's 
north boundary. 

12.24.030 When required. Except as otherwise provided in this section, 
pedestrian/bicycle accessways shall be provided in the following situations .... 

Response: This section identifies specific instances when accessways are required. 

12. 24. 040 Development standards. 

A. Entry points shall align wherever practical with pedestrian crossing points along 
adjacent streets and with adjacent street intersections. 

Response: The entry points to accessways do not align with identified crossing points but 
are, more or less, "mid-block" connectors where public streets are not possible due to 
adjacent development and identified natural resources. 

B. Accessways shall not exceed four hundred feet in length between streets. 
Accessways shall be.free of horizontal obstructions and have a nine-foot, six-inch 
high vertical clearance to accommodate bicyclists. To safety accommodate both 
pedestrians and bicycles, accessway right-of-way widths shall be as follows: 

1. For accessways under two hundred feet in length, afifleenjoot wide right-of­
way with a centered ten-foot wide paved surface. 

2. For accessways two hundred to four hundred feet in length, a twenty-foot wide 
right-of-way with a centered ten-foot wide paved surface. 

3. If an accessway also provides secondary fire access or a public utility corridor, 
the right-of-way width shall be at least twenty feet with a centered fifteen-foot 
wide paved surface. 

Response: The pathway system in this development is not typical accessways that 
provide connections between streets. This pathway system does provide connections 
between various parts of the development, but also is the means for access to the open 
space and recreation areas. 

The accessway between the single family detached and single family attached area is 
approximately 450 feet in length. The pathway from the single family attached street 
termination, past the recreation area and across the drainageway to South End Road, is 
approximately 600 feet in length. Except for the initial 100 feet of the first accessway, 
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which lies between a lot and a detention pond and the final 180 feet of the second 
pathway which lies adjacent to a proposed parking area and attached lot, both pathways 
are within the large open space tracts. 

C. Accessways shall be direct with at least one end point of the accessway always 
visible from any point along the accessway. On-street parking shall be prohibited 
within fifteen feet of I he interseclion oflhe accessway with public stree/s to preserve 
safe sight distance and promote safely. 

Response: Due the drainageway shape of the northerly resource area the pathway cannot 
be "direct" without increasing the impact of the pathway on the resource. An attempt to 
balance the sight visibility with landscaping desires within the water resource and buffer 
area were made. The sight lines of the pathway across the southerly resource area meet 
the requirements of this section. 

D. To enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety, accessways shall be lighted wilh 
pedestrian-scale lighting. Accessway lighling shall be to a minimum level of three 
foot-candles and shall be oriented not lo shine upon adjacent residences. Street 
lighting shall be provided at both entrances and may also be required at intermediate 
points along the accessway as necessary/or safety as determined by the review 
authority. Lamps shall include a high pressure sodium bulb with an unbreakable lens. 

Response: The applicant believes that lighting is appropriate, but that the "three foot 
candle" requirement for lighting level is far too intrusive for the open space and natural 
resource area that is also located along the rear property lines of adjacent residences. The 
applicant requests a variance to this standard, discussed more fully in a following section 
of this narrative. 

E. Wherever praclicable, accessways shall have a maximum slope of five percent and 
avoid the use a/stairways. 

Response: No stairways are proposed and the slope is generally less than 2%. 

F. Accessways shall be fenced and screened along adjacenl property in residenlial 
areas by: 

1. A vegetation screen al leastforty-eighl inches high with an additional four-foot 
high evergreen vegetation screen; or 

2. A minimum five-foot high chain linkfence wilh a row oflhree- to four-fool high 
evergreen shrubs or climbers planted along the fence; or 

3. If there is an existing fence on private property adjacenl lo the accessway, a 
four-foot high evergreen vegetalive screen; 

4. In satisfying /he requiremenls of this section, evergreen plant materials that 
grow over four feet in height shall be avoided. All plant materials shall be 
selected from a list of suitable plant malerials which the city shall maintain; 

5. The review authority may waive the requirement for vegetative screening upon 
demonstration that a vegetative screen is not practicable. 

Response: Vegetative screenings will be provided adjacent to existing and proposed lots. 
See landscape architects plans for details. 
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G. Accessways shall be designed to prohibit motorized traffic. Curbs, removal 
lockable posts and bollard1· are suggested mechanisms to achieve this. 

Response: Bollards are proposed to prohibit vehicle traffic to the pathway system. 
Bollards at each entry point is proposed. 

H. Accessway surfaces shall be paved with all weather materials as approved by the 
city. Accessway surfaces shall be designed to drain stormwater runoff to the side or 
sides of the accessway. Minimum cross slope shall be two percent. Unpaved portions 
of the accessway, excluding gravel shoulders, shall be planted in an evergreen 
ground cover. Where the right-of-way is twenty feet or more, a row of approved two­
inch minimum caliper trees, of medium size not to exceed twenty-five feet in height at 
maturity, shall be planted at twenty-foot spacings on one side of the path. 

I. In parks, greenways or other natural resource areas, accessways may be approved 
with a five-foot wide gravel path with wooden, brick or concrete edgings. 

Response: Staff and the applicant are in disagreement of whether the pathways across the 
natural resource areas (wetlands and buffers) should be gravel or a hard surface such as 
pavement. Staff has requested that the pathways be paved, which is what is shown on the 
preliminary plans, to facilitate pedestrians and bicycles. The applicant believes bicycles, 
skateboards and other wheeled transports should not be encouraged in the resource area. 
It is the applicant's opinion that such wheeled vehicles could use the street system to 
move from one location to another within the subdivision, as the extra distance needed 
for the more circular route should not be a significant disincentive for a wheeled 
transport. 

Landscape requirements of the Paragraph H will be met as shown on the Landscape 
Architects plan, this includes trees and evergreens. See landscape plan for details. 

Variance 

The applicant requests a variance to the lighting standard in Sec. 12.24.040.D, which 
requires a lighting level of three foot-candles for accessways. The applicant believes that 
this level of lighting will be intrusive for adjacent properties, even with "no glare" 
provisions, and out of character with the open space and natural resources areas that the 
accessways will traverse. 

Oregon City's Code recognizes that a zoning code cannot provide a "one size fits all" 
set of requirements and provides that a variance may be granted according to criteria and 
procedures in Chapter 17.60: 

Chapter 17. 60 Variances 

17. 60. 020 A variance may be granted only in the event that all of the following 
conditions exist: 

A. That the literal application of the provisions of this title would deprive the 
applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the surrounding area 
under the provisions of this title; or extraordinary circumstances apply to the 
property which do not apply to other properties in the surrounding area, but are 
unique to the applicant's site; 
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Response to Criterion A: The applicant's site is affected by unique circumstances, which 
do not affect adjacent properties. These circumstances include the two drainage channels 
that must be protected. The site is a long, narrow parcel that is between existing 
development (north) and Rose Road (south). These circumstances do not affect adjacent 
properties, and therefore, this criterion is satisfied. 

B. That the variance from the requirements is not likely to cause substantial damage 
to adjacent properties, by reducing light, air, safe access or other desirable or 
necessary qualities otherwise protected by this title; 

Response to Criterion B: The requested variance is likely to minimize any impact on 
adjacent properties, by limiting the potential for light from this development-even with 
appropriate "glare-reducing" measures-will intrude upon the privacy of adjacent 
residences. 

The applicant proposes a sufficient level oflighting to guarantee safety while 
minimizing effects on adjacent properties. This will include a street light at each end of 
the west pathway and at the west end of the eastern pathway. Additional lighting will be 
provided as required to the meet the City's pathway standards or the variance to that 
standard as proposed herein. 

This criterion is satisfied because the requested variance will reduce impacts to 
adjacent properties. 

C. The applicant's circumstances are not self imposed or merely constitute a 
monetary hardship or inconvenience. A se(f-imposed difficulty will befound if the 
applicant knew or should have known of the restriction at the time the site was 
purchased; 

Response to Criterion C: The circumstances are not self-imposed, but are a consequence 
of conditions on the site (natural resource areas) and adjacent development (existing 
subdivision). Therefore, this criterion is satisfied. 

D. No practical alternatives have been identified which would accomplish the same 
purposes and not require a variance; 

Response to Criterion D: The applicant is proposing a practical alternative to the code 
requirement, which requires a level of lighting appropriate for a parking lot but not for a 
residential area "back yard." Therefore, this criterion is satisfied. 

E. That the variance requested is the minimum variance which would alleviate the 
hardship; 

Response to Criterion E: The applicant does not propose to eliminate the requirement for 
lighting, only to reduce the level of lighting required and, in so doing, minimize impacts 
on adjacent properties and on the natural resource area. Therefore, this criterion is 
satisfied. 

F. That the variance conforms to the comprehensive plan and the intent of the 
ordinance being varied. 
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Response to Criterion F: The code provision's purpose is to provide for safety and 
"pedestrian-scale lighting." The applicant believes that the intent of this section is 
satisfied by a lower level oflighting with less intrusive effects, as previously discussed. 
Therefore, this criterion is satisfied. 

Summary: The foregoing discussion demonstrates that criteria for a variance are satisfied, 
and should be approved. The applicant has offered an alternative to the standard that will 
better accomplish the purpose by causing less intrusion into the privacy of adjacent 
properties and maintaining a level oflighting consistent with the nature and function of 
the open space and natural resource areas. 

Conclusion 

The applicant believes that this supplemental submission addresses applicable 
requirements of SPDR for the 14 attached single-family dwellings in the central portion 
of the proposed subdivision (Lots 53-66) and PUD and demonstrates the project's 
compliance. The applicant has also explained why SPDR cannot be accomplished at this 
time for the other I 0 attached single family units, but can be completed following platting 
for the subdivision and prior to any development of the site without circumventing the 
purpose or intent of code requirements. 

The applicant believes that the information in this supplemental submission justify 
the following conclusions: 

1. Approval of the subdivision and PUD, with SPDR for the 14 attached single-family 
dwellings proposed on Lots 53-66 is justified as applicable criteria and standards are 
satisfied, or can be satisfied with conditions of approval. 

2. Approval criteria for the PUD overlap criteria for SPDR, particularly with respect 
to integration of a development with natural features. Therefore, approval of the other 
10 single family attached units (Lots 67-76) as part of the subdivision/PUD without 
SPDR does not circumvent application of City requirements. 

3. The applicant does not have specific plans suitable for SPDR for the l 0 single 
family attached units proposed on Lots 67-76 at this time and acknowledges that 
SPDR will be required prior to approval of any development permit. 

4. SPDR is a discretionary review, so postponing this requirement for the 
southeasterly I 0 single family attached units does not improperly shift the process to 
a strictly administrative process. 

5. A variance to the code standard for lighting level for accessways is appropriate and 
will cause less intrusion and impacts for adjacent properties and for the open space 
and natural resources that the accessways will serve. 
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