
Planning Commission

City of Oregon City

Meeting Agenda

625 Center Street

Oregon City, OR 97045

503-657-0891

Commission Chambers7:00 PMMonday, October 28, 2019

1. Call to Order

2. Public Comments

3. Public Hearing

3a. Request for Continuance: Planning Files GLUA-19-00017 (General Land 

Use Application), SP-19-00053 (Site Plan and Design Review), 

PARK-19-00002 (Parking Adjustment) - Milner Veterinary Clinic Parking 

Lot and Parking Adjustment

Sponsors: Assistant Planner Diliana Vassileva

Commission ReportAttachments:

3b. GLUA-19-00021: Annexation, Zone Change, 7-Lot Subdivision and Minor 

Variance Request for 14576 S. Maplelane Road

Sponsors: Sr. Planner Pete Walter

Commission Report

Staff Report and Recommended Findings

Vicinity Map

Application Submitted 6.25.2019

Revised Preliminary Plan 10.1.2019

Minor Variance Addendum 10.1.2019

Agency and Transportation Review Comments

Extension of 120-Day Deadline

Public Notices

DLCD PAPA Confirmation

Attachments:

4. General Business
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October 28, 2019Planning Commission Meeting Agenda

4a. Buildable Land Inventory and Preliminary Housing Needs Analysis 

Presentation

Sponsors: Community Development Director Laura Terway

Commission Report

Oregon City Baseline Housing Needs Analysis

Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis (Large Document 

460 pages, 37 MB)

Attachments:

5. Adjournment

_____________________________________________________________

Public Comments: The following guidelines are given for citizens presenting information or raising issues 

relevant to the City but not listed on the agenda.  

• Complete a Comment Card prior to the meeting and submit it to the staff member.

• When the Chair calls your name, proceed to the speaker table and state your name and city of 

residence into the microphone.

• Each speaker is given 3 minutes to speak. To assist in tracking your speaking time, refer to the 

timer at the dais.

• As a general practice, Oregon City Officers do not engage in discussion with those making 

comments.

 

Agenda Posted at City Hall, Pioneer Community Center, Library, and City Web 

site(oregon-city.legistar.com).

Video Streaming & Broadcasts: The meeting is streamed live on Oregon City’s Web site at www.orcity.org 

and is available on demand following the meeting. 

ADA:  City Hall is wheelchair accessible with entry ramps and handicapped parking located on the east 

side of the building. Hearing devices may be requested from the City staff member prior to the meeting. 

Disabled individuals requiring other assistance must make their request known 48 hours preceding the 

meeting by contacting the City Recorder’s Office at 503-657-0891.
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Staff Report

City of Oregon City 625 Center Street

Oregon City, OR 97045

503-657-0891

File Number: PC 19-114

Agenda Date:   Status: Agenda Ready

To: Planning Commission Agenda #: 3a.

From: Assistant Planner Diliana Vassileva File Type: Land Use Item

SUBJECT: 

Request for Continuance: Planning Files GLUA-19-00017 (General Land Use Application), 

SP-19-00053 (Site Plan and Design Review), PARK-19-00002 (Parking Adjustment) - Milner 

Veterinary Clinic Parking Lot and Parking Adjustment

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Motion):

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission open the public hearing, take testimony from 

any member of the public present who wishes to testify, then continue the public hearing for 

Planning Files GLUA-19-00017, SP-19-00053, and PARK-19-00002 to the date certain of 

November 18, 2019, with the record open. 

BACKGROUND:

The applicant has proposed to construct a new parking lot with 18 parking spaces on the south 

side of Warner Street, across from the Milner Veterinary Clinic which is located at 1034 Molalla 

Avenue. The application requires Planning Commission approval, because the number of total 

parking spaces would exceed hte maximum number of parking spaces allowed by the Oregon 

City Municipal Code. 

A continuance of the public hearing is requested to allow the applicant additional time to submit 

more information pertaining to the parking adjustment request. The applicant had previously 

granted a 14-day extension to the 120-day decision deadline, and has granted an additional 

extension of the deadline extending the 120-day deadline until January 16, 2020. 

Staff will provide a staff report with recommended findings for Planning Files GLUA-19-00017, 

SP-19-00053, and PARK-19-00002 one week prior to the November 18, 2019 Public Hearing. 
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Staff Report

City of Oregon City 625 Center Street

Oregon City, OR 97045

503-657-0891

File Number: PC 19-113

Agenda Date: 10/28/2019  Status: Agenda Ready

To: Planning Commission Agenda #: 3b.

From: Sr. Planner Pete Walter File Type: Land Use Item

SUBJECT: 

GLUA-19-00021: Annexation, Zone Change, 7-Lot Subdivision and Minor Variance Request for 

14576 S. Maplelane Road

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Motion):

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission find that the application meets the applicable 

approval criteria discussed in the staff report and recommendation and forward the application to 

the City Commission, with conditions as recommended.

BACKGROUND:

Please refer to the attached Staff Report and recommended findings. This item was continued 

from September 23, 2019. 

The applicant appended their application to include a request for a Minor Variance to lot depth for 

Lot 2 and a slightly revised layout to the proposed subdivision. 

This is an application for annexation of an approximately 1-acre parcel and the abutting 

right-of-way, a zone change from County FU-10 to City R-3.5 zone district, a subdivision for seven 

(7) lots and a Minor Variance to lot depth for Lot 2 of the proposed subdivision. The property is 

located on the south side of S. Maplelane Rd, approximately 0.5 miles north of S. Beavercreek Rd 

and 0.3 miles east of OR Hwy 213. 

The subject territory is within the Oregon City Urban Growth Boundary and has a Comprehensive 

Plan designation of MR - Medium Density Residential. 

The 120-day decision deadline is December 22, 2019.
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Annexation, Zone Change, Subdivision and Minor Variance Application 
TYPE IV STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

Date of Staff Report: October 21st, 2019 
 

HEARING DATE: Monday, October 28th, 2019 
Continued from September 23rd, 2019 
7:00 pm 

   City Hall, Commission Chambers 
   625 Center Street, Oregon City, OR 97045 
 
FILE NUMBER:   GLUA-19-00021 

Annexation: AN-19-0002 
Zone Change: ZC-19-00002   

   Subdivision: SUB-19-00001 
   Minor Variance: VR-19-00005 
 
APPLICANT:   Nathan and Desiree Rowland 

13310 SE Valemont Ln, Happy Valley, OR 97086 
 

OWNER:   Same as Applicant 
 
REQUEST:  The applicant is seeking approval for the annexation of a 0.96-acre property into the 

city limits of Oregon City. The annexation will include the full right-of-way of 
Maplelane Road abutting the property. The site is within the Oregon City Urban 
Growth Boundary and has a Comprehensive Plan designation of Medium Density 
Residential.  The applicant is seeking approval for a Zone Change from Clackamas 
County Future Urban 10-Acre (FU-10) Zone to “R-3.5” Dwelling District, and a 
Subdivision of seven (7) lots. The application includes a request for approval of a 
Minor Variance for Lot Depth on Lot 2. 

 
LOCATION:    14576 S Maplelane Rd, Oregon City, OR 97045 

Clackamas County APN: 3-2E-04DB-00200 
 
REVIEWER:  Pete Walter, AICP, Planner 
   Sang Pau, Development Services 
 
RECCOMENDATION: Approval with Conditions. 
 
PROCESS: The procedure for review of annexations is governed by State Law and the Oregon City Municipal 
Code. The public hearing process is governed by OCMC 14.04 and 17.50. The planning commission shall 
conduct a public hearing in the manner provided by OCMC Section 17.50 to evaluate the proposal and make 
a recommendation to the city commission regarding how the proposal has or has not complied with the 
factors and criteria. The planning commission shall provide findings in support of its recommendation. Upon 

698 Warner Parrott Rd | Oregon City OR 97045  

Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880 

Community Development – Planning 

Application Submitted:  06/25/2019 
Application Complete: 07/25/2019 
120-Day Decision Deadline: 11/22/2019 
 

OREGON
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receipt of the planning commission's recommendation, the city commission shall hold a public hearing in the 
manner provided by OCMC Section 17.50.170(C). 
 
Type IV decisions include only quasi-judicial plan amendments and zone changes. These applications involve 
the greatest amount of discretion and evaluation of subjective approval standards and must be heard by the 
city commission for final action. The process for these land use decisions is controlled by ORS 197.763. At 
the evidentiary hearing held before the planning commission, all issues are addressed. If the planning 
commission denies the application, any party with standing (i.e., anyone who appeared before the planning 
commission either in person or in writing) may appeal the planning commission denial to the city 
commission. If the planning commission denies the application and no appeal has been received within ten 
days of the issuance of the final decision then the action of the planning commission becomes the final 
decision of the city. If the planning commission votes to approve the application, that decision is forwarded 
as a recommendation to the city commission for final consideration. In either case, any review by the city 
commission is on the record and only issues raised before the planning commission may be raised before 
the city commission. The city commission decision is the city's final decision and is appealable to the land 
use board of appeals (LUBA) within twenty-one days of when it becomes final. 
 
Please be advised that any issue that is intended to provide a basis for appeal must be raised before the 
close of the Planning Commission hearing, in person or by letter, with sufficient specificity to afford the 
Planning Commission and the parties an opportunity to respond to the issue. Failure to raise an issue with 
sufficient specificity will preclude any appeal on that issue. 
 
The applicant and all documents submitted by or on behalf of the applicant are available for inspection at no 
cost at the Oregon City Planning Division, 698 Warner Parrott Road, Oregon City, Oregon 97045, from 
8:30am to 3:30pm Monday thru Friday. The staff report, with all the applicable approval criteria, will also be 
available for inspection 7 days prior to the hearing. Copies of these materials may be obtained for a 
reasonable cost in advance. 
 
IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS APPLICATION, PLEASE CONTACT THE PLANNING DIVISION OFFICE 
AT (503) 722-3789.  
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
PLANNING FILES  

PR-135-2019 
GLUA-19-00021 / AN-19-00002 / SUB-19-00001 / ZC-19-00002 

(P) = Verify that condition of approval has been met with the Planning Division. 
(DS) = Verify that condition of approval has been met with the Development Services Division. 

(B) = Verify that condition of approval has been met with the Building Division. 
(F) = Verify that condition of approval has been met with Clackamas Fire Department. 

 
Prior to issuance of Public Works Permits 
 
1. The development shall comply with all current Oregon City Public Works design standards, 

specifications, codes, and policies. (DS) 
2. The development’s engineer(s) shall schedule a pre-design meeting with Oregon City staff prior to 

official review of the development construction plans. (DS) 
3. The applicant shall provide construction plans, stamped and signed by a professional engineer 

licensed in the State of Oregon, containing street, grading, stormwater, sanitary sewer and water 
infrastructure improvements that conforms to all current Oregon City Public Works standards, 
specifications, codes, and policies for review and approval by the City. (DS) 

4. The engineering plans shall provide a local benchmark onsite using the NAVD88 datum. (DS) 
5. The development’s contractor(s) and engineer(s) shall attend a pre-construction meeting with 

Oregon City staff prior to beginning construction work associated with the project. (DS) 
6. Right-of-way dedication and frontage improvements along Maplelane Road shall be determined by 

Clackamas County. The applicant shall provide evidence of Clackamas County approval for the 
design of frontage improvements along Maplelane Road. The applicant shall obtain all permits 
required for work within the right-of-way of Maplelane Road from Clackamas County.  

7. The applicant shall provide the following along the frontage of Clearwater Place on the subject 
property side of the centerline: 27’ of ROW consisting of 16-foot-wide pavement, 0.5-foot-wide 
curb, 5-foot-wide landscape strip, 5-foot-wide sidewalk and a 0.5-foot-wide buffer strip. (DS) 

8. Oregon Iris Way shall be a Local Residential street with a right-of-way (ROW) width of 54 feet. The 
following improvements shall be constructed on both sides of the centerline of Oregon Iris Way: 16-
foot-wide pavement, 0.5-foot-wide curb, 5-foot-wide landscape strip, 5-foot-wide sidewalk and a 
0.5-foot-wide buffer strip.  

9. The applicant shall provide markers at the termination of the proposed local street to indicate the 
end of the roadway and provide signage that it is planned for future extension. 

10. The curb return radius at the intersection of Maplelane Road and Clearwater Place shall be sized per 
requirements of Clackamas County and Oregon City. (DS) 

11. The applicant shall provide streetlights along Maplelane Road as directed by Clackamas County. The 
applicant shall provide streetlights along the extension of Oregon Iris Way in conformance with all 
City standards, specifications, codes, and policies and as approved by Portland General Electric (PGE) 
and submit a photometric plan for review and approval.  

12. All lots shall have an individual water service connecting to an Oregon City water main and each 
water meter shall front the property that it serves. (DS) 

13. The applicant shall extend a new water main within Maplelane Road to and through the frontage of 
Maplelane Road. (DS)  

14. All pavement cuts and restoration shall comply with the City of Oregon City Pavement Cut 
Standards. (DS) 

15. The applicant shall provide stormwater calculations to ensure existing and proposed stormwater 
mains can support additional stormwater flows from the proposed development.  The calculations 



 

Page 4 of 65                                                         GLUA-19-00021: Annexation, Rezoning, Subdivision and Minor Variance for 14576 S. Maplelane Rd 

 

shall address conveyance and downstream analysis requirements of the Public Works Stormwater 
and Grading Design Standards. Undersized stormwater mains shall be upsized as necessary.   

16. In lieu of constructing new stormwater facilities, applicants for future home permits for each lot of 
the subdivision shall be required to pay a pro-rata cost for using the stormwater detention/water 
quality pond at Maplelane/Thayer Roads per Ordinance 09-1003 in the amount of $2,645.55 per 
each home permit if the Ordinance is still in effect at time of issuance of building permits unless 
exempted by the provisions of the ordinance. (DS) 

17. The applicant shall provide a Residential Lot Grading Plan adhering to the State of Oregon Structural 
Specialty Code, Chapter 18 and the Oregon City Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design 
Standards. (DS) 

18. Driveway access for Lot 1 from Maplelane Road shall be approved by Clackamas County; however, 
the location must be relocated a minimum of 25 feet away from the eastern right of way of 
Clearwater Place. If Clackamas County does not allow access, a driveway on Clearwater Place shall 
be located a minimum of 25 feet away from the south right of way of Maplelane Road. (DS) 

19. All driveways, new and existing, shall meet the minimum driveway width standards identified in 
12.04.025.B of the Oregon City Municipal Code. (DS) 

20. The applicant shall obtain an Erosion control permit prior to commencement of any earth disturbing 
activities. (DS) 

21. The applicant shall provide an Erosion Prevention and Sedimentation Control Plan prior to issuance 
of an erosion control permit.  (DS) 

22. The applicant shall provide video inspection of the existing sewer lateral proposed to serve the 
existing house and provide to the City to determine if it is deemed functional. The applicant shall 
provide the existing house with a new sewer lateral if the existing lateral is unapproved for use by 
the City. (DS) 

23. The applicant shall provide a performance guarantee which is equal to 120% of the estimated cost 
to construct all public improvements shown in a city approved construction plan submitted by the 
applicant’s engineer. The estimated costs shall be supported by a verified engineering estimate and 
approved by the city engineer. The guarantee shall be in a form identified in Code 17.50.140.A of 
the Oregon City Municipal Code. The guarantee shall remain in effect until the construction of all 
required improvements are completed and accepted by the city. (DS) 

24. The applicant shall establish and protect monuments of the type required by ORS 92.060 in 
monument boxes with covers at every public street intersection and all points or curvature and 
points of tangency of their center line, and at such other points as directed by the city engineer.  
(DS) 
 

Prior to the Recording of the Plat  
25. The lot containing the existing dwelling (Lot 1) shall have a concrete driveway approach with a 

minimum hard surface for at least ten feet back into the lot as measured from the edge of street 
pavement if access is required from Clearwater Place.  The hard surface shall be concrete, asphalt, 
or other surface approved by the city engineer. Clackamas County driveway material standards shall 
apply if access is obtained from Maplelane Road. (DS) 

26. The workmanship and materials for any work performed under permits issued by Oregon City Public 
Works shall be in accordance with the edition of the "Oregon Standard Specifications for 
Construction" as prepared by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the Oregon 
Chapter of American Public Works Association (APWA) and as modified and adopted by the city. (DS) 

27. The applicant shall provide a 10-foot-wide public utility easement along all property lines fronting 
existing or proposed right-of-way. Any part of a building structure shall not encroach into this 
easement. (DS) 
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28. The existing residence shall abandon the existing septic system in accordance with Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) requirements prior to connecting to the City’s sanitary 
sewer system. (DS) 

29. The development shall abandon the existing water service from Clackamas River Water (CRW) 
serving the existing house in a manner approved by CRW and Oregon City. (DS) 

30. The subdivision plat of the development shall include an access control strip across the east end of 
‘Oregon Iris Way’ per section 12.04.185 of the Oregon City Municipal Code. (DS)  

31. The applicant shall provide a Maintenance Guarantee in the amount of fifteen percent of the cost to 
construct all public improvements as shown in a city approved construction plan submitted by the 
applicant’s engineer. The estimated costs shall be supported by a verified engineering estimate 
approved by the City Engineer. The guarantee shall be in a form identified in Code 17.50.140.A of 
the Oregon City Municipal Code. The guarantee shall warrant to the City of Oregon City that 
construction of public improvements will remain, for a period of twenty-four (24) months from the 
date of acceptance, free from defects in materials and workmanship. (DS) 

32. The property owner shall sign a Restrictive Covenant Non-Remonstrance Agreement for the purpose 
of making storm sewer, sanitary sewer, water or street improvements in the future that benefit the 
property. The applicant shall pay all fees associated with processing and recording the Non-
Remonstrance Agreement. (DS) 

33. All new utilities shall be placed underground. All existing overhead utilities adjacent to the property 
frontage shall be moved to underground unless deemed infeasible by the city and franchise utilities. 
(DS) 

34. The new front yard setback for the existing house shall be on Clearwater Place. Additionally, all 
fences currently on the property shall be modified, if necessary, to comply with the City’s fence 
regulations in OCMC 17.54.100 prior to recordation of the final plat of the subdivision. (P) 

35. Final review of street tree placement will occur during civil plan review and shall comply with the 
standards in OCMC 12.08. The applicant shall modify the street tree plan to ensure adequate 
numbers and spacing. The applicant shall demonstrate that the spacing and species are appropriate 
according to the City’s street tree list or by a certified arborist. The species will be street trees from 
the Oregon City Street Tree List (or approved by a certified arborist). If there are remaining trees 
that cannot be planted for spacing reasons, the applicant shall pay fee in lieu for prior to platting. (P) 

36. The applicant is responsible for separate application to annex into the Tri City Service District (P). 
37. The property shall be withdrawn from Clackamas River Water District. (P) 
38. The property shall be withdrawn from the Clackamas County Service District for Enhanced Law 

Enforcement as allowed by statute since the City will provide police services upon annexation. (P) 
39. The applicant shall participate in intersection improvements for the intersection of Highway 

213/Beavercreek Road. The cost of the improvement planned for the intersection of Highway 
213/Beavercreek Road is $1.5 million; the predicted 2035 traffic volume at the intersection is 6859 
PM peak hour trips; the proportional share is calculated to be $219 per trip. This development is 
calculated to add two PM peak hour trips. The proportional share for this subdivision is $438. (P) 

40. The applicant shall submit draft CC&Rs for review prior to recordation of a final plat of the 
subdivision, in order that staff may identify any contradictions or conflicts between the proposed 
CC&Rs and the Oregon City Municipal Code. (P) 

 
Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy  

 
41. As-builts conforming to City standards shall be provided within 90 days of completion of the public 

improvements. (DS)
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I. BACKGROUND:  

 
1. Existing Conditions 

The site and neighboring lots are somewhat rural in character but are transitioning to more urban densities. 

The subject parcel is located at the corner of S Maplelane Road, a Clackamas County Minor Arterial and 

Clearwater Place, an Oregon City Local Street. The subject parcel is directly across the street from a recently 

annexed parcel at 14530 Maplelane Rd in the R-6 zone district. The parcel east of the property is still in 

unincorporated Clackamas County and developed with a single-family house and several accessory 

buildings. All of the properties north of the site (across Maplelane Road) are also located in unincorporated 

Clackamas County and are developed at a rural density. Both the properties to the east and north are within 

the Urban Growth Boundary and have the FU-10 (Future Urban) zoning designation, so they would have the 

opportunity to annex into Oregon City and be developed at a higher density in the future. 

 
The entire 1-acre site is primarily flat, with a slight slope toward the west. The site is developed with a 

single-family house and attached garage built in 1965 as well as a shed. 

 
Maplelane Rd is a 60-foot-wide right-of-way developed with a paved surface providing two vehicle travel 

lanes and a wide shoulder, but no formal bike lane or sidewalk along the site’s frontage road. The site is not 

or near any natural hazards identified by either Clackamas County or Oregon City. Additionally, the site is 

not near any open space, scenic, or natural resource areas that would be affected by the proposal. There is 

no historic designation on or near the property as well. The property is currently served by Clackamas River 

Water via a 16-inch water main located in Maplelane Rd. Oregon City water mains are located within 

Maplelane Rd (12-inch main) and in Clearwater Place (12-inch main.) The development will be required to 

extend an 8” water main through the end of the new road proposed (Oregon Iris Way.) The property is not 

currently served by sanitary or stormwater management facilities, but the site would be annexed into the 

Tri-City Service District upon approval of annexation into the city. An 8-inch sanitary sewer line is located in 

Clearwater Place and available to serve the property. There is also a 12-inch stormwater main located in 

Clearwater Place and two catch basins that can provide stormwater management for the property. 

 

 

Figure 1. Vicinity Map  
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Figure 2. Aerial Photo 
 

 
Figure 3. Existing Zoning 
 

2. Project Description 
 
Annexation and Rezoning 
The applicant is seeking to annex one parcel into the City of Oregon City from Clackamas County and 
concurrently re-zone the property from the County designation of FU-10 Future Urban to R-3.5 Dwelling 
District. The property is located within the Urban Growth Boundary with an Oregon City Comprehensive 
Plan designation of MR (Medium Density Residential). 
 
Subdivision and Minor Variance 
The applicant also requests preliminary approval of a subdivision for the property to divide it into seven lots 
for the future development of six new single-family homes. The subdivision proposes extension of local road 
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Oregon Iris off Clearwater Place that will provide additional connectivity and public street frontage for 
proposed lots 2, 3,4, 5, 6, and 7. Subdivision approval requires improvement of all street frontages to 
current city standards including extension of sewer and water service to each new lot, driveways, road 
widening, sidewalks, curbs, gutters and planter strips with street trees. 
 
The following dimensions of lots are proposed: 
 
Lot   Size (sq. ft.) Width (ft.)  Depth (ft.) 
1 (Existing Home) 9404  55-66 (varies)  142 
2   3329  50   64 (Minor Variance Requested) 
3   3000  40   75 
4   4000  40   100 
5   3523  51   70 
6   3080  44   70 
7   3080  44   70 
 
Water service to all lots will be provided from a new water main extending into Oregon Iris Way or existing 
Oregon City water mains located in Maplelane Road and Clearwater Place.  
 
Sanitary service to all lots will be provided from a new water main extending into Oregon Iris Way or the 
existing Oregon City sewer main located in Clearwater Place.  
 
Stormwater disposal to all lots will be provided from a new stormwater main extending into Oregon Iris Way 
or existing Oregon City stormwater mains located in Maplelane Road and Clearwater Place.  
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3. Municipal Code Standards and Requirements: The following sections of the Oregon City Municipal Code 
are applicable to this land use approval. Findings are provided on the following pages. Note that 
application is subject to the code that is adopted at the time of application. 

 
Chapter  ............................................................................................................................................. Page 

CHAPTER 14.04 – CITY BOUNDARY CHANGES AND EXTENSION OF SERVICES ................................................. 11 

Chapter 17.68 - ZONE CHANGES AND AMENDMENTS ..................................................................................... 25 

CHAPTER 17.16 - “R-3.5” DWELLING DISTRICT ................................................................................................. 31 

CHAPTER 16.08 – SUBDIVISIONS PROCESS AND STANDARDS .......................................................................... 32 

CHAPTER 16.12 - MINIMUM IMPROVEMENTS AND DESIGN STANDARDS FOR LAND DIVISIONS .................... 36 

CHAPTER 12.04 - STREETS SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES ............................................................................ 43 

Chapter 12.08 - PUBLIC AND STREET TREES ..................................................................................................... 53 

Chapter 13.12 - STORMWATER MANAGEMENT ............................................................................................... 55 

CHAPTER 15.48 - GRADING, FILLING AND EXCAVATING................................................................................... 56 

CHAPTER 17.47 - EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL ..................................................................................... 57 

CHAPTER 17.41 - TREE PROTECTION STANDARDS ............................................................................................ 58 

CHAPTER 17.50 - ADMINISTRATION AND PROCEDURES .................................................................................. 58 

CHAPTER 17.60 – VARIANCES ........................................................................................................................... 61 

The City Code Book is available on-line at www.orcity.org. 
 
4. Permits and Approvals:  The applicant is responsible for obtaining approval and permits from each 

applicable governmental agency and department at Oregon City including but not limited to the 
Engineering and Building Divisions. 

 
5. Notice and Public Comment 
Notice of the proposal was sent to various City departments, affected agencies, property owners within 300 
feet, and the Neighborhood Association.  A public notice was also published in the Clackamas Review / 
Oregon City News on August 16, 2019.  Additionally, the subject property was posted with signs identifying 
that a land use action was occurring on the property. 
 
The application was revised to include a minor variance and a modified subdivision layout, and a second 
public notice was published on October 3rd, 2019, per the procedures above. 
 
The following comments were received prior to issuance of this staff report and are attached hereto. 
 
Clackamas County Planning 
Since Maplelane Road is under Clackamas County jurisdiction, the County commented on the application 
with respect to standards and improvements along the frontage of the property. 
 
Clackamas River Water (CRW) 
CRW indicated the following:  
 

http://www.orcity.org/
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1. Clackamas River Water (CRW) has the following infrastructure within the S Maplelane Road public 
right-of-way: 

a. 16-inch ductile iron waterline located within S Maplelane Road. 
2. CRW currently is serving the parcels with the following services: 

a. 3/4-inch domestic meter located at near the northwest property corner. 
3. Territory that is annexed to the City must be withdrawn from CRW and served by Oregon City 

services to the extent practicable. 
4. CRW will coordinate with the City of Oregon City on the S Maplelane Rd construction plan review 

regarding the abandonment of the existing water service. 
5. Critical CRW infrastructure exists at the northeast property corner that must be incorporated into 

the developments frontage improvements. During construction this infrastructure must be 
protected and maintained at all times. 

 
The parcel should be withdrawn from CRW’s Service District Boundary. CRW will coordinate with the City of 
Oregon City on the Maplelane Rd construction plan review regarding the transferring or abandonment of 
the water service. 
 
Oregon City School District (OCSD) 
Wes Rogers, OCSD Operations Director, indicated that the school district has no issues for such a small 
annexation. 
 
Tri-City Service District (TCSD) 
Erik Carr, Development Review Specialist with TCSD provided comments to inform the applicant that, in 
order to receive sanitary sewer service, they must annex into the Tri-City Service District before they can 
receive public sanitary sewer service for this development. TCSD attached the TCSD annexation packet. 
 
No comments from the public were received. 
 
Comments of the Public Works Department and Development Services Division are incorporated into this 
report and Conditions of Approval. None of the comments provided indicate that an approval criterion has 
not been met or cannot be met through the Conditions of Approval attached to this Staff Report. 
 
 

II. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS: 
 

ANNEXATION ANALYSIS 
CHAPTER 14.04 – CITY BOUNDARY CHANGES AND EXTENSION OF SERVICES 
 
OCMC 14.04.050 – Annexation Procedures 
A. Application Filing Deadlines. Annexation elections shall be scheduled for March, May, September and 
November of each year. Each application shall first be approved by the city commission, which shall provide a 
valid ballot title in sufficient time for the matter to be submitted to the voters as provided by the election 
laws of the state of Oregon. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. In accordance with Senate Bill 1573, which went into effect March 16, 2016 
and, “applies to a city whose laws require a petition proposing annexation of territory to be submitted to 
the electors of the city,” the following criteria found in Section 2 and 3 of Senate Bill 1573 have been 
addressed to determine the territory’s support for annexation. 
 
SB 1573 - Section 2. (2) 
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Notwithstanding a contrary provision of the city charter or a city ordinance, upon receipt of a petition 
proposing annexation of territory submitted by all owners of land in the territory, the legislative body of the 
city shall annex the territory without submitting the proposal to the electors of the city if: 
(a) The territory is included within an urban growth boundary adopted by the city or Metro, as defined in ORS 
197.015 
Finding: Complies as proposed.  100% of the landowners have signed the annexation petition. This petition 
is included in the application materials, which has been certified by the Clackamas County Assessor’s Office. 
The territory is included within the Portland Metropolitan UGB. 
 
(b) The territory is, or upon annexation of the territory into the city will be, subject to the acknowledged 
comprehensive plan of the city. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The subject property currently has an Oregon City Comprehensive Plan 
designation of Medium Density Residential (MR).  
 
(c) At least one lot or parcel within the territory is contiguous to the city limits or is separated from the city 
limits only by a public right of way or a body of water. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. As shown on the preliminary plans, and the certified legal description and 
map included in the application materials, the subject property line is contiguous to City limits. 
 
(d) The proposal conforms to all other requirements of the city’s ordinances. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. All required information, forms, and documents found in Oregon City’s 
“Annexation Application Submittal Checklist” have been included in the application materials. A further 
analysis of compliance with applicable requirements is provided. 
 
SB 1573 - Section 2. (3) 
The territory to be annexed under this section includes any additional territory described in ORS 222.111 (1) 
that must be annexed in order to locate infrastructure and right of way access for services necessary for 
development of the territory described in subsection (2) of this section at a density equal to the average 
residential density within the annexing city. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The territory to be annexed includes right-of-way that must be annexed in 
order to locate future infrastructure and right-of-way access for services necessary for the territory to meet 
development requirements. Access is available from S Maplelane Road and the abutting local street 
Clearwater Place, and all city services are available. 
 
SB 1573 - Section 2. (4) 
When the legislative body of the city determines that the criteria described in subsection (2) of this section 
apply to territory proposed for annexation, the legislative body may declare that the territory described in 
subsections (2) and (3) of this section is annexed to the city by an ordinance that contains a description of the 
territory annexed. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. A legal description and map for the subject property planned for annexation 
certified by the Clackamas County Assessor’s Office is included in the application materials. 
 
This 2016 Act being necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace, health and safety, an 
emergency is declared to exist, and this 2016 Act takes effect on its passage. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. Senate Bill 1573 was signed by the Governor and became effective on 
March 15, 2016. 
 
B. Preapplication Review. Prior to submitting an annexation application, the applicant shall confer in the 
manner provided by Section 17.50.050(A) with the representative of the planning division appointed by the 
city manager. 
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Finding: Complies as proposed. A pre-application conference (PA-19-00018) was held on April 30, 2019. 
Copies of the City’s Pre-Application Conference Meeting Notes have been included in the application 
materials. 
 
C. Neighborhood Contact. Prior to filing an annexation application, the applicant is encouraged to meet with 
the city-recognized neighborhood association or associations within which the property proposed to be 
annexed is located. If the city manager deems that more than one such association is affected, the applicant 
is encouraged to meet with each such association, as identified by the city manager. Unwillingness or 
unreasonable unavailability of a neighborhood association to meet shall not be deemed a negative factor in 
the evaluation of the annexation application. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. A neighborhood meeting with the Caufield Neighborhood Association was 
held on May 29, 2019. The required neighborhood meeting materials have been included in the application 
materials. This standard is met. 
 
D. Signatures on Consent Form and Application. The applicant shall sign the consent form and the application 
for annexation. If the applicant is not the owner of the property proposed for annexation, the owner shall 
sign the consent form and application in writing before the city manager may accept the same for review. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The appropriate consent form and annexation application have been signed 
by 100% of the property owners, a copy of which has been included in the application materials.  
 
E. Contents of Application. An applicant seeking to annex land to the city shall file with the city the 
appropriate application form approved by the city manager. The application shall include the following: 
1. Written consent form to the annexation signed by the requisite number of affected property owners, 
electors or both, provided by ORS 222, if applicable; 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The appropriate consent form and annexation application have been signed 
by 100% of the property owners. Copies of the signed consent form and application have been included in 
the application materials. 
 
2. A legal description of the territory to be annexed, meeting the relevant requirements of the Metro Code 
and ORS Ch. 308. If such a description is not submitted, a boundary survey may be required. A lot and block 
description may be substituted for the metes and bounds description if the area is platted. If the legal 
description contains any deed or book and page references, legible copies of these shall be submitted with 
the legal description; 
Finding: Complies as proposed. A copy of the certified legal description and map for the subject property to 
be annexed has been included in the application materials. This standard is met. 
 
3. A list of property owners within three hundred feet of the subject property and, if applicable, those 
property owners that will be "islanded" by the annexation proposal, on mailing labels acceptable to the city 
manager; 
Finding: Complies as proposed. A list of property owners within a 300-foot radius of the subject property, 
including appropriate mailing labels have been included in the application materials. This standard is met. 
 
4. Two full quarter-section county tax assessor's maps, with the subject property(ies) outlined; 
Finding: Complies as proposed. Two full quarter-section County Tax Assessor’s Maps with the subject 
property outlined on each map were included in the application materials. This standard is met. 
 
5. A site plan, drawn to scale (not greater than one inch = fifty feet), indicating: 
a. The location of existing structures (if any); 
b. The location of streets, sewer, water, electric and other utilities, on or adjacent to the property to be 
annexed; 
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c. The location and direction of all water features on and abutting the subject property. Approximate location 
of areas subject to inundation, stormwater overflow or standing water. Base flood data showing elevations 
of all property subject to inundation in the event of one-hundred-year flood shall be shown; 
d. Natural features, such as rock outcroppings, marshes or wetlands (as delineated by the Division of State 
Lands),wooded areas, identified habitat conservation areas, isolated preservable trees (trees with trunks 
over six inches in diameter—as measured four feet above ground), and significant areas of vegetation; 
e. General land use plan indicating the types and intensities of the proposed, or potential development; 
Finding: Complies as proposed. Plans containing the information required by these criteria have been 
included in the application materials.  
 
6. If applicable, a double-majority worksheet, certification of ownership and voters. Certification of legal 
description and map, and boundary change data sheet on forms provided by the city. 
Finding: Not applicable. This application is using the Petition of Owners of 100% of Land Area method of 
annexation, not the double majority method. Valid forms contained in Oregon City’s Annexation Application 
Packet certifying the petition, legal description, and map have been included in the application materials. A 
boundary data sheet has also been included in the application materials. 
 
In order to be approved the proposed annexation must meet the criteria of Oregon City Municipal Code 
Subsection 14.04.050(E)(7). 
 
7. A narrative statement explaining the conditions surrounding the proposal and addressing the factors 
contained in the ordinance codified in this chapter, as relevant, including: 
a. Statement of availability, capacity and status of existing water, sewer, drainage, transportation, park and 
school facilities; 
Findings: All of the necessary services are available to serve the property within the City of Oregon City as 
described below: 
 
Water: The subject property is currently within the Clackamas River Water District and served by the 12-inch 
water main located in Maplelane Road at the site’s frontage. Annexation of the property would require 
connection to Oregon City water; an Oregon City water main is located in Clearwater Place along the 
property frontage. The existing 12-inch water main in Clearwater Place has adequate capacity to serve the 
existing house and the proposed development.  
 
Sanitary Sewer: The subject property is currently connected to the city sanitary sewer main within 
Clearwater Place. An 8-inch sanitary sewer main is available to serve the property along the Clearwater 
Place frontage. The subject property will need to be annexed into the Tri-City Service District area, and the 
existing house will need to be connected to the sanitary sewer main in Clearwater. Additionally, all new 
parcels must also connect to a city sewer main. 
 
Storm Drainage: The development is within an area served by a regional stormwater pond known as Thayer 
Pond. Thayer Pond was designed and constructed to support development of the subject property as an R-
3.5 zoned property.  A 12-inch Oregon City storm sewer is located in Clearwater Place may serve all of the 
proposed parcels.  
 
Transportation Facilities: The site has direct access onto S. Maplelane Road (a Clackamas County Minor 
Arterial) and Clearwater Place (an Oregon City Local Street). Both streets are paved and partially improved 
and have adequate capacity to serve the existing house and additional lots. 
 
Park Facilities: The property is not adjacent to or near any park facilities. The closest park to the property is 
Hillendale Park, over a mile away to the west. The Parks and Recreation was provided notice of this 
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application and did not comment. Any further homes constructed on the property would contribute the 
Parks System Development Charge which is currently $5,667.00 per Single Family Home. 
 
School Facilities: The existing home and parcel is served by the Oregon City School District and the 
annexation and addition of six homes would have only a minor impact on the school district. The site is 
located approximately two miles northeast of Gaffney Lane Elementary School, two miles east of Gardiner 
Middle School, 1.5 miles north of Oregon City High School and 1 mile north of Clackamas Community 
College. Developing the property with existing houses will slightly increase the demand on these schools, 
depending on the residents. However, this impact will be mitigated by the payment of school construction 
excise tax at the time of construction of any new houses on the proposed lots. The applicant is not aware of 
any capacity issues regarding these schools and they should all have adequate capacity to serve this modest 
increase in potential students. Comments were received from OCSD stating that the district has no issues 
with such a small annexation. Those comments are attached to this report. 
 
As shown above, all of the necessary utilities and services are available and have adequate capacity to serve 
the proposal, so criterion (a) is met. 
 
b. Statement of increased demand for such facilities to be generated by the proposed development, if any, at 
this time; 
Findings: The increased demand generated by the proposed development is described below. 
 
Water Facilities: As noted above, the subject property is currently served by Clackamas River Water, but the 
applicant will be required to extend the existing Oregon City water line into newly proposed road (Oregon 
Iris Way) so that future development along a future extension of Oregon Iris Way may be served; the 
applicant has proposed such an extension.  
 
Sewer Facilities: As noted above, the subject property will be required to connect to the existing sanitary 
sewer line in Clearwater Place. There is sufficient capacity available in this sewer system to serve the 
proposed development. Additionally, this new demand on the system would be off-set by the payment of 
SDC fees at the time the new houses on the proposed parcels are constructed. The sewer main will be 
required to be extended within Maplelane Road up to half of the length of the property frontage on 
Maplelane Road for continuation by future development. 
 
Storm Drainage Facilities: As noted above, the subject property is not connected to any stormwater 
management system. The subject property and new homes will be able to connect to the storm sewer line 
in Clearwater Place, which has adequate capacity to handle the modest increased demand required with this 
proposal. 
  
Transportation Facilities: Once annexed and rezoned the property will be zoned R-3.5 zoning, which would 
allow the property to be developed with six additional dwelling units. As demonstrated in the 
Transportation Analysis Letter (Exhibit C) submitted with this application, the R-3.5 zone would result in only 
a nominal increase in daily and peak vehicle trips. The impacts of these new trips are not expected to 
significantly alter the operation or safety of the existing transportation facilities or nearby intersections. 
 
Park Facilities: As noted above, the proposal will have little to no impact on the existing nearby parks, 
except to pay applicable SDCs for new development. 
 
School Facilities: As noted above, the proposal, which includes two new residences, may result a minor 
increase on student populations for adjacent schools, however there are no capacity issues within the 
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school district, so these increases will not be an issue. Comments were received from OCSD stating no 
issues. Those comments are attached to this report. 
 
As described above, the increased demand on the existing facilities will be quite minor and all of the 
available systems have adequate capacity to meet these demands, so criterion (b) is met. 
 
 
c. Statement of additional facilities, if any, required to meet the increased demand and any proposed phasing 
of such facilities in accordance with projected demand; 
Finding: Complies with conditions. The subject property is served by Clackamas County Fire District #1. The 
closest fire station is Hilltop Station #16 at 19340 Molalla Ave, Clackamas RFPD #1 approximately 1.5 miles 
southwest of the property. The Fire District limited their comments to fire apparatus access and water 
supply. The district has adequate capacity to serve the increase of additional development on this property. 
Additionally, future property taxes, potential district bonds, etc. can provide necessary funding for the fire 
district. 
 
The subject property is currently within and served by the Clackamas County Sheriff’s Office, however, after 
annexation the site will be served by the City of Oregon City Police Department. Annexation of the subject 
property to the City of Oregon City would create a negligible demand on the City’s Police resources and the 
Police Department has sufficient resources available to serve this increase.  Staff recommends withdrawing 
the territory from the County Service District for Enhanced Law Enforcement as allowed by statute upon 
annexation. 
 
Street improvements, sewer, water and stormwater facilities are required and available to service the 
property and will be extended to the property in accordance with adopted engineering requirements.  
The proposal involves rezoning to R-3.5.  
 
No additional public services will be required to serve this proposal, and no phasing of these facilities or 
services is proposed. 
 
d. Statement outlining method and source of financing required to provide additional facilities, if any; 
Finding: Complies as proposed. Annexation of the subject property to the City of Oregon City would not 
cause increased demand on City or service provider resources. Therefore, additional facilities requiring 
financing are not required or relevant to the proposal. The proposal will dedicate land or widening of the 
right-of-way of Maplelane Road and the extension of Oregon Iris Way as a condition of the land division. 
Additionally, the developer is required to provide sewer, water and stormwater improvements.  The 
development of the subject property will trigger the payment of System Development Charges (SDCs) and 
other fees to support services already in place to serve the site. All public infrastructure required to support 
the future development will be constructed by the developer to meet City standards. 
With these financing mechanisms in place, criterion “d” is met. 
 
e. Statement of overall development concept and methods by which the physical and related social 
environment of the site, surrounding area and community will be enhanced; 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The annexation of the subject property to the City of Oregon City will create 
only a modest physical change to the property when six new houses are constructed. The surrounding area 
is developed with single family homes on varying lot sizes, and the development of six additional homes will 
be in keeping with the surrounding residential development pattern. Public sidewalk, sewer, water and 
storm water improvements will be constructed that will enhance property values. The frontage 
improvements along Maplelane Road and Clearwater Place and the new street extension of Oregon Iris Way 
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will provide new sidewalks and street trees. These improvements will provide a benefit to the physical and 
social environment of the surrounding area and community, and criterion e is met. 
 
f. Statement of potential physical, aesthetic, and related social effects of the proposed, or potential 
development on the community as a whole and on the small subcommunity or neighborhood of which it will 
become a part; and proposed actions to mitigate such negative effects, if any; 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The annexation and development of the subject property to the City of 
Oregon City will not result in any physical, aesthetic, or discernable social change in surrounding the 
community. The proposed plan features a continuation of the adjacent low density residential development 
pattern in the surrounding area. The city’s standard review process for the accompanying subdivision 
application ensures that this development will provide the necessary  types of features that accompany new 
residential communities such as frontage improvements, public sanitary sewer and stormwater 
management infrastructure, sidewalks and street trees, areas to build new homes, landscaping, etc. 
Therefore, negative effects are not anticipated and, no mitigation is required beyond the recommended 
Conditions of Approval and criteria f is met. 
 
g. Statement indicating the type and nature of any comprehensive plan text or map amendments, or zoning 
text or map amendments that may be required to complete the proposed development;  
Finding: Not applicable. No changes to the City’s Comprehensive Plan map are proposed nor required. The 
subject property already has an Oregon City Comprehensive Plan designation of Medium Density Residential 
(MR). This request would change the zoning of the property to the City’s R-3.5 zoning, to match the 
designation of the adjacent properties, which is consistent with the Medium Density Residential (MR) 
Comprehensive Plan designation. Criterion g is met. 
 
OCMC 14.04.060 - Annexation Factors 
When reviewing a proposed annexation, the commission shall consider the following factors, as relevant: 
 
1.  Adequacy of access to the site; 
Finding: Complies as proposed. As described in the applicant’s proposal, the subject property has direct 
access onto S. Maplelane Road, a minor arterial controlled by Clackamas County, as well as Clearwater Place, 
a local street controlled by Oregon City. Therefore, the subject property has excellent site access and this 
criterion is met. 
 
2. Conformity of the proposal with the city's comprehensive plan; 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The following Goals and Policies of the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan 
apply to this proposal: 
 
 Goal 2.1: Efficient Use of Land. Ensure that property planned for residential, commercial, office, and 
industrial uses is used efficiently and that land is developed following principles of sustainable development. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The subject property is located within the Urban Growth Boundary, and has 
an existing Medium Density Residential Comprehensive Plan designation. The use of the property once 
subdivided will be single-family residential at R-3.5, consistent with the adjacent properties and the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan designation. This will ensure that there will be an efficient use of residential property in 
an area where urban services are readily available. This goal is met. 
 
 Goal 2.7: Oregon City Comprehensive Plan Land-Use Map. Maintain the Oregon City Comprehensive 
Plan Land-Use Map as the official long-range planning guide for land-use development of the city by type, 
density and location. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The annexation/zone change of the subject property is consistent with and 
maintains the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan Land-Use Map as the official long-range planning guide for 
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development within the area of the property. The proposal will not change the current Comprehensive Plan 
designation. This application has no impact on this policy and therefore this goal is met. 
 
 Goal 14.1: Urban Growth Boundary. Establish, and amend when appropriate, the Urban Growth 
Boundary in the unincorporated area around the city that contains sufficient land to accommodate growth 
during the planning period for a full range of city land uses, including residential, commercial, industrial, and 
institutional. 
Finding: Not applicable. The subject property is located within the UGB, therefore this proposal does not 
include any amendment to the UGB boundary and this goal does not apply. 
  
 Policy 14.1.1: The Urban Growth Boundary shall conform to Title 11 of the Code of the Metropolitan 
Service District and will provide sufficient land to accommodate 20-year urban land needs, resulting in 
efficient urban growth and a distinction between urban uses and surrounding rural lands, and promoting 
appropriate infill and redevelopment in the city.  
Finding: Not applicable. The subject property is within the original 1979 Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and 
is included in the Metropolitan Service District’s inventory of sufficient land to accommodate 20-year urban 
land needs. Metro Title 11 (Title 11 (Sections 3.07.1105 – 3.07.1140) – Planning for New Urban Areas) was 
adopted initially in 1999, well after this property was brought into the UGB in 1979, and does not apply in 
this case. However, the annexation/zone change of the subject property to the City’s R-3.5 zoning 
designation promotes appropriate infill and redevelopment in the City consistent with the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan and this policy is met to the extent that it applies. 
 
 Policy 14.1.2: Concept plans that provide more detail than the city’s Comprehensive Plan will be 
required prior to development of lands within the Urban Growth Boundary. 
Finding: Not applicable. This policy applies to more recent areas of Urban Growth Boundary expansion 
subject to Metro Title 11. The subject site is part of the original Urban Growth Boundary of 1979 and does 
not apply in this case.  
 
 Goal 14.3: Orderly Provision of Services to Growth Areas. Plan for public services to lands within the 
Urban Growth Boundary through adoption of a concept plan and related Capital Improvement Program, as 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The subject property is located within the UGB but no concept plan has 
been adopted for the area. However, the development of the property at the R-3.5 density is consistent with 
other projects in the area. The City’s Capital Improvement Program includes utility master plans that have 
been updated to serve newly annexed properties and the availability, capacity, and status of services and 
facilities (water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, access/transportation) in the area were discussed 
previously in this narrative. This goal is met. 
 
 Policy 14.3.1: Minimize new public facilities and services by encouraging new development within 
the Urban Growth Boundary at maximum densities allowed by the Comprehensive Plan. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. Annexation and rezoning of the subject property within the UGB will 
encourage new development at maximum densities allowed by the Comprehensive Plan and is supportable 
by existing public facilities and services in the area. The zone change of the property to the City’s R-3.5 zone 
is consistent with this policy as it allows compatible residential density within the Low Density Residential 
Comprehensive Plan designation of the property. The City has adopted minimum net density requirements 
for each zone that apply to land division, for which separate findings are provided in this report. This policy 
is met. 
 
 Policy 14.3.2: Ensure that the extension of new services does not diminish the delivery of those same 
services to existing areas and residents in the city. 
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Finding: Complies as proposed. Annexation of the subject property will not affect existing utility services. 
The City’s utility master plans have been updated to account for the extension of services to annexed 
properties while still providing the current level of services to existing residents within the City limits. This 
policy is met. 
 
 Policy 14.3.3: Oppose the formation of new urban services districts and oppose the formation of new 
utility districts that may conflict with efficient delivery of city utilities within the Urban Growth Boundary. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. Annexation of the subject property will not create a new service district or 
affect the future delivery of City utilities to the subject property or the area. This policy is met. 
 
 Policy 14.3.4: Ensure the cost of providing new public services and improvements to existing public 
services resulting from new development are borne by the entity responsible for the new development to the 
maximum extent allowed under state law for Systems Development Charges. 
 Finding: Complies as proposed. The costs for new service connections to the new proposed lots will be 
borne by the applicant. The extension and looping of the city water, sewer and stormwater facilities will be 
paid for entirely by the applicant. The developers of the individual lots will pay the utility connection fees 
and SDCs at the time of construction. This policy is met. 
 
 Goal 14.4: Annexation of Lands to the City. Annex lands to the city through a process that considers 
the effects on public services and the benefits to the city as a whole and ensures that development within the 
annexed area is consistent with the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan, City ordinances, and the City Charter. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. This application will be reviewed by the City through the Type IV land use 
process, which ensures consideration of the effects of annexed properties on public services and the City as 
a whole. The anticipated use of the property at the R-3.5 density is consistent with other projects in the 
area, and Comprehensive Plan designation of the property. This goal is met. 
 
 Policy 14.4.1: Promote compact urban form and support efficient delivery of public services by 
ensuring that lands to be annexed are within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary, and contiguous with the city 
limits. Do not consider long linear extensions, such as cherry stems and flag lots, to be contiguous with the 
city limits. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. Annexation and re-development of the subject property under the 
proposed R-3.5 zoning would support compact urban form and support efficient delivery of public services. 
The property is within the UGB and contiguous to properties that are already within the City limits. This 
policy is met. 
 
 Policy 14.4.2: Include an assessment of the fiscal impacts of providing public services to 
unincorporated areas upon annexation, including the costs and benefits to the city as a whole as a 
requirement for concept plans. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The annexation of the subject property will have no fiscal impact on the city 
because the costs of providing utilities and services to the proposed lots will be borne by the applicant. Once 
annexed into the city, the taxes collected from the seven lots will help pay for the future services required 
by the eventual residents. The city will benefit from the improvements, including sidewalks, made by the 
applicant as the property is developed. 
 
 Policy 14.4.3: Evaluate and in some instances require that parcels adjacent to proposed annexations 
be included to: 
- avoid creating unincorporated islands within the city; 
- enable public services to be efficiently and cost-effectively extended to the entire area; or 
- implement a concept plan or sub-area master plan that has been approved by the Planning and City 
Commissions. 
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Finding: Not applicable. Annexation of the subject property will not create unincorporated islands within 
the City, and no additional lands need to be annexed in order to provide for the timely or efficient extension 
of public services to the area in the future. No concept plans or sub-area master plans have been adopted 
that apply to the subject property. This policy is met. 
 
 Policy 14.4.4: Expedite the annexation of property as provided by state law in order to provide sewer 
service to adjacent unincorporated properties when a public health hazard is created by a failing septic tank 
sewage system. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. There is not a current emergency. The subject property is currently on a 
private septic system. The existing residence shall abandon the existing septic system in accordance with 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) requirements prior to connecting to the City’s sanitary 
sewer system. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet 
this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
3. Adequacy and availability of public facilities and services to service potential development;  
Finding: Complies as proposed. As described in the preceding sections of this narrative and the applicant’s 
statements of availability, adequate public facilities and services are available to support potential future 
development of the subject property. This criterion is met. 
 
4. Compliance with applicable sections of ORS Ch. 222, and Metro Code Section 3.09; 
Finding: Complies as proposed. ORS Chapter 222 provides several options for annexing land into a City, and 
requires that property to be annexed be contiguous to City limits. The planned annexation of the subject 
property meets ORS Ch. 222, as it is within the adopted UGB, is within an area subject to the adopted and 
acknowledged Oregon City Comprehensive Plan, and is contiguous to existing City limits. In addition, this 
application is consistent with the applicable boundary change criteria of Metro’s Code Section 3.09, more 
specifically Section 3.09.045 D, which has been addressed below. 
 
Metro Code 3.09.045.D: 
To approve a boundary change through an expedited process, the city shall: 
1. Find that the change is consistent with expressly applicable provisions in: 
a. Any applicable urban service agreement adopted pursuant to ORS 195.065 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The subject property is currently within the Clackamas River Water service 
district. Upon annexation the property will be included in the City’s service districts. The property owner is 
required to apply to annex separately into the Tri-City Service District and the City acknowledges that it is 
the owner’s responsibility to complete that process. 
 
b. Any applicable annexation plan adopted pursuant to ORS 195.205; 
Finding: Not applicable. No applicable annexation plan for the area currently exists. 
 
c. Any applicable cooperative planning agreement adopted pursuant to ORS 195.020 (2) between the 
affected entity and a necessary party; 
Finding: Complies as proposed. Annexation of the subject property is consistent with the applicable Urban 
Growth Management Agreement in place between Clackamas County and Oregon City. 
 
d. Any applicable public facility plan adopted pursuant to a statewide planning goal on public facilities 
and services; 
Finding: Complies as proposed. Annexation of the subject property is consistent with the City’s Capital 
Improvement Program, which includes utility master plans that have been updated in anticipation of serving 
additional properties annexed in the area. 
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e. Any applicable comprehensive plan; 
Finding: Complies as proposed. Annexation of the subject property is consistent with the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan, which designates the property as Medium Density Residential. An analysis of 
compliance with the Comprehensive Plan is found within this report. 
 
f. Any applicable concept plan; 
Finding: Not applicable. No applicable concept plan for the area currently exists nor is required. 
 
…the City shall: 
2. Consider whether the boundary change would: 
a. Promote the timely, orderly and economic provisions of public facilities and services;  
Finding: Complies as proposed. The subject property is within the UGB, contiguous to City limits, and 
adjacent to properties currently receiving City services. Therefore, the application promotes the timely, 
orderly, and economic provision of public facilities. 
 
b. Affect the quality and quantity of urban services; and 
 Finding: Complies as proposed. Annexation of the subject property will not affect the quality and quantity 
of urban services in the area. 
 
c. Eliminate or avoid unnecessary duplication of facilities or services. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. As part of the annexation process, the City will notify applicable service 
providers about the annexation and addition or withdrawal of the property from their district to avoid 
duplication of facilities and/or services. As shown, ORS Ch. 222, and Metro Code Section 3.09 can both be 
met, and therefore this criterion is met. 
 
5. Natural hazards identified by the city, such as wetlands, floodplains and steep slopes;  
Finding: Not applicable. The subject property is not on or near any natural hazards identified by the City 
overlay districts (such as wetlands, floodplains, and steep slopes). This criterion does not apply. 
 
6. Any significant adverse effects on specially designated open space, scenic, historic or natural 
resource areas by urbanization of the subject property at time of annexation; 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The annexation of the subject property will not have an effect on 
designated open space, scenic, historic, or natural resource areas and this criterion is met. 
 
7. Lack of any significant adverse effects on the economic, social and physical environment of the 
community by the overall impact of the annexation. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The annexation of the subject property will have no adverse effects on the 
economic, social, and/or physical environment of the community. Public services are available to support 
future land uses of the property. This criterion is met. 
 
As required by State Statute, The City Commission should find that this annexation is consistent with a 
positive balance of the factors set forth in OCMC Section 14.04.060 and complies with ORS 222.125. 
 
REGIONAL PLANNING 
The following discussion addresses regional planning requirements.  
This territory is inside Metro's jurisdictional boundary and inside the regional Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB). No comments were received from Metro regarding this proposal. 
 
Metro Boundary Change Criteria – Chapter 3.09 
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The Legislature has directed Metro to establish criteria that must be used by all cities within the Metro 
boundary.  The Metro Code states that a final decision shall be based on substantial evidence in the record 
of the hearing and that the written decision must include findings of fact and conclusions from those 
findings.  The Code requires these findings and conclusions to address the following minimum criteria: 
 

1. Consistency with directly applicable provisions in ORS 195 agreements or ORS 195 annexation plans. 
2. Consistency with directly applicable provisions of urban planning area agreements between the 

annexing entity and a necessary party. 
3. Consistency with directly applicable standards for boundary changes contained in Comprehensive 

land use plans and public facility plans. 
4. Consistency with directly applicable standards for boundary changes contained in the Regional 

framework or any functional plans. 
5. Whether the proposed boundary change will promote or not interfere with the timely, orderly and 

economic provision of public facilities and services. 
6. Consistency with other applicable criteria for the boundary change in question under state and local 

law. 
 

Consistency with the County and urban service provider planning agreements along with the timely, orderly 
and economic provision of public services as required by the Metro Code are discussed in greater detail 
below.   
 
The Metro Code also contains a second set of 10 factors that are to be considered where: 1) no ORS 195 
agreements have been adopted, and 2) a necessary party is contesting the boundary change.  Those 10 
factors are not applicable at this time to this annexation because no necessary party has contested the 
proposed annexation. 
 
REGIONAL FRAMEWORK PLAN (Metro) 
The law that requires Metro to adopt criteria for boundary changes specifically states that those criteria 
shall include " . . . compliance with adopted regional urban growth goals and objectives, functional plans . . . 
and the regional framework plan of the district [Metro]."   
Finding: Complies as proposed. The Growth Management Functional Plan was reviewed and found not to 
contain any criteria directly applicable to boundary changes.  The Regional Framework Plan was reviewed 
and the proposal complies with it since the property is within the Urban Growth Boundary and has been 
designated as appropriate for urbanization.  
 
CLACKAMAS COUNTY PLANNING 
The Metro Code states that the Commission's decision on this boundary change should be ". . . consistent 
with specific directly applicable standards or criteria for boundary changes contained in comprehensive land 
use plans, public facility plans, . .” 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The Clackamas County Comprehensive Plan is the currently applicable plan 
for this area.  The plan designation for this site is Low Density Residential (LR) on the County’s Oregon City 
Area Land Use Plan (Map IV-5).   
 
The County Zoning on the property is FU-10. The FU-10 zone means a 10-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. Lands located outside areas having 
sanitary sewer service available were designated Future Urbanizable. 
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Clackamas County Zoning and Development Ordinance (ZDO) section 314.02 provides that the Future Urban 
10-Acre District is applied to those areas designated as Future Urban by Chapter 4 of the Clackamas County 
Comprehensive Plan. The Land Use section of the Plan, Chapter 4, identifies the territory proposed for 
annexation as future urban, which are defined as: 
“Future urban areas are lands within urban growth boundaries but outside immediate urban areas. Future 
urban areas are planned to be provided with public facilities, but currently lack providers of those facilities. 
Future urban areas are substantially underdeveloped and will be retained in their current use to ensure 
future availability for urban needs. Future urban areas are planned for urban uses but zoned for large-lot, 
limited development. 
 
Urban Growth Management Agreement 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The City and the County have an Urban Growth Management Agreement 
(UGMA), which is a part of their Comprehensive Plans.  The territory to be annexed falls within the Urban 
Growth Management Boundary (UGMB) identified for Oregon City and is subject to the agreement.  The 
County agreed to adopt the City’s Comprehensive Plan designations for this area that is Medium Density 
Residential.  The applicant concurrently submitted an application to receive R-3.5 zoning following 
annexation.  
 
The Agreement presumes that all the urban lands within the UGMB will ultimately annex to the City.  It 
specifies that the city is responsible for the public facilities plan required by Oregon Administrative Rule 
Chapter 660, division 11.   
 
The Agreement goes on to say: 

4. City and County Notice and Coordination 
* * *  
D. The CITY shall provide notification to the COUNTY, and an opportunity to participate, review and 
comment, at least 20 days prior to the first public hearing on all proposed annexations . . .   
* * *  

5. City Annexations 
A. CITY may undertake annexations in the manner provided for by law within the UGMB.  CITY 
annexation proposals shall include adjacent road right-of-way to properties proposed for annexation.  
COUNTY shall not oppose such annexations. 
B. Upon annexation, CITY shall assume jurisdiction of COUNTY roads and local access roads that are 
within the area annexed.  As a condition of jurisdiction transfer for roads not built to CITY street standards on 
the date of the final decision on the annexation, COUNTY agrees to pay to CITY a sum of money equal to the 
cost of a two-inch asphaltic concrete overlay over the width of the then-existing pavement; however, if the 
width of pavement is less than 20 feet, the sum shall be calculated for an overlay 20 feet wide.  The cost of 
asphaltic concrete overlay to be used in the calculation shall be the average of the most current asphaltic 
concrete overlay projects performed by each of CITY and COUNTY.  Arterial roads will be considered for 
transfer on a case- by-case basis.  Terms of transfer for arterial roads will be negotiated and agreed to by 
both jurisdictions.   
C. Public sewer and water shall be provided to lands within the UGMB in the manner provided in the 
public facility plan . . .   
* * * 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The required notice was provided to the County at least 20 days before the 
Planning Commission hearing.  The agreement requires that adjacent road rights-of-way be included within 
annexations. Maplelane Road abuts the site and the entire width of the right-of-way abutting the property 
will be included with the annexation. Currently the roadway is within the jurisdiction of Clackamas County 
and will remain so after this annexation occurs.  Comments from Clackamas County were received with 
respect to compliance with their standards and those comments are attached to this report. 
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CLACKAMAS RIVER WATER 
Finding: Complies with conditions. This territory is currently within the Clackamas River Water District 
(CRW). Oregon Revised Statute 222.120 (5) allows the City to specify that the territory be automatically 
withdrawn from the District upon approval of the annexation.  This annexation area shall be withdrawn from 
the CRW district upon ordinance approval of the annexation. CRW will coordinate with the City of Oregon 
City during construction plan review regarding the transferring or abandonment of the water service. 
It is anticipated as the Maplelane Road area develops, water service will be through the Oregon City system.  
Comments from CRW were received and are attached to this report. Staff recommends that the City 
Commission concur with Clackamas River Water de-annexation of the subject property in the enacting 
ordinance. 
 
TRI-CITY SEWER DISTRICT 
Finding: Complies with conditions. The property is not within the Tri City Service District (TCSD) and will be 
required to annex into TCSD to receive sanitary sewer service. Upon annexation approval, the applicant shall 
commence the process to annex into TCSD.   
Staff recommends that the City Commission concur with Tri-City Service District’s annexation of the 
subject property in the enacting ordinance. 
 
 
ANNEXATION - PROPOSED FINDINGS, REASONS FOR DECISION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Based on the Findings above, the Commission determines the following: 
 
1. The Metro Code calls for consistency of the annexation with the Regional Framework Plan or any 

functional plan.  The Commission concludes the annexation is consistent with this criterion because 
there were no directly applicable criteria for boundary changes found in the Regional Framework 
Plan, the Urban Growth Management Function Plan, or the Regional Transportation Plan. 

2. Metro Code 3.09.050(d)(1) requires the Commission’s findings to address consistency with 
applicable provisions of urban service agreements or annexation plans adopted pursuant to ORS 
195.  As noted in the Findings, there are no such plans or agreements in place.  Therefore, the 
Commission finds that there are no inconsistencies between these plans/agreements and this 
annexation. 

3. The Metro Code, at 3.09.050(d)(3), requires the City’s decision to be consistent with any "directly 
applicable standards or criteria for boundary changes contained in comprehensive land use plans 
and public facilities plans."  The County Plan also identifies the property as Immediate Urban lands, 
which should ensure the "orderly, economic provision of public facilities and services."  The property 
owner has demonstrated that the City can provide all necessary urban services.  Nothing in the 
County Plan speaks directly to criteria for annexation.  Therefore, the Commission finds this 
proposal is consistent with the applicable plan as required Metro Code 3.09.050 (d)(3).  

4. The Commission concludes that the annexation is consistent with the City Comprehensive Plan that 
calls for a full range of urban services to be available to accommodate new development as noted in 
the Findings above.  The City operates and provides a full range of urban services.  Specifically, with 
regard to water, storm and sewer service, the City has both of these services available to serve the 
area. 

5. The Commission notes that the Metro Code also calls for consistency of the annexation with urban 
planning area agreements.  As stated in the Findings, the Oregon City-Clackamas County Urban 
Growth Management Agreement specifically provides for annexations by the City.   

6. Metro Code 3.09.050(d)(5) states that another criterion to be addressed is "Whether the proposed 
change will promote or not interfere with the timely, orderly, and economic provision of public 
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facilities and services."  Based on the evidence in the Findings, the Commission concludes that the 
annexation will not interfere with the timely, orderly, and economic provision of services.  

7. The Oregon City Code contains provisions on annexation processing.  Section 6 of the ordinance 
requires that the City Commission consider seven factors if they are relevant.  These factors are 
covered in the Findings and the Commission finds that this proposal is consistent with a positive 
balance of those factors.   

8. The City Commission concurs with Tri-City Service District’s annexation of the subject property in the 
enacting City ordinance. 

9. The Commission determines that the property should be withdrawn from the Clackamas County 
Service District for Enhanced Law Enforcement as allowed by statute since the City will provide 
police services upon annexation. 

10. The Commission determines that the property should not be withdrawn from the Clackamas County 
Fire District #1. 

11. The Commission determines that the property should be withdrawn from Clackamas River Water 
District. 

 

ZONE CHANGE ANALYSIS  
Chapter 17.68: ZONE CHANGES AND AMENDMENTS  
 
17.68.010 - Initiation of the amendment. 
A text amendment to this title or the comprehensive plan, or an amendment to the zoning map or the 
comprehensive plan map, may be initiated by: 
A. A resolution request by the city commission;  
B. An official proposal by the planning commission;  
C. An application to the planning division presented on forms and accompanied by information prescribed by 
the planning commission.  
D. A Legislative request by the Planning Division. 
All requests for amendment or change in this title shall be referred to the planning commission. 
Finding: This zoning map amendment was initiated by an application to the planning division. 
 
17.68.020 - Criteria. 
The criteria for a zone change are set forth as follows: 
 
A. The proposal shall be consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan. 
Finding: The following goals and policies apply to this rezoning application: 
 
 Goal 1.2: Citizen Involvement. Ensure that citizens, neighborhood groups and affected property 
owners are involved in all phases of the comprehensive planning program. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The Oregon City Comprehensive Plan and Municipal Code include provisions 
to ensure citizens, neighborhood groups, and affected property owners have an opportunity to participate in 
the land use process. Prior to submitting this application, the proposal was presented to the Caufield 
Neighborhood Association at the May 29, 2019 meeting and all were in favor. (Attached is a copy of the sign-
in sheet, a confirmation email from the chairman, along with the items discussed.) Citizens also have the 
opportunity to attend and participate in public hearings before the Oregon City Planning Commission and 
the Oregon City Commission prior to approval. Therefore, the application is consistent with this Goal. 
 
 Goal 2.1: Land Use. Ensure that property planned for residential, commercial, office and industrial 
uses is used efficiently and that land is developed following principles of sustainable development. 
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Finding: Complies as proposed. This application involves a zone change to the R-3.5 zoning designation. This 
represents an increase in density consistent with the Medium Density comprehensive plan designation. 
Densities corresponding to the R-3.5 zone represent a more sustainable development pattern because it 
encourages the development of smaller and more compact houses. Additionally, increasing densities within 
the UGB limits urban sprawl, therefore, the application is consistent with this Goal. 
 
 Goal 2.7: Land Use. Maintain the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan Land-Use Map as the official 
long-range planning guide for land-use development of the city by type, density and location.  
Finding: Complies as proposed. The proposed zone change of the subject property is consistent with and 
maintains the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan Land-Use Map as the official long-range planning guide for 
development within the area of the property. The proposal will not change the current Comprehensive Plan 
designation. This application has no impact on this policy and therefore this goal is met. 
 

Goal 5.3 Historic Resources. Encourage the preservation and rehabilitation of homes and other 
buildings of historic or architectural significance in Oregon City. 
 Goal 5.4 Natural Resources: Identify and seek strategies to conserve and restore Oregon City’s 
natural resources, including air, surface and subsurface water, geologic features, soils, vegetation, and fish 
and wildlife, in order to sustain quality of life for current and future citizens and visitors, and the long-term 
viability of the ecological systems. 

Policy 5.4.4: Consider natural resources and their contribution to quality of life as a key community 
value when planning, evaluating and assessing costs of City actions. 
Finding: Not applicable. According to City maps, the Natural Resource Overlay District (NROD) does not 
apply to this property. No inventoried natural or historic features have been identified on the site. Therefore, 
the application is consistent with this Goal. 
 
 Goal 6.1.1: Quality of Air, Water and Land Resources. Promote land-use patterns that reduce the 
need for distance travel by single occupancy vehicles and increase opportunities for walking, biking and/or 
transit to destinations such as places of employment, shopping and education.  
Finding: Complies as proposed. The planned R-3.5 zoning designation promotes a compact land use pattern 
that reduces the amount of land dedicated to public streets and other infrastructure per dwelling unit. 
Compact land use patterns reduce travel distance by single-occupancy vehicles, and increases opportunities 
for alternative modes of transportation, including walking, biking, and transit. Thus, the R-3.5 zoning 
strategically increases opportunities for increased populations to walk and bike to places of education, 
shopping, and employment. The concurrent subdivision application triggers a requirement to extend a new 
public street through the site, and to complete the construction of sidewalk and bicycle lane improvements 
abutting the property, which will increase opportunities for walking and bicycling. The R-3.5 zoning 
designation is consistent with this Goal.  
 
 Policy 6.2.1: Prevent erosion and restrict the discharge of sediments into surface and groundwater by 
requiring erosion prevention measures and sediment control practices.  
Finding: Complies as proposed. The application is subject to City grading, drainage, and erosion control 
standards. Development of the individual lots will require approval of grading plans to ensure that erosion 
and sedimentation control standards are satisfied. To the extent this Goal is relevant to the application, it is 
satisfied. 
 
 Goal 10.1: Housing. Provide for the planning, development and preservation of a variety of housing 
types and lot sizes. 
 Policy 10.1.1 Maintain the existing residential housing stock in established older neighborhoods by 
maintaining existing Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations where appropriate. 
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 Policy 10.1.3 Designate residential land for a balanced variety of densities and types of housing, such 
as single-family attached and detached, and a range of multi-family densities and types, including mixed-use 
development. 
 Policy 10.1.4 Aim to reduce the isolation of income groups within communities by encouraging 
diversity in housing types within neighborhoods consistent with the Clackamas County Consolidated Plan, 
while ensuring that needed affordable housing is provided. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The proposal includes preserving the existing house on the site, built in the 
1960’s. When the additional lots develop, they will have the opportunity to construct accessory dwelling 
units, as well as other dwelling types including duplexes and single-family homes. These dwelling unit types 
provide an opportunity for more diverse, and often more affordable housing opportunities within existing 
neighborhoods. These housing related policies are met. 
 
 Goal 10.2: Housing. Provide and maintain an adequate supply of affordable housing. 
 Policy 10.2.1 Retain affordable housing potential by evaluating and restricting the loss of land 
reserved or committed to residential use. When considering amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Land-
Use Map, ensure that potential loss of affordable housing is replaced. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. In addition to single family detached homes, the City provides the 
opportunity to construct ADUs and other small dwelling units on these lots, which would likely be lower in 
cost. Additionally, the zone change from to R-3.5 allows the creation of smaller lots, which may result in the 
construction of smaller, lower cost homes. This policy is met. 
 
 Goal 11.1: Public Facilities. Serve the health, safety, education, welfare and recreational needs of all 
Oregon City residents through the planning and provision of adequate public facilities.  
Finding: Complies as proposed. Adequate public facilities and services are available to support the 
development of the subject property. This goal is met. 
 
 Goal 12.6: Transportation. Develop and maintain a transportation system that has enough capacity 
of meet users’ needs. 
 Policy 12.6.1 Provide a transportation system that serves existing and projected travel demand. 
 Policy 12.6.2 Identify transportation system improvements that mitigate existing and projected areas 
of congestion. 
 Policy 12.6.3 Ensure the adequacy of travel mode options and travel routes (parallel systems) in 
areas of congestion. 
 Policy 12.6.4 Identify and prioritize improved connectivity throughout the city street system. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. The applicant submitted a Transportation Analysis Letter (TAL) in support 
of the proposed annexation, zone change, and subdivision. The TAL, dated June 4, 2019, was prepared under 
the direction of Michael Ard, PE of Ard Engineering. The report was reviewed by the City’s Transportation 
Engineering consultant, John Replinger or Replinger and Associates. Both the applicant’s TAL and Mr. 
Replinger’s comments are attached to this report. The report details trip generation, access locations, 
driveway width, intersection spacing, sight distance, safety issues, consistency with the Transportation 
System Plan (TSP), Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) analysis per OAR 660-12-0060, and a calculation of the 
applicant’s proportional share for intersection improvements necessary off-site associated with the zone 
change. 
 
Consistent with city policy and with other developments in the area, the applicant is obligated to participate 
in the funding of improvements to key intersections. The intersection affected by this land use action is the 
intersection of Highway 213 and Beavercreek Road. OCMC 12.04.205.D.2 provides that applicants participate 
in intersection improvements to listed intersections. Based on the trip generation calculations provided by 
the applicant in #1, above and assumptions about trip distribution, the development is calculated to add two 
new PM peak hour trips (rounded to the nearest trip) to the Highway 213/Beavercreek Road intersection. 
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The cost of the improvement planned for the intersection of Highway 213/Beavercreek Road is $1.5 million; 
the predicted 2035 traffic volume at the intersection is 6859 PM peak hour trips; the proportional share is 
calculated to be $219 per trip. This development is calculated to add two PM peak hour trips. The 
proportional share for this subdivision is $438. 
 
Mr. Replinger found that the TAL meets city requirements and provides an adequate basis upon which 
impacts of the development and the proposed rezoning can be assessed.  He recommends that the 
conditions of approval include participating in the funding of the planned improvements of Highway 
213/Beavercreek Road as specified above, and implementing frontage improvements. There are no other 
transportation-related issues associated with this development proposal requiring mitigation. 
 
As conditioned, Goal 12.6 will be met.  
 

 
As shown above, the proposed Zone Change complies with the applicable goals and policies of the 
comprehensive plan. 
 

ZONE CHANGE CRITERIA – CONTINUED: 
 
B. That public facilities and services (water, sewer, storm drainage, transportation, schools, police and fire 
protection) are presently capable of supporting the uses allowed by the zone, or can be made available prior 
to issuing a certificate of occupancy. Service shall be sufficient to support the range of uses and development 
allowed by the zone. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. As discussed in detail in the separate findings for the concurrent annexation 
proposal of the subject site, all public facilities and services (water, sewer, storm drainage, transportation, 
schools, police and fire protection) available to serve the lot are adequate and can be made available to 
support the proposed development.  
 
Water: The subject property is currently within the Clackamas River Water District and served by the 16-inch 

water main located in Maplelane Road at the site’s frontage. Annexation of the property would require 

connection to Oregon City water; an Oregon City water Main is located in Clearwater Place along the 

property frontage. The existing 12-inch water main in Clearwater Place has adequate capacity to serve the 

existing house and the proposed development. 

Sanitary Sewer: The subject property is currently connected to the city sanitary sewer main within 

Clearwater Place. An 8-inch sanitary sewer main is available to serve the property along the Clearwater 

Place frontage. The subject property will need to be annexed into the Tri-City Service District area, and the 

existing house will need to be connected to the sanitary sewer main in Clearwater. Additionally, all new 

parcels must also connect to a city sewer main. 

Storm Drainage: The development is within an area served by a regional stormwater pond known as Thayer 
Pond. Thayer Pond was designed and constructed to support development of the subject property as an R-
3.5 zoned property.  A 12-inch Oregon City storm sewer is located in Clearwater Place may serve all of the 
proposed parcels.  
Transportation Facilities: The site has direct access onto S. Maplelane Road (a Clackamas County Minor 

Arterial) and Clearwater Place (an Oregon City Local Street). A new street connection to Oregon Iris Way will 
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be provided with the subdivision. All streets will be improved to current standards and have adequate 

capacity to serve the existing house and additional lots. 

Park Facilities: The property is not adjacent to or near any park facilities. The closest park to the property is 

Hillendale Park, over a mile away to the west. The proposed annexation and addition of six additional homes 

on the subject property would contribute SDCs for park capacity. 

Park Facilities: The property is not adjacent to or near any park facilities. The closest park to the property is 
Hillendale Park, over a mile away to the west. The Parks and Recreation was provided notice of this 
application and did not comment. Any further homes constructed on the property would contribute the 
Parks System Development Charge which is currently $5,667.00 per Single Family Home. 
 
School Facilities: The existing home and parcel is served by the Oregon City School District and the 
annexation and addition of six homes would have only a minor impact on the school district. The site is 
located approximately two miles northeast of Gaffney Lane Elementary School, two miles east of Gardiner 
Middle School, 1.5 miles north of Oregon City High School and 1 mile north of Clackamas Community 
College. Developing the property with existing houses will slightly increase the demand on these schools, 
depending on the residents. However, this impact will be mitigated by the payment of school construction 
excise tax at the time of construction of any new houses on the proposed lots. The applicant is not aware of 
any capacity issues regarding these schools and they should all have adequate capacity to serve this modest 
increase in potential students. Comments were received from OCSD stating that the district has no issues 
with such a small annexation. Those comments are attached to this report. 
 
Police, Fire and Emergency Services: The subject property is currently within and served by the Clackamas 
County Sheriff’s Office. It is understood that the ultimate provider of police services is the City of Oregon 
City Police Department. Six additional houses on the subject property would not create a negligible demand 
on the City’s Police Department resources. The subject property is within and served by Clackamas Fire 
District #1. The zone change to R-3.5 would not cause increased demand on the fire district’s resources.  The 
fire district has sufficient resources to serve the property at the applicable residential density. Potential 
future property taxes, potential district bonds, etc. provide necessary funding for the fire district. 
 
The subject property is currently within and served by the Clackamas County Sheriff’s Office, however, after 

annexation the site will be served by the City of Oregon City Police Department. Annexation of the subject 

property to the City of Oregon City would create a negligible demand on the City’s Police resources and the 

Police Department has sufficient resources available to serve this increase.  Staff recommends withdrawing 

the territory from the County Service District for Enhanced Law Enforcement as allowed by statute upon 

annexation. 

The zone change to R-3.5 is consistent with the Medium Density Residential Comprehensive Plan Map 
designation and these impacts have been previously evaluated with the adoption of the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan and have been addressed herein and with the concurrent annexation findings. 
 
As shown above, all of the necessary utilities and services are available and have adequate capacity to serve 
the proposal, so criterion (a) is met. 
 
 
C. The land uses authorized by the proposal are consistent with the existing or planned function, capacity and 
level of service of the transportation system serving the proposed zoning district.  
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Finding: Complies with conditions. As described in the response to Policy 12.6 of the Comprehensive Plan 
above, the TAL (Exhibit C) prepared by a registered professional traffic engineer shows the function, capacity, 
and level of service of the surrounding traffic system will have negligible impact. 
 
The Transportation Analysis Letter (Exhibit C) submitted with this application concludes that there will only 
be a nominal impact to adjacent public streets associated with this proposal. Of specific interest to the City 
was the potential impact the proposal would have on the Highway 213 and Beavercreek Road intersection. 
In the TAL the traffic engineer concludes that there will only be one AM peak hour trip and two PM peak 
hour trips associated though the OR 213/Beavercreek intersection with the development of two additional 
homes on the site. The applicant’s submitted TAL was reviewed by John Replinger, PE, city transportation 
consultant. Mr. Replinger recommended conditions of approval including participating in the funding of the 
planned improvements mentioned above, implementing frontage improvements, and addressing access 
issues. 
 
OCMC 12.04.205.D.2 provides that applicants participate in intersection improvements to listed 
intersections. Based on the trip generation calculations provided by the applicant in #1, above and 
assumptions about trip distribution, the development is calculated to add one new PM peak hour trip 
(rounded to the nearest trip) to the Highway 213/Beavercreek Road intersection. The cost of the 
improvement planned for the intersection of Highway 213/Beavercreek Road is $1.5 million; the predicted 
2035 traffic volume at the intersection is 6859 PM peak hour trips; the proportional share is calculated to be 

$219 per trip. This development is calculated to add two PM peak hour trip. The proportional share for this 
subdivision is $438. 
 

 
Street improvements are required and proposed abutting the site, and Transportation System Development 
Charges will be paid at the time of any new building permit for homes to be constructed on the new lots. 
With these requirements this standard can be met. This standard can be met through the conditions of 
approval. 
 
D. Statewide planning goals shall be addressed if the comprehensive plan does not contain specific policies or 
provisions which control the amendment. 
Finding: Not applicable. The Oregon City Comprehensive Plan contains specific goals and policies which 
correspond directly to the applicable statewide planning goals and those goals and policies have been 
addressed above and also in the separate findings for the concurrent annexation proposal. 
 
OAR 660-012-0060(1)-(3) TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE (TPR) 
The purpose of the TPR is “to implement Statewide Planning Goal 12 (Transportation) and promote the 
development of safe, convenient and economic transportation systems that are designed to reduce reliance 
on the automobile so that the air pollution, traffic and other livability problems faced by urban areas in 
other parts of the country might be avoided.” A major purpose of the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) is 
to promote more careful coordination of land use and transportation planning, to ensure that planned land 
uses are supported by and consistent with planned transportation facilities and improvements. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. Please see findings for compliance with OCMC section 12.04.295.D.2. of 
this report. This is also addressed in Comprehensive Plan Goal 12 and in the Transportation Analysis Letter 
submitted with this application. 
 
OAR CHAPTER 660, DIVISION 7, “METROPOLITAN HOUSING RULE” 
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The purpose of this division is to ensure opportunity for the provision of adequate numbers of needed 
housing units and the efficient use of land within the Metro urban growth boundary, to provide greater 
certainty in the development process and so to reduce housing costs. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. Refer to the findings for Goal 10 of the Comprehensive Plan above. 
 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
The Regional Transportation Functional Plan (RTFP) directs how Oregon City should implement the RTP 
through the TSP and other land use regulations. The RTFP codifies existing and new requirements which 
local plans must comply with to be consistent with the RTP. If a TSP is consistent with the RTFP, Metro will 
find it to be consistent with the RTP. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. Addressed in Comprehensive Plan Goal 12. 
 
URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT METRO FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
3.07.810.C states that after one year following acknowledgement of a functional plan requirement, cities 
and counties that amend their comprehensive plans and land use regulations shall make such amendments 
in compliance with the new functional plan requirement. 
Finding: The City of Oregon City’s comprehensive plan and land use regulations associated with 
comprehensive plan and zone change amendments are in compliance with the UGB Metro Functional Plan. 
 
METRO FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
3.07.120(e), “Housing Capacity” A city or county may reduce the minimum zoned capacity of a single lot or 
parcel so long as the reduction has a negligible effect on the city’s or county’s overall minimum zoned 
residential capacity. 
Finding: Not applicable. The proposal does not reduce the minimum zoned capacity of any lot or parcel. 
 

 
LAND DIVISION ANALYSIS  
CHAPTER 17.16 - “R-3.5” DWELLING DISTRICT 
 
17.16.020 Permitted uses.  
Permitted uses in the R-3.5 district are:  
A. Two-family dwellings (duplex); 
B. Single-family detached residential units; 
C. Single-family attached residential units (Row houses with no more than six dwelling units may be attached 
in a row); 
Finding: Complies as proposed. This application includes seven lots in the R-3.5 zone district for the future 
construction of single-family detached homes. This standard is met. 
 
17.16.040 Dimensional standards.  
Dimensional standards in the R-6 district are: 
A.1.Residential uses, three thousand five hundred square feet per unit. 
B. Minimum lot width, twenty-five feet; 
C. Minimum lot depth: 70 feet. 
Finding: The table below shows how the proposed lots comply with the minimum dimensional standards. All 
lots exceed the minimum dimensional standards with the sole exception of the lot depth of Lot 2, which is 64 
feet deep. The applicant submitted a minor variance application for Lot 2 and findings are provided under 
the variance section of this report. 
 
Lot   Size (sq. ft.) Width (ft.)  Depth (ft.) 
1 (Existing Home) 9404  55-66 (varies)  142 
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2   3329  50   64 (Minor Variance Requested) 
3   3000  40   75 
4   4000  40   100 
5   3523  51   70 
6   3080  44   70 
7   3080  44   70 
 
D. Maximum building height, two and one-half stories, not to exceed thirty-five feet;  
Finding: Complies as proposed. The existing house is one story tall. Compliance with this standard is 
reviewed at the time of building permit application for new houses. 
 
E. Minimum Required Setbacks: Setbacks if an existing structure is being retained. 
1. Front yard, five feet minimum setback, 
2. Front porch, zero feet minimum setback, 
3. Interior side yard, 
Detached unit, five feet minimum setback  
Attached unit, seven feet minimum setback on the side that does not abut a common property line.  
4. Corner side yard, ten-foot minimum setback, 
5. Rear yard, fifteen-foot minimum setback, 
6. Rear porch, ten-foot minimum setback. 
7. Attached and detached garage, twenty feet minimum setback from the public right-of-way where access is 
taken, except for alleys. Detached garages on an alley shall be setback a minimum of five feet.  
Finding: Complies as proposed. The existing house meets the following requirements, at least 5 feet from 
the front, 15 feet from rear, 5 feet from sides and 20 feet from garage. The existing house sits at an angle 
and one interior side has a setback of 5.8 feet which meets the minimum requirements, however, most of 
the backyard has more than a 15-foot setback. Future houses will be reviewed for compliance with the 
maximum height, setback, and lot coverage requirements of the R-3.5 zone at the time of building permit 
issuance.  Because of the location of the existing house, Lot 1 is oversized at 9,404 square feet, so the house 
is well below the maximum allowed lot coverage standard of 40 percent. The standards of Chapter 17.20 are 
addressed below in this report. These requirements are met. 
 

CHAPTER 16.08 – SUBDIVISIONS PROCESS AND STANDARDS 

 
16.08.025 - Preliminary subdivision plat—Required plans. 
The preliminary subdivision plat shall specifically and clearly show the following features and information on the maps, 
drawings, application form or attachments. All maps and site drawings shall be at a minimum scale of one inch to fifty 
feet. 
16.08.025.A. Site Plan. A detailed site development plan showing the location and dimensions of lots, streets, pedestrian 
ways, transit stops, common areas, building envelopes and setbacks, all existing and proposed utilities and 
improvements including sanitary sewer, stormwater and water facilities, total impervious surface created (including 
streets, sidewalks, etc.) and an indication of existing and proposed land uses for the site. If required by staff at the pre-
application conference, a subdivision connectivity analysis shall be prepared by a transportation engineer licensed by 
the State of Oregon that describes the existing and future vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian connections between the 
proposed subdivision and existing or planned land uses on adjacent properties. The subdivision connectivity analysis 
shall include shadow plats of adjacent properties demonstrating how lot and street patterns within the proposed 
subdivision will extend to and/or from such adjacent properties and can be developed meeting the existing Oregon City 
Municipal Code design standards. 

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The development application included a shadow plat showing future street 
connections to and around the proposed development. This standard is met. 
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16.08.025.B. Traffic/Transportation Plan. The applicant's traffic/transportation information shall include two elements: 
(1) A detailed site circulation plan showing proposed vehicular, bicycle, transit and pedestrian access points and 
connections to the existing system, circulation patterns and connectivity to existing rights-of-way or adjacent tracts, 
parking and loading areas and any other transportation facilities in relation to the features illustrated on the site plan; 
and (2) a traffic impact study prepared by a qualified professional transportation engineer, licensed in the state of 
Oregon, that assesses the traffic impacts of the proposed development on the existing transportation system and 
analyzes the adequacy of the proposed internal transportation network to handle the anticipated traffic and the 
adequacy of the existing system to accommodate the traffic from the proposed development. The City Engineer may 
waive any of the foregoing requirements if determined that the requirement is unnecessary in the particular case. 

Finding: Complies with conditions. The applicant submitted a Transportation Analysis Letter (TAL) in support 
of the proposed annexation, zone change, and subdivision. The TAL, dated June 4, 2019, was prepared under 
the direction of Michael Ard, PE of Ard Engineering. The report was reviewed by the City’s Transportation 
Engineering consultant, John Replinger or Replinger and Associates. Both the applicant’s TAL and Mr. 
Replinger’s comments are attached to this report. The report details trip generation, access locations, 
driveway width, intersection spacing, sight distance, safety issues, consistency with the Transportation 
System Plan (TSP), Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) analysis per OAR 660-12-0060, and a calculation of the 
applicant’s proportional share for intersection improvements necessary off-site associated with the zone 
change. 
 
Consistent with city policy and with other developments in the area, the applicant is obligated to participate 
in the funding of improvements to key intersections. The intersection affected by this land use action is the 
intersection of Highway 213 and Beavercreek Road. OCMC 12.04.205.D.2 provides that applicants participate 
in intersection improvements to listed intersections. Based on the trip generation calculations provided by 
the applicant in #1, above and assumptions about trip distribution, the development is calculated to add two 
new PM peak hour trips (rounded to the nearest trip) to the Highway 213/Beavercreek Road intersection. 
The cost of the improvement planned for the intersection of Highway 213/Beavercreek Road is $1.5 million; 
the predicted 2035 traffic volume at the intersection is 6859 PM peak hour trips; the proportional share is 
calculated to be $219 per trip. This development is calculated to add two PM peak hour trips. The 
proportional share for this subdivision is $438. 
 
Mr. Replinger found that the TAL meets city requirements and provides an adequate basis upon which 

impacts of the development and the proposed rezoning can be assessed.  He recommends that the 

conditions of approval include participating in the funding of the planned improvements of Highway 

213/Beavercreek Road as specified above, and implementing frontage improvements. There are no other 

transportation-related issues associated with this development proposal requiring mitigation. Staff has 

determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the 

Conditions of Approval. 

16.08.025.C. Natural Features Plan and Topography, Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan. The applicant shall submit 
a map illustrating all of the natural features and hazards on the subject property and, where practicable, within two 
hundred fifty feet of the property's boundary. The map shall also illustrate the approximate grade of the site before and 
after development. Illustrated features must include all proposed streets and cul-de-sacs, the location and estimated 
volume of all cuts and fills, and all stormwater management features. This plan shall identify the location of drainage 
patterns and courses on the site and within two hundred fifty feet of the property boundaries where practicable. 
Features that must be illustrated shall include the following: 
1. Proposed and existing street rights-of-way and all other transportation facilities; 
2. All proposed lots and tracts; 
3. All trees proposed to be removed prior to final plat with a diameter six inches or greater diameter at breast height 
(d.b.h); 
4. All natural resource areas pursuant to Chapter 17.49, including all jurisdictional wetlands shown in a delineation 
according to the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, January, 1987 edition, and approved by the Division 
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of State Lands and wetlands identified in the City of Oregon Local Wetlands inventory, adopted by reference in the City 
of Oregon City comprehensive plan; 
5. All known geologic and flood hazards, landslides or faults, areas with a water table within one foot of the surface and 
all flood management areas pursuant to Chapter 17.42 
6. The location of any known state or federal threatened or endangered species; 
7. All historic areas or cultural features acknowledged as such on any federal, state or city inventory; 
8. All wildlife habitat or other natural features listed on any of the city's official inventories. 

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The development application included a preliminary site plan displaying the 
necessary submittal requirements. This standard is met. 
 
16.08.025.D. Archeological Monitoring Recommendation. For all projects that will involve ground disturbance, the 
applicant shall provide, 
1. A letter or email from the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office Archaeological Division indicating the 
level of recommended archeological monitoring on-site, or demonstrate that the applicant had notified the 
Oregon State Historic Preservation Office and that the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office had not 
commented within forty-five days of notification by the applicant; and 
2. A letter or email from the applicable tribal cultural resource representative of the Confederated Tribes of the Grand 
Ronde, Confederated Tribes of the Siletz, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla, Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs 
and the Confederated Tribes of the Yakama Nation indicating the level of recommended archeological monitoring on-
site, or demonstrate that the applicant had notified the applicable tribal cultural resource representative and that the 
applicable tribal cultural resource representative had not commented within forty-five days of notification by the 
applicant. 
If, after forty-five days notice from the applicant, the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office or the applicable tribal 
cultural resource representative fails to provide comment, the city will not require the letter or email as part of the 
completeness review. For the purpose of this section, ground disturbance is defined as the movement of native soils. The 
community development director may waive any of the foregoing requirements if the community development director 
determines that the requirement is unnecessary in the particular case and that the intent of this chapter has been met. 

Finding: Complies as Proposed. A description of the proposed development was sent to the Oregon State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) as well as various tribes for review.   
 
16.08.030.B. Timely Provision of Public Services and Facilities. The applicant shall explain in detail how and when each 
of the following public services or facilities is, or will be, adequate to serve the proposed development by the time 
construction begins: 
16.08.030.B.1. Water 

Finding: See findings from section 16.12.095.D. of this report 
 
16.08.030.B.2. Sanitary Sewer 

Finding: See findings from section 16.12.095.C. of this report. 
 
16.08.030.B.3. Storm Sewer and Storm Water Drainage 

Finding: See findings from section 13.12. of this report. 
 
16.08.030.B.4. Parks and Recreation 

Finding: Complies as Proposed. Park System Development Charges will be paid at the time building permits 
are issued for each lot within the subdivision.  
 
16.08.030.B.5. Traffic and Transportation 

Finding: See findings under section 16.08.025.B of this report. 

 
16.08.030.B.6. Schools 

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The Oregon City School District provides education services for the children 
of future residents. School funding is provided through a variety of sources including property taxes and 
surcharges that will be assessed at the time building permits are issued for each lot in the subdivision. OCSD 
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comments that they have no issues with the proposal. 
 
16.08.030.B.7. Fire and Police Services 

Finding: Complies as proposed. Clackamas County Fire District No. 1 will provide fire services to the subject 
site. There are no noted concerns about fire services and property taxes will be paid by future property 
owners to fund fire protection services thereby ensuring funding for protection services. In the event that 
fire hydrants are required by Clackamas County Fire District No. 1 requirements, staff finds there is adequate 
area available on the subject property for such installation.  
 
The City of Oregon City Police Department will provide police services to the subject site.  Property taxes will 
be paid by future property owners to fund police protection services, thereby ensuring funding for police 
services.  
 
Where adequate capacity for any of these public facilities and services is not demonstrated to be currently available, the 
Applicant shall describe how adequate capacity in these services and facilities will be financed and constructed before 
recording of the plat; 

Finding: Not Applicable. As described above, all public facilities and services are available. Therefore, this 
standard does not apply to this application. 
 
16.08.030.C. Approval Criteria and Justification for Variances. The applicant shall explain how the proposed subdivision 
is consistent with the standards set forth in Chapter 16.12, 12.04 and any other applicable approval standards identified 
in the municipal code. For each instance where the applicant proposes a variance from some applicable dimensional or 
other numeric requirement, the applicant shall address the approval criteria from Chapter 17.60. 

Finding: Applicable. This application includes a Minor Variance request for lot depth for Lot 2. The findings 
can be found in OCMC 17.60 Variance section of the staff report.   
 
16.08.030.D. Drafts of the proposed covenants, conditions and restrictions (CC&Rs), 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; 

Finding: Complies with conditions. The applicant stated that Draft CC&Rs will be developed later. The 
applicant shall submit draft CC&Rs for review prior to recordation of a final plat of the subdivision, in order 
that staff may identify any contradictions or conflicts between the proposed CC&Rs and the Oregon City 
Municipal Code. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet 
this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 

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

Finding: Not applicable. The applicant proposed to construct the subdivision in a single phase.  
 
16.08.030.F. Overall density of the subdivision and the density by dwelling type for each. 

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The site is approximately 0.96 acres in size. However, following the required 
right-of-way dedications, the total net developable area is approximately 30,000 sf. The overall density 
proposed is approximately 7.3 units per acre. The net density is approximately 10.4 units per acre. 
 
16.08.045 - Building site—Frontage width requirement. 
Each lot in a subdivision shall abut upon a cul-de-sac or street other than an alley for a width of at least twenty feet. 

Finding: Complies as Proposed. As shown in the preliminary plans, each proposed lot’s street frontage is in 
excess of twenty feet.  
 
16.08.050 - Flag lots in subdivisions. 
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Flag lots shall not be permitted within subdivisions except as approved by the community development 
director and in compliance with the following standards. 
A. Where the applicant can show that the existing parcel configuration, topographic constraints or where an 
existing dwelling unit is located so that it precludes a land division that meets the minimum density, lot width 
and/or depth standards of the underlying zone. 
Finding: Not applicable. The applicant has not proposed any flag lots for this subdivision.  
 

CHAPTER 16.12 - MINIMUM IMPROVEMENTS AND DESIGN STANDARDS FOR LAND DIVISIONS 

16.12.020 - Blocks—Generally. The length, width and shape of blocks shall take into account the need for 
adequate building site size, convenient motor vehicle, pedestrian, bicycle and transit access, control of traffic 
circulation, and limitations imposed by topography and other natural features. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The applicant has proposed a layout that will facilitate adequate building site 
size and the other necessary conditions listed in this standard. A new street is proposed that will allow 
connectivity for pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles, and the creation of lots with generally adequate frontage, 
size, depth and width. There are no significant limitations imposed by topography and other natural features.  
 
16.12.030 - Blocks—Width. The width of blocks shall ordinarily be sufficient to allow for two tiers of lots with 
depths consistent with the type of land use proposed. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The proposed block layout will allow for two tiers of lots. Due to the 
placement of the existing home, Lot 2 is slightly shorter in depth than required for the R-3.5 zone. The 
applicant has applied for a minor variance to lot depth for this lot. Please see findings under Chapter 17.60.  
 
16.12.040 - Building sites. The size, width, shape and orientation of building sites shall be appropriate for the 
primary use of the land division, and shall be consistent with the residential lot size provisions of the zoning 
ordinance 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The size, width, shape and orientation of building site is appropriate for 
residential use, and consistent with the lot size provisions of the R-3.5 zone (See 17.16.040) as demonstrated 
above. This standard is met. 
 
16.12.045 - Building sites—Minimum density. 
All subdivision layouts shall achieve at least eighty percent of the maximum density of the base zone for the 
net developable area as defined in Chapter 17.04. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. Seven total lots are proposed (including the existing house and six new lots) 
on .96 acres.  After subtracting out roads and dedications, there is a total of 29,417 SF of developable land. 
Given the density of 3,500 SF per unit, there is an allowance for 8.4 (8) lots in total. Due to the placement of 
the existing house, the lot the current house resides on will be 9,404 SF. With 29,417 SF of developable land, 
80% of this would be 23,534 square feet, which when divided by 3,500 equals 6.72 lots and the proposal is 
for seven (7) lots.  
 

16.12.050 - Calculations of lot area. A subdivision in the R-10, R-8, R-6, R-5, or R-3.5 dwelling district may 
include lots that are up to twenty percent less than the required minimum lot area of the applicable zoning 
designation provided the entire subdivision on average meets the    minimum site area requirement of the 
underlying zone. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. Assuming R-3.5 zoning with 3,500 square-foot lots, the minimum lot size for 
any lot would be 80% of that figure or 2,800 SF. The minimum lot size proposed is 3,080 SF, therefore the 
requirement is met. The lot size average for the subdivision is 4,202 square feet. 
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16.12.055 - Building site— Through lots. Through lots and parcels shall be avoided except where they are 
essential to provide separation of residential development from major arterials or to overcome specific 
disadvantages of topography of existing development patterns. 
Finding: Not Applicable. No through lots are proposed. 
 
16.12.060 - Building site—Lot and parcel side lines. The lines of lots and parcels, as far as is practicable, shall 
run at right angles to the street upon which they face, except that on curved streets they shall be radial to 
the curve. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The proposed lot lines and parcels run at right angles to the street upon 
which they face as far as is practicable given that Maplelane Road runs at an angle to the property. This 
standard is met. 
 
16.12.065 - Building site—Grading. Grading of building sites shall conform to the State of Oregon Structural 
Specialty Code, Chapter 18, any approved grading plan and any approved residential lot grading plan in 
accordance with the requirements of Chapter 15.48, 16.12 and the Public Works Stormwater and Grading 
Design Standards, and the erosion control requirements  of Chapter 17.47 are met. Please refer to the 
preliminary plans for additional information. 
Finding: See findings under Chapter 15.48 and 13.12 of this report. Compliance with the Public Works 
Stormwater and Grading Design Standards, and the erosion control requirements of Chapter 17.47 will be 
met at the time of building permit approval. 
 
16.12.070 - Building site—Setbacks and building location.  
This standard ensures that lots are configured in a way that development can be oriented toward streets to 
provide a safe, convenient and aesthetically pleasing environment for pedestrians and bicyclists. The 
objective is for lots located on a neighborhood collector, collector or minor arterial street locate the front 
yard setback on and design the most architecturally significant elevation of the primary structure to face the 
neighborhood collector, collector or minor arterial street. 
A. The front setback of all lots located on a neighborhood collector, collector or minor arterial shall be 
orientated toward the neighborhood collector, collector or minor arterial street. 
B. The most architecturally significant elevation of the house shall face the neighborhood collector, collector 
or minor arterial street. 
C. On corner lots located on the corner of two local streets, the main façade of the dwelling may be oriented 
towards either street. 
D. All lots proposed with a driveway and lot orientation on a collector or minor arterial shall combine 
driveways into one joint access per two or more lots unless the city engineer determines that: 
1. No driveway access may be allowed since the driveway(s) would cause a significant traffic safety hazard; 
or 
2. Allowing a single driveway access per lot will not cause a significant traffic safety hazard. 
E. The community development director may approve an alternative design, consistent with the intent of this 
section, where the applicant can show that existing development patterns preclude the ability to practically 
meet this standard. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. Maplelane Road is classified as a minor arterial and Clearwater Place is a 
local street. The existing house on Parcel 1 is already oriented toward Maplelane Road.  Typically, Maplelane 
Road would be the front setback and the rear setback would be 20 feet as measured on the opposite (south) 
side of the house. However, the requirement to orient the front setback on Maplelane Road requires an 
alternative design. In this case, staff recommends that the front setback for the existing house be oriented 
toward Clearwater Place for the following reasons: 

• Achieve a better configuration of the subdivision; 

• Support efficient redevelopment of the site; 

• Avoid the use of flag lots and through lots to achieve minimum net density; 
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• Maintain adequate side yard setbacks for the existing house on Lot 1; 
 
Allowing the home to orient the front yard setback on Clearwater Place would allow the existing house to 
have a 5’ interior lot line (as opposed to requiring a 20’ rear setback), which also allows adequate lot depth 
of the new lots that will front on the new proposed street, Oregon Iris Way, as well as avoiding the use of 
flag lots and through lots.  
 
Furthermore, the existing home will continue to have the most architecturally significant elevation face 
Maplelane Road.   
 
Additionally, all fences currently on the property shall be modified, if necessary, to comply with the City’s 
fence regulations in OCMC 17.54.100 prior to recordation of the final plat of the subdivision. 

Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 

16.12.075 - Building site—Division of lots. Where a tract of land is to be divided into lots or parcels capable of 
redivision in accordance with this chapter, the community development director shall require an 
arrangement of lots, parcels and streets which facilitates future redivision. In such a case, building setback 
lines may be required in order to preserve future right- of-way or building sites. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. Proposed Parcel 1 is 9,404 square feet, and therefore capable of redivision 
under the R-3.5 zoning standards. This parcel currently contains the existing house, which is located in such a 
way as to make the redivision of Lot 1 impractical at this time. However, if this house was removed in the 
future, it would be possible to create two lots with frontage on Maplelane Road and Clearwater Place. A 
separate minor partition application would be required if this were to occur. This standard is met. 
 
16.12.85 - Easements. The following shall govern the location, improvement and layout of easements: 
A. Utilities. Utility easements shall be required where necessary as determined by the city engineer. Insofar 
as practicable, easements shall be continuous and aligned from block-to- block within the land division and 
with adjoining subdivisions or partitions. Specific utility easements for water, sanitary or storm drainage shall 
be provided based on approved final engineering plans. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. The applicant shall provide a 10-foot-wide public utility easement along 
all property lines fronting existing or proposed right-of-way. Any part of a building structure shall not 
encroach into this easement. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the 
applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
B. Unusual Facilities. 
Finding: Not Applicable. There are no unusual facilities proposed or required within this development. 
 
C. Watercourses. 
Finding: Not Applicable. The land division is not traversed by a watercourse. 
 
D. Access. When easements are used to provide vehicular access to lots within a land division, the 
construction standards, but not necessarily width standards, for the easement shall meet city specifications. 
The minimum width of the easement shall be twenty feet. The easements shall be improved and recorded by 
the applicant and inspected by the city engineer. Access easements may also provide for utility placement. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. Maplelane Road, a County road, has restricted vehicle access in order to 
maintain higher vehicle speeds. Therefore a 10-foot wide access easement is proposed to provide Parcel 1 
vehicle access to Clearwater Place. Because this access will not need to provide fire truck access to the house 



 

 
Page 39 of 65                                                         GLUA-19-00021: Annexation, Rezoning, Subdivision and Minor Variance for 14576 S. Maplelane Rd 

 

(since it is under 150 feet in length) the City Engineer has indicated that 10 feet is an adequate width for this 
easement. This standard is met. 
 
E. Resource Protection. 
Finding: Not Applicable. No inventoried natural or historic features have been identified on the site. 
 
16.12.090 - Minimum improvements—Procedures. 
In addition to other requirements, improvements installed by the applicant either as a requirement of these 
or other regulations, or at the applicant's option, shall conform to the requirements of this title and be 
designed to city specifications and standards as set out in the city's facility master plan and Public Works 
Stormwater and Grading Design Standards. The improvements shall be installed in accordance with the 
following procedure: 
A. Improvement work shall not commence until construction plans have been reviewed and approved by the 
city engineer and to the extent that improvements are in county or state right-of-way, they shall be approved 
by the responsible authority. To the extent necessary for evaluation of the proposal, the plans may be 
required before approval of the preliminary plat of a subdivision or partition. Expenses incurred thereby shall 
be borne by the applicant and paid for prior to final plan review. 
B. Improvements shall be constructed under the inspection and approval of the city engineer. Expenses 
incurred thereby shall be borne by the applicant and paid prior to final approval. Where required by the city 
engineer or other city decision-maker, the applicant's project engineer also shall inspect construction. 
C. Erosion control or resource protection facilities or measures are required to be installed in accordance with 
the requirements of Chapter 17.49 and the Public Works Erosion and Sediment Control Standards. 
Underground utilities, waterlines, sanitary sewers and storm drains installed in streets shall be constructed 
prior to the surfacing of the streets. Stubs for service connections for underground utilities and sanitary 
sewers shall be placed beyond the public utility easement behind to the lot lines. 
D. As-built construction plans and digital copies of as-built drawings shall be filed with the city engineer upon 
completion of the improvements. 
E. The city engineer may regulate the hours of construction and access routes for construction equipment to 
minimize impacts on adjoining residences or neighborhoods. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. The applicant proposes to submit all required improvement plans for 
review and approval.  The applicant did not directly address requirements identified in this section. These 
criteria specify standard public improvement requirements that are implemented following the issuance of a 
preliminary land use decision through the Conditions of Approval attached to this staff report. The 
development shall comply with all current Oregon City Public Works design standards, specifications, codes, 
and policies.  

• The development’s engineer(s) shall schedule a pre-design meeting with Oregon City staff prior to 
official review of the development construction plans.  

• The applicant shall provide construction plans, stamped and signed by a professional engineer licensed 
in the State of Oregon, containing street, grading, stormwater, sanitary sewer and water infrastructure 
improvements that conforms to all current Oregon City Public Works standards, specifications, codes, 
and policies for review and approval by the City.  

• The development’s contractor(s) and engineer(s) shall attend a pre-construction meeting with Oregon 
City staff prior to beginning construction work associated with the project.  

• As-builts conforming to City standards shall be provided within 90 days of completion of the public 
improvements. 

• The applicant shall provide a Maintenance Guarantee in the amount of fifteen percent of the cost to 
construct all public improvements as shown in a city approved construction plan submitted by the 
applicant’s engineer. The estimated costs shall be supported by a verified engineering estimate 
approved by the City Engineer. The guarantee shall be in a form identified in Code 17.50.140.A of the 
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Oregon City Municipal Code. The guarantee shall remain in effect for two years from the establishment 
of the guarantee and until accepted by the City.  

Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
 
16.12.095 - Minimum improvements—Public facilities and services. 
The following minimum improvements shall be required of all applicants for a land division under Title 16, 
unless the decision-maker determines that any such improvement is not proportional to the impact imposed 
on the city's public systems and facilities: 
A. Transportation System. Applicants and all subsequent lot owners shall be responsible for improving the 
city's planned level of service on all public streets, including alleys within the land division and those portions 
of public streets adjacent to but only partially within the land division. All applicants shall execute a binding 
agreement to not remonstrate against the formation of a local improvement district for street improvements 
that benefit the applicant's property. Applicants are responsible for designing and providing adequate 
vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian access to their developments and for accommodating future access to 
neighboring undeveloped properties that are suitably zoned for future development. Storm drainage facilities 
shall be installed and connected to off-site natural or man-made drainageways. Upon completion of the 
street improvement survey, the applicant shall reestablish and protect monuments of the type required by 
ORS 92.060 in monument boxes with covers at every public street intersection and all points or curvature and 
points of tangency of their center line, and at such other points as directed by the city engineer. 

Finding: Complies with conditions. The applicant has shown street frontage improvements on 
Maplelane Road and Oregon Iris Way on the submitted site plans. The property owner shall sign a 
Restrictive Covenant Non-Remonstrance Agreement for the purpose of making storm sewer, sanitary sewer, 
water or street improvements in the future that benefit the property. The applicant shall pay all fees 
associated with processing and recording the Non-Remonstrance Agreement. The applicant shall establish 
and protect monuments of the type required by ORS 92.060 in monument boxes with covers at every public 
street intersection and all points or curvature and points of tangency of their center line, and at such other 
points as directed by the city engineer.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that 
the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
B. Stormwater Drainage System. Applicants shall design and install drainage facilities within land divisions 
and shall connect the development's drainage system to the appropriate downstream storm drainage system 
as a minimum requirement for providing services to the applicant's development. The applicant shall obtain 
county or state approval when appropriate. All applicants shall execute a binding agreement to not 
remonstrate against the formation of a local improvement district for stormwater drainage improvements 
that benefit the applicant's property. Applicants are responsible for extending the appropriate storm 
drainage system to the development site and for providing for the connection of upgradient properties to 
that system. The applicant shall design the drainage facilities in accordance with city drainage master plan 
requirements, Chapter 13.12 and the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The development proposed to extend the storm drainage system within the 
development property for the connection of upgradient developable properties. The proposed development 
is not required to extend the storm drainage system within Maplelane Road because all properties within 
the development may be served by the extension of storm drainage system in Clearwater Place and Oregon 
Iris Way. Other developable property on the opposite side of Maplelane Road have not annexed into Oregon 
City and do not need to be served by the City at this time. Those properties which have not annexed but will 
be required to extend the storm drainage system when they annex into Oregon City. 
 
C. Sanitary Sewer System. The applicant shall design and install a sanitary sewer system to serve all lots or 
parcels within a land division in accordance with the city's sanitary sewer design standards, and shall connect 
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those lots or parcels to the city's sanitary sewer system, except where connection is required to the county 
sanitary sewer system as approved by the county. All applicants shall execute a binding agreement to not 
remonstrate against the formation of a local improvement district for sanitary sewer improvements that 
benefit the applicant's property. Applicants are responsible for extending the city's sanitary sewer system to 
the development site and through the applicant's property to allow for the future connection of neighboring 
undeveloped properties that are suitably zoned for future development. The applicant shall obtain all 
required permits and approvals from all affected jurisdictions prior to final approval and prior to 
commencement of construction. Design shall be approved by the city engineer before construction begins. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The applicant has proposed necessary extension of the sanitary sewer 
system to serve the proposed development and has proposed each lot to have a sewer service. The applicant 
has proposed to utilize an existing sewer lateral for the existing house. The applicant shall provide video 
inspection of the existing sewer lateral proposed to serve the existing house and provide to the City to 
determine if it is deemed functional. The applicant shall provide the existing house with a new sewer lateral 
if the existing lateral is unapproved for use by the City. 
Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
D. Water System. The applicant shall design and install a water system to serve all lots or parcels within a 
land division in accordance with the city public works water system design standards, and shall connect those 
lots or parcels to the city's water system. All applicants shall execute a binding agreement to not remonstrate 
against the formation of a local improvement district for water improvements that benefit the applicant's 
property. Applicants are responsible for extending the city's water system to the development site and 
through the applicant's property to allow for the future connection of neighboring undeveloped properties 
that are suitably zoned for future development. 
Finding:  Complies as proposed. The subject property is currently within the Clackamas River Water District 
and served by the 12-inch water main located in Maplelane Road at the site’s frontage. Annexation of the 
property would require connection to Oregon City water. The development shall abandon the existing water 
service from Clackamas River Water (CRW) serving the existing house in a manner approved by CRW and 
Oregon City. All lots shall have an individual water service connecting to an Oregon City water main and 
each water meter shall front the property that it serves. The applicant shall extend a new water main within 
Maplelane Road to and through the frontage of Maplelane Road. Staff has determined that it is possible, 
likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
E. Sidewalks. The applicant shall provide for sidewalks on both sides of all public streets, on any private street 
if so required by the decision-maker, and in any special pedestrian way within the land division. Exceptions to 
this requirement may be allowed in order to accommodate topography, trees or some similar site constraint. 
In the case of major or minor arterials, the decision-maker may approve a land division without sidewalks 
where sidewalks are found to be dangerous or otherwise impractical to construct or are not reasonably 
related to the applicant's development. The decision-maker may require the applicant to provide sidewalks 
concurrent with the issuance of the initial building permit within the area that is the subject of the land 
division application. Applicants for partitions may be allowed to meet this requirement by executing a 
binding agreement to not remonstrate against the formation of a local improvement district for sidewalk 
improvements that benefit the applicant's property. 
Finding:  Complies as proposed. Please refer to section 12.040.180 B for a discussion of sidewalks. 
Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
F. Bicycle Routes. If appropriate to the extension of a system of bicycle routes, existing or planned, the 
decision-maker may require the installation of separate bicycle lanes within streets and separate bicycle 
paths. 
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Finding: Complies with conditions. It is anticipated that the required street improvements along Maplelane 
Road will also include a bicycle lane. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the 
applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 

G. Street Name Signs and Traffic Control Devices. The applicant shall install street signs and traffic control 
devices as directed by the city engineer. Street name signs and traffic control devices shall be in conformance 
with all applicable city regulations and standards. 
Finding: Not applicable. No new traffic control devices are required with this proposal. 
 
H. Street Lights. The applicant shall install street lights which shall be served from an underground source of 
supply. Street lights shall be in conformance with all city regulations. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. The applicant shall provide streetlights along Maplelane Road as 
directed by Clackamas County. The applicant shall provide streetlights along the extension of Oregon Iris 
Way in conformance with all City standards, specifications, codes, and policies and as approved by Portland 
General Electric (PGE) and submit a photometric plan for review and approval. Staff has determined that it 
is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of 
Approval. 
 
I. Street Trees. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. Please refer to the analysis in section 12.08 of this report. 
 
J. Bench Marks. At least one bench mark shall be located within the subdivision boundaries using datum 
plane specified by the city engineer. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. The engineering plans shall provide a local benchmark onsite using the 
NAVD88 datum. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet 
this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
K. Other. The applicant shall make all necessary arrangements with utility companies or other affected 
parties for the installation of underground lines and facilities. Electrical lines and other wires, including but 
not limited to communication, street lighting and cable television, shall be placed underground. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. All new utilities shall be placed underground. All existing overhead 
utilities adjacent to the property frontage shall be moved to underground. 
Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
L. Oversizing of Facilities 
Finding: Not applicable. All facilities will be properly sized to serve the lots created with this application and 
are not required to be oversized. 
 
M. Erosion Control  Plan—Mitigation. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. Refer to the analysis in section 17.47 of this report. 
 
16.12.100 Same—Road standards and requirements 
Finding:  See findings under 12.04. 
 
16.12.105 Same—Timing requirements. Prior to applying for final plat approval, the applicant shall either 
complete construction of all public improvements required as part of the preliminary plat approval or 
guarantee the construction of those improvements. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. It is anticipated that construction of street improvements, sewer, 
stormwater and water system improvements will be guaranteed prior to final plat. Staff has determined 
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that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions 
of Approval. 

16.12.110 Minimum improvements—Financial guarantee. When conditions of permit approval require a 
permittee to construct certain improvements, the city may, in its discretion, allow the permitee to submit a 
performance guarantee in lieu of actual construction of the improvement. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. The financial guarantee for the public improvements will comply with 
the City’s standard procedures described in this section. The applicant will submit the required performance 
guarantees prior to plat recordation. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the 
applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 

 

CHAPTER 12.04 - STREETS SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES 

 
12.04.003 Applicability. A. Compliance with this chapter is required for all land divisions, site   plan and 
design review, master plan, detailed development plan and conditional use applications and all public 
improvements. 
Finding: Applicable. The applicant has applied for a land division. 
 
12.04.005 Jurisdiction and management of the public rights-of-way. A. The city has jurisdiction and exercises 
regulatory management over all public rights-of-way within the city under authority of the City Charter and 
state law by issuing separate public works right-of-way permits or permits as part of issued public 
infrastructure construction plans. No work in the public right- of- way shall be done without the proper 
permit. 
Finding: Compiles as proposed. The applicant understands that the city has jurisdictional management over 
Clearwater Place and Clackamas County has jurisdictional management over Maplelane Road. Therefore, 
planned improvements to Maplelane will be coordinated with Clackamas County. 
 
12.04.007  Modifications. 
Finding: Not Applicable. Modifications to these standards are not proposed with this land division. 
 
12.04.010 Construction specifications—Improved streets. All sidewalks hereafter constructed in the city on 
improved streets shall be constructed to city standards and widths required in the Oregon City 
Transportation System Plan. The curb shall be constructed at the same time as the construction of the 
sidewalk and shall be located as provided in the ordinance authorizing the improvement of said street next 
proceeding unless otherwise ordered by the city commission. Both sidewalks and curbs are to be constructed 
according to plans and specifications provided by the city engineer. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The sidewalk and curb planned for Maplelane Road and Oregon Iris Way 
comply with applicable portions of the City’s construction standards and Transportation 
System Plan.  
 
12.04.020  Construction  specifications—Unimproved  streets. 
Not Applicable. No unimproved streets are associated with this project. 
 
12.04.025 - Street design—Driveway Curb Cuts. 
A. One driveway shall be allowed per frontage. In no case shall more than two driveways be allowed on any 
single or two-family residential property with multiple frontages. 
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B. With the exception of the limitations identified in 12.04.025.C, all driveway curb cuts shall be limited to the 
following dimensions. 
Single or Two-Family Dwelling with two Car Garage/Parking Space Minimum Driveway Width at sidewalk or 
property line: 12 feet Maximum Driveway Width at sidewalk or property line: 24 feet 
The driveway width abutting the street pavement may be extended 3 feet on either side of the driveway to 
accommodate turn movements. 
C. The decision maker shall be authorized to minimize the number and size of curb cuts (including driveways) 
as far as practicable. 
D. For all driveways, the following standards apply: 
1. Each new or redeveloped curb cut shall have an approved concrete approach  and a minimum hard surface 
for at least ten feet back into the lot. 
2. Driving vehicles, trailers, boats, or other wheeled objects across a sidewalk or roadside planter strip at a 
location other than an approved permanent or city-approved  temporary driveway approach is prohibited. 
3. Placing soil, gravel, wood, or other material in the gutter or space next to the curb of a public street with 
the intention of using it as a permanent or temporary driveway is prohibited. 
4. Any driveway built within public street or alley right-of-way shall be built and permitted per city 
requirements as approved by the city engineer. 
E. Exceptions. The public works director reserves the right to waive this standard, if it is determined through 
a Type II decision including written findings, that it is in the best interest of the public to do so. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. The lot containing the existing dwelling (Lot 1) currently does not have a 
paved driveway approach and there are no driveway curb cut as there is currently no existing curb along the 
development property’s frontage. All driveways, new and existing, shall meet the minimum driveway width 
standards identified in 12.04.025.B of the Oregon City Municipal Code. The lot containing the existing 
dwelling (Lot 1) shall have a concrete driveway approach with a minimum hard surface for at least ten feet 
back into the lot as measured from the edge of street pavement if access is required from Clearwater Place. 
The hard surface shall be concrete, asphalt, or other surface approved by the city engineer. Clackamas 
County driveway material standards shall apply if access is obtained from Maplelane Road. (DS) 
Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
12.4.30 Maintenance and repair. The owner of land abutting the street where a sidewalk has been 
constructed shall be responsible for maintaining said sidewalk and abutting curb, if any, in good repair. 
Finding: Not applicable. This is not a development standard. The future homeowner will be responsible for 
maintaining sidewalk and abutting curb. 
 
12.4.31 Liability for sidewalk injuries. 
Finding: Not Applicable. This is not a development standard. Any injuries incurred on public sidewalk will be 
administered when necessary, and is not related to this proposal 
 
12.4.32 Required sidewalk repair.  
Finding: Not Applicable. This is not a development standard. Any repairs to the public sidewalk will be 
administered when necessary, and is not related to this proposal. 
 
12.4.33 City may do work. 
Finding: Not Applicable. This is not a development standard. This criterion is related to repair of the sidewalk 
and will be administered when necessary. 
 
12.4.34 Assessment of costs. 
Finding: Not Applicable.  This is not a development standard. This criterion is related to repair of the 
sidewalk and will be administered when necessary. 
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12.04.040  Streets--Enforcement.  
Finding: Not Applicable.  This is not a development standard. This criterion is related to repair of the 
sidewalk and will be administered when necessary. 
 
12.04.045 Street design – Constrained local streets and/or rights-of-way. 
Finding: Not Applicable.  This is not a development standard. The proposal does not include any constrained 
local streets or rights-of-way. 
 
12.04.050  Retaining  walls--Required. 
Finding: Not Applicable. As shown on the preliminary plan, the site is relatively flat so retaining walls are not 
necessary or required. 
 
12.04.060  Retaining  walls--Maintenance. 
Finding: Not Applicable. As shown on the preliminary plan, the site is relatively flat so retaining walls are not 
necessary or required. 
 
12.04.070 Removal of sliding dirt. 
Finding: Not Applicable. As shown on the preliminary plan, the site is relatively flat so dirt sliding into the 
public right-of-way from the lot is unlikely. 
 
12.04.090  Excavations--Permit  restrictions. 
Finding: Not Applicable. This criterion is applicable to a single excavation. The required street improvements 
will be permitted as part of a public works review and will be designed and certified by professional 
engineer. 
 
12.04.095 - Street Design—Curb Cuts. To assure public safety, reduce traffic hazards and promote the 
welfare of pedestrians, bicyclists and residents of the subject area, such as a cul-de- sac or dead-end street, 
the decision maker shall be authorized to minimize the number and size of curb cuts (including driveways) as 
far as practicable. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The applicant has shown minimal number of curb cuts and driveway 
approaches.  
 
12.04.100 Excavations – Restoration of Pavement. Whenever any excavation shall have been made in any 
pavement or other street improvement on any street or alley in the city for any purpose whatsoever under 
the permit granted by the engineer, it shall be the duty of the person making the excavation to put the street 
or alley in as good condition as it was before it was so broken, dug up or disturbed, and shall remove all 
surplus dirt, rubbish, or other material from the street or alley. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. The proposal includes work in paved public right-of-way that will require 
pavement restoration, specifically for the construction of new water, sewer and storm connections.  All 
pavement cuts and restoration shall comply with the City of Oregon City Pavement Cut Standards. Staff has 
determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the 
Conditions of Approval. 
 
12.04.120 Obstructions – Permit Required. 
Finding: Not Applicable. This proposal does not include or anticipate any obstructions. 
 
12.04.140   Obstructions--Nuisance--Penalty. 
Finding: Not Applicable. This proposal does not include or anticipate any obstructions. 
 



 

 
Page 46 of 65                                                         GLUA-19-00021: Annexation, Rezoning, Subdivision and Minor Variance for 14576 S. Maplelane Rd 

 

12.04.150 - Street and alley vacations—Cost. 
Finding: Not Applicable. The proposal does not include a street or alley vacation. 
 
12.04.160  Street  vacations--Restrictions. 
Finding: Not Applicable. The proposal does not include a street or alley vacation. 
 
12.04.170 - Street design—Purpose and general provisions. All development shall be in conformance with the 
policies and design standards established by this Chapter and with applicable standards in the city's public 
facility master plan and city design standards and specifications. In reviewing applications for development, 
the city engineer shall take into consideration any approved development and the remaining development 
potential of adjacent properties. All street, water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage and utility plans associated 
with any development must be reviewed and approved by the city engineer prior to construction. All streets, 
driveways or storm drainage connections to another jurisdiction's facility or right-of-way must be reviewed 
by the appropriate jurisdiction as a condition of the preliminary plat and when required by law or 
intergovernmental agreement shall be approved by the appropriate jurisdiction. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. The development shall comply with all current Oregon City Public Works 
design standards, specifications, codes, and policies. The design of the street improvements along 
Maplelane Road will comply with all the requirements of this chapter and the City design standards. 
Additionally, because Maplelane Road is controlled by Clackamas County the street improvements will be 
reviewed and approved by County Staff as well. Right-of-way dedication and frontage improvements along 
Maplelane Road shall be determined by Clackamas County. The applicant shall provide evidence of 
Clackamas County approval for the design of frontage improvements along Maplelane Road. The applicant 
shall obtain all permits required for work within the right-of-way of Maplelane Road from Clackamas 
County. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this 
standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
12.04.175  Street  Design--Generally. 
Finding: Applicable. A new public street is proposed with this land division. 
 
12.04.180 Street Design. 
All development regulated by this Chapter shall provide street improvements in compliance with the 
standards in  Figure 12.04.180 depending on the street classification set forth in the Transportation System 
Plan and the Comprehensive Plan designation of the adjacent property, unless an alternative plan has been 
adopted. The standards provided below are maximum design standards and may be reduced with an 
alternative street design which may be approved based on the modification criteria in 12.04.007. The steps 
for reducing the maximum design below are found in the Transportation System Plan. 
Table 12.04.180 Street Design 
To read the table below, select the road classification as identified in the Transportation System Plan and the 
Comprehensive Plan designation of the adjacent properties to find the maximum design standards for the 
road cross section. If the Comprehensive Plan designation on either side of the street differs, the wider right-
of-way standard shall apply.  

Road 
Classificati

on 

Comprehensive 
Plan 

Designation 

Right-
of-Way 
Width 

Paveme
nt 

Width 

Publi
c 

Acce
ss 

Sidewa
lk 

Landscape 
Strip 

Bike 
Lane 

Street 
Parking 

Travel 
Lanes 

Media
n 

Major  
Arterial 

Mixed Use, 
Commercial or 
Public/Quasi 

Public 

116 ft. 94 ft. 

 
0.5 
ft. 

10.5 ft. sidewalk 
including 5 ft.x5 ft. 

tree wells 
6 ft. 8 ft. 

(5) 12 ft. 
Lanes 

6 ft. 
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Industrial 120 ft. 88 ft. 
0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 10.5 ft. 6 ft. N/A 
(5) 14 ft. 

Lanes 
6 ft. 

Residential 126 ft. 94 ft. 
0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 10.5 ft. 6 ft. 8 ft. 
(5) 12 ft. 

Lanes 
6 ft. 

 

Road 
Classificati

on 

Comprehensive 
Plan 

Designation 

Right-
of-Way 
Width 

Paveme
nt 

Width 

Publi
c 

Acce
ss 

Sidewa
lk 

Landscape 
Strip 

Bike 
Lane 

Street 
Parking 

Travel 
Lanes 

Media
n 

Minor  
Arterial 

Mixed Use, 
Commercial or 
Public/Quasi 

Public 

116 ft. 94 ft. 

 
0.5 
ft. 

10.5 ft. sidewalk 
including 5 ft.x5 ft. 

tree wells 
6 ft. 8 ft. 

(5) 12 ft. 
Lanes 

6 ft. 

Industrial 118 ft. 86 ft. 
0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 10.5 ft. 6 ft. 7 ft. 
(5) 12 ft. 

Lanes 
N/A 

Residential 100 ft. 68 ft. 
0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 10.5 ft. 6 ft. 7 ft. 
(3) 12 ft. 

Lanes 
6 ft. 

 

Road 
Classificati

on 

Comprehensive 
Plan 

Designation 

Right-
of-Way 
Width 

Paveme
nt 

Width 

Publi
c 

Acce
ss 

Sidewa
lk 

Landscape 
Strip 

Bike 
Lane 

Street 
Parking 

Travel 
Lanes 

Media
n 

Collector 

Mixed Use, 
Commercial or 
Public/Quasi 

Public 

86 ft. 64 ft. 

 
0.5 
ft. 

10.5 ft. sidewalk 
including 5 ft.x5 ft. 

tree wells 
6 ft. 8 ft. 

(3) 12 ft. 
Lanes 

N/A 

Industrial 88 ft. 62 ft. 
0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 7.5 ft. 6 ft. 7 ft. 
(3) 12 ft. 

Lanes 
N/A 

Residential 85 ft. 59 ft. 
0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 7.5 ft. 6 ft. 7 ft. 
(3) 11 ft. 

Lanes 
N/A 

 

Road 
Classificati

on 

Comprehensive 
Plan 

Designation 

Right-
of-Way 
Width 

Paveme
nt 

Width 

Publi
c 

Acce
ss 

Sidewa
lk 

Landscape 
Strip 

Bike 
Lane 

Street 
Parking 

Travel 
Lanes 

Media
n 

Local 

Mixed Use, 
Commercial or 
Public/Quasi 

Public 

62 ft. 40 ft. 

 
0.5 
ft. 

10.5 ft. sidewalk 
including 5 ft.x5 ft. 

tree wells 
N/A 8 ft. 

(2) 12 ft. 
Lanes 

N/A 

Industrial 60 ft. 38 ft. 
0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 5.5 ft. (2) 19 ft. Shared Space N/A 

Residential 54 ft. 32 ft. 
0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 5.5 ft. (2) 16 ft. Shared Space N/A 

1. Pavement width includes, bike lane, street parking, travel lanes and median. 
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2. Public access, sidewalks, landscape strips, bike lanes and on-street parking are required on both sides of 
the street in all designations.  The right-of-way width and pavement widths identified above include the total 
street section. 
3. A 0.5’ foot curb is included in landscape strip or sidewalk width. 
4. Travel lanes may be through lanes or turn lanes. 
5. The 0.5’ foot public access provides access to adjacent public improvements. 
6. Alleys shall have a minimum right-of-way width of 20 feet and a minimum pavement width of 16 feet.  If 
alleys are provided, garage access shall be provided from the alley. 
Finding:  Complies as proposed. New sidewalks are proposed along the Clearwater Place and the extension 
of Oregon Iris Way as required by the City. Clearwater Place is classified as a Local Street in the Oregon City 
Transportation System Plan (TSP), and should have a right-of-way (ROW) width of 54 feet. The applicant 
shall provide the following along the frontage of Clearwater Place on the subject property side of the 
centerline: 27’ of ROW consisting of 16-foot-wide pavement, 0.5-foot-wide curb, 5-foot-wide landscape 
strip, 5-foot-wide sidewalk and a 0.5-foot-wide buffer strip. 
The applicant has proposed an extension of Oregon Iris Way which has been classified as a Local Street in 
the Oregon City Transportation System Plan (TSP). Oregon Iris Way shall be a Local Residential street with a 
right-of-way (ROW) width of 54 feet. The following improvements shall be constructed on both sides of the 
centerline of Oregon Iris Way: 16-foot-wide pavement, 0.5-foot-wide curb, 5-foot-wide landscape strip, 5-
foot-wide sidewalk and a 0.5-foot-wide buffer strip. 
 
Right-of-way dedication and frontage improvements along Maplelane Road shall be determined by 
Clackamas County. The applicant shall provide evidence of Clackamas County approval for the design of 
frontage improvements along Maplelane Road. The applicant shall obtain all permits required for work 
within the right-of-way of Maplelane Road from Clackamas County. 
Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
12.04.185 Street Design--Access Control. 
A.   A street which is dedicated to end at the boundary of the development or in the case of half-streets 
dedicated along a boundary shall have an access control granted to the City as a City controlled plat 
restriction for the purposes of controlling ingress and egress to the property adjacent to the end of the 
dedicated street. The access control restriction shall exist until such time as a public street is created, by 
dedication and accepted, extending the street to the adjacent property. 
B.   The City may grant a permit for the adjoining owner to access through the access control. 
C.   The plat shall contain the following access control language or similar on the face of the map at the end 
of each street for which access control is required: “Access Control (See plat restrictions).”  
D.   Said plats shall also contain the following plat restriction note(s): “Access to (name of street or tract) 
from adjoining tracts (name of deed document number[s]) shall be controlled by the City of Oregon City by 
the recording of this plat, as shown. These access controls shall be automatically terminated upon the 
acceptance of a public road dedication or the recording of a plat extending the street to adjacent property 
that would access through those Access Controls.”  
Finding: Complies with conditions. The subdivision plat of the development shall include an access control 
strip across the east end of ‘Oregon Iris Way’ per section 12.04.185 of the Oregon City Municipal Code. The 
applicant shall provide markers at the termination of the proposed local street to indicate the end of the 
roadway and provide signage that it is planned for future extension. 

Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 

12.04.190 Street Design--Alignment. 
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The centerline of streets shall be: 
A. Aligned with existing streets by continuation of the centerlines; or  
B. Offset from the centerline by no more than five (5) feet, provided appropriate mitigation, in the judgment 
of the City Engineer, is provided to ensure that the offset intersection will not pose a safety hazard.  
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The proposed street alignments meet the City requirements. This standard is 
met. 
 
12.04.194 Traffic Sight Obstructions 
All new streets shall comply with the Traffic Sight Obstructions in Chapter 10.32. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed.  Applicant acknowledges streets will be designed per this standard. 
 
12.04.195 Spacing Standards. 
12.04.195.A. All new streets shall be designed as local streets unless otherwise designated as arterials and collectors in 
Figure 8 in the Transportation System Plan.  The maximum block spacing between streets is 530 feet and the minimum 
block spacing between streets is 150 feet as measured between the right-of-way centerlines.  If the maximum block size 
is exceeded, pedestrian accessways must be provided every 330 feet.  The spacing standards within this section do not 
apply to alleys.   

Finding:  Complies as proposed. The proposed distances between intersections are more than 150 feet and 
do not exceed 530 feet.  
 
12.04.195.B. All new development and redevelopment shall meet the minimum driveway spacing standards identified in 
Table 12.04.195.B. 
Table 12.04.195.B Minimum Driveway Spacing Standards  

Table 12.04.195.B Minimum Driveway Spacing Standards  

Street 
Functional 

Classification Minimum Driveway Spacing Standards Distance 

Major Arterial 
Streets 

Minimum distance from a street corner to a driveway 
for all uses and  
Minimum distance between driveways for uses other 
than single and two-family dwellings 

175 ft. 

Minor Arterial 
Streets 

Minimum distance from a street corner to a driveway 
for all uses and  
Minimum distance between driveways for uses other 
than single and two-family dwellings 

175 ft. 

Collector 
Streets 

Minimum distance from a street corner to a driveway 
for all uses and  
Minimum distance between driveways for uses other 
than single and two-family dwellings 

100 ft. 

Local  
Streets 

Minimum distance from a street corner to a driveway 
for all uses and  
Minimum distance between driveways for uses other 
than single and two-family dwellings 

25 ft. 

The distance from a street corner to a driveway is measured along the right-of-way from the 
edge of the intersection right-of-way to the nearest portion of the driveway and the distance 
between driveways is measured at the nearest portions of the driveway at the right-of-way. 

Finding: Complies as proposed. The size of the lot which contains the existing house and the orientation of 
the existing garage make it impossible for a functional driveway to meet the spacing of 175 feet to meet 
standards of this section. Driveway access for Lot 1 from Maplelane Road shall be approved by Clackamas 
County; however, the location must be relocated a minimum of 25 feet away from the eastern right of way 
of Clearwater Place. If Clackamas County does not allow access, a driveway on Clearwater Place shall be 
located a minimum of 25 feet away from the south right of way of Maplelane Road. 
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Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 

12.04.199 Pedestrian and Bicycle Accessways. 
Finding: Not Applicable. The new street proposed with this land division does not exceed the maximum 
block spacing of five hundred thirty feet. Therefore, pedestrian or bicycle accessways are not required. 
 
12.04.205 Mobility Standards. Development shall demonstrate compliance with intersection mobility 
standards. When evaluating the performance of the transportation system, the City of Oregon City requires 
all intersections, except for the facilities identified in subsection D below, to be maintained at or below the 
following mobility standards during the two-hour peak operating conditions. The first hour has the highest 
weekday traffic volumes and the second hour is the next highest hour before or after the first hour. Except as 
provided otherwise below, this may require the installation of mobility improvements as set forth in the 
Transportation System Plan or as otherwise identified by the City Transportation Engineer. 
A. For intersections within the Regional Center, the following mobility standards apply… 
B. For intersections outside of the Regional Center but designated on the Arterial and Throughway Network, 
as defined in the Regional Transportation Plan, the following mobility standards  apply… 
C. For intersections outside the boundaries of the Regional Center and not designated on the Arterial and 
Throughway Network, as defined in the Regional Transportation Plan, the following mobility standards 
apply: 
1. For signalized intersections… 
2. For unsignalized intersections outside of the boundaries of the Regional Center: 
a. For unsignalized intersections, during the peak hour, all movements serving more than 20 vehicles shall be 
maintained at LOS “E” or better. LOS “F” will be tolerated at movements serving no more than 20 vehicles 
during the peak hour. 
b. Until the City adopts new performance measures that identify alternative mobility targets, the City shall 
exempt proposed development that is permitted, either conditionally, outright, or through detailed 
development master plan approval, from compliance with the above-referenced mobility standards for the 
following state- owned facilities: 
• I-205 / OR 99E Interchange 
• I-205 / OR 213 Interchange 
• OR 213 / Beavercreek Road State 
• Intersections located within or on the Regional Center Boundaries 
1. In the case of conceptual development approval for a master plan that impacts the above references 
intersections: 
a. The form of mitigation will be determined at the time of the detailed development plan review for 
subsequent phases utilizing the Code in place at the time the detailed development plan is submitted; and 
b. Only those trips approved by a detailed development plan review are vested. 
2. Development which does not comply with the mobility standards for the intersections identified in 
12.04.205.D shall provide for the improvements identified in the Transportation System Plan (TSP) in an 
effort to improve intersection mobility as necessary to offset the impact caused by development. Where 
required by other provisions of the Code, the applicant shall provide a traffic impact study that includes an 
assessment of the development’s impact on the intersections identified in this exemption and shall construct 
the intersection improvements listed in the TSP or required by the Code. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. The applicant submitted a Transportation Analysis Letter (TAL) in support 
of the proposed annexation, zone change, and subdivision. The TAL, dated June 4, 2019, was prepared under 
the direction of Michael Ard, PE of Ard Engineering. The report was reviewed by the City’s Transportation 
Engineering consultant, John Replinger or Replinger and Associates. Both the applicant’s TAL and Mr. 
Replinger’s comments are attached to this report. The report details trip generation, access locations, 
driveway width, intersection spacing, sight distance, safety issues, consistency with the Transportation 
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System Plan (TSP), Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) analysis per OAR 660-12-0060, and a calculation of the 
applicant’s proportional share for intersection improvements necessary off-site associated with the zone 
change. 
 
Consistent with city policy and with other developments in the area, the applicant is obligated to participate 
in the funding of improvements to key intersections. The intersection affected by this land use action is the 
intersection of Highway 213 and Beavercreek Road. OCMC 12.04.205.D.2 provides that applicants participate 
in intersection improvements to listed intersections. Based on the trip generation calculations provided by 
the applicant in #1, above and assumptions about trip distribution, the development is calculated to add two 
new PM peak hour trips (rounded to the nearest trip) to the Highway 213/Beavercreek Road intersection. 
The cost of the improvement planned for the intersection of Highway 213/Beavercreek Road is $1.5 million; 
the predicted 2035 traffic volume at the intersection is 6859 PM peak hour trips; the proportional share is 
calculated to be $219 per trip. This development is calculated to add two PM peak hour trips. The 
proportional share for this subdivision is $438. 
 
Mr. Replinger found that the TAL meets city requirements and provides an adequate basis upon which 
impacts of the development and the proposed rezoning can be assessed.  He recommends that the 
conditions of approval include participating in the funding of the planned improvements of Highway 
213/Beavercreek Road as specified above, and implementing frontage improvements. There are no other 
transportation-related issues associated with this development proposal requiring mitigation. 
 
Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 

12.04.210 Street design--Intersection Angles. 
Except where topography requires a lesser angle, streets shall be laid out to intersect at angles as near as 
possible to right angles. In no case shall the acute angles be less than eighty degrees unless there is a special 
intersection design. An arterial or collector street intersecting with another street shall have at least one 
hundred feet of tangent adjacent to the intersection unless topography requires a lesser distance. Other 
streets, except alleys, shall have at least fifty feet of tangent adjacent to the intersection unless topography 
requires a lesser distance. All street intersections shall be provided with a minimum curb return radius of 
twenty-five feet for local streets. Larger radii shall be required for higher street classifications as determined 
by the city engineer. Additional right-of-way shall be required to accommodate curb returns and sidewalks at 
intersections. Ordinarily, intersections should not have more than two streets at any one point.  
Finding: Complies with conditions. Street improvement along Clearwater Place has been proposed to 
intersect Maplelane Road at an angle as near as possible to right angle.  The curb return radius at the 
intersection of Maplelane Road and Clearwater Place shall be sized per requirements of Clackamas County 
and Oregon City. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet 
this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 

 
12.04.215 Street design--Off-Site Street Improvements. 
During consideration of the preliminary plan for a development, the decision maker shall determine whether 
existing streets impacted by, adjacent to, or abutting the development meet the city’s applicable planned 
minimum design or dimensional requirements. Where such streets fail to meet these requirements, the 
decision-maker shall require the applicant to make proportional improvements sufficient to achieve 
conformance with minimum applicable design standards required to serve the proposed development. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. As discussed in 12.04.205 above, the impact of the proposal will provide 
a proportional share contribution to provide off-site improvements. Staff has determined that it is possible, 
likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
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12.04.220 Street Design--Half Street. 
Half streets, while generally not acceptable, may be approved where essential to the development, when in 
conformance with all other applicable requirements, and where it will not create a safety hazard. When 
approving half streets, the decision maker must first determine that it will be practical to require the 
dedication of the other half of the street when the adjoining property is divided or developed. Where the 
decision maker approves a half street, the applicant must construct an additional ten feet of pavement width 
so as to make the half street safe and usable until such time as the other half is constructed. Whenever a half 
street is adjacent to property capable of being divided or developed, the other half of the street shall be 
provided and improved when that adjacent property divides or develops. Access Control may be required to 
preserve the objectives of half streets.  
When the remainder of an existing half-street improvement is made it shall include the following items: 
dedication of required right-of-way, construction of the remaining portion of the street including pavement, 
curb and gutter, landscape strip, sidewalk, street trees, lighting and other improvements as required for that 
particular street.  It shall also include at a minimum the pavement replacement to the centerline of the 
street.  Any damage to the existing street shall be repaired in accordance with the City’s “Moratorium 
Pavement Cut Standard” or as approved by the City Engineer.  
Finding: Not Applicable. No half streets are proposed with this land division. 
 
12.04.225 Street Design--Cul-de-sacs and Dead-End Streets. 
The city discourages the use of cul-de-sacs and permanent dead-end streets except where construction of a 
through street is found by the decision maker to be impracticable due to topography or some significant 
physical constraint such as geologic hazards, wetland, natural or historic resource areas, dedicated open 
space, existing development patterns, arterial access restrictions or similar situation as determined by the 
Community Development Director. When permitted, access from new cul-de-sacs and permanent dead-end 
streets shall be limited to a maximum of 25 dwelling units and a maximum street length of two hundred feet, 
as measured from the right-of-way line of the nearest intersecting street to the back of the cul-de-sac curb 
face.  In addition, cul-de-sacs and dead end roads shall include pedestrian/bicycle accessways as required in 
this Chapter. This section is not intended to preclude the use of curvilinear eyebrow widening of a street 
where needed.  
Where approved, cul-de-sacs shall have sufficient radius to provide adequate turn-around for emergency 
vehicles in accordance with Fire District and City adopted street standards. Permanent dead-end streets 
other than cul-de-sacs shall provide public street right-of-way / easements sufficient to provide turn-around 
space with appropriate no-parking signs or markings for waste disposal, sweepers, and other long vehicles in 
the form of a hammerhead or other design to be approved by the decision maker. Driveways shall be 
encouraged off the turnaround to provide for additional on-street parking space. 
Finding: Not Applicable. No cul-de-sacs or permanent dead-end streets are proposed with this land division. 
 
12.04.230 Street Design--Street Names. 
Except for extensions of existing streets, no street name shall be used which will duplicate or be confused 
with the name of an existing street. Street names shall conform to the established standards in the City and 
shall be subject to the approval of the City.  
Finding: Complies as proposed. The applicant has proposed a street name which aligns with a continuation 
of an existing street (Oregon Iris Way). 
 
12.04.235 Street Design--Grades and Curves. 
Grades and center line radii shall conform to the standards in the City's street design standards and 
specifications.  
Finding: Complies as proposed. The plans show that the proposed grade for the new road will meet city 
street design standards and specifications. 
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12.04.240 Street Design--Development Abutting Arterial or Collector Street. Where development abuts or 
contains an existing or proposed arterial or collector street, the decision maker may require: access control; 
screen planting or wall contained in an easement or otherwise protected by a restrictive covenant in a form 
acceptable to the decision maker along the rear or side property line; or such other treatment it deems 
necessary to adequately protect residential properties or afford separation of through and local traffic. 
Reverse frontage lots with suitable depth may also be considered an option for residential property that has 
arterial frontage. Where access for development abuts and connects for vehicular access to another 
jurisdiction's facility then authorization by that jurisdiction may be required. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The project site has frontage on Maplelane Road which is a Clackamas 
County Road and is identified as “minor arterial”. Clackamas County standards limit access to minor arterial 
roadway, requiring that access is taken from lower functional classification roadways when available. The 
project site has frontage on Clearwater Place, which is a lower classification roadway. Driveway access for 
Lot 1 from Maplelane Road shall be approved by Clackamas County or an alternative driveway access shall be 
provided.   Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this 
standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
12.04.245 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. All crosswalks shall include a large vegetative or sidewalk area which extends into the 
street pavement as far as practicable to provide safer pedestrian crossing opportunities. These curb 
extensions can increase the visibility of pedestrians and provide a shorter crosswalk distance as well as 
encourage motorists to drive slower. The decision maker may approve an alternative design that achieves 
the same standard for constrained sites or where deemed unnecessary by the City Engineer. 
Finding: Not applicable. Curb extensions are not proposed or required at this time. 
 
12.04.255 Street design-Alleys. 
Finding: Not Applicable. No alleys are proposed. 
 
12.04.265 Street design--Planter Strips. All development shall include vegetative planter strips that are five 
feet in width or larger and located adjacent to the curb. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. The preliminary plans show planter strips for Clearwater Place and 
Oregon Iris Way and conform to City standards. The new sidewalk improvements along Maplelane Road shall 
be in conformance with Clackamas County requirements. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and 
reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
12.04.270 Standard Construction Specifications. The workmanship and materials for any work performed 
under permits issued per this chapter shall be in accordance with the edition of the "Standard Specifications 
for Public Works Construction," as prepared by the Oregon Chapter of American Public Works Association 
(APWA) and as modified and adopted by the city, in effect at the time of application. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. The workmanship and materials for any work performed under permits 
issued by Oregon City Public Works shall be in accordance with the edition of the "Oregon Standard 
Specifications for Construction" as prepared by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the 
Oregon Chapter of American Public Works Association (APWA) and as modified and adopted by the city. 
Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 
 

Chapter 12.08 - PUBLIC AND STREET TREES 
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12.8.15 - Street tree planting and maintenance requirements. 
All new construction or major redevelopment shall provide street trees adjacent to all street frontages. 
Species of trees shall be selected based upon vision clearance requirements, but shall in all cases be selected 
from the Oregon City Street Tree List or be approved by a certified arborist. 
A. One street tree shall be planted for every thirty-five feet of property frontage. The tree spacing shall be 
evenly distributed throughout the total development frontage. 
B. The following clearance distances shall be maintained when planting trees: 1. Fifteen feet from 
streetlights; 2. Five feet from fire hydrants; 3. Twenty feet from intersections; 
4. A minimum of five feet (at mature height) below power lines. 
C. All trees shall be a minimum of two inches in caliper at six inches above the root crown and installed to city 
specifications. 
D. All established trees shall be pruned tight to the trunk to a height that provides adequate clearance for 
street cleaning equipment and ensures ADA complaint clearance for pedestrians. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. Street trees will be planted along street frontages once the public 
improvements and the sidewalk improvements are installed. The measures approximately 398 feet so a 
minimum of eleven trees are required. Clackamas County standards apply along Maplelane Rd. The 
applicant shall provide a revised street tree plant in accordance with OCMC 12.08 prior to recordation of the 
final plat for the subdivision. All street trees shall be spaced to meet applicable public works requirements 
and shall be a minimum 2-inch caliper. A street tree plan will be submitted with the Public Works review 
showing the final species and spacing of the new street trees. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely 
and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 

 
12.08.020 - Street tree species selection.  
The community development director may specify the species of street trees required to be planted if there is 
an established planting scheme adjacent to a lot frontage, if there are obstructions in the planting strip, or if 
overhead power lines are present. 
 Finding: Complies with conditions. The species of street trees shall be selected from the Oregon City Street 
Tree List (or approved by a certified arborist) and planted in conformance with this Section. Clackamas 
County standards apply along Maplelane Rd. This standard can be met. Applicant can meet this standard 
through the conditions of approval. 
 
12.08.025 - General tree maintenance.  
Abutting property owners shall be responsible for the maintenance of street trees and planting strips. 
Topping of trees is permitted only under recommendation of a certified arborist, or other qualified 
professional, if required by city staff. Trees shall be trimmed appropriately. Maintenance shall include 
trimming to remove dead branches, dangerous limbs and to maintain a minimum seven-foot clearance 
above all sidewalks and ten-foot clearance above the street. Planter strips shall be kept clear of weeds, 
obstructing vegetation and trash. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. General tree and planter strip maintenance is planned to be the 
responsibility of future homeowners. This standard will be met. 
 
12.08.035 - Public tree removal.  
Existing street trees shall be retained and protected during construction unless removal is specified as part of 
a land use approval or in conjunction with a public facilities construction project, as approved by the 
community development director. A diseased or hazardous street tree, as determined by a registered arborist 
and verified by the City, may be removed if replaced. A non-diseased, non-hazardous street tree that is 
removed shall be replaced in accordance with the Table 12.08.035. All new street trees will have a minimum 
two- inch caliper trunk measured six inches above the root crown. The community development director may 
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approve off-site installation of replacement trees where necessary due to planting constraints. The 
community development director may additionally allow a fee in-lieu of planting the tree(s) to be placed into 
a city fund dedicated to planting trees in Oregon City in accordance with Oregon City Municipal Code 12.08. 
Finding: Not applicable. No public tree removal is proposed with the land division proposal. 
 
12.08.040 - Heritage Trees and Groves. 
Finding: Not applicable. The proposal will not designate or remove any heritage trees or groves. 
 

Chapter 13.12 - STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 

13.12.050 - Applicability and exemptions. This chapter establishes performance standards for stormwater 
conveyance, quantity and quality. Additional performance standards for erosion prevention and sediment 
control are established in OCMC 17.47. 
Finding: Applicable. The Stormwater Management requirements apply to this project since more than 5,000 
square feet of impervious surface will be replaced by development. Additionally, the construction of 
sidewalk improvements in Maplelane Road will require public stormwater conveyance and water quality 
facilities.  
 
13.12.80 - Submittal requirements. 
A. Applications subject to stormwater conveyance, water quality, and/or flow control requirements of this 
chapter shall prepare engineered drainage plans, drainage reports, and design flow calculation reports in 
compliance with the submittal requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards. 
B. Each project site, which may be composed of one or more contiguous parcels of land, shall have a 
separate valid city approved plan and report before proceeding with construction. 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The development is within an area served by a regional stormwater pond 
known as Thayer Pond. The applicant has proposed to extend a stormwater main to and thought the 
extension of Oregon Iris Way which connects to the existing stormwater main within Clearwater Place (a 
storm main which drains to Thayer Pond. Thayer Pond was designed and constructed to support 
development of the subject property as an R-3.5 zoned property.  A 12-inch Oregon City storm sewer is 
located in Clearwater Place which may serve all of the proposed parcels. The applicant shall provide 
stormwater calculations to ensure existing and proposed stormwater mains can support additional 
stormwater flows from the proposed development.  The calculations shall address conveyance and 
downstream analysis requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards. 
Undersized stormwater mains shall be upsized as necessary.   
In lieu of constructing new stormwater facilities, applicants for future home permits for each lot of the 
subdivision shall be required to pay a pro-rata cost for using the stormwater detention/water quality pond at 
Maplelane/Thayer Roads per Ordinance 09-1003 in the amount of $2,645.55 per each home permit if the 
Ordinance is still in effect at time of issuance of building permits unless exempted by the provisions of the 
ordinance.  
Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
13.12.090 - Approval criteria for engineered drainage plans and drainage report. An engineered drainage 
plan and/or drainage report shall be approved only upon making the following findings: A. The plan and 
report demonstrate how the proposed development and stormwater facilities will accomplish the purpose 
statements of this chapter. B. The plan and report meet the requirements of the Public Works Stormwater 
and Grading Design Standards adopted by resolution under Section 13.12.020. C. The storm drainage design 
within the proposed development includes provisions to adequately control runoff from all public and private 
streets and roof, footing, and area drains and ensures future extension of the current drainage system. D. 
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Streambank erosion protection is provided where stormwater, directly or indirectly, discharges to open 
channels or streams. E. Specific operation and maintenance measures are proposed that ensure that the 
proposed stormwater quantity control facilities will be properly operated and maintained. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. Applicant provided stormwater conveyance calculations shall be 
reviewed for compliance with the requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design 
Standards. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this 
standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
13.12.100 - Alternative materials, alternative design and methods of construction. 
Finding: Not Applicable. The proposal does not include any alternative design methods requiring special 
approval by the City Engineer. 
 
13.12.120 - Standard construction specifications.  
The workmanship and materials shall be in accordance with the edition of the "Standard Specifications for 
Public Works Construction," as prepared by the Oregon Chapter of American Public Works Association 
(APWA) and as modified and adopted by the city, in effect at the time of application. The exception to this 
requirement is where this chapter and the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards provide 
other design details, in which case the requirements of this chapter and the Public Works Stormwater and 
Grading Design Standards shall be complied with. 
Finding: Complies with conditions. The workmanship and materials for any work performed under permits 
issued by Oregon City Public Works shall be in accordance with the edition of the "Oregon Standard 
Specifications for Construction" as prepared by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the 
Oregon Chapter of American Public Works Association (APWA) and as modified and adopted by the city. 
Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 
 

CHAPTER 15.48 - GRADING, FILLING AND EXCAVATING 

15.48.030 Applicability—Grading permit required.  
A. A city-issued grading permit shall be required before the commencement of any of the following filling or 
grading activities:  
1. Grading activities in excess of ten cubic yards of earth; 
2. Grading activities which may result in the diversion of existing drainage courses, both natural and man-
made, from their natural point of entry or exit from the grading site;  
3. Grading and paving activities resulting in the creation of impervious surfaces greater than two thousand 
square feet or more in area;  
4. Any excavation beyond the limits of a basement or footing excavation, having an unsupported soil height 
greater than five feet after the completion of such a structure; or  
5. Grading activities involving the clearing or disturbance of one-half acres (twenty-one thousand seven 
hundred eighty square feet) or more of land.  
Finding: Applicable.  The development proposes grading and paving activities resulting in the creation of 
impervious surfaces greater than two thousand square feet. 
 
15.48.090 Submittal requirements.  
An engineered grading plan or an abbreviated grading plan shall be prepared in compliance with the 
submittal requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards whenever a city 
approved grading permit is required. In addition, a geotechnical engineering report and/or residential lot 
grading plan may be required pursuant to the criteria listed below.  
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A. Abbreviated Grading Plan. The city shall allow the applicant to submit an abbreviated grading plan in 
compliance with the submittal requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards 
if the following criteria are met:  
1. No portion of the proposed site is within the flood management area overlay district pursuant to Chapter 
17.42, the unstable soils and hillside constraints overlay district pursuant to Chapter 17.44, or a water quality 
resource area pursuant to Chapter 17.49; and  
2. The proposed filling or grading activity does not involve more than fifty cubic yards of earth.  
B. Engineered Grading Plan. The city shall require an engineered grading plan in compliance with the 
submittal requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards to be prepared by a 
professional engineer if the proposed activities do not qualify for abbreviated grading plan.  
C. Geotechnical Engineering Report. The city shall require a geotechnical engineering report in compliance 
with the minimum report requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards to be 
prepared by a professional engineer who specializes in geotechnical work when any of the following site 
conditions may exist in the development area:  
1. When any publicly maintained facility (structure, street, pond, utility, park, etc.) will be supported by any 
engineered fill;  
2. When an embankment for a stormwater pond is created by the placement of fill; 
3. When, by excavation, the soils remaining in place are greater than three feet high and less than twenty 
feet wide.  
D . Residential Lot Grading Plan. The city shall require a residential lot grading plan in compliance with the 
minimum report requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards to be prepared 
by a professional engineer for all land divisions creating new residential building lots or where a public 
improvement project is required to provide access to an existing residential lot.  
Finding:   Complies with conditions.   The applicant shall provide a Residential Lot Grading Plan adhering to 
the State of Oregon Structural Specialty Code, Chapter 18 and the Oregon City Public Works Stormwater and 
Grading Design Standards. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant 
can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 

CHAPTER 17.47 - EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL 

17.47.030 - Applicability. 
A. This chapter, which may also be referred to as "erosion control" in this Code, applies to development that 
may cause visible or measurable erosion on any property within the city limits of Oregon City.  
B. This chapter does not apply to work necessary to protect, repair, maintain or replace existing structures, 
utility facilities, roadways, driveways, accessory uses and exterior improvements in response to emergencies, 
provided that after the emergency has passed, adverse impacts are mitigated in accordance with applicable 
standards.  
Finding: Applicable.  The applicant has proposed to construct a new subdivision with associated street 
improvements and six new houses which may cause visible or measurable erosion on the development 
property. 
 
17.47.060 - Permit required. 
The applicant must obtain an erosion and sediment control permit prior to, or contemporaneous with, the 
approval of an application for any building, land use or other city-issued permit that may cause visible or 
measurable erosion.  
Finding: Complies with conditions. The applicant seeks approval of an application for land use which 
requires construction that may cause visible or measurable erosion. The applicant shall obtain an Erosion 
and Sediment Control Permit from the City prior to beginning construction work associated with the project. 
Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 
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17.47.070 - Erosion and sediment control plans. 
A. An application for an erosion and sediment control permit shall include an erosion and sediment control 
plan, which contains methods and interim measures to be used during and following construction to prevent 
or control erosion prepared in compliance with City of Oregon City public works standards for erosion and 
sediment control. These standards are incorporated herein and made a part of this title and are on file in the 
office of the city recorder.  
B. Approval Standards. An erosion and sediment control plan shall be approved only upon making the 
following findings:  
1.The erosion and sediment control plan meets the requirements of the City of Oregon City public works 
standards for erosion and sediment control incorporated by reference as part of this chapter;  
2.The erosion and sediment control plan indicates that erosion and sediment control measures will be 
managed and maintained during and following development. The erosion and sediment control plan 
indicates that erosion and sediment control measures will remain in place until disturbed soil areas are 
permanently stabilized by landscaping, grass, approved mulch or other permanent soil stabilizing measures.  
C. The erosion and sediment control plan shall be reviewed in conjunction with the requested development 
approval. If the development does not require additional review, the manager may approve or deny the 
permit with notice of the decision to the applicant.  
D. The city may inspect the development site to determine compliance with the erosion and sediment control 
plan and permit.  
E. Erosion that occurs on a development site that does not have an erosion and sediment control permit, or 
that results from a failure to comply with the terms of such a permit, constitutes a violation of this chapter.  
F. If the manager finds that the facilities and techniques approved in an erosion and sediment control plan 
and permit are not sufficient to prevent erosion, the manager shall notify the owner or his/her designated 
representative. Upon receiving notice, the owner or his/her designated representative shall immediately 
install interim erosion and sediment control measures as specified in the City of Oregon City public works 
standards for erosion and sediment control. Within three days from the date of notice, the owner or his/her 
designated representative shall submit a revised erosion and sediment control plan to the city. Upon 
approval of the revised plan and issuance of an amended permit, the owner or his/her designated 
representative shall immediately implement the revised plan.  
G. Approval of an erosion and sediment control plan does not constitute an approval of permanent road or 
drainage design (e.g., size and location of roads, pipes, restrictors, channels, retention facilities, utilities, 
etc.).  
Finding: Complies with conditions. The applicant shall provide an Erosion Prevention and Sedimentation 
Control Plan which meets the requirements of the City of Oregon City public works standards for erosion 
and sediment control.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can 
meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 

CHAPTER 17.41 - TREE PROTECTION STANDARDS 

 17.41.020 - Tree protection—Applicability. 1. Applications for development subject to Chapters 16.08 or 
16.12 (Subdivision or Minor Partition) or Chapter 17.62 (Site Plan and Design Review) shall demonstrate 
compliance with these standards as part of the review proceedings for those developments. 
Finding: Not applicable. This application includes a subdivision, however, as the applicant has indicated, 
there are no trees larger than 6” on the site at the time of application. All trees were removed prior to 
application.  
 

CHAPTER 17.50 - ADMINISTRATION AND PROCEDURES 



 

 
Page 59 of 65                                                         GLUA-19-00021: Annexation, Rezoning, Subdivision and Minor Variance for 14576 S. Maplelane Rd 

 

17.50.030 Summary of the City's Decision-Making Processes.  
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The applications are being reviewed pursuant to the Type IV process. Notice 
was posted onsite, online, in the newspaper and mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the proposed 
development site and posted in the paper.  
 
17.50.050 Preapplication Conference  
A. Preapplication Conference. Prior to submitting an application for any form of permit, the applicant shall 
schedule and attend a preapplication conference with City staff to discuss the proposal. To schedule a 
preapplication conference, the applicant shall contact the Planning Division, submit the required materials, 
and pay the appropriate conference fee. At a minimum, an applicant should submit a short narrative 
describing the proposal and a proposed site plan, drawn to a scale acceptable to the City, which identifies the 
proposed land uses, traffic circulation, and public rights-of-way and all other required plans. The purpose of 
the preapplication conference is to provide an opportunity for staff to provide the applicant with information 
on the likely impacts, limitations, requirements, approval standards, fees and other information that may 
affect the proposal. The Planning Division shall provide the applicant(s) with the identity and contact persons 
for all affected neighborhood associations as well as a written summary of the preapplication conference. 
Notwithstanding any representations by City staff at a preapplication conference, staff is not authorized to 
waive any requirements of this code, and any omission or failure by staff to recite to an applicant all relevant 
applicable land use requirements shall not constitute a waiver by the City of any standard or requirement. 
B.A preapplication conference shall be valid for a period of six months from the date it is held. If no 
application is filed within six months of the conference or meeting, the applicant must schedule and attend 
another conference before the city will accept a permit application. The community development director 
may waive the preapplication requirement if, in the Director's opinion, the development does not warrant 
this step. In no case shall a preapplication conference be valid for more than one year. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The applicant applied for and attended the required pre-application 
conference (File PA 19-18) on April 30, 2019. The pre-application conference summary, provided by Oregon 
City Planning and Development Services, is included in the application materials. The application was filed 
with the City within six months of the pre-application conference. These criteria are met. 
 
17.50.055 Neighborhood Association Meeting 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. A neighborhood meeting with the Caufield Neighborhood Association was 
held on May 29, 2019. The required neighborhood meeting materials have been included in the application 
materials. This standard is met. 
 
17.50.060 Application Requirements. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. All application materials required are submitted with this narrative.  The 
applicant has provided all required materials with the application. 
 
17.50.070 Completeness Review and 120-day Rule. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. This land use application was submitted on June 25, 2019. The application 
was deemed complete on July 25, 2019. The applicant granted a 30-day extension of the 120-day planning 
deadline on September 16, 2019. The City has until December 22, 2019 to make a final determination. 
 
17.50.080 Complete Application--Required Information. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. See above. 
 
17.50.090 Public Notices. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. Staff provided public notice within 300’ of the site via mail, the site was 
posted with two Land Use Notices, posted on the Oregon City website and in a general circulation 
newspaper. Staff provided email transmittal or the application and notice to affected agencies, the Natural 
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Resource Committee, Citizen Involvement Committee, and to all Neighborhood Associations requesting 
comment. The initial evidentiary hearing before the Planning Commission was continued from August 16 to 
the date certain of October 28 to allow the applicant time to amend the application and include a request for 
a minor variance to lot depth. Subsequently, a second public notice using the same methods was issued on 
October 3, 2019 to advise the public of the revised application. 
 
17.50.100 Notice Posting Requirements. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The site was posted with a sign for the minimum requirement. 
 

17.50.140 - Performance guarantees. 
When conditions of permit approval require a permitee to construct certain improvements, the city may, in its discretion, 
allow the permitee to submit a performance guarantee in lieu of actual construction of the improvement. Performance 
guarantees shall be governed by this section. 
A. Form of Guarantee. Performance guarantees shall be in a form approved by the city attorney approvable methods of 
performance guarantee include irrevocable standby letters of credit to the benefit of the city issued by a recognized 
lending institution, certified checks, dedicated bank accounts or allocations of construction loans held in reserve by the 
lending institution for the benefit of the city. The form of guarantee shall be specified by the city engineer and, prior to 
execution and acceptance by the city shall be reviewed and approved by the city attorney. The guarantee shall be filed 
with the city engineer. 
B. Timing of Guarantee. A permittee shall be required to provide a performance guarantee as follows. 
1. After Final Approved Design by The City: A permitee may request the option of submitting a performance guarantee 
when prepared for temporary/final occupancy. The guarantee shall be one hundred twenty percent of the estimated cost 
of constructing the remaining public improvements as submitted by the permittee's engineer. The engineer's estimated 
costs shall be supported by a verified engineering estimate and approved by the city engineer. 
2. Before Complete Design Approval And Established Engineered Cost Estimate: A permitee may request the option of 
submitting a performance guarantee before public improvements are designed and completed. The guarantee shall be 
one hundred fifty percent of the estimated cost of constructing the public improvements as submitted by the permittee's 
engineer and approved by the city engineer. The engineer's estimated costs shall be supported by a verified engineering 
estimate and approved by the city engineer. This scenario applies for a fee-in-lieu situation to ensure adequate funds for 
the future work involved in design, bid, contracting, and construction management and contract closeout. In this case, 
the fee-in-lieu must be submitted as cash, certified check, or other negotiable instrument as approved to form by the city 
attorney. 
C. Duration of the Guarantee. The guarantee shall remain in effect until the improvement is actually constructed and 
accepted by the city. Once the city has inspected and accepted the improvement, the city shall release the guarantee to 
the permittee. If the improvement is not completed to the city's satisfaction within the time limits specified in the permit 
approval, the city engineer may, at their discretion, draw upon the guarantee and use the proceeds to construct or 
complete construction of the improvement and for any related administrative and legal costs incurred by the city in 
completing the construction, including any costs incurred in attempting to have the permittee complete the improvement. 
Once constructed and approved by the city, any remaining funds shall be refunded to the permittee. The city shall not 
allow a permittee to defer construction of improvements by using a performance guarantee, unless the permittee agrees 
to construct those improvements upon written notification by the city, or at some other mutually agreed-to time. If the 
permittee fails to commence construction of the required improvements within six months of being instructed to do so, 
the city may, without further notice, undertake the construction of the improvements and draw upon the permittee's 
performance guarantee to pay those costs. 

Finding: Complies with conditions. The applicant shall provide a performance guarantee which is equal to 
120% of the estimated cost to construct all public improvements shown in a city approved construction plan 
submitted by the applicant’s engineer. The estimated costs shall be supported by a verified engineering 
estimate and approved by the city engineer. The guarantee shall be in a form identified in Code 17.50.140.A 
of the Oregon City Municipal Code. The guarantee shall remain in effect until the construction of all required 
improvements are completed and accepted by the city. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and 
reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
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B.  A nonrefundable filing fee, as listed in Section 17.50.[0]80, shall accompany the application for a variance to defray 
the costs.  

Finding: The applicant has paid the applicable fee for review of the minor variance request. 
 
C.  Before the planning commission may act on a variance, it shall hold a public hearing thereon following procedures 
as established in Chapter 17.50. A Variance shall address the criteria identified in Section 17.60.030, Variances — 
Grounds. 

Finding: This is a Type IV application consisting of annexation, rezoning, subdivision and a minor variance 
request, so a public hearing is required by the Planning Commission and City Commission, which have been 
duly noticed. The variance criteria are addressed below. 
 
D.  Minor variances, as defined in subsection E. of this section, shall be processed as a Type II decision, shall be 
reviewed pursuant to the requirements in Section 17.50.030B., and shall address the criteria identified in Section 
17.60.030, Variance — Grounds.  

Finding: The variance request qualifies as a Minor Variance and would normally be reviewed as a Type 
II decision, however, the complete application consists of annexation, rezoning, and a subdivision in 
addition to the minor variance request, so a public hearing is required by the Planning Commission and 
City Commission, which have been duly noticed. The variance criteria are addressed below. 
 
E.  For the purposes of this section, minor variances shall be defined as follows:  
1.  Variances to setback and yard requirements to allow additions to existing buildings so that the additions follow 
existing building lines;  
2.  Variances to width, depth and frontage requirements of up to twenty percent;  
3.  Variances to residential yard/setback requirements of up to twenty-five percent;  
4.  Variances to nonresidential yard/setback requirements of up to ten percent;  
5.  Variances to lot area requirements of up to five;  
6.  Variance to lot coverage requirements of up to twenty-five percent;  
7.  Variances to the minimum required parking stalls of up to five percent; and  
8.  Variances to the floor area requirements and minimum required building height in the mixed-use districts.  

Finding: Complies as proposed. The applicant has proposed a 7-lot subdivision in a R-3.5 designation and to 
accommodate the existing home and meet the setback requirements, a variance to the depth for Lot 2 is 
being requested, from 70 feet deep to 63 feet deep. This is only a 9% variance and up to 20% is allowed per 
code. 
 
17.60.030 - Variance—Grounds.  
A variance may be granted only in the event that all of the following conditions exist:  
A.  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;  

Finding: Complies as proposed. The applicant is requesting a variance to the lot depth for Lot 2, from 70 feet 
to 63 feet. The lot will exceed minimum lot width requirements and meet all set back requirements. In 
addition, lot 2 is on a corner lot which provides additional room, light and air. There should be no damage to 
adjacent properties by reducing light, air or safe access. 
 
B.  That the request is the minimum variance that would alleviate the hardship; 

Finding: Complies as proposed. The applicant has requested a variance to the lot depth for Lot 2, from 70 
feet to 63 feet or 9%. This is the minimum required to meet the setbacks for the existing house on Lot 1 and 
still provide a suitable and adequate building footprint for a future home on Lot 2. The minor variance 
request is requested for Lot 2 only.  
 
C.  Granting the variance will equal or exceed the purpose of the regulation to be modified.  

Finding: Complies as proposed. Minimum lot widths and depths create a consistent standard to provide the 
public with an expectation of how development will occur in a particular zone. The minor variance of 9% to 
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the lot depth will not affect the overall look and standard of the lot and in fact, in this case, the lot width of 
Lot 2 is wider than Lots 3-7 the so the lot will actually provide a better appearance and overall layout for the 
development as a whole. 
 
D.  Any impacts resulting from the adjustment are mitigated;  

Finding: Complies as proposed. The applicant requested a minor variance for the depth of Lot 3 from 70 feet 
to 63 feet. The minimum setbacks for the R-3.5 single family dwelling district mitigate any impacts resulting 
from the minor variance by allowing space between the additional lots in the development. 
 
E.  No practical alternatives have been identified which would accomplish the same purpose and not require a 
variance; and  

Finding: Complies as proposed. The applicant states that in order for the existing house on the property to 
remain and create 6 new lots (in accordance with the R-3.5 zone designation), and allow for the new street 
Oregon Iris Way and sidewalks, this was the best possible subdivision layout, with no other good alternative. 
Staff concurs with the applicant. 
 
The applicant provided more detail and calculations regarding the density requirement as follows: 
Seven total lots proposed (including the existing house and six new lots) on.96 acres. After subtracting out 
roads and dedications, there is a total of 29,417 SF of developable land. Given the density of 3,500 SF per lot, 
there is an allowance for 8.4 lots. However, due to the placement of the existing house and setback 
requirements, the lot the current house resides on will be over 9,000 SF. So, the applicant proposed seven 
lots in total (six new lots plus the lot for the existing house.) The requested variance will allow for the sixth 
new lot, seven lots in total, in order to meet the density requirements. 
 
F.  The variance conforms to the comprehensive plan and the intent of the ordinance being varied. 

Finding: Complies as proposed. The proposed minor variance allows development of the subject site in 
accordance with the following Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies. Approval would result in the 
additional lot within the Maplelane subdivision resulting in greater housing options as well as efficient use of 
land and public facilities. The subdivision layout proposed considered the existing home, the shadow plat 
and future connectivity to come up with the best possible layout and elevation for the future houses to be 
built within this subdivision. The proposed Minor Variance allows development of the subject site in 
accordance with the subdivision requirements as discussed earlier in this report. Approval would result in 
greater housing options as well as efficient use of land and public facilities. 
 
In addition, the minimum required density for this zone is 10 units/acre, and the minor variance would allow 

this layout to achieve the minimum density requirements consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Use Goal 

2.1 - Efficient Use of Land.  

Staff finds that approval of this minor variance request is consistent with the following Comprehensive Plan 

Goals and Policies. 

Goal 2.1 Efficient Use of Land - Ensure that property planned for residential, commercial, office, and 

industrial uses is used efficiently and that land is developed following principles of sustainable 

development. 

Policy 2.4.3 - Promote connectivity between neighborhoods and neighborhood commercial centers 

through a variety of transportation modes. 

Goal 10.1 Diverse Housing Opportunities - Provide for the planning, development and preservation of 

a variety of housing types and lot sizes. 
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Policy 10.1.3 - Designate residential land for a balanced variety of densities and types of housing, 

such as single-family attached and detached, and a range of multi-family densities and types, 

including mixed-use development. 

Policy 10.1.7 - Use a combination of incentives and development standards to promote and 

encourage well-designed single-family subdivisions and multi-family developments that result in 

neighborhood livability and stability. 

Goal 11.1 Provision of Public Facilities - Serve the health, safety, education, welfare, and recreational 

needs of all Oregon City residents through the planning and provision of adequate public facilities. 

Policy 11.1.4 - Support development on underdeveloped or vacant buildable land within the city 

where public facilities and services are available or can be provided and where land-use compatibility 

can be found relative to the environment, zoning, and Comprehensive Plan goals. 

Policy 11.1.6 - Enhance efficient use of existing public facilities and services by encouraging 

development at maximum levels permitted in the Comprehensive Plan, implementing minimum 

residential densities, and adopting an Accessory Dwelling Unit Ordinance to infill vacant land. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION: 

Based on the analysis and findings as described above, Staff concludes that the Annexation AN-18-00002 is 
consistent with OCMC Title 14, Annexations, and recommends the following:  

• Find that this annexation is consistent with a positive balance of the factors set forth in OCMC 
Section 14.04.060. 

• Recommend withdrawing the territory from the County Service District for Enhanced Law 
Enforcement as allowed by statute. 

• Recommend that the City Commission concur with Tri-City Service District’s annexation of the 
subject property in the enacting ordinance. 

• Recommend that the City Commission concur Clackamas River Water de-annexation of the 
subject property in the enacting ordinance. 

• Recommend that the property be rezoned to R-3.5 subject to the approval of / SUB-19-00001 / 
ZC-19-00002 / VAR-19-00005as part of the concurrent Subdivision, Zone Change and Minor 
Variance Applications. 
 

Staff further finds that the proposed Zone Change, Subdivision and Minor Variance for a parcel located at  
14576 S Maplelane Rd, Oregon City, Oregon 97045, Clackamas County Map 3-2E-04DB, Tax Lot 00200can 
meet the requirements as described in the Oregon City Municipal Code by complying with the Conditions of 
Approval provided in this report.  Therefore, based on the application, staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission recommend approval to the City Commission of Planning files GLUA-19-00021, AN-19-00002, 
SUB-19-00001, ZC-19-00002 and VAR-19-00005 and adopt as its own this Staff Report and Exhibits.  
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EXHIBITS (ON FILE): 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Application Submittal 6.25.2019 
3. Revised Preliminary Plan 10.1.2019 
4. Application Revised - Minor Variance Addendum Submittal 10.1.2019 
5. Agency Comments 

a. Clackamas River Water (CRW) comments, 10/21/2019 
b. Clackamas County Dept. of Transportation and Development Comments, 4/30/2019 
c. Clackamas Fire District Comments, 10/18/2019 
d. Oregon City School District comments, 9/9/2019 
e. Tri City Service District (TCSD) Comments and Annexation Packet, 4/9/2019 
f. Replinger and Associates Comments, 9/4/2019 

6. Applicant’s 120-Day Extension Email 
7. Public Notices 
8. DLCD PAPA Confirmation 
 
The complete application is available for review at the Planning Division. 
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OREGON Community Development- Planning
221 Molalla Ave. Suite 200 |Oregon City OR 97045

Ph (503) 722-3789|Fax (503) 722-3880

LAND USE APPLICATION FORM
Type 111 / IV (OCMC17.50.030.0Type I (OCMC 17.50.Q3Q.A)

Compatibility Review
Lot Line Adjustment
Non-Conforming Use Review
Natural Resource (NROD)
Verification
Site Plan and Design Review

Type II (OCMC17.50.030.B)
JUN25 9:19(AnnexationExtension

U Code Interpretation / Similar Use
Concept Development Plan
Conditional Use
Comprehensive Plan Amendment (Text/Map)
Detailed Development Plan
Historic Review
Municipal Code Amendment
Variance

Detailed Development Review
Geotechnical Hazards
Minor Partition (<4 lots)
Minor Site Plan & Design Review
Non-Conforming Use Review
Site Plan and Design Review

( Subdivision (4+ lots)
Minor Variance
Natural Resource (NROD) Review Wtone Change

:

File Numbers: / M\H*1 - fflDt W# \
Proposed Land Use or Activity: fV\ /XAd ^-2.̂ 1^ ' fy ^(u)CUAf\ d/SfrlC' fl

U ) ftk. sabMvis«n\ ^
Project Name: Number of Lots Proposed (If Applicable): *7
Physical Address of Site: 1̂ 5*1 fa -S’"

(X > QWjlP11 j
Clackamas County Map and Tax Lot Number(s): QOT&O

mots
c

^Applicant(s): OfJjA/P.
4 aOVHjM Date:

Happy UUM , ft '

nuOtoMd.deslirjU &ljahto- Cfty

Applicant(s) Signature:

Applicant(s) Name Printed:
Mailing Address:
Phone:

153ID S£ VMmtmt In ,
Email:Fax:

Property Owners) Name Printed: j f!01*J (AM //13116 SF Vtl-wrnt in, Happy n'

ofte
5»3- *lt 2>' 73 n/ Fax: - fmM @J*hllV - Cmi

Property Owner(s):
Property Owner(s) Signature:

Date:
Mailing Address:

Phone:

Representative(s):
Representative(s) Signature:

Representative (s) Name Printed:
Mailing Address:

Phone:

Date:

Email:Fax:

U All signatures represented must have the full legal capacity and hereby authorize the filing of this application and certify that the
information and exhibits herewith are correct and indicate the parties willingness to comply with all code requirements.

www.orcitv.org/planning



PETITION OF OWNERS OF 100 % OF LAND
AND PETITION OF A MAJORITY OF REGISTERED VOTERS

PETITION FOR ANNEXATION TO THE CITY OF OREGON CITY , OREGON

TO: The City Commission of the City of Oregon City, Oregon:

We, the undersigned property owners of and/or registered voters in the area

described below, hereby petition for, and give our consent to, annexation of

the area to the City of Oregon City.

The property to be annexed is described as follows:

(Insert Legal Description here OR attach it as Exhibit "A")

A part of Block A of vacated WESTOVER ACRES, a plat of record in Section 4, Township 3 South,
Range 2 East of the Willamette Meridian in the County of Clackamas and State of Oregon, being
more particularly described as follows:
Beginning at the Northeast corner of Lot 4, Block A, vacated WESTOVER ACRES; thence South 67°11'
West in the center of Maple Lane Road, 133.56 feet to the true place of beginning of the tract herein
to be described; thence South 0°58' East 315.34 feet; thence South 89°02' West 147.68 feet; thence
North 0°58' West 256.12 feet to the center of Maple Lane Road; thence North 67°1T East in the
center of said road 159.10 feet to the true place of beginning.
NOTE: This legal description was created prior to January 1, 2008.

Page 6



A part of Block A of vacated WESTOVER ACRES, a plat of record in Section 4, Township 3 South,
Range 2 East of the Willamette Meridian in the County of Clackamas and State of Oregon, being
more particularly described as follows:
Beginning at the Northeast corner of Lot 4, Block A, vacated WESTOVER ACRES; thence South 67°11'
West in the center of Maple Lane Road, 133.56 feet to the true place of beginning of the tract herein
to be described; thence South 0°58' East 315.34 feet; thence South 89°02' West 147.68 feet; thence
North 0°58' West 256.12 feet to the center of Maple Lane Road; thence North 670ir East in the
center of said road 159.10 feet to the true place of beginning.
NOTE: This legal description was created prior to January 1, 2008.
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CITV OF OREGON CITY
ANNEXATION PETITION

By signing below I indicate my consent to and support of being annexed into the City of Oregon City, and my consent for
having my signature (below) used for any application form required for the annexation, including but not limited to the

City of Oregon City’s Land Use Application Form.

NOTE: This petition may be signed by qualified persons even though they may not know their property description or precinct number.

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION PRECINCT # DATESIGNATURE PRINTED NAME I AMA * ADDRESS
1/4 SEC RANGELOT # TWNSHPPO RV OV7MM WtfwtWML MiWFi14576 S Maple Lane Rd,

Oregon City, OR 97045
N.W.1/4 S.E.1/4
SEC.47 200 3S 2N

* PO = Property Owner
RV = Registered Voter
OV = Owner and Registered Voter Page 7



CERTIF/CATION OF PROPERTY OWNERSHIP OF

100% OF LAND AREA

(City 100% Ownership Method'}

I hereby certify that the attached petition for a proposed boundary change involving

the territory described in the petition contains the names of the owners * of 100%

of the land area within the annexation area described in the petition, as shown on

the last available complete assessment roll.

Ma ry
6 l S (Wfay flatter .HI_

Assess ^

NAME

TITLE

DEPARTMENT

Cluck OUMa £COUNTY OF

o8 - cn - 1 7DATE

"Owner" means the legal owner of record or, where there is a recorded land
contract which is in force, the purchaser thereunder . If there is a multiple
ownership in a parcel of land each consenting owner shall be counted as a
fraction to the same extent as the interest of the owner in the land bears in
relation to the interest of the other owners and the same fraction shall be
applied to the parcel’s land mass and assessed value for purposes of the
consent petition. If a corporation owns land in territory proposed to be
annexed, the corporation shall be considered the individual owner of that
land.

Page 9



CERTIFICATION OF LEGAL DESCRIPTION AND MAP

I hereby certify that the description of the property included within the attached

petition (located on Assessor 's Map ^ 0\ )

has been checked by me and it is a true and exact description of the property

under consideration, and the description corresponds to the attached map

indicating the property under consideration.

*5678®^*/
<* V/ ^'3 e f

6 ( S Ccnyhc^rtpkLr 7C.
ToX

CicLtLoitoiKS
Qg;Ql±%

8 NAMEAUG 2019
ULCLIVhU_ CLfli MAS

^teav*5

a o-

%
TITLE

DEPARTMENT.

COUNTY OF

DATE

Page 10



NOTICE LIST

(This form is NOT the petition)

ALL OWNERS OF PROPERTY AND/OR REGISTERED VOTERS INCLUDED IN BOUNDARY
CHANGE PROPOSAL AREA. ALL OWNERS OF PROPERTY WITHIN 300 FEET OF THE
OUTSIDE BOUNDARY OF THE AREA TO BE ANNEXED.

PROPERTY DESIGNATION
(Indicate tax lot, section
number. Township and
Range)

ADDRESSNAME OF OWNER/VOTER

SEE LIST OF PROPERTY OWNERS WITHIN 300' ATTACHED SEPARATELY(1 )

(2 )

(3)

( 5)

(6 )

Page 1 2



BOUNDARY CHANGE INFORMATION SHEET

I. EXISTING CONDITIONS IN AREA TO BE ANNEXED
Approx 1/2 mi. E of OR Hwy 213 on S side of S Maplelane Rd

A . General location on eastern boundary of Oregon City

1.0 or Square MilesLand Area : Acres.B.

General description of territory. (Include topographic features such as slopes,

vegetation, drainage basins, floodplain areas, which are pertinent to this proposal).
The property is mostly level. Structures include one single-family home and
ulie auuessuiy structure.

The site is not located within any known floodplain, natural resources, or geologic
hazard areas. :

C.

Describe land uses on surrounding parcels. Use tax lots as reference points.

3-2E-04B -02892. Single family residence 0.85 acres (County)

D.

North:

3-2E-04B -00100, Single family residence 0.97 acres (Countv)East:

3-2E-04B -00300. Single family residence 0.9 acres (City)South:

3-2E-04B -00500. Single family residence 0.75 acres (Annexed 2018)
West:

Existing Land Use:E.

1 Number of multi- family unitsNumber of single-family units.

Number industrial structuresNumber commercial structures.

Public facilities or other uses

What is the current use of the land proposed to be annexed:

Single family residential

222,767.00Total current year Assessed Valuation $F.

iTotal existing populationG.
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LAND USE AND PLANNING

A. What is the applicable County Planning Designation? FU-10
What City Planning Designation is being sought ? R-3.5

B. What is the zoning on the territory to be served? County FU-10

R-3.5What zoning designation is being sought ?
YESC. Is the subject territory to be developed at this time?

D. Generally describe the anticipated development (building types, facilities, number of
units).

7-lot subdivision for medium density residential development, single-family

E. Can the proposed development be accomplished under current county zoning ?
Yes K No

If No,—has a zone change been sought from the county either formally or informally.

X NoYes

Please describe outcome of zone change request if answer to previous questions
was Yes.

F. Is the proposed development compatible with the city's comprehensive land use plan
for the area ?

X Yes No City has no Plan for the area.

Has the proposed development been discussed either formally or informally with any
of the following? (Please indicate)

X City Planning Staff
City Manager

City Planning Commission
City Council

Please describe the reaction to the proposed development from the persons or
agencies indicated above.

See Oregon City pre-application conference notes PA-19-18

Please indicate all permits and/or approvals from a City, County, or Regional
Government which will be needed for the proposed development. If already
granted, please indicate date of approval and identifying number:

G.

Page 16



APPROVAL PROJECT
FILE P

DATE OF
APPROVAL

FUTURE
REQUIREMENT

Metro UGB Amendment

City or County Plan Amendment
PA-19-18 4/30/19Pre- Application Hearing (City or County)

SUB-19-00001Preliminary Subdivision Approval

Final Plat Approval

Land Partition

Conditional Use

Variance

Sub-Surface Sewage Disposal

Building Permit

Please submit copies of proceedings relating to any of the above permits or
approvals which are pertinent to the annexation.
PR-135-2019/ GLUA-19-00021/ AN-19-00002GUB-19-00001/ ZC-19-00002
Does the proposed development comply with applicable regional, county or city
comprehensive plans? Please describe.

H.

TBD - City staff recommendation to Planning Commission pending

If a city and/or county-sanctioned citizens' group exists in the area of the
annexation, please list its name and address of a contact person.

Caufield Neighborhood Association - City

I.

Hamlet of Beavercreek - County

IV. SERVICES AND UTILITIES

A. Please indicate the following:

Location and size of nearest water line which can serve the subject area.
See Pre-Application Conference PA-19-18 Public Works Notes

1 .

Both Clackamas River Water and Oregon City water lines available

Location and size of nearest sewer line which can serve the subject area.
Sewer line to be extended in Maplelane Rd
See Pre-Application Conference PA-19-18 Public Works Notes

2.
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3. Proximity of other facilities (storm drains, fire engine companies, etc.) which
can serve the subject area

See Pre-Application Conference PA-19-18 Public Works Notes

Property to remain within Clackamas Fire District #1

The time at which services can be reasonably provided by the city or district.
Prior to final plat approval, estimated 2020.

4.

5. The estimated cost of extending such facilities and/or services and what is to
be the method of financing. (Attach any supporting documents.)
Developer is required to make all public improvements

See Pre-Application Conference PA-19-18 Public Works Notes

6 . Availability of the desired service from any other unit of local government.
(Please indicate the government.)
Oregon City Police Department, all general city administrative services to be
provided upon annexation

If the territory described in the proposal is presently included within the boundaries
of or being served extraterritorially or contractually by, any of the following types of
governmental units, please so indicate by stating the name or names of the
governmental units involved.

B.

CTlftckaMA s Fi /e. IhifootQ/(2^QA C-t-yCity Rural Fire Dist

County Service Dist. Sanitary District.
Clackamas River WaterHwy. Lighting Dist.. Water District

OCSD Redland Elem
Grade School Dist.Qgden-Mid̂ le-School Drainage District

High School PistQCSP - OC High School Diking District

Library Dist.. Park & Rec. Dist..
Special Road Dist. Other Dist. Supplying Water Service.

If the territory is proposed to be served by any of the above units or any other units
of government please note. Property will de-annex from CRW
Property to remain in OCSD, CCFD#1 Annex to Tri-City Sewer District (separately)

If any of the above units are presently servicing the territory ( for instance, are

C.

D.

Page 18



residents in the territory hooked up to a public sewer or water system), please so
describe.

UJ <TVKZ /£iv <LfdA &

fai besim f fwW/APPLICANT'S NAME

/33/1 S6 VAClMlTntMAILING ADDRESS

fkppij M(pj, PYL 77otif

SC5'1I3-7°> Z(/TELEPHONE NUMBER (Work)

(Res.)
REPRESENTING

IIIr j j [iDATE:
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Technical Memorandum

To: Desiree Rowland
From: Michael Ard, PE
Date: June 4, 2019
Re: 14576 S Maplelane Road-Transportation Analysis Letter

EXPIRES-

7 /

This memorandum is written to provide information related to a proposed new residential development
proposed for 14576 S Maplelane Road in Oregon City, Oregon. The subject property has an area of 0.96
acres, is currently zoned FU-10 (Future Use, 10-Acre Minimum) by Clackamas County and is proposed to
be annexed into the city with R-3.5 zoning applied. Concurrently, the site is proposed to be developed with
seven single-family homes. Based on the nature and scale of the development the city requires a
Transportation Analysis Letter (TAL). The required contents of the letter are described in the city’s
Guidelines for Transportation Impact Analyses, Section 5.0. Each of the required elements is addressed
herein. Since the proposed project includes an annexation and zone change, the requirements of Oregon’s
Transportation Planning Rule are also addressed.

SITE LOCATIONAND PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The subject property is on the south side of S Maplelane Road east of Clearwater Place and west of S Holly
Lane in Oregon City. The site is currently developed with one single-family home. The area to the south of
the property has been developed with residential homes over the last 13 years, with characteristics similar
to those proposed for the subject property. The proposed development will include dedication and frontage
improvements for adjacent and internal streets including S Maplelane Road, Clearwater Place, and Oregon
Iris Way.

S Maplelane Road is classified by both Oregon City and Clackamas County as a Minor Arterial. It has a
two-lane cross-section and is striped to prohibit passing in the vicinity of the proposed development. It has
a posted speed limit of 45 mph.

Clearwater Place is classified by Oregon City as a Local street. It has a two-lane cross-section with no
centerline striping and a statutory residential speed limit of 25 mph. Existing sidewalks are in place along
the west side of the roadway and along the southernmost 140 feet of the east side of the roadway.

Oregon Iris Way is also classified by Oregon City as a Local street. It has a two-lane cross-section with no
centerline striping and a statutory residential speed limit of 25 mph. Currently, the street extends from
Nutmeg Lane one block to the east; however it is anticipated that the street will be extended as additional
development occurs in the area. Since the subject property does not have frontage on Nutmeg Lane,
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development of the site will result in a second segment of Oregon Iris Way through the project site. Once 
the site to the east develops, it is expected that the two street segments will be connected. 
 
The proposed development will include six new single-family homes on the subject property. An existing 
single-family home located in the northwest corner of the site will remain in place. An aerial image showing 
the site location is provided below. A site plan showing the proposed development is also included in the 
attached technical appendix. 
 

 
Aerial view of project site (image from Google Earth) 

 

TRIP GENERATION – PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
 
The trip generation estimate for the proposed use was prepared using data from the Trip Generation 
Manual, 10th Edition, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. Trip generation was calculated 
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using the published trip rates for ITE land use code 210, Single-Family Detached Housing. The calculations 
are based on the number of dwelling units. 
 
Based on the analysis, the proposed residential development is projected to generate 5 new trips during the 
morning peak hour, 7 new trips during the evening peak hour, and 56 new daily trips. A summary of the 
trip generation calculations is provided in the table below. Detailed trip generation calculation worksheets 
are also included in the attached technical appendix. 
 

Daily
In Out Total In Out Total Total

7 Single-Family Homes 1 4 5 4 3 7 66
   -1 Existing Home 0 -1 -1 -1 0 -1 -10
Net New Trips 1 3 4 3 3 6 56

Morning Peak Hour

14576 S Maplelane Road: Proposed Development Trip Generation Calculation Summary

Evening Peak Hour

 
 
TRIP GENERATION – ZONE CHANGE 
 
Since the proposed development will require annexation and a zone change, an additional trip generation 
analysis was prepared to allow comparisons between the “reasonable worst case” development scenarios 
under the existing and proposed zoning designations. Under the existing Clackamas County FU-10 zoning, 
the site can be developed with one single-family home. Based on the city’s Comprehensive Plan designation 
of MR (Medium-Density Residential) for the site, it can be zoned as either R-5 or R-3.5 by the city upon 
annexation. These zoning designations require minimum lot sizes of 5,000 square feet and 3,500 square 
feet, respectively. 
 
The subject property is proposed to be annexed with R-3.5 zoning. It should be noted that the city’s current 
Transportation System Plan was developed using the comprehensive plan designation of MR for the site. 
This means that the city’s long-range transportation system model already accounts for development within 
the subject property at no less than R-5 density.  
 
Trip generation estimates were prepared for the existing FU-10 zoning, the R-5 zoning considered in 
developing the city’s TSP, and the proposed R-3.5 zoning. The trip estimates were prepared using data from 
the Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers using the 
published trip rates for ITE land use code 210, Single-Family Detached Housing. Again, the calculations 
are based on the number of dwelling units. 
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Under existing conditions, the subject property has an area of approximately 0.96 acres. This lot size is 
permitted to be developed with no more than one single-family home (which is also the existing 
development level on the site). 
 
Upon annexation of the property into Oregon City and development of the site, street dedications will be 
required along the existing frontages of S Maplelane Road and Clearwater Drive, as well as along the 
planned alignment of Oregon Iris Way. Following these required dedications, the subject property will have 
a net developable area of 29,963 square feet. This equates to a maximum development scenario of 5 homes 
under R-5 zoning and 8 homes under R-3.5 zoning. 
 
A summary of the trip generation calculations for each of the three zoning designations is provided in the 
table below. Again, detailed trip generation calculation worksheets are provided in the attached technical 
appendix. 
 

Daily
In Out Total In Out Total Total

Existing FU-10 Zoning (1 home) 0 1 1 1 0 1 10
R-5 Zoning (5 Homes) 1 3 4 3 2 5 48
R-3.5 Zoning (8 Homes) 2 4 6 5 3 8 76

Morning Peak Hour

14576 S Maplelane Road: Zone Change Trip Generation Calculation Summary

Evening Peak Hour

 
The comparison between the zoning scenarios shows that the proposed change from FU-10 Clackamas 
County zoning to R-3.5 Oregon City zoning will result in a net increase of up to 5 trips during the morning 
peak hour, 7 trips during the evening peak hour, and 66 daily trips. As compared to the assumptions used 
in developing the city’s Transportation System Plan, the proposed zoning would result in a net increase of 
up to 2 trips during the morning peak hour, 3 trips during the evening peak hour, and 28 daily trips. 
 
DRIVEWAY WIDTH STANDARDS 
 
Oregon City Municipal Code Section 12.04.025 requires that driveways serving single-family residential 
homes have a width of 10-12 feet for a one-car garage or parking space, 12-24 feet for a two-car garage or 
parking space, and 18-30 feet for a three-car garage or parking space. The driveways for the proposed 
homes will be designed to meet these width standards. 
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SPACING STANDARDS 
 
For local streets such as Clearwater Place and Oregon Iris Way, Oregon City Municipal Code Section 
12.04.195 requires a minimum distance of 25 feet between any driveway and any public intersection. 
Additionally, a minimum spacing of 25 feet is required between driveways for uses other than single and 
two-family dwellings. In this instance, all of the proposed new driveways will serve single-family homes 
so there is no applicable inter-driveway spacing standard. However, all proposed new driveways must be 
spaced at least 25 feet from the nearest intersecting street as measured from the near side of the driveway 
to the near side of the intersecting street’s right-of-way edge. Under the proposed site plan, all new homes 
will take access to Oregon Iris Way. Based on a review of the site plan the two driveways on the north 
and south sides of Oregon Iris Way closest to Clearwater Place will have spacing of 30 feet and 25 feet, 
respectively. Accordingly, Oregon City’s spacing standards are met. 
 

INTERSECTION SIGHT DISTANCE 
 
Intersection sight distance was evaluated for the proposed intersection of Clearwater Place at Oregon Iris 
Way, as well as the existing intersection of S Maplelane Road at Clearwater Place. Clearwater Place has a 
statutory residential speed limit of 25 mph, requiring a minimum of 280 feet of intersection sight distance 
in each direction. S Maplelane Road has a posted speed limit of 40 mph and a design speed of 45 mph per 
Clackamas County road standards, requiring 500 feet of intersection sight distance in each direction. 
 
In accordance with the methods described in A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 6th 
Edition, published by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO), intersection sight distance is measured from a position 14.5 feet behind the edge of the 
roadway at an elevation 3.5 feet above the proposed driveway surface to an oncoming driver’s eye 
position 3.5 feet above the surface of the oncoming driver’s lane.  
 
Intersection sight distance at the proposed location of Oregon Iris Way on Clearwater Place was measured 
to be 190 feet to the north and 350 feet to the south. Although intersection sight distance to the north is 
less than the desired minimum, the measured sight distance is continuous to the end of the roadway where 
Clearwater Place intersects S Maplelane Road. As such, the approach speed of vehicles is limited to a 
maximum reasonable turning speed of approximately 20 mph, requiring only 115 feet of stopping sight 
distance for safety. Accordingly, adequate sight lines meeting AASHTO standards are available in both 
directions, allowing for safe operation of the intersection of Clearwater Place at Oregon Iris Way. No 
sight distance mitigations are necessary or recommended. 
 
Intersection sight distance at the existing intersection of S Maplelane Road at Clearwater Place was 
measured to be 500 feet to the west and 580 feet to the east. It should be noted that there is a horizontal 
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curve in the roadway west of Clearwater Place at the limits of sight distance with an advisory speed of 30 
mph. Accordingly, the design speed at the limits of sight distance to the west is reduced to 40 mph, 
requiring a minimum of 445 feet of intersection sight distance to the west. Although the measured 
intersection sight distance only marginally meets the minimum required for a design speed of 45 mph, the 
available sight distance is well in excess of the minimum required for the design speed of vehicles 
traveling around the curve while approaching from the west. Based on the analysis, intersection sight 
distance is more than adequate in both directions. 
 
Intersection sight distance was also measured for the existing driveway serving the home on the subject 
property. The available intersection sight distance was measured to be 538 feet to the west and 525 feet to 
the east. Again, adequate intersection sight distance is available in both directions. 
 
Based on the detailed sight distance analysis, no sight distance mitigations are necessary or recommended 
in conjunction with the proposed development.  
 
SAFETY 
 
The proposed development will take access via a new local street which carries very low traffic volumes 
and has a statutory residential speed limit of 25 mph. The proposed development will include new 
sidewalks along the site frontages on S Maplelane Road, Clearwater Place, and Oregon Iris Way, which 
will provide a safer and more comfortable pedestrian environment within the site vicinity.  
 
No apparent safety issues were identified in association with the proposed site layout, and no additional 
safety mitigations are recommended. 
 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN COMPLIANCE 
 
The city’s Transportation System Plan includes references to eight planned projects in the site vicinity. 
Two of the eight projects are currently included in the “likely to be funded” project list. The projects are 
as follows: 

 D37 – Construct a roundabout at the intersection of Maplelane Road and Holly Lane (not likely to 
be funded) 

 D57 – Extend Holly Lane from Maplelane Road to Thayer Road (likely to be funded) 

 D84 – Upgrade Maplelane Road to Residential Minor Arterial standards (not likely to be funded) 

 W23 – Construct continuous sidewalks along Maplelane Road from Beavercreek Road to UGB 
(not likely to be funded) 

 B21 – Add bike lanes on both sides of Maplelane Road from Walnut Grove Way to UGB (not 
likely to be funded) 
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 S13 – Construct a shared-use pathway along Holly Lane from Donovan to Maplelane Road (not 
likely to be funded) 

 S14 – Construct a shared-use pathway along Holly Lane from Maplelane Road to Thayer Road 
(likely to be funded) 

 C9 – Install a crossing treatment including active flashers for the shared-use path crossing of 
Maplelane Road at Holly Lane (not likely to be funded) 

 
The proposed site plan includes street dedication and frontage improvements along Maplelane Road that 
will help facilitate projects D-84, W-23 and B-21. Maplelane Road will have sidewalks and bike lanes 
constructed along the south side of the roadway adjacent to the subject property. 
 
The city’s standard cross-section for Local streets includes a 32-foot paved roadway within a 54-foot 
right-of-way width. On each side of the roadway, it requires 16 feet of pavement, 5.5 feet of curb and tree 
well, a 5-foot sidewalk, and a 6-inch wide public access strip. The proposed development right-of-way 
dedication as well as public improvements that match the required cross-section for the half street along 
Clearwater Place and full-width improvements matching these standards along Oregon Iris Way.  
 
Based on the analysis, the proposed site plan is in conformance with the applicable standards of Oregon 
City’s Transportation System Plan.  
 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE ANALYSIS 
 
In order to allow the proposed annexation and zone change, the City of Oregon City must find that the 
requirements of Oregon’s Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-012-0060) are met. This rule provides 
guidance regarding whether and how the potential transportation impacts of a plan amendment must be 
mitigated. The relevant portions of the Transportation Planning Rule are quoted below, along with 
responses specific to the proposed annexation and zone change. 

660‐012‐0060 
Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments  

(1) If an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land use 
regulation (including a zoning map) would significantly affect an existing or planned 
transportation facility, then the local government must put in place measures as provided in section 
(2) of this rule, unless the amendment is allowed under section (3), (9) or (10) of this rule. A plan or 
land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation facility if it would: 

(a) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility (exclusive 
of correction of map errors in an adopted plan); 
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No changes are proposed to the functional classification of existing or planned transportation facilities. 

(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or 

No changes are proposed to the standards implementing the functional classification system. 

(c) Result in any of the effects listed in paragraphs (A) through (C) of this subsection based on 
projected conditions measured at the end of the planning period identified in the adopted TSP. As 
part of evaluating projected conditions, the amount of traffic projected to be generated within the 
area of the amendment may be reduced if the amendment includes an enforceable, ongoing 
requirement that would demonstrably limit traffic generation, including, but not limited to, 
transportation demand management. This reduction may diminish or completely eliminate the 
significant effect of the amendment. 

(A) Types or levels of travel or access that are inconsistent with the functional classification of an 
existing or planned transportation facility; 

Nearly all trips added to the surrounding street network will be passenger vehicle trips, since the zoning 
allows only residential development. The volume of traffic generated as described in the Trip Generation 
section of this report is well within the level that can be safely supported on local streets, and the volume 
of traffic that will be added to nearby collector and arterial streets is too small to result in traffic volumes 
inconsistent with their respective functional classifications.  

(B) Degrade the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility such that it would not 
meet the performance standards identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan; or 

(C) Degrade the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that is otherwise 
projected to not meet the performance standards identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan. 

Under the reasonable worst case development scenario, the proposed annexation and zone change would 
result in a net addition of no more than 5 additional trips during the morning peak hour, 8 trips during the 
evening peak hour, and 66 daily trips. As compared to the assumptions used in developing the city’s 
Transportation System Plan, the proposed zoning would result in no more than 2 additional trips during 
the morning peak hour, 3 trips during the evening peak hour, and 28 daily trips. 
 
Under either of the above analysis scenarios, the number of added trips falls well below the level at which 
Oregon City standards would require detailed operational analysis. The proposed annexation and zone 
change would be expected to have a de minimis impact on operation of the surrounding transportation 
system and is therefore not be projected to degrade the performance of any existing or planned 
transportation facilities. 
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Since the proposed land use action does not include changes to the functional classification of area 
roadways, does not change the standards of the functional classification system, will not result in types or 
levels of travel or access inconsistent with the functional classification of the surrounding street network 
and will not degrade the performance of existing or planned transportation facilities, the proposed 
annexation and zone change will not result in a significant effect as defined under Oregon’s 
Transportation Planning Rule. Accordingly, no mitigation is necessary or recommended in conjunction 
with the proposed land use action.  
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The proposed development will generate traffic volumes that are below the threshold at which a full 
traffic impact study is required by Oregon City. Since the added traffic volumes are minimal, no 
significant operational impacts are anticipated in conjunction with the proposed development. 
 
The proposed site plan will comply with Oregon City’s standards for driveway width and access spacing.  
 
Based on the detailed sight distance analysis, no sight distance mitigations are necessary or recommended 
in conjunction with the proposed development.  
 
Based on the review of the driveway locations, designs, and adjacent roadway speeds and cross-sections, 
there are no inherent safety issues which would require further safety mitigation. 
 
Having reviewed the City’s Transportation System Plan standards, the proposed development plan 
complies with the applicable standards and will assist in providing infrastructure that is otherwise planned 
for long-term implementation in the form of frontage improvements along S Maplelane Road that will 
include right-of-way dedication and the addition of a sidewalk and bike lane along the site frontage.  
 
Based on the Transportation Planning Rule analysis, the proposed annexation and zone change will not 
result in a significant effect on any existing or planned transportation facilities. No mitigation is necessary 
or recommended in conjunction with the proposed land use actions. 
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Trip Generation Calculation Worksheet

Land Use Description: Single-Family Detached Housing
ITE Land Use Code: 210

Independent Variable: Dwelling Units
Quantity: 7 Dwelling Units

Summary of ITE Trip Generation Data

AM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic

Trip Rate: 0.74 trips per dwelling unit

Directional Distribution: 25% Entering 75% Exiting

PM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic

Trip Rate: 0.99 trips per dwelling unit

Directional Distribution: 63% Entering 37% Exiting

Total Weekday Traffic

Trip Rate: 9.44 trips per dwelling unit

Directional Distribution: 50% Entering 50% Exiting

Site Trip Generation Calculations

7 Dwelling Units
Entering Exiting Total

1 4 5
4 3 7

33 33 66

        Data Source: Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition , Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2017

AM Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
Weekday



Trip Generation Calculation Worksheet

Land Use Description: Single-Family Detached Housing
ITE Land Use Code: 210

Independent Variable: Dwelling Units
Quantity: 1 Dwelling Units

Summary of ITE Trip Generation Data

AM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic

Trip Rate: 0.74 trips per dwelling unit

Directional Distribution: 25% Entering 75% Exiting

PM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic

Trip Rate: 0.99 trips per dwelling unit

Directional Distribution: 63% Entering 37% Exiting

Total Weekday Traffic

Trip Rate: 9.44 trips per dwelling unit

Directional Distribution: 50% Entering 50% Exiting

Site Trip Generation Calculations

1 Dwelling Units
Entering Exiting Total

0 1 1
1 0 1
5 5 10

        Data Source: Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition , Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2017

AM Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
Weekday



Trip Generation Calculation Worksheet

Land Use Description: Single-Family Detached Housing
ITE Land Use Code: 210

Independent Variable: Dwelling Units
Quantity: 5 Dwelling Units

Summary of ITE Trip Generation Data

AM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic

Trip Rate: 0.74 trips per dwelling unit

Directional Distribution: 25% Entering 75% Exiting

PM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic

Trip Rate: 0.99 trips per dwelling unit

Directional Distribution: 63% Entering 37% Exiting

Total Weekday Traffic

Trip Rate: 9.44 trips per dwelling unit

Directional Distribution: 50% Entering 50% Exiting

Site Trip Generation Calculations

5 Dwelling Units
Entering Exiting Total

1 3 4
3 2 5

24 24 48

        Data Source: Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition , Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2017

AM Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
Weekday



Trip Generation Calculation Worksheet

Land Use Description: Single-Family Detached Housing
ITE Land Use Code: 210

Independent Variable: Dwelling Units
Quantity: 8 Dwelling Units

Summary of ITE Trip Generation Data

AM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic

Trip Rate: 0.74 trips per dwelling unit

Directional Distribution: 25% Entering 75% Exiting

PM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic

Trip Rate: 0.99 trips per dwelling unit

Directional Distribution: 63% Entering 37% Exiting

Total Weekday Traffic

Trip Rate: 9.44 trips per dwelling unit

Directional Distribution: 50% Entering 50% Exiting

Site Trip Generation Calculations

8 Dwelling Units
Entering Exiting Total

2 4 6
5 3 8

38 38 76

        Data Source: Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition , Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2017

AM Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
Weekday



FILE NO:   

(Pre application file number PA 19-18) 

        

APPLICATION TYPE:  Annexation and Zone Change 

 
 
APPLICANT:   
Nathan and Desiree Rowland 
13310 SE Valemont Ln 
Happy Valley, OR 97086 
Phone: 503-913-2386 
Email: rowland.desiree@yahoo.com 
 

 

  
OWNERS:   

Nathan and Desiree Rowland  

13310 SE Valemont Ln 

Happy Valley, OR 97086 

 

 

REQUEST:  An annexation of the property from Clackamas County to Oregon City, a zone 

change from the current zoning of FU-10 to R-3.5 and a partition to divide the property into 

a seven lot subdivision.  

 

LOCATION: 14576 S Maplelane Rd, Oregon City, OR 97045 

 

Property ID: 3-2E-04DB-00200 

 

SIte/Property Size: .96 acres 

 

Current Zoning: FU-10 - Future Urban 10 acres (Clackamas County Zoning Designation) 

   
Summary of Proposal: 
The applicant is seeking to annex one parcel into the City of Oregon City from Clackamas 
County and concurrently rezone the property from the county designation of FU-10 
(Future Urban) to R-3.5 (Single Family Dwelling Zone.)  The property is located within the 
Urban Growth Boundary with an Oregon City Comprehensive Plan designation of Medium 
Density Residential.  
 
In addition to the annexation and zone change, the applicant is requesting preliminary 
approval of a land division for the property to partition it into seven lots (subdivision) for 
the future development of six new single family houses. 



 
Water service to the future parcels will be obtained by connecting to the Oregon City water 
mains located within Maplelane Rd and Clearwater Place. Sanitary sewer for the parcels 
will be obtained by connecting to the existing sewer main within Clearwater Place. 
Stormwater disposal will be obtained by connecting to the existing stormwater main and 
catch basins within Clearwater Place. 
 
A Pre-Application meeting with Oregon City was held on April 30, 2019 under application 
PA-19-18.  
 
REASON FOR ANNEXATION 
 
The applicant requests to annex in order to rezone and partition their property in addition  
to receiving city services, including specifically, sanitary sewer connection, water system 
connection, and storm water services, as well as the full range of administrative and 
municipal services provided upon annexation to the City.  
 

CURRENT CONDITIONS 
 
SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
 
The property is .96 acres and primarily flat. The site is developed with a single family home 
and attached garage built in 1965.   
 
Maplelane Rd is a 60 foot wide right-of-way developed with a paved surface providing two 
vehicle travel lanes and a wide shoulder, but no formal bike lane or sidewalk along the 
site’s frontage road.  
 
The site is not or near any natural hazards identified by either Clackamas County or Oregon 
City.  Additionally, the site is not near any open space, scenic, or natural resource areas that 
would be affected by the proposal.  There is no historic designation on or near the property 
as well.   
 
The property is currently served by Clackamas River Water via a 16-inch water main 
located in Maplelane Rd.  Oregon City water mains are located within Maplelane Rd (12-
inch main) and in Clearwater Place (12-inch main.)  The development will be required to 
extend an 8” water main through the end of the new road proposed (Oregon Iris Way.)  The 
property is not currently served by sanitary or stormwater management facilities, but the 
site would be annexed into the Tri-City Service District upon approval of annexation into 
the city. An 8-inch sanitary sewer line is located in Clearwater Place and available to serve 
the property.  There is also a 12-inch stormwater main located in Clearwater Place and two 
catch basins that can provide stormwater management for the property. 
 
 
 
City Code Chapter 14 



OCMC 14.04.050 
 
A. Statement of availability, capacity and status of existing water, sewer, drainage, 
transportation, park and school facilities; 
 
Response: All of the necessary services are available to serve the property within the city 
of Oregon City as described below: 
 
Water: The property is currently connected to Clackamas River Water (CRW.)  There is an 
existing Clackamas River Water (CRW) owned 16-inch water main within Maplelane Rd.  
There is an existing CRW owned 12-inch ductile iron water main within Maplelane Rd. The 
applicant’s property will be withdrawn from the CRW district upon approval of the 
annexation.  Per the city engineer, the proposed property development will be required to 
extend an 8” water main through the end of the new road  proposed (Oregon Iris Way) for 
the development.  The proposed development will be required to provide each new lot 
with a new water service line and meter per city standards. There is an existing city owned 
12-inch ductile iron water main within Maplelane Rd near the western edge of the 
applicant’s property frontage.  There is an existing city owned 12-inch ductile iron water 
main within Clearwater Place. 
 
Sanitary Sewer: The property is currently not connected to a sanitary sewer system. There 
is an 8” sanitary sewer main within Clearwater Place which runs across the frontage of the 
property.  There is an existing sewer lateral which may be utilized by the existing house 
after annexed into the city and into the Tri-City Service District. There is no sanitary sewer 
main within Maplelane Road along the frontage of the property. The city engineer 
commented that development to extend the sewer main within Mapleland Rd for a portion 
of the property's frontage may be required. And that the development of the property will 
require an extension of an 8” sanitary sewer main through the new road proposed on 
Oregon Iris Way as shown on the application. 
 
Storm Drainage: The property resides within an area served by an existing sub-regional 
stormwater detention facility located near the intersection of Maplelane Road and Thayer 
Road which is meant to provide water quality and stormwater detention for this region.  
Therefore, not all of the city’s stormwater and grading design standards are applicable. 
Instead of constructing new stormwater facilities, future home permits on each lot of the 
proposed subdivision shall pay a pro-rata cost for using the stormwater detention/water 
quality pond at Maplelane and Thayer roads per Ordinance 09-1003.   
 
There is an existing 12-inch stormwater main and two catch basins within CLearwater 
Place.  The structures direct flows south through a 12-inch pipe to the Newell basin. 
 
Per the city engineer the development will be required to extend a 12” stormwater main 
through the new road proposed (Oregon Iris Way) as shown on the application. 
 
Transportation Facilities: The property direct access onto S. Maplelane Road (a Clackamas 
County Minor Arterial) and Clearwater Place (an Oregon City Local Street). Both streets are 



paved and partially improved and have adequate capacity to serve the existing house and 
additional lots. 
 
Park Facilities: The property is not adjacent to or near any park facilities. The closest parks 
to the property are Barclay Hills Park and Hillendale Park, which are both over a mile away. 
The proposed annexation of the existing house and the addition of six houses on the subject 
property is not a large enough development project to affect park capacity. 
 
School Facilities: The existing house  and property is served by the Oregon City School 
District and the annexation and addition of six houses would have only a minor impact on 
the school district. Developing the property will slightly increase the demand on these 
schools, depending on the residents. It was also verified that the Oregon City School District 
has capacity to handle this small increase (see attached email with application.)  And an 
impact will be mitigated by the payment of system development charges at the time of 
construction of the new houses on the proposed lots.  
 
As shown above, all of the necessary utilities and services are available and have adequate 
capacity to serve the proposal. 
 
B. Statement of increased demand for such facilities to be generated by the proposed 
development, if any, at this time; 
 
Response: The increased demand generated by the proposed development is described 
below. 
 
Water Facilities: As noted above, the subject property is currently served by Clackamas 
River Water, but once annexed will need to switch to the city owned water main.  The 
development will be required to extend an 8” water main through the end of the new road 
proposed (Oregon Iris Way.)  There is sufficient capacity available in the on the Oregon City 
water system to serve the increased demand of the existing house plus six additional new 
homes. 
 
Sewer Facilities: As noted above, the property is currently not connected to a sanitary 
sewer system. There is an 8” sanitary sewer main within Clearwater Place which runs 
across the frontage of the property.  There is an existing sewer lateral which may be 
utilized by the existing house after annexed into the city and into the Tri-City Service 
District. There is no sanitary sewer main within Maplelane Road along the frontage of the 
property. The city engineer commented that development to extend the sewer main within 
Mapleland Rd for a portion of the property's frontage may be required. And that the 
development of the property will require an extension of an 8” sanitary sewer main 
through the new road proposed on Oregon Iris Way as shown on the application.  There is 
sufficient capacity available in this sewer system to serve the proposal. Additionally, this 
new demand on the system would be offset by the payment of SDC fees at the time the new 
houses on the proposed parcels are constructed. 
 



Storm Drainage Facilities: As noted above, the property resides within an area served by an 
existing sub-regional stormwater detention facility located near the intersection of 
Maplelane Road and Thayer Road which is meant to provide water quality and stormwater 
detention for this region.  Therefore, not all of the city’s stormwater and grading design 
standards are applicable. Instead of constructing new stormwater facilities, future home 
permits on each lot of the proposed subdivision shall pay a pro-rata cost for using the 
stormwater detention/water quality pond at Maplelane and Thayer roads per Ordinance 
09-1003.   
 
There is an existing 12-inch stormwater main and two catch basins within CLearwater 
Place.  The structures direct flows south through a 12-inch pipe to the Newell basin. 
 
Per the city engineer the development will be required to extend a 12” stormwater main 
through the new road proposed (Oregon Iris Way) as shown on the application. 
 
The subject property and new houses will be able to connect to the storm sewer line in 
Clearwater Place, which has adequate capacity to handle the modest increased demand 
required with this proposal. 
 
Transportation Facilities: As demonstrated in the Transportation Analysis Letter submitted 
with this application, only a nominal increase in daily and peak vehicle trips. The impacts of 
these new trips are not expected to significantly alter the operation or safety of the existing 
transportation facilities or nearby intersections. 
 
Park Facilities: As noted above, the subject property will have little to no impact on the 
existing nearby parks. 
 
School Facilities: As noted above, the proposal, which includes six new residences may 
result in a minor increase on student populations for adjacent schools, however there are 
no capacity issues within the school district, so these increases will not be an issue. 
Attached is an email from Wes Rogers, Director of Operations at Oregon City School District 
verifying this. 
 
As described above, the increased demand on the existing facilities will be quite minor and 
all of the available systems have adequate capacity to meet these demands.   
 
C. Statement of additional facilities, if any, required to meet the increased demand 
and any proposed phasing of such facilities in accordance with projected demand; 
 
Response: The subject property is served by Clackamas County Fire District #1. The 
closest fire station is Hilltop Station #16 at 19340 Molalla Ave, Oregon City.  The Fire 
District has adequate capacity to serve the additional residences on this property. 
Additionally, future property taxes, potential district bonds, etc. can provide necessary 
funding for the fire district. 
 



The subject property is currently within and served by the Clackamas County Sheriff’s 
Office, however, after annexation the site will be served by the City of Oregon City Police 
Department. Annexation of the subject property to the City of Oregon City would create a 
negligible demand on the City’s Police resources and the Police Department has sufficient 
resources available to serve this increase. 
 
No additional police or fire facilities will be required to serve this proposal. 
 
D. Statement outlining method and source of financing required to provide 
additional facilities, if any; 
 
Response: Annexation of the subject property to the City of Oregon City would not cause 
increased demand on city or service provider resources. Therefore, additional facilities 
requiring financing are not required or relevant to the proposal. The development of the 
subject property with six new houses will trigger the payment of SDC’s and other fees to 
support services already in place to serve the site. 
 
E. Statement of overall development concept and methods by which the physical and 
related social environment of the site, surrounding area and community will be 
enhanced; 
 
Response: The annexation of the subject property to the City of Oregon City will create 
only a modest physical change to the property when six new houses are added. Included 
with this proposal are enhancements to the surrounding area, which include the frontage 
improvements along Maplelane Rd and the addition of the proposed Oregon Iris Way. 
These improvements will provide a benefit to the physical and social environment of the 
surrounding area and community. 
 
F. Statement of potential physical, aesthetic, and related social effects of the 
proposed, or potential development on the community as a whole and on the small 
sub community or neighborhood of which it will become a part; and proposed 
actions to mitigate such negative effects, if any; 
 
Response: The annexation and development of the property to the City of Oregon City will 
not result in a physical, aesthetic, or discernable social change in surrounding the 
community. There are no negative effects anticipated, and as described above the proposal 
will actually result in some benefits to the neighborhood.  
 
G. Statement indicating the type and nature of any comprehensive plan text or map 
amendments, or zoning text or map amendments that may be required to complete 
the proposed development;  
 
Response: The subject property is under the Clackamas County/Oregon City UGMA, and 
already had an Oregon City Comprehensive Plan designation of Medium Density 
Residential. This request to change the zoning of the property to the City’s R-3.5 zoning, to 



match the designation of the neighboring properties, is consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan designation, so a comprehensive plan map amendment is not required.  
 
OCMC 14.04.060 - Annexation Factors 
In order to be approved the proposed annexation must meet the criteria of Oregon City 
Municipal Code Subsection 14.04.060 – Annexation Factors 
When reviewing a proposed annexation, the commission shall consider the following 
factors, as relevant: 
 
1. Adequacy of access to the site; 
 
Response: The subject property has direct access onto S. Maplelane Rd, a minor arterial 
controlled by Clackamas County, as well as Clearwater Place, a local street controlled by 
Oregon City. Therefore, the subject property has excellent site access. 
 
2. Conformity of the proposal with the city's comprehensive plan; 
 
Response:  
The following Goals and Policies of the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan apply to this 
proposal: 
 
Goal 2.1: Efficient Use of Land. Ensure that property planned for residential, commercial, 
office, and industrial uses is used efficiently and that the land is developed following 
principles of sustainable development. 
Response: The subject property is located within the UGB, and has an existing Medium 
Density Residential Comprehensive Plan designation. The use of the property, once divided 
will be single-family residential at R-3.5 density, consistent with the neighboring 
properties and the City’s Comprehensive Plan designation. This will ensure that there will 
be an efficient use of residential property in an area where urban services are readily 
available. 
 
Goal 2.7: Oregon City Comprehensive Plan Land-Use Map. Maintain the Oregon City 
Comprehensive Plan Land-Use Map as the official long-range planning guide for land-use 
development of the city by type, density and location. 
Response: The annexation/zone change of the subject property is consistent with and 
maintains the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan Land-Use Map as the official long-range 
planning guide for development within the area of the property. This application has no 
impact on this policy. 
 
Goal 14.1: Urban Growth Boundary. Establish, and amend when appropriate, the Urban 
Growth Boundary in the unincorporated area around the city that contains sufficient land 
to accommodate growth during the planning period for a full range of city land uses, 
including residential, commercial, industrial, and institutional. 
Response: The subject property is located within the UGB, therefore this proposal does not 
include any amendments to the UGB boundary. 
 



Policy 14.1.1: The Urban Growth Boundary shall conform to Title 11 of the Code of the 
Metropolitan Service District and will provide sufficient land to accommodate 20-year 
urban land needs, resulting in efficient urban growth and a distinction between urban uses 
and surrounding rural lands, and promoting appropriate infill and redevelopment in the 
city.  
Response: The subject property is within the UGB and is included in the Metropolitan 
Service District inventory of sufficient land to accommodate 20-year urban land needs. The 
annexation/zone change of the subject property to the City’s R-3.5 zoning designation 
promotes appropriate infill and redevelopment in the City consistent with the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Policy 14.1.2: Concept plans that provide more detail than the city’s Comprehensive Plan 
will be required prior to development of lands within the Urban Growth Boundary. 
Response: A detailed conceptual development plan showing how the property will be 
divided into seven lots was included with the application.  
 
Goal 14.3: Orderly Provision of Services to Growth Areas. Plan for public services to lands 
within the Urban Growth Boundary through adoption of a concept plan and related Capital 
Improvement Program, as amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. 
Response: The subject property is located within the UGB but no concept plan has been 
adopted for the area. However, the development of the property at the R-3.5 density is 
consistent with other projects in the area. The City’s Capital Improvement Program 
includes utility master plans that have been updated to serve newly annexed properties 
and the availability, capacity, and status of services and facilities (water, sanitary sewer, 
storm drainage, access/transportation) in the area were been discussed previously in this 
narrative.  
 
Policy 14.3.1: Minimize new public facilities and services by encouraging new development 
within the Urban Growth Boundary at maximum densities allowed by the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
Response: Annexation of the subject property will not affect current public facilities or 
services in the area. The zone change of the property to the City’s R-3.5 zone is consistent 
with this policy as it allows compatible residential density within the Medium Density 
Residential Comprehensive Plan designation of the property.  
 
Policy 14.3.2: Ensure that the extension of new services does not diminish the delivery of 
those same services to existing areas and residents in the city. 
Response: Annexation of the subject property will not affect existing utility services. The 
City’s utility master plans have been updated to account for the extension of services to 
annexed properties while still providing the current level of services to existing residents 
within the city limits.  
 
Policy 14.3.3: Oppose the formation of new urban services districts and oppose the 
formation of new utility districts that may conflict with efficient delivery of city utilities 
within the Urban Growth Boundary. 



Response: Annexation of this property will not create a new service district or affect the 
future delivery of city utilities to this property or the area.  
 
Policy 14.3.4: Ensure the cost of providing new public services and improvements to 
existing public services resulting from new development are borne by the entity 
responsible for the new development to the maximum extent allowed under state law for 
Systems Development Charges. 
Response: The costs for new service connections and/or improvements to the new 
proposed lots will be borne by the applicant. The development of the individual lots will 
pay the utility connection fees and SDC’s at the time of construction.  
 
Goal 14.4: Annexation of Lands to the City. Annex lands to the city through a process that 
considers the effects on public services and the benefits to the city as a whole and ensures 
that development within the annexed area is consistent with the Oregon City 
Comprehensive Plan, City ordinances, and the City Charter. 
Response: This application will be reviewed by the city, which ensures consideration of 
the effects of annexed properties on public services and the city as a whole. The anticipated 
use of the property at the R-3.5 density is consistent with other projects in the area, and 
Comprehensive Plan designation of the property.  
 
Policy 14.4.1: Promote compact urban form and support efficient delivery of public services 
by ensuring that lands to be annexed are within the City’s Urban Growth Boundary, and 
contiguous with the city limits. Do not consider long linear extensions, such as cherry stems 
and flag lots, to be contiguous with the city limits. 
Response: Annexation of the subject property would support compact urban form and 
support efficient delivery of public services. The property is within the UGB and contiguous 
to properties that are already within the city limits. 
 
Policy 14.4.2: Include an assessment of the fiscal impacts of providing public services to 
unincorporated areas upon annexation, including the costs and benefits to the city as a 
whole as a requirement for concept plans. 
Response: The annexation of the subject property will have no fiscal impact on the city 
because the costs of providing utilities and services to the proposed lots will be borne by 
the applicant. Once annexed into the city, the taxes collected from the seven lots will help 
pay for the future services required by the eventual residents. The city will benefit from the 
improvements, including sidewalks, made by the applicant as the property is developed. 
 
Policy 14.4.3: Evaluate and in some instances require that parcels adjacent to proposed 
annexations be included to: 
avoid creating unincorporated islands within the city; 
enable public services to be efficiently and cost-effectively extended to the entire area; or 
implement a concept plan or sub-area master plan that has been approved by the Planning 
and City Commissions. 
Response: Annexation of the subject property will not create unincorporated islands 
within the city or interfere with the timely or efficient extension of public services to the 
area in the future. 



 
Policy 14.4.4: Expedite the annexation of property as provided by state law in order to 
provide sewer service to adjacent unincorporated properties when a public health hazard 
is created by a failing septic tank sewage system. 
Response: The subject property is currently on a private septic system, but is not subject 
to a public health hazard associated with a failing septic system.  
As shown, the proposal conforms to the applicable goals and policies of the Oregon City 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
3. Adequacy and availability of public facilities and services to service potential 
development;  
 
Response: As described above, adequate public facilities and services are available to 
support potential future development of the subject property.  
 
4. Compliance with applicable sections of ORS Ch. 222, and Metro Code Section 3.09; 
 
Response: ORS Chapter 222 provides several options for annexing land into a City, and 
requires that property to be annexed be contiguous to the city limits. The planned 
annexation of the subject property meets ORS Ch. 222, as it is within the adopted UGB, is 
within an area subject to the adopted and acknowledged Oregon City Comprehensive Plan, 
and is contiguous to existing city limits. In addition, this application is consistent with the 
applicable boundary change criteria of Metro’s Code Section 3.09, more specifically Section 
3.09.045 D, which has been addressed below. 
 
Metro Code 3.09.045.D: 
To approve a boundary change through an expedited process, the city shall: 
Find that the change is consistent with expressly applicable provisions in: 
Any applicable urban service agreement adopted pursuant to ORS 195.065 
Response: The subject property is currently within the Clackamas River Water service 
district. Upon annexation the property will be included in the City’s service districts. The 
property will annex into the Tri-City Service District. 
 
Any applicable annexation plan adopted pursuant to ORS 195.205; 
Response: No applicable annexation plan for the area currently exists. 
 
Any applicable cooperative planning agreement adopted pursuant to ORS 195.020 
(2) between the affected entity and a necessary party; 
Response: Annexation of the subject property is consistent with the applicable UGMA in 
place between Clackamas County and Oregon City. 
 
Any applicable public facility plan adopted pursuant to a statewide planning goal on 
public facilities and services; 
Response: Annexation of the subject property is consistent with the City’s Capital 
Improvement Program, which includes utility master plans that have been updated in 
anticipation of serving additional properties annexed in the area. 



 
Any applicable comprehensive plan; 
Response: Annexation of the subject property is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive 
Plan, which designates the property as Medium Density Residential. 
 
Any applicable concept plan; 
Response: No applicable concept plan for the area currently exists. 
 
Consider whether the boundary change would: 
Promote the timely, orderly and economic provisions of public facilities and 
services; Response: The subject property is within the UGB, contiguous to City limits, and 
adjacent to properties currently receiving City services. Therefore, the application 
promotes the timely, orderly, and economic provision of public facilities. 
 
Affect the quality and quantity of urban services; and 
Response: Annexation of the subject property will not affect the quality and quantity of 
urban services in the area. 
 
Eliminate or avoid unnecessary duplication of facilities or services. 
Response: As part of the annexation process, the city will notify applicable service 
providers about the annexation and addition or withdrawal of the property from their 
district to avoid duplication of facilities and/or services. 
 
As shown, ORS Ch. 222, and Metro Code Section 3.09 can both be met. 
 
5. Natural hazards identified by the city, such as wetlands, floodplains and steep 
slopes;  
 
Response: The subject property is not on or near any natural hazards identified by the city. 
 
6. Any significant adverse effects on specially designated open space, scenic, historic 
or natural resource areas by urbanization of the subject property at the time of 
annexation; 
 
Response: The annexation of the subject property will not have an effect on designated 
open space, scenic, historic, or natural resource areas. 
 
7. Lack of any significant adverse effects on the economic, social and physical 
environment of the community by the overall impact of the annexation. 
 
Response: The annexation of the subject property will have no adverse effects on the 
economic, social, and/or physical environment of the community. Public services are 
available to support future land uses of the property.  
 
ZONE CHANGE  
Chapter 17.68: ZONE CHANGES AND AMENDMENTS (17.68.20) 



The proposal shall be consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan. 
 
The following goals and policies apply to this application: 
Goal 1.2: Citizen Involvement. Ensure that citizens, neighborhood groups and affected 
property owners are involved in all phases of the comprehensive planning program. 
Response: The Oregon City Comprehensive Plan and Municipal Code include provisions to 
ensure citizens, neighborhood groups, and affected property owners have an opportunity 
to participate in the land use process. Prior to submitting this application the proposal was 
presented to the Caufield Neighborhood Association at the May 29, 2019 meeting and all 
were in favor. (Attached is a copy of the sign-in sheet, a confirmation email from the 
chairman, along with the items discussed.) Citizens also have the opportunity to attend and 
participate in public hearings before the Oregon City Planning Commission and the Oregon 
City Commission prior to approval. 
 
Goal 2.1: Land Use. Ensure that property planned for residential, commercial, office and 
industrial uses is used efficiently and that land is developed following principles of 
sustainable development. 
Response: This application involves a zone change to the R-3.5 zoning designation. This 
represents an increase in density while still remaining in a single-family zone. 
Densities corresponding to the R-3.5 zone represent a more sustainable development 
pattern because is encourages the development of smaller and more compact houses. 
Additionally, increasing densities within the UGB limits urban sprawl, therefore, the 
application is consistent with this Goal. 
 
Goal 2.7: Land Use. Maintain the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan Land-Use Map as the 
official long-range planning guide for land-use development of the city by type, density and 
location.  
Response: This goal is addressed above as part of the approval criteria for the annexation 
request. 
 
Goal 5: Natural Resources. 
Policy 5.4.4: Consider natural resources and their contribution to quality of life as a key 
community value when planning, evaluating and assessing costs of City actions. 
Response: Not applicable 
 
Goal 6.1.1: Quality of Air, Water and Land Resources. Promote land-use patterns that 
reduce the need for distance travel by single occupancy vehicles and increase opportunities 
for walking, biking and/or transit to destinations such as places of employment, shopping 
and education.  
Response: The planned R-3.5 zoning designation promotes a compact land use pattern 
that reduces the amount of land dedicated to public streets and other infrastructure per 
dwelling unit. Compact land use patterns reduce travel distance by single-occupancy 
vehicles, and increases opportunities for alternative modes of transportation, including 
walking, biking, and transit. Thus, the R-3.5 zoning strategically increases opportunities for 
increased populations to walk and bike to places of education, shopping, and employment.  
 



Policy 6.2.1: Prevent erosion and restrict the discharge of sediments into surface and 
groundwater by requiring erosion prevention measures and sediment control practices. 
Response: The application is subject to city grading, drainage, and erosion control 
standards. Development of the individual lots will require approval of grading plans to 
ensure that erosion and sedimentation control standards are satisfied.  
 
Goal 7: Natural Hazards: Protect life and reduce property loss from the destruction 
associated with natural hazards. 
Response: Not applicable 
 
Goal 8: Developing Oregon City’s Park and Recreation System 
Maintain and enhance the existing park and recreation system while planning 
for future expansion to meet residential growth. 
Response: Not applicable 
 
Goal 9: Economic Development  
Response: Not applicable 
 
Goal 10.1: Housing. Provide for the planning, development and preservation of a variety of 
housing types and lot sizes. 
Policy 10.1.1 Maintain the existing residential housing stock in established older 
neighborhoods by maintaining existing Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations 
where appropriate. 
Policy 10.1.3 Designate residential land for a balanced variety of densities and types of 
housing, such as single-family attached and detached, and a range of multi-family densities 
and types, including mixed-use development. 
Policy 10.1.4 Aim to reduce the isolation of income groups within communities by 
encouraging diversity in housing types within neighborhoods consistent with the 
Clackamas County Consolidated Plan, while ensuring that needed affordable housing is 
provided. 
Response: The proposal includes preserving the existing house on the site, built in 1965.  
When the additional lots develop, six new affordable single-family houses will be built.   
 
Goal 10.2: Housing. Provide and maintain an adequate supply of affordable housing. 
Policy 10.2.1 Retain affordable housing potential by evaluating and restricting the loss of 
land reserved or committed to residential use. When considering amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan Land-Use Map, ensure that potential loss of affordable housing is 
replaced. 
Response: The zone change from to R-3.5  allows the creation of smaller lots, which may 
result in the construction of smaller, lower cost homes.  
 
Goal 11.1: Public Facilities. Serve the health, safety, education, welfare and recreational 
needs of all Oregon City residents through the planning and provision of adequate public 
facilities.  
Response: The requested change from Clackamas County’s FU-10 to the City’s R-3.5 zoning 
district meets the City’s Medium Density Residential Comprehensive Plan Map designation, 



and these impacts have been previously evaluated with the adoption of the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan and discussed earlier in this report. Based on the small size of the 
property and the nominal number of new units this proposal will create, the additional 
density will not have a negative impact on school district capacity.  
 
Goal 12.6: Transportation. Develop and maintain a transportation system that has enough 
capacity of meet users’ needs. 
Policy 12.6.1 Provide a transportation system that serves existing and projected travel 
demand. 
Policy 12.6.2 Identify transportation system improvements that mitigate existing and 
projected areas of congestion. 
Policy 12.6.3 Ensure the adequacy of travel mode options and travel routes (parallel 
systems) in areas of congestion. 
Policy 12.6.4 Identify and prioritize improved connectivity throughout the city street 
system. 
Response: A Transportation Analysis Letter (TAL) that includes a Transportation Planning 
Rule (TPR) analysis, prepared by a registered professional traffic engineer was included 
with this application. As documented in the TAL, the additional vehicle trips generated by 
the addition of six houses on the site is expected to have only a minimal impact on the 
safety and operation of the existing transportation facilities in the area. 
 
As shown above, the proposed Zone Change compiles with the applicable goals and policies 
of the comprehensive plan. 
 
That public facilities and services (water, sewer, storm drainage, transportation, 
schools, police and fire protection) are presently capable of supporting the uses 
allowed by the zone, or can be made available prior to issuing a certificate of 
occupancy. Service shall be sufficient to support the range of uses and development 
allowed by the zone. 
 
Response: The public facilities (sanitary sewer, storm drainage, water, and streets) 
available to serve the lot are all adequate and can support six additional houses. The zone 
change to R3.5 Medium Density Residential and the impacts have been previously 
addressed earlier in the report. 
 
The land uses authorized by the proposal are consistent with the existing or planned 
function, capacity and level of service of the transportation system serving the 
proposed zoning district.  
Response: As described in the response to Policy 12.6 of the Comprehensive Plan above, 
the TAL prepared by a registered professional traffic engineer shows the function, capacity, 
and level of service of the surrounding traffic system will not be impacted by the addition 
of six houses.  
 
Statewide planning goals shall be addressed if the comprehensive plan does not 
contain specific policies or provisions which control the amendment. 
 



Statewide Planning Goal 1: Citizen Involvement. Goal 1 calls for "the opportunity for 
citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process." It requires each city and 
county to have a citizen involvement program containing six components specified in the 
goal. It also requires local governments to have a committee for citizen involvement (CCI) 
to monitor and encourage public participation in planning. 
Response: Addressed in Comprehensive Plan Goal 1. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 2: Land Use Planning. Goal 2 outlines the basic procedures of 
Oregon's statewide planning program. It says that land use decisions are to be made in 
accordance with a comprehensive plan, and that suitable "implementation ordinances" to 
put the plan's policies into effect must be adopted. It requires that plans be based on 
"factual information"; that local plans and ordinances be coordinated with those of other 
jurisdictions and agencies; and that plans be reviewed periodically and amended as 
needed. 
Response: Addressed in Comprehensive Plan Goal 2. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 3: Agricultural Lands. Goal 3 defines "agricultural lands." It then 
requires counties to inventory such lands and to "preserve and maintain" them through 
farm zoning. Details on the uses allowed in farm zones are found in ORS Chapter 215 and in 
Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 660, Division 33. 
Response: Not applicable 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 4: Forest Lands. This goal defines forest lands and requires 
counties to inventory them and adopt policies and ordinances that will "conserve forest 
lands for forest uses." 
Response: Not applicable 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 5: Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Area, and Natural Resources. 
Goal 5 covers more than a dozen natural and cultural resources such as wildlife habitats 
and wetlands. It establishes a process for each resource to be inventoried and evaluated. If 
a resource or site is found to be significant, a local government has three policy choices: 
preserve the resource, allow proposed uses that conflict with it, or strike some sort of a 
balance between the resource and the uses that would conflict with it. 
Response: Not applicable 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 6: Air, Water and Land Resources Quality. This goal requires local 
comprehensive plans and implementing measures to be consistent with state and federal 
regulations on matters such as groundwater pollution. 
Response: Addressed in Comprehensive Plan Goal 6. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 7: Areas Subject to Natural Hazards. Goal 7 deals with 
development in places subject to natural hazards such as floods or landslides. It requires 
that jurisdictions apply "appropriate safeguards" (floodplain zoning, for example) when 
planning for development there.  
Response: Not applicable 
 



Statewide Planning Goal 8: Recreational Needs. This goal calls for each community to 
evaluate its areas and facilities for recreation and develop plans to deal with the projected 
demand for them. It also sets forth detailed standards for expedited siting of destination 
resorts. 
Response: Not applicable 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 9: Economic Development. Goal 9 calls for diversification and 
improvement of the economy. It asks communities to inventory commercial and industrial 
lands, project future needs for such lands, and plan and zone enough land to meet those 
needs.  
Response: Not applicable 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 10: Housing. This goal specifies that each city must plan for and 
accommodate needed housing types, such as multifamily and manufactured housing. It 
requires each city to inventory its buildable residential lands, project future needs for such 
lands, and plan and zone enough buildable land to meet those needs. It also prohibits local 
plans from discriminating against needed housing types. 
Response: Addressed in Comprehensive Plan Goal 10. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 11: Public Facilities and Services. Goal 11 calls for efficient 
planning of public services such as sewers, water, law enforcement, and fire protection. The 
goal's central concept is that public services should to be planned in accordance with a 
community's needs and capacities rather than be forced to respond to development as it 
occurs. 
Response: Addressed in Comprehensive Plan Goal 11. 
 
Statewide Goal 12: Transportation. The goal aims to provide "a safe, convenient and 
economic transportation system." It asks for communities to address the needs of the 
"transportation disadvantaged." 
Response: Addressed in Comprehensive Plan Goal 12. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 13. Energy Conservation. Goal 13 states that "land and uses 
developed on the land shall be managed and controlled so as to maximize the conservation 
of all forms of energy, based upon sound economic principles." 
Response: The proposal to rezone the property allows for additional dwelling units within 
the same square footage of land, resulting in a more efficient use of city streets and utilities. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 14: Urbanization. This goal requires cities to estimate future 
growth and needs for land and then plan and zone enough land to meet those needs. It calls 
for each city to establish an "urban growth boundary" (UGB) to "identify and separate 
urbanizable land from rural land." It specifies seven factors that must be considered in 
drawing up a UGB. It also lists four criteria to be applied when undeveloped land within a 
UGB is to be converted to urban uses.  
Response: The proposal would allow more efficient urbanization of the site within the 
Urban Growth Boundary. 
 



Statewide Planning Goal 15: Willamette River Greenway. Goal 15 sets forth procedures for 
administering the 300 miles of greenway that protects the Willamette River. 
Response: This goal is not directly applicable to the proposal since the site is not within 
the designated Willamette River Greenway. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 16: Estuarine Resources 
Statewide Planning, Goal 17: Coastal Shorelands 
Statewide Planning, Goal 18: Beaches and Dunes 
Statewide Planning Goal 19: Ocean Resources 
Response:Goals 16 to 19 are not applicable as the site is not located in any of the identified 
areas. 
 
OAR 660-012-0060(1)-(3) TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE (TPR) 
The purpose of the TPR is “to implement Statewide Planning Goal 12 (Transportation) and 
promote the development of safe, convenient and economic transportation systems that 
are designed to reduce reliance on the automobile so that the air pollution, traffic and other 
livability problems faced by urban areas in other parts of the country might be avoided.” A 
major purpose of the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) is to promote more careful 
coordination of land use and transportation planning, to ensure that planned land uses are 
supported by and consistent with planned transportation facilities and improvements. 
Response: Addressed in Comprehensive Plan Goal 12 and in the Transportation Analysis 
Letter submitted with this application. 
 
OAR CHAPTER 660, DIVISION 7, “METROPOLITAN HOUSING RULE” 
The purpose of this division is to ensure opportunity for the provision of adequate 
numbers of needed housing units and the efficient use of land within the Metro urban 
growth boundary, to provide greater certainty in the development process and so to reduce 
Response: Refer to the findings for Goal 10 of the Comprehensive Plan above. 
 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN 
The Regional Transportation Functional Plan (RTFP) directs how Oregon City should 
implement the RTP through the TSP and other land use regulations. The RTFP codifies 
existing and new requirements which local plans must comply with to be consistent with 
the RTP. If a TSP is consistent with the RTFP, Metro will find it to be consistent with the 
RTP. 
Response: Addressed in Comprehensive Plan Goal 12. 
 
URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT METRO FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
3.07.810.C states that after one year following acknowledgement of a functional plan 
requirement, cities and counties that amend their comprehensive plans and land use 
regulations shall make such amendments in compliance with the new functional plan 
requirement. 
Response: The City of Oregon City’s comprehensive plan and land use regulations 
associated with comprehensive plan and zone change amendments are in compliance with 
the UGB Metro Functional Plan. 
 



METRO FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
3.07.120(e), “Housing Capacity” A city or county may reduce the minimum zoned capacity 
of a single lot or parcel so long as the reduction has a negligible effect on the city’s or 
county’s overall minimum zoned residential capacity. 
Response: Refer to the findings for Goal of the Comprehensive Plan above. 
 
 
 



 
TYPE II SUBDIVISION APPLICATION 

Applicant’s Submittal 
 
 
APPLICANT:  Nathan and Desiree Rowland 

13310 SE Valemont Ln 
Happy Valley, OR 97086 
Phone: 503-913-2386 
Email: rowland.desiree@yahoo.com 

 
OWNER:  Nathan and Desiree Rowland 

13310 SE Valemont Ln 
Happy Valley, OR 97086 

 
REQUEST:  An annexation of the property from Clackamas County to Oregon City, a zone 
change from the current zoning of FU-10 to R-3.5 and a partition to divide the property into a 
seven lot subdivision. 
 
LOCATION:   14576 S Maplelane Rd, Oregon CIty, OR 97045 
  Clackamas County Map 3-2E-04DB-00200 
 
 

I. BACKGROUND:  
 

1. Existing Conditions 
The property is .96 acres and primarily flat. The site is developed with a single family home and 
attached garage built in 1965.  The property is currently in Clackamas County and zoned FU-10, 
but within the Urban Growth Boundary with an Oregon CIty Comprehensive Plan designation of 
Medium Density Residential. 
 
Maplelane Road is a 60 foot wide right-of-way developed with a paved surface providing two 
vehicle travel lanes and a wide shoulder, but no formal bike lane or sidewalk along the site’s 
frontage road.  
 
The site is not or near any natural hazards identified by either Clackamas County or Oregon 
CIty.  Additionally, the site is not near any open space, scenic, or natural resource areas that 
would be affected by the proposal.  There is no historic designation on or near the property as 
well.   
 
The property is currently served by Clackamas River Water via a 16-inch water main located in 
Maplelane Rd.  Oregon City water mains are located within Maplelane Rd (12-inch main) and in 
Clearwater Place (12-inch main.)  The development will be required to extend an 8” water main 
through the end of the new road proposed (Oregon Iris Way.)  The property is not currently 



served by sanitary or stormwater management facilities, but the site would be annexed into the 
Tri-City Service District upon approval of annexation into the city. An 8-inch sanitary sewer line 
is located in Clearwater Place and available to serve the property.  There is also a 12-inch 
stormwater main located in Clearwater Place and two catch basins that can provide stormwater 
management for the property. 
 

2. Project Description  
The applicant is seeking to annex the property into the City of Oregon City from Clackamas 
County and concurrently rezone the property from the county designation of FU-10 (Future 
Urban) to R-3.5 (Single Family Dwelling Zone).  The property is located within the Urban Growth 
Boundary with an Oregon City Comprehensive Plan designation of Medium Density Residential.  
 
In addition to the annexation and zone change, the applicant is requesting preliminary approval 
of a land division for the property to partition it into a seven lot subdivision, including the 
existing house and  development of six new lots (for single family houses). 
 
Water service to the future parcels will be obtained by connecting to the Oregon City water 
mains located within Maplelane Rd and Clearwater Place. Sanitary sewer for the parcels will be 
obtained by connecting to the existing sewer main within Clearwater Place. Stormwater 
disposal will be obtained by connecting to the existing stormwater main and catch basins within 
Clearwater Place. 
 
A Pre-Application meeting with Oregon City was held on April 30, 2019 under application PA-
19-18.  
 
 

II. RESPONSES TO THE OREGON CITY MUNICIPAL CODE: 
 
CHAPTER 17.16 – “R-3.5” DWELLING DISTRICT 
 
17.16.040  Dimensional standards. 
Dimensional standards in the R-3.5 district are:  
A. Minimum Lot Areas. 
1.  Residential uses, three thousand five hundred square feet per unit. 
2. Non-residential uses, zero minimum; 
Applicant’s Response: 
This application includes 6 new lots in the R-3.5 zoning district for the construction of single 
family detached houses and one existing house. 
 
B. Minimum lot width, twenty-five feet; 
Applicant’s Response: 
All proposed lots are more than 25 feet wide 
 
C. Minimum lot depth, seventy feet; 



Applicant’s Response: 
Lots 2, 5, 6 and 7 per proposed site plan are 70 feet deep or greater. 
 
Lot 1 is the existing house, and when measured perpendicular to Maplelane Rd, meets the 70 
feet deep requirement. 
 
Lot 3 as proposed is not 70 feet deep, however, it’s a much wider and more traditional style lot 
(versus being long and narrow) and offers more curb appeal, and a better layout for the future 
house.  
 
Lot 4 has an average depth of more than 70 feet deep, however, one side of the lot measures at 
63 feet deep and the other side at more than 83 feet deep.  Again, this lot is also wider than the 
requirements,  and offers a more traditional style lot with more curb appeal, and a better 
layout option for the future house.  
 
A variance for lot depth is being requested for lots 3 and 4.  
 
D. Maximum building height, two and one-half stories, not to exceed thirty-five feet; If an 
existing structure is being retained. 
Applicant’s Response: 
The existing house is one story and the new houses will comply with this standard. 
 
E. Minimum Required Setbacks: Setbacks if an existing structure is being retained. 
1. Front yard, five feet minimum setback, 
2. Front porch, zero feet minimum setback, 
3. Interior side yard, 
Detached unit, five feet minimum setback  
Attached unit, seven feet minimum setback on the side that does not abut a common property 
line.  
4. Corner side yard, ten-foot minimum setback, 
5. Rear yard, fifteen-foot minimum setback, 
6. Rear porch, ten-foot minimum setback. 
7. Attached and detached garage, twenty feet minimum setback from the public right-of-way 
where access is taken, except for alleys. Detached garages on an alley shall be setback a 
minimum of five feet.  
Applicant’s Response: 
The existing house meets the following requirements, at least 5 feet from the front, 15 feet 
from rear, 5 feet from sides and 20 feet from garage. The existing house sits at an angle and 
one back side has a set back of 5.8 feet which depending on how measured may not meet the 
requirement, however, most of the back yard has more than a 15 foot setback. 
 
The future houses will be reviewed for compliance with the  maximum height, setback, and lot 
coverage requirements of the R-3.5 zone at the time of building permit issuance. 
 



 
 
G. Maximum lot coverage: The footprint of all structures two hundred square feet or greater 
shall cover a maximum of fifty-five percent of the lot area. If an existing structure is being 
retained. 
Applicant’s Response: 
Because of the location of the existing house, the lot is larger than the others and is below the 
maximum allowed lot coverage. 
 
CHAPTER 16.08 – SUBDIVISIONS PROCESS AND STANDARDS 
 
16.08.030 - Preliminary subdivision plat—Narrative statement. 
In addition to the plans required in the previous section, the applicant shall also prepare and 
submit a narrative statement that addresses the following issues: 
A. Subdivision Description. A detailed description of the proposed development, including a 
description of proposed uses, number and type of residential units, allocation and ownership of 
all lots, tracts, streets, and public improvements, the structure of any homeowner's association, 
and each instance where the proposed subdivision will vary from some dimensional or other 
requirement of the underlying zoning district. For each such variance, a separate application will 
be required pursuant to Chapter 17.60, Variances; 
 
B. Timely Provision of Public Services and Facilities. The applicant shall explain in detail how and 
when each of the following public services or facilities is, or will be, adequate to serve the 
proposed development by the time construction begins: 
1. Water, 
Applicant’s Response: 
The property is currently connected to Clackamas River Water (CRW.)  There is an existing 
Clackamas River Water (CRW) owned 16-inch water main within Maplelane Rd.  There is an 
existing CRW owned 12-inch ductile iron water main within Maplelane Rd. The applicant’s 
property will be withdrawn from the CRW district upon approval of the annexation.  Per the city 
engineer, the proposed property development will be required to extend an 8” water main 
through the end of the new road  proposed (Oregon Iris Way) for the development.  The 
proposed development will be required to provide each new lot with a new water service line 
and meter per city standards. There is an existing city owned 12-inch ductile iron water main 
within Maplelane Rd near the western edge of the applicant’s property frontage.  There is an 
existing city owned 12-inch ductile iron water main within Clearwater Place. 
 
2. Sanitary sewer, 
Applicant’s Response: 
The property is currently not connected to a sanitary sewer system. There is an 8” sanitary 
sewer main within Clearwater Place which runs across the frontage of the property.  There is an 
existing sewer lateral which may be utilized by the existing house after annexed into the city 
and into the Tri-City Service District. There is no sanitary sewer main within Maplelane Road 
along the frontage of the property. The city engineer commented that development to extend 
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the sewer main within Mapleland Rd for a portion of the property's frontage may be required. 
And that the development of the property will require an extension of an 8” sanitary sewer 
main through the new road proposed on Oregon Iris Way as shown on the application. 
 
3. Storm sewer and stormwater drainage, 
Applicant’s Response: 
The property resides within an area served by an existing sub-regional stormwater detention 
facility located near the intersection of Maplelane Road and Thayer Road which is meant to 
provide water quality and stormwater detention for this region.  Therefore, not all of the city’s 
stormwater and grading design standards are applicable. Instead of constructing new 
stormwater facilities, future home permits on each lot of the proposed subdivision shall pay a 
pro-rata cost for using the stormwater detention/water quality pond at Maplelane and Thayer 
roads per Ordinance 09-1003.   
 
There is an existing 12-inch stormwater main and two catch basins within CLearwater Place.  
The structures direct flows south through a 12-inch pipe to the Newell basin. 
 
Per the city engineer the development will be required to extend a 12” stormwater main 
through the new road proposed (Oregon Iris Way) as shown on the application. 
 
4. Parks and recreation, 
Applicant’s Response: 
The property is not adjacent to or near any park facilities. The closest parks to the property are 
Barclay Hills Park and Hillendale Park, which are both over a mile away. The proposed 
annexation of the existing house and the addition of six houses on the subject property is not a 
large enough development project to affect park capacity. 
 
5. Traffic and transportation, 
Applicant’s Response:  
As demonstrated in the Transportation Analysis Letter submitted with this application, only a 
nominal increase in daily and peak vehicle trips. The impacts of these new trips are not 
expected to significantly alter the operation or safety of the existing transportation facilities or 
nearby intersections. 
 
6. Schools, 
Applicant’s Response: 
The existing home and property is served by the Oregon City School District and the annexation 
and addition of six houses would have only a minor impact on the school district. Developing 
the property will slightly increase the demand on these schools, depending on the residents. It 
was also verified that the Oregon City School District has capacity to handle this small increase.  
And an impact will be mitigated by the payment of system development charges at the time of 
construction of the new houses on the proposed lots. Attached is an email from Wes Rogers, 
Director of Operations at Oregon City School District verifying this. 
 



7. Fire and police services; 
Where adequate capacity for any of these public facilities and services is not demonstrated to 
be currently available, the applicant shall describe how adequate capacity in these services and 
facilities will be financed and constructed before recording of the plat; 
Applicant’s Response: 
The subject property is served by Clackamas County Fire District #1. The closest fire station is 
Hilltop Station #16 at 19340 Molalla Ave, Oregon City.  The Fire District has adequate capacity 
to serve the additional residences on this property. Additionally, future property taxes, 
potential district bonds, etc. can provide necessary funding for the fire district. 
 
The subject property is currently within and served by the Clackamas County Sheriff’s Office, 
however, after annexation the site will be served by the City of Oregon City Police Department. 
Annexation of the subject property to the City of Oregon City would create a negligible demand 
on the City’s Police resources and the Police Department has sufficient resources available to 
serve this increase. 
 
D. Drafts of the proposed covenants, conditions and restrictions (CC&Rs), 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; 
Applicant’s Response: 
Draft CC&R's will be developed at a later time, when it is more clear what the need is. 
 
E. A description of any proposed phasing, including for each phase the time, acreage, number of 
residential units, amount of area for nonresidential use, open space, development of utilities 
and public facilities; 
Applicant’s Response: 
No phasing is proposed at this time 
 
F. Overall density of the subdivision and the density by dwelling type for each. 
Applicant’s Response: 
Seven total lots proposed (including the existing house and six new lots) on .96 acres.  After 
subtracting out roads and dedications, there is a total of 29,417 SF of developable land. Given 
the density of 3.500 SF per lot, there is an allowance for 8.4 lots.  However, due to the 
placement of the existing house, the lot the current house resides on will be 7,297 SF. So we 
have proposed seven lots in total (six new lots plus the lot for the existing house.)  
 
16.08.045 - Building site—Frontage width requirement. 
Each lot in a subdivision shall abut upon a cul-de-sac or street other than an alley for a width of 
at least twenty feet. 
Applicant’s Response: 
Each proposed lot is greater than 25 feet wide 
 
16.08.050 - Flag lots in subdivisions. 



Flag lots shall not be permitted within subdivisions except as approved by the community 
development director and in compliance with the following standards. 
A. Where the applicant can show that the existing parcel configuration, topographic constraints 
or where an existing dwelling unit is located so that it precludes a land division that meets the 
minimum density, lot width and/or depth standards of the underlying zone. 
 
B. If a flag lot is created, a joint accessway shall be provided unless the location of the existing 
dwelling unit prevents a joint accessway. A perpetual reciprocal access easement and 
maintenance agreement shall be recorded for the joint accessway, in a format acceptable by the 
city attorney. 
C. The pole portion of the flag lot shall connect to a public street. 
D. The pole shall be at least 8 feet wide for the entire length. 
E. The pole shall be part of the flag lot and must be under the same ownership as the flag 
portion of the lot. 
Applicant’s Response: 
No proposed flag lots 
 
CHAPTER 16.12 - MINIMUM IMPROVEMENTS AND DESIGN STANDARDS FOR LAND 
DIVISIONS[3] 

16.12.020 - Blocks—Generally. 

The length, width and shape of blocks shall take into account the need for adequate building 
site size, convenient motor vehicle, pedestrian, bicycle and transit access, control of traffic 
circulation, and limitations imposed by topography and other natural features. 

Applicant’s Response:  See site plan, all of the above were taken into consideration 

16.12.030 - Blocks—Width. 

The width of blocks shall ordinarily be sufficient to allow for two tiers of lots with depths 
consistent with the type of land use proposed. 

Applicant’s Response:  See site plan, all of the above were taken into consideration 

16.12.040 - Building sites. 

The size, width, shape and orientation of building sites shall be appropriate for the primary use 
of the land division, and shall be consistent with the residential lot size provisions of the zoning 
ordinance with the following exceptions: 

A. Where property is zoned and planned for commercial or industrial use, the community 
development director may approve other widths in order to carry out the city's comprehensive 
plan. Depth and width of properties reserved or laid out for commercial and industrial purposes 
shall be adequate to provide for the off-street service and parking facilities required by the type 
of use and development contemplated. 
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B. Minimum lot sizes contained in Title 17 are not affected by those provided herein. 

Applicant’s Response:  The size, width, depth, shape and orientation of the proposed lots were 
thought out and the best layout/site plan was proposed.  Not all lots meet depth requirements, 
but the proposed subdivision lends itself to a nicer layout with more curb appeal and an option 
for more traditional single family houses to be built.  

16.12.045 - Building sites—Minimum density. 

All subdivision layouts shall achieve at least eighty percent of the maximum density of the base 
zone for the net developable area as defined in Chapter 17.04. 

Applicant’s Response:  Seven total lots proposed (including the existing house and six new lots) 
on .96 acres.  After subtracting out roads and dedications, there is a total of 29,417 SF of 
developable land. Given the density of 3.500 SF per lot, there is an allowance for 8.4 lots.  
However, due to the placement of the existing house, the lot the current house resides on will 
be 7,297 SF. So we have proposed seven lots in total (six new lots plus the lot for the existing 
house.)  

With 29,417 SF of developable land, 80% of this would be, 23,534 SF divided by 3,500 SF equals 
6.72 lots and we have proposed a total of 7 lots. 

16.12.050 – Lot size reduction 

A subdivision in the R-10, R-8, R-6, R-5, or R-3.5 dwelling district may include lots that are up to 
twenty percent less than the required minimum lot area of the applicable zoning designation 
provided the lots within the entire subdivision on average meets the minimum site area 
requirement of the underlying zone. Any area within a powerline easement on a lot shall not 
count towards the lot area for that lot. 

The average lot area is determined by first calculating the total site area devoted to dwelling 
units, subtracting the powerline easement areas, and dividing that figure by the proposed 
number of dwelling lots. Accessory dwelling units are not included in this determination nor are 
tracts created for non-dwelling unit purposes such as open space, stormwater tracts, or access 
ways. A lot that was created pursuant to this section may not be further divided unless the 
average lot size requirements are still met for the entire subdivision. When a lot abuts a public 
alley, an area equal to the length of the alley frontage along the lot times the width of the alley 
right-of-way measured from the alley centerline may be added to the area of the abutting lot in 
order to satisfy the lot area requirement for the abutting lot. It may also be used in calculating 
the average lot area.  

Applicant’s Response:  The property is assuming R-3.5 zoning for 3,500 SF lots. The minimum 
lot size for any lot would be 80% of that figure or 2,800 SF. The minimum lot size proposed is 
3.080 SF, therefore the requirement is met.  

16.12.055 - Building site—Through lots. 
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Through lots and parcels shall be avoided except where they are essential to provide separation 
of residential development from major arterials or to overcome specific disadvantages of 
topography of existing development patterns. A reserve strip may be required. A planting screen 
restrictive covenant may be required to separate residential development from major arterial 
streets, adjacent nonresidential development, or other incompatible use, where practicable. 
Where practicable, alleys or shared driveways shall be used for access for lots that have 
frontage on a collector or minor arterial street, eliminating through lots. 

Applicant’s Response:  No through lots are proposed 

16.12.060 - Building site—Lot and parcel side lines. 

The lines of lots and parcels, as far as is practicable, shall run at right angles to the street upon 
which they face, except that on curved streets they shall be radial to the curve. 

Applicant’s Response:  Proposed lots are at right angles facing Oregon Iris Way 

16.12.065 - Building site—Grading. 

Grading of building sites shall conform to the State of Oregon Structural Specialty Code, Chapter 
18, any approved grading plan and any approved residential lot grading plan in accordance with 
the requirements of Chapter 15.48, 16.12 and the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design 
Standards, and the erosion control requirements of Chapter 17.47. 

Applicant’s Response:  The property is relatively flat so only minor grading may be required and 
will comply with all requirements 

16.12.070 - Building site—Setbacks and building location. 

This standard ensures that lots are configured in a way that development can be oriented 
toward streets to provide a safe, convenient and aesthetically pleasing environment for 
pedestrians and bicyclists. The objective is for lots located on a neighborhood collector, collector 
or minor arterial street locate the front yard setback on and design the most architecturally 
significant elevation of the primary structure to face the neighborhood collector, collector or 
minor arterial street. 

A. The front setback of all lots located on a neighborhood collector, collector or minor arterial 
shall be orientated toward the neighborhood collector, collector or minor arterial street. 

B. The most architecturally significant elevation of the house shall face the neighborhood 
collector, collector or minor arterial street. 

C. On corner lots located on the corner of two local streets, the main façade of the dwelling may 
be oriented towards either street. 

D. All lots proposed with a driveway and lot orientation on a collector or minor arterial shall 
combine driveways into one joint access per two or more lots unless the city engineer 
determines that: 
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1. No driveway access may be allowed since the driveway(s) would cause a significant traffic 
safety hazard; or 

2. Allowing a single driveway access per lot will not cause a significant traffic safety hazard. 

E. The community development director may approve an alternative design, consistent with the 
intent of this section, where the applicant can show that existing development patterns preclude 
the ability to practically meet this standard. 

Applicant’s Response:  See site plan, all proposed new lots have the option to face Oregon Iris 
Way with driveway access from Oregon Iris Way. All plans were created with the input of 
Oregon City planning. 

16.12.075 - Building site—Division of lots. 

Where a tract of land is to be divided into lots or parcels capable of redivision in accordance 
with this chapter, the community development director shall require an arrangement of lots, 
parcels and streets which facilitates future redivision. In such a case, building setback lines may 
be required in order to preserve future right-of-way or building sites. 

Applicant’s Response:  Proposed lot 1 is 7,297 square feet and therefore capable of re-division 
under the R-3.5 zoning standards.  However, the existing house currently sits on this lot and is 
located in such a way that makes re-division of this lot impossible at this time.  But if the house 
was to be removed in the future, it would be possible to create two lots with frontage on 
Clearwater Place. 

16.12.085 - Easements. 

The following shall govern the location, improvement and layout of easements: 

A. Utilities. Utility easements shall be required where necessary as determined by the city 
engineer. Insofar as practicable, easements shall be continuous and aligned from block-to-block 
within the land division and with adjoining subdivisions or partitions. Specific utility easements 
for water, sanitary or storm drainage shall be provided based on approved final engineering 
plans. 

Applicant’s Response: The development will be required to provide a 10 foot wide Public Utility 
Easement along all property lines frontages 

16.12.085.B. Unusual Facilities. Easements for unusual facilities such as high voltage electric 
transmission lines, drainage channels and stormwater detention facilities shall be adequately 
sized for their intended purpose, including any necessary maintenance roads. These easements 
shall be shown to scale on the preliminary and final plats or maps. If the easement is for 
drainage channels, stormwater detention facilities or related purposes, the easement shall 
comply with the requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards 
 
Applicant’s Response:  No unusual facilities are proposed 



C. Watercourses. Where a land division is traversed or bounded by a watercourse, drainageway, 
channel or stream, a stormwater easement or drainage right-of-way shall be provided which 
conforms substantially to the line of such watercourse, drainageway, channel or stream and is 
of a sufficient width to allow construction, maintenance and control for the purpose as required 
by the responsible agency. For those subdivisions or partitions which are bounded by a stream 
of established recreational value, setbacks or easements may be required to prevent impacts to 
the water resource or to accommodate pedestrian or bicycle paths. 

Applicant’s Response:  Not applicable 

D. Access. When easements are used to provide vehicular access to lots within a land division, 
the construction standards, but not necessarily width standards, for the easement shall meet 
city specifications. The minimum width of the easement shall be twenty feet. The easements 
shall be improved and recorded by the applicant and inspected by the city engineer. Access 
easements may also provide for utility placement. 

Applicant’s Response: No easements to lots are proposed.  The development will be required to 
provide a 10 foot wide Public Utility Easement along all property lines frontages. 

E. Resource Protection. Easements or other protective measures may also be required as the 
community development director deems necessary to ensure compliance with applicable review 
criteria protecting any unusual significant natural feature or features of historic significance. 

Applicant’s Response:  No natural or historic features have been identified. 

16.12.090 - Minimum improvements—Procedures. 

In addition to other requirements, improvements installed by the applicant either as a 
requirement of these or other regulations, or at the applicant's option, shall conform to the 
requirements of this title and be designed to city specifications and standards as set out in the 
city's facility master plan and Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards. The 
improvements shall be installed in accordance with the following procedure: 

A. Improvement work shall not commence until construction plans have been reviewed and 
approved by the city engineer and to the extent that improvements are in county or state right-
of-way, they shall be approved by the responsible authority. To the extent necessary for 
evaluation of the proposal, the plans may be required before approval of the preliminary plat of 
a subdivision or partition. Expenses incurred thereby shall be borne by the applicant and paid for 
prior to final plan review. 

B. Improvements shall be constructed under the inspection and approval of the city engineer. 
Expenses incurred thereby shall be borne by the applicant and paid prior to final approval. 
Where required by the city engineer or other city decision-maker, the applicant's project 
engineer also shall inspect construction. 

C. Erosion control or resource protection facilities or measures are required to be installed in 
accordance with the requirements of Chapter 17.49 and the Public Works Erosion and Sediment 
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Control Standards. Underground utilities, waterlines, sanitary sewers and storm drains installed 
in streets shall be constructed prior to the surfacing of the streets. Stubs for service connections 
for underground utilities and sanitary sewers shall be placed beyond the public utility easement 
behind to the lot lines. 

D. As-built construction plans and digital copies of as-built drawings shall be filed with the city 
engineer upon completion of the improvements. 

E. The city engineer may regulate the hours of construction and access routes for construction 
equipment to minimize impacts on adjoining residences or neighborhoods. 

Applicant’s Response:  All required improvement plans will be submitted for review and 
approval. 

16.12.095 - Minimum improvements—Public facilities and services. 

The following minimum improvements shall be required of all applicants for a land division 
under Title 16, unless the decision-maker determines that any such improvement is not 
proportional to the impact imposed on the city's public systems and facilities: 

A. Transportation System. Applicants and all subsequent lot owners shall be responsible for 
improving the city's planned level of service on all public streets, including alleys within the land 
division and those portions of public streets adjacent to but only partially within the land 
division. All applicants shall execute a binding agreement to not remonstrate against the 
formation of a local improvement district for street improvements that benefit the applicant's 
property. Applicants are responsible for designing and providing adequate vehicular, bicycle and 
pedestrian access to their developments and for accommodating future access to neighboring 
undeveloped properties that are suitably zoned for future development. Storm drainage 
facilities shall be installed and connected to off-site natural or man-made drainageways. Upon 
completion of the street improvement survey, the applicant shall reestablish and protect 
monuments of the type required by ORS 92.060 in monument boxes with covers at every public 
street intersection and all points or curvature and points of tangency of their center line, and at 
such other points as directed by the city engineer. 

Applicant’s Response:  Street frontage improvements on Maplelane Rd is expected to be 
required and is shown on the site plans. The proposed Oregon Iris Way will comply with city 
requirements. 

B. Stormwater Drainage System. Applicants shall design and install drainage facilities within 
land divisions and shall connect the development's drainage system to the appropriate 
downstream storm drainage system as a minimum requirement for providing services to the 
applicant's development. The applicant shall obtain county or state approval when appropriate. 
All applicants shall execute a binding agreement to not remonstrate against the formation of a 
local improvement district for stormwater drainage improvements that benefit the applicant's 
property. Applicants are responsible for extending the appropriate storm drainage system to the 
development site and for providing for the connection of upgradient properties to that system. 
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The applicant shall design the drainage facilities in accordance with city drainage master plan 
requirements, Chapter 13.12 and the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards. 

Applicant’s Response:  As mentioned above, the property resides within an area served by an 
existing sub-regional stormwater detention facility located near the intersection of Maplelane 
Road and Thayer Road which is meant to provide water quality and stormwater detention for 
this region.  Therefore, not all of the city’s stormwater and grading design standards are 
applicable. Instead of constructing new stormwater facilities, future home permits on each lot 
of the proposed subdivision shall pay a pro-rata cost for using the stormwater detention/water 
quality pond at Maplelane and Thayer roads per Ordinance 09-1003.   

There is an existing 12-inch stormwater main and two catch basins within CLearwater Place.  
The structures direct flows south through a 12-inch pipe to the Newell basin. 

Per the city engineer the development will be required to extend a 12” stormwater main 
through the new road proposed (Oregon Iris Way) as shown on the application. 

C. Sanitary Sewer System. The applicant shall design and install a sanitary sewer system to serve 
all lots or parcels within a land division in accordance with the city's sanitary sewer design 
standards, and shall connect those lots or parcels to the city's sanitary sewer system, except 
where connection is required to the county sanitary sewer system as approved by the county. All 
applicants shall execute a binding agreement to not remonstrate against the formation of a 
local improvement district for sanitary sewer improvements that benefit the applicant's 
property. Applicants are responsible for extending the city's sanitary sewer system to the 
development site and through the applicant's property to allow for the future connection of 
neighboring undeveloped properties that are suitably zoned for future development. The 
applicant shall obtain all required permits and approvals from all affected jurisdictions prior to 
final approval and prior to commencement of construction. Design shall be approved by the city 
engineer before construction begins. 

Applicant’s Response:  The property is currently not connected to a sanitary sewer system. 
There is an 8” sanitary sewer main within Clearwater Place which runs across the frontage of 
the property.  There is an existing sewer lateral which may be utilized by the existing house 
after annexed into the city and into the Tri-City Service District. There is no sanitary sewer main 
within Maplelane Road along the frontage of the property. The city engineer commented that 
development to extend the sewer main within Mapleland Rd for a portion of the property's 
frontage may be required. And that the development of the property will require an extension 
of an 8” sanitary sewer main through the new road proposed on Oregon Iris Way as shown on 
the application. 

16.12.095.D. Water System. The applicant shall design and install a water system to serve all 
lots or parcels within a land division in accordance with the city public works water system 
design standards, and shall connect those lots or parcels to the city's water system. All 
applicants shall execute a binding agreement to not remonstrate against the formation of a 
local improvement district for water improvements that benefit the applicant's property. 
Applicants are responsible for extending the city's water system to the development site and 

https://www.municode.com/library/


through the applicant's property to allow for the future connection of neighboring undeveloped 
properties that are suitably zoned for future development. 
 
Applicant’s Response:  The property is currently connected to Clackamas River Water (CRW.)  
There is an existing Clackamas River Water (CRW) owned 16-inch water main within Maplelane 
Rd.  There is an existing CRW owned 12-inch ductile iron water main within Maplelane Rd. The 
applicant’s property will be withdrawn from the CRW district upon approval of the annexation.  
Per the city engineer, the proposed property development will be required to extend an 8” 
water main through the end of the new road  proposed (Oregon Iris Way) for the development.  
The proposed development will be required to provide each new lot with a new water service 
line and meter per city standards. There is an existing city owned 12-inch ductile iron water 
main within Maplelane Rd near the western edge of the applicant’s property frontage.  There is 
an existing city owned 12-inch ductile iron water main within Clearwater Place. 

16.12.095.E. Sidewalks. The applicant shall provide for sidewalks on both sides of all public 
streets, on any private street if so required by the decision-maker, and in any special pedestrian 
way within the land division. Exceptions to this requirement may be allowed in order to 
accommodate topography, trees or some similar site constraint. In the case of major or minor 
arterials, the decision-maker may approve a land division without sidewalks where sidewalks 
are found to be dangerous or otherwise impractical to construct or are not reasonably related to 
the applicant's development. The decision-maker may require the applicant to provide sidewalks 
concurrent with the issuance of the initial building permit within the area that is the subject of 
the land division application. Applicants for partitions may be allowed to meet this requirement 
by executing a binding agreement to not remonstrate against the formation of a local 
improvement district for sidewalk improvements that benefit the applicant's property. 
 

Applicant’s Response:   Sidewalks will be provided as required. 

16.12.095.F. Bicycle Routes. If appropriate to the extension of a system of bicycle routes, 
existing or planned, the decision-maker may require the installation of separate bicycle lanes 
within streets and separate bicycle paths. 
Applicant’s Response: If applicable, the bicycle lane will be included in the required 
improvements. 

16.12.095.G. Street Name Signs and Traffic Control Devices. The applicant shall install street 
signs and traffic control devices as directed by the city engineer. Street name signs and traffic 
control devices shall be in conformance with all applicable city regulations and standards. 
Applicant’s Response: Street signs and traffic control devices as needed will be installed when 
the subdivision is developed. 

16.12.095.H. Street Lights. The applicant shall install street lights which shall be served from an 
underground source of supply. Street lights shall be in conformance with all city regulations. 
Applicant’s Response:  Street lights will be installed as needed/required. 

 



16.12.095.I. Street Trees.  
Applicant’s Response:  Trees will be placed/planted as per requirements. 

16.12.095.J. Bench Marks. At least one bench mark shall be located within the subdivision 
boundaries using datum plane specified by the city engineer. 
Applicant’s Response:  A bench mark will be located as/if required. 

16.12.095.K. Other. The applicant shall make all necessary arrangements with utility companies 
or other affected parties for the installation of underground lines and facilities. Electrical lines 
and other wires, including but not limited to communication, street lighting and cable television, 
shall be placed underground. 
Applicant’s Response:  All will be placed underground as required. 

16.12.095.L. Oversizing of Facilities. All facilities and improvements shall be designed to city 
standards as set out in the city's facility master plan, public works design standards, or other 
city ordinances or regulations. Compliance with facility design standards shall be addressed 
during final engineering. The city may require oversizing of facilities to meet standards in the 
city's facility master plan or to allow for orderly and efficient development. Where oversizing is 
required, the applicant may request reimbursement from the city for oversizing based on the 
city's reimbursement policy and funds available, or provide for recovery of costs from 
intervening properties as they develop. 
Applicant’s Response:  No oversizing facility is expected. 

16.12.095.M. Erosion Control Plan—Mitigation. The applicant shall be responsible for complying 
with all applicable provisions of Chapter 17.47 with regard to erosion control. 
Applicant’s Response:  As needed, a plan will be put in place to meet requirements. 

16.12.100 Same—Road standards and requirements. 
A. The creation of a public street and the resultant separate land parcels shall be in 
conformance with requirements for subdivisions or partitions and the applicable street design 
standards of Chapter 12.04. However, the decision-maker may approve the creation of a public 
street to be established by deed without full compliance with the regulations applicable to 
subdivisions or partitions where any of the following conditions exist: 
1. The establishment of the public street is initiated by the city commission and is declared 
essential for the purpose of general traffic circulation and the partitioning of land is an 
incidental effect rather than the primary objective of the street; 
2. The tract in which the street is to be dedicated is within an isolated ownership either not over 
one acre or of such size and characteristics as to make it impossible to develop building sites for 
more than three dwelling units. 
B. For any public street created pursuant to subsection A of this section, a copy of a preliminary 
plan and the proposed deed shall be submitted to the community development director and city 
engineer at least ten days prior to any public hearing scheduled for the matter. The plan, deed 
and any additional information the applicant may submit shall be reviewed by the decision-
maker and, if not in conflict with the standards of Title 16 and Title 17, may be approved with 
appropriate conditions. 



 

Applicant’s Response:  See site plan for the proposed Oregon Iris Way which will meet all city 
requirements. 

16.12.105 Same—Timing requirements. 
A. Prior to applying for final plat approval, the applicant shall either complete construction of all 
public improvements required as part of the preliminary plat approval or guarantee the 
construction of those improvements. Whichever option the applicant elects shall be in 
accordance with this section. 
B. Construction. The applicant shall construct the public improvements according to approved 
final engineering plans and all applicable requirements of this Code, and under the supervision 
of the city engineer. Under this option, the improvement must be complete and accepted by the 
city engineer prior to final plat approval. 
C. Financial Guarantee. The applicant shall provide the city with a financial guarantee in a form 
acceptable to the city attorney and equal to one hundred ten percent of the cost of constructing 
the public improvements in accordance with Oregon City Municipal Code Chapter 17.50. 
Possible forms of guarantee include an irrevocable or standby letter of credit, guaranteed 
construction loan set-aside, reserve account, or performance guarantee, but the form of 
guarantee shall be specified by the city engineer and, prior to execution and acceptance by the 
city, must be reviewed and approved by the city attorney. The amount of the guarantee shall be 
based upon approved final engineering plans, equal to at least one hundred ten percent of the 
estimated cost of construction, and shall be supported by a verified engineering estimate and 
approved by the city engineer. 
 
Applicant’s Response:  FInancial guarantee will be obtained in order to apply for final plat 
approval. 

16.12.110 Minimum improvements—Financial guarantee. 
When conditions of permit approval require a permittee to construct certain improvements, the 
city may, in its discretion, allow the permitee to submit a performance guarantee in lieu of 
actual construction of the improvement. Performance guarantees shall be governed by this 
section. 
A. Form of Guarantee. Performance guarantees shall be in a form approved by the city attorney 
Approvable methods of performance guarantee include irrevocable standby letters of credit to 
the benefit of the city issued by a recognized lending institution, certified checks, dedicated bank 
accounts or allocations of construction loans held in reserve by the lending institution for the 
benefit of the city. The form of guarantee shall be specified by the city engineer and, prior to 
execution and acceptance by the city shall be reviewed and approved by the city attorney. The 
guarantee shall be filed with the city engineer. 
B. Timing of Guarantee. A permittee shall be required to provide a performance guarantee as 
follows: 
1. After Final Approved Design by the City: A permittee may request the option of submitting a 
performance guarantee when prepared for temporary/final occupancy. The guarantee shall be 
one hundred twenty percent of the estimated cost of constructing the remaining public 



improvements as submitted by the permittee's engineer. The engineer's estimated costs shall be 
supported by a verified engineering estimate and approved by the city engineer. 
2. Before Complete Design Approval and Established Engineered Cost Estimate: A permittee may 
request the option of submitting a performance guarantee before public improvements are 
designed and completed. The guarantee shall be one hundred fifty percent of the estimated cost 
of constructing the public improvements as submitted by the permittee's engineer and approved 
by the city engineer. The engineer's estimated costs shall be supported by a verified engineering 
estimate and approved by the city engineer. This scenario applies for a fee-in-lieu situation to 
ensure adequate funds for the future work involved in design, bid, contracting, and construction 
management and contract closeout. In this case, the fee-in-lieu must be submitted as cash, 
certified check, or other negotiable instrument as approved to form by the city attorney. 
C. Duration of the Guarantee. The guarantee shall remain in effect until the improvement is 
actually constructed and accepted by the city. Once the city has inspected and accepted the 
improvement, the city shall release the guarantee to the permittee. If the improvement is not 
completed to the city's satisfaction within the time limits specified in the permit approval, the 
city engineer may, at their discretion, draw upon the guarantee and use the proceeds to 
construct or complete construction of the improvement and for any related administrative and 
legal costs incurred by the city in completing the construction, including any costs incurred in 
attempting to have the permittee complete the improvement. Once constructed and approved 
by the city, any remaining funds shall be refunded to the permittee. The city shall not allow a 
permittee to defer construction of improvements by using a performance guarantee, unless the 
permittee agrees to construct those improvements upon written notification by the city, or at 
some other mutually agreed-to time. If the permittee fails to commence construction of the 
required improvements within six months of being instructed to do so, the city may, without 
further notice, undertake the construction of the improvements and draw upon the permittee's 
performance guarantee to pay those costs. 
 
Applicant’s Response: The financial guarantee for the public improvements will comply with the 
city’s standard procedures described in this section. The applicant will submit the required 
performance guarantees prior to plat. 

 
CHAPTER 12.04 - STREETS SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES 
 
12.04.003 - Applicability. 
A. Compliance with this chapter is required for all land divisions, site plan and design review, 
master plan, detailed development plan and conditional use applications and all public 
improvements. 
B. Compliance with this chapter is also required for new construction or additions which exceed 
fifty percent of the existing square footage, of all single and two-family dwellings. All applicable 
single and two-family dwellings shall provide any necessary dedications, easements or 
agreements as identified in the transportation system plan and this chapter. In addition, the 
frontage of the site shall comply with the following prioritized standards identified in this chapter: 
1. Improve street pavement, construct curbs, gutters, sidewalks and planter strips; and 



2. Plant street trees. 
The cost of compliance with the standards identified in 12.04.003.B.1 and 12.04.003.B.2 is limited 
to ten percent of the total construction costs. The value of the alterations and improvements as 
determined by the community development director is based on the entire project and not 
individual building permits. It is the responsibility of the applicant to submit to the community 
development director the value of the required improvements. Additional costs may be required 
to comply with other applicable requirements associated with the proposal such as access or 
landscaping requirements. 
Applicant’s Response:  The applicant intends to comply with the provisions of this chapter 
related to public street improvements as described above.  
 
12.04.005 - Jurisdiction and management of the public rights-of-way. 
A. The city has jurisdiction and exercises regulatory management over all public rights-of-way 
within the city under authority of the City Charter and state law by issuing separate public works 
right-of-way permits or permits as part of issued public infrastructure construction plans. No work 
in the public right-of-way shall be done without the proper permit. Some public rights-of-way 
within the city are regulated by the State of Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) or 
Clackamas County and as such, any work in these streets shall conform to their respective 
permitting requirements. 
B. Public rights-of-way include, but are not limited to, streets, roads, highways, bridges, alleys, 
sidewalks, trails, paths, public easements and all other public ways or areas, including the 
subsurface under and air space over these areas. 
C. The city has jurisdiction and exercises regulatory management over each public right-of-way 
whether the city has a fee, easement, or other legal interest in the right-of-way. The city has 
jurisdiction and regulatory management of each right-of-way whether the legal interest in the 
right-of-way was obtained by grant, dedication, prescription, reservation, condemnation, 
annexation, foreclosure or other means. 
D. No person may occupy or encroach on a public right-of-way without the permission of the city. 
The city grants permission to use rights-of-way by franchises, licenses and permits. 
E. The exercise of jurisdiction and regulatory management of a public right-of-way by the city is 
not official acceptance of the right-of-way, and does not obligate the city to maintain or repair 
any part of the right-of-way. 
Applicant’s Response:  The applicant understands that the city has jurisdictional management 
over Clearwater Place and Clackamas County has jurisdictional management over Maplelane 
Road. Therefore, planned improvements to Maplelane will be coordinated with Clackamas 
County. 
 
12.04.007 - Modifications. 
The review body may consider modification of this standard resulting from constitutional 
limitations restricting the city's ability to require the dedication of property or for any other 
reason, based upon the criteria listed below and other criteria identified in the standard to be 
modified. All modifications shall be processed through a Type II Land Use application and may 
require additional evidence from a transportation engineer or others to verify compliance. 
Compliance with the following criteria is required: 



A. The modification meets the intent of the standard; 
B. The modification provides safe and efficient movement of pedestrians, motor vehicles, bicyclists 
and freight; 
C. The modification is consistent with an adopted plan; and 
D. The modification is complementary with a surrounding street design; or, in the alternative; 
E. If a modification is requested for constitutional reasons, the applicant shall demonstrate the 
constitutional provision or provisions to be avoided by the modification and propose a 
modification that complies with the state or federal constitution. The city shall be under no 
obligation to grant a modification in excess of that which is necessary to meet its constitutional 
obligations. 
Applicant’s Response:  Modifications to these standards are not planned. 
 
12.04.010 - Construction specifications—Improved streets. 
All sidewalks hereafter constructed in the city on improved streets shall be constructed to city 
standards and widths required in the Oregon City Transportation System Plan. The curb shall be 
constructed at the same time as the construction of the sidewalk and shall be located as provided 
in the ordinance authorizing the improvement of said street next proceeding unless otherwise 
ordered by the city commission. Both sidewalks and curbs are to be constructed according to plans 
and specifications provided by the city engineer. 
Applicant’s Response:  The sidewalk and curb planned for Maplelane Road and Oregon Iris Way 
will comply with applicable portions of the City’s construction standards and Transportation 
System Plan. 
 
12.04.020 - Construction specifications—Unimproved streets. 
Sidewalks constructed on unimproved streets shall be constructed of concrete according to lines 
and grades established by the city engineer and approved by the city commission. On unimproved 
streets curbs do not have to be constructed at the same time as the sidewalk. 
Applicant’s Response:  No unimproved streets are proposed. 
 
12.04.025 - Street design—Driveway curb cuts. 
A. One driveway shall be allowed per frontage. In no case shall more than two driveways be 
allowed on any single or two-family residential property with multiple frontages. 
B. With the exception of the limitations identified in 12.04.025.C, all driveway curb cuts shall be 
limited to the following dimensions. 

Property Use Minimum 
Driveway 
Width 
at sidewalk 
or 
property line 

Maximum 
Driveway 
Width 
at sidewalk 
or 
property line 

Single or two-family dwelling with one car garage/parking space 10 feet 12 feet 



Single or two-family dwelling with two car garage/parking space 12 feet 24 feet 

Single or two-family dwelling with three or more car 
garages/parking space 

18 feet 30 feet 

Nonresidential or multi-family residential driveway access 15 feet 40 feet 

  
The driveway width abutting the street pavement may be extended three feet on either side of 
the driveway to accommodate turn movements. Driveways may be widened onsite in locations 
other than where the driveway meets sidewalk or property line (for example between the property 
line and the entrance to a garage). 
Figure 12.04.025: Example Driveway Curb Cut 

 
 
Applicant’s Response:  Driveway requirements will be met.  
 
C. The decision maker shall be authorized through a Type II process, unless another procedure 
applicable to the proposal applies, to minimize the number and size of curb cuts (including 
driveways) as far as practicable for any of the following purposes: 
1. To provide adequate space for on-street parking; 
2. To facilitate street tree planting requirements; 
3. To assure pedestrian and vehicular safety by limiting vehicular access points; and 
4. To assure that adequate sight distance requirements are met. 
a. Where the decision maker determines any of these situations exist or may occur due to the 
approval of a proposed development for non-residential uses or attached or multi-family housing, 
a shared driveway shall be required and limited to twenty-four feet in width adjacent to the 
sidewalk or property line and may extend to a maximum of thirty feet abutting the street 
pavement to facilitate turning movements. 
b. Where the decision maker determines any of these situations exist or may occur due to approval 
of a proposed development for detached housing within the "R-5" Single-Family Dwelling District 
or "R-3.5" Dwelling District, driveway curb cuts shall be limited to twelve feet in width adjacent 
to the sidewalk or property line and may extend to a maximum of eighteen feet abutting the 
street pavement to facilitate turning movements. 
 
Applicant’s Response:  All requirements will be met. 

Single-Family Dwelling with a Two Car Garage

3' Max. \ *
24’ Max. 3 Max.

CURB-



 
D. For all driveways, the following standards apply. 
1. Each new or redeveloped curb cut shall have an approved concrete approach or asphalted 
street connection where there is no concrete curb and a minimum hard surface for at least ten 
feet and preferably twenty feet back into the lot as measured from the current edge of street 
pavement to provide for controlling gravel tracking onto the public street. The hard surface may 
be concrete, asphalt, or other surface approved by the city engineer. 
2. Driving vehicles, trailers, boats, or other wheeled objects across a sidewalk or roadside planter 
strip at a location other than an approved permanent or city-approved temporary driveway 
approach is prohibited. Damages caused by such action shall be corrected by the adjoining 
property owner. 
3. Placing soil, gravel, wood, or other material in the gutter or space next to the curb of a public 
street with the intention of using it as a permanent or temporary driveway is prohibited. Damages 
caused by such action shall be corrected by the adjoining property owner. 
4. Any driveway built within public street or alley right-of-way shall be built and permitted per city 
requirements as approved by the city engineer. 
Applicant’s Response:  All requirements will be met. 
 
E. Exceptions. The public works director reserves the right to waive this standard, if it is 
determined through a Type II decision including written findings that it is in the best interest of 
the public to do so. 
Applicant’s Response:  Not applicable at this time. 
 
12.04.080 - Excavations—Permit required. 
It shall be unlawful for any person to dig up, break, excavate, disturb, dig under or undermine any 
public street or alley, or any part thereof or any macadam, gravel, or other street pavement or 
improvement without first applying for and obtaining from the engineer a written permit so to 
do. 
Applicant’s Response:  A permit will be obtained if needed. 
 
12.04.090 - Excavations—Permit restrictions. 
The permit shall designate the portion of the street to be so taken up or disturbed, together with 
the purpose for making the excavation, the number of days in which the work shall be done, and 
the trench or excavation to be refilled and such other restrictions as may be deemed of public 
necessity or benefit. 
Applicant’s Response:  A permit will be obtained as needed. 
 
12.04.100 - Excavations—Restoration of pavement. 
Whenever any excavation shall have been made in any pavement or other street improvement on 
any street or alley in the city for any purpose whatsoever under the permit granted by the 
engineer, it shall be the duty of the person making the excavation to restore the pavement in 
accordance with the City of Oregon City Public Works Pavement Cut Standard in effect at the time 
a right-of-way permit application is filed. The city commission may adopt and modify the City of 



Oregon City Public Works Pavement Cut Standards by resolution as necessary to implement the 
requirements of this chapter. 
Applicant’s Response:  As needed and required, all pavement will be restored with city 
standards. 
 
 
 
12.04.120 - Obstructions—Permit required. 
A. Permanent Obstructions. It is unlawful for any person to place, put or maintain any obstruction, 
other than a temporary obstruction, as defined in subsection B. of this section, in any public street 
or alley in the city, without obtaining approval for a right-of-way permit from the commission by 
passage of a resolution. 
1. The city engineer shall provide applicants with an application form outlining the minimum 
submittal requirements. 
2. The applicant shall submit at least the following information in the permitting process in order 
to allow the commission to adequately consider whether to allow the placement of an obstruction 
and whether any conditions may be attached: 
a. Site plan showing right-of-way, utilities, driveways as directed by staff; 
b. Sight distance per Chapter 10.32, Traffic Sight Obstructions; 
c. Traffic control plan including parking per Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD); 
d. Alternative routes if necessary; 
e. Minimizing obstruction area; and 
f. Hold harmless/maintenance agreement. 
3. If the commission adopts a resolution allowing the placement of a permanent obstruction in 
the right-of-way, the city engineer shall issue a right-of-way permit with any conditions deemed 
necessary by the commission. 
B. Temporary Obstructions. 
1. A "temporary obstruction" is defined as an object placed in a public street, road or alley for a 
period of not more than sixty consecutive days. A "temporary obstruction" includes, but is not 
limited to, moving containers and debris dumpsters. 
2. The city engineer, or designee, is authorized to grant a permit for a temporary obstruction. 
3. The city engineer shall provide applicants with an application form outlining the minimum 
submittal requirements. 
4. The applicant shall submit, and the city engineer, or designee, shall consider, at least the 
following items in the permitting process. Additional information may be required in the discretion 
of the city engineer: 
a. Site plan showing right-of-way, utilities, driveways as directed by staff; 
b. Sight distance per Chapter 10.32, Traffic Sight Obstructions; 
c. Traffic control plan including parking per Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD); 
d. Alternative routes if necessary; 
e. Minimizing obstruction area; and 
f. Hold harmless/maintenance agreement. 
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5. In determining whether to issue a right-of-way permit to allow a temporary obstruction, the 
city engineer may issue such a permit only after finding that the following criteria have been 
satisfied: 
a. The obstruction will not unreasonably impair the safety of people using the right-of-way and 
nearby residents; 
b. The obstruction will not unreasonably hinder the efficiency of traffic affected by the 
obstruction; 
c. No alternative locations are available that would not require use of the public right-of-way; and 
d. Any other factor that the city engineer deems relevant. 
6. The permittee shall post a weatherproof copy of the temporary obstruction permit in plain view 
from the right-of-way. 
C. Fees. The fee for obtaining a right-of-way permit for either a permanent obstruction or a 
temporary obstruction shall be set by resolution of the commission. 
Applicant’s Response:  No known obstructions. 
 
12.04.160 - Street vacations—Restrictions. 
The commission, upon hearing such petition, may grant the same in whole or in part, or may deny 
the same in whole or in part, or may grant the same with such reservations as would appear to 
be for the public interest, including reservations pertaining to the maintenance and use of 
underground public utilities in the portion vacated. 
Applicant’s Response:  Not applicable 
 
12.04.170 - Street design—Purpose and general provisions. 
All development shall be in conformance with the policies and design standards established by 
this chapter and with applicable standards in the city's public facility master plan and city design 
standards and specifications. In reviewing applications for development, the city engineer shall 
take into consideration any approved development and the remaining development potential of 
adjacent properties. All street, water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage and utility plans associated 
with any development must be reviewed and approved by the city engineer prior to construction. 
All streets, driveways or storm drainage connections to another jurisdiction's facility or right-of-
way must be reviewed by the appropriate jurisdiction as a condition of the preliminary plat and 
when required by law or intergovernmental agreement shall be approved by the appropriate 
jurisdiction. 
Applicant’s Response:  The design will comply with all requirements and city standards (and 
county standards for Maplelane Rd). 
 
12.04.175 - 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, overlay districts, 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 carried considering the terrain. To the extent possible, proposed streets shall connect 



to all existing or approved stub streets that abut the development site. The arrangement of streets 
shall either: 
A. Provide for the continuation or appropriate projection of existing principal streets in the 
surrounding area and on adjacent parcels or conform to a plan for the area approved or adopted 
by the city to meet a particular situation where topographical or other conditions make 
continuance or conformance to existing streets impractical; 
B. Where necessary to give access to or permit a satisfactory future development of adjoining 
land, streets shall be extended to the boundary of the development and the resulting dead-end 
street (stub) may be approved with a temporary turnaround as approved by the city engineer. 
Notification that the street is planned for future extension shall be posted on the stub street until 
the street is extended and shall inform the public that the dead-end street may be extended in the 
future. Access control in accordance with [Chapter] 12.04 shall be required to preserve the 
objectives of street extensions. 
Applicant’s Response:  Street design will comply with all requirements and will work with city 
engineering on the proposed Oregon Iris Way. 
 
12.04.180 - Street design. 
All development regulated by this chapter shall provide street improvements in compliance with 
the standards in Figure 12.04.180 depending on the street classification set forth in the 
Transportation System Plan and the Comprehensive Plan designation of the adjacent property, 
unless an alternative plan has been adopted. The standards provided below are maximum design 
standards and may be reduced with an alternative street design which may be approved based 
on the modification criteria in [Section] 12.04.007. The steps for reducing the maximum design 
below are found in the Transportation System Plan. 
Table 12.04.180 Street Design 
To read the table below, select the road classification as identified in the Transportation System 
Plan and the Comprehensive Plan designation of the adjacent properties to find the maximum 
design standards for the road cross section. If the Comprehensive Plan designation on either side 
of the street differs, the wider right-of-way standard shall apply. 

Road 
Classifica
tion 

Comprehe
nsive Plan 
Designatio
n 

Righ
t-of-
Wa
y 
Wid
th 

Pavem
ent 
Width 

Publ
ic 
Acce
ss 

Sidew
alk 

Landsc
ape 
Strip 

Bik
e 
La
ne 

Stree
t 
Parki
ng 

Trav
el 
Lan
es 

Medi
an 

Major 
Arterial 

Mixed Use, 
Commerci
al or 
Public/Qua
si Public 

116 
ft. 

94 ft. 0.5 
ft. 

10.5 ft. sidewalk 
including 5 ft. x 5 
ft. tree wells 

6 
ft. 

8 ft. (5) 
12 
ft. 
Lan
es 

6 ft. 
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Industrial 120 
ft. 

88 ft. 0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 10.5 ft. 6 
ft. 

N/A (5) 
14 
ft. 
Lan
es 

6 ft. 

Residential 126 
ft. 

94 ft. 0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 10.5 ft. 6 
ft. 

8 ft. (5) 
12 
ft. 
Lan
es 

6 ft. 

  

Road 
Classifica
tion 

Comprehe
nsive Plan 
Designatio
n 

Righ
t-of-
Wa
y 
Wid
th 

Pavem
ent 
Width 

Publ
ic 
Acce
ss 

Sidew
alk 

Landsc
ape 
Strip 

Bik
e 
La
ne 

Stree
t 
Parki
ng 

Trav
el 
Lan
es 

Medi
an 

Minor 
Arterial 

Mixed Use, 
Commerci
al or 
Public/Qua
si Public 

116 
ft. 

94 ft. 0.5 
ft. 

10.5 ft. sidewalk 
including 5 ft. x 5 
ft. tree wells 

6 
ft. 

8 ft. (5) 
12 
ft. 
Lan
es 

6 ft. 

Industrial 118 
ft. 

86 ft. 0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 10.5 ft. 6 
ft. 

7 ft. (5) 
12 
ft. 
Lan
es 

N/A 

Residential 100 
ft. 

68 ft. 0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 10.5 ft. 6 
ft. 

7 ft. (3) 
12 
ft. 
Lan
es 

6 ft. 

  

Road 
Classifica
tion 

Comprehe
nsive Plan 
Designatio
n 

Righ
t-of-
Wa
y 

Pavem
ent 
Width 

Publ
ic 
Acce
ss 

Sidew
alk 

Landsc
ape 
Strip 

Bik
e 
La
ne 

Stree
t 
Parki
ng 

Trav
el 
Lan
es 

Medi
an 



Wid
th 

Collector Mixed Use, 
Commerci
al or 
Public/Qua
si Public 

86 
ft. 

64 ft. 0.5 
ft. 

10.5 ft. sidewalk 
including 5 ft. x 5 
ft. tree wells 

6 
ft. 

8 ft. (3) 
12 
ft. 
Lan
es 

N/A 

Industrial 88 
ft. 

62 ft. 0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 7.5 ft. 6 
ft. 

7 ft. (3) 
12 
ft. 
Lan
es 

N/A 

Residential 85 
ft. 

59 ft. 0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 7.5 ft. 6 
ft. 

7 ft. (3) 
11 
ft. 
Lan
es 

N/A 

  

Road 
Classifica
tion 

Comprehe
nsive Plan 
Designatio
n 

Righ
t-of-
Wa
y 
Wid
th 

Pavem
ent 
Width 

Publ
ic 
Acce
ss 

Sidew
alk 

Landsc
ape 
Strip 

Bik
e 
La
ne 

Stree
t 
Parki
ng 

Trav
el 
Lan
es 

Medi
an 

Local Mixed Use, 
Commerci
al or 
Public/Qua
si Public 

62 
ft. 

40 ft. 0.5 
ft. 

10.5 ft. sidewalk 
including 5 ft. x 5 
ft. tree wells 

N/
A 

8 ft. (2) 
12 
ft. 
Lan
es 

N/A 

Industrial 60 
ft. 

38 ft. 0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 5.5 ft. (2) 19 ft. Shared 
Space 

N/A 

Residential 54 
ft. 

32 ft. 0.5 
ft. 

5 ft. 5.5 ft. (2) 16 ft. Shared 
Space 

N/A 

  
1. Pavement width includes, bike lane, street parking, travel lanes and median. 



2. Public access, sidewalks, landscape strips, bike lanes and on-street parking are required on both 
sides of the street in all designations. The right-of-way width and pavement widths identified 
above include the total street section. 
3. A 0.5 foot curb is included in landscape strip or sidewalk width. 
4. Travel lanes may be through lanes or turn lanes. 
5. The 0.5 foot public access provides access to adjacent public improvements. 
6. Alleys shall have a minimum right-of-way width of twenty feet and a minimum pavement width 
of sixteen feet. If alleys are provided, garage access shall be provided from the alley. 
Applicant’s Response:  The design will comply with all requirements and city standards. 
 
12.04.185 - Street design—Access control. 
A. A street which is dedicated to end at the boundary of the development or in the case of half-
streets dedicated along a boundary shall have an access control granted to the city as a city 
controlled plat restriction for the purposes of controlling ingress and egress to the property 
adjacent to the end of the dedicated street. The access control restriction shall exist until such 
time as a public street is created, by dedication and accepted, extending the street to the adjacent 
property. 
B. The city may grant a permit for the adjoining owner to access through the access control. 
C. The plat shall contain the following access control language or similar on the face of the map 
at the end of each street for which access control is required: "Access Control (See plat 
restrictions)." 
D. Said plats shall also contain the following plat restriction note(s): "Access to (name of street or 
tract) from adjoining tracts (name of deed document number[s]) shall be controlled by the City of 
Oregon City by the recording of this plat, as shown. These access controls shall be automatically 
terminated upon the acceptance of a public road dedication or the recording of a plat extending 
the street to adjacent property that would access through those Access Controls." 
Applicant’s Response:  The design will comply with all requirements and city standards. 
 
12.04.190 - Street design—Alignment. 
The centerline of streets shall be: 
A. Aligned with existing streets by continuation of the centerlines; or 
B. Offset from the centerline by no more than five (5) feet, provided appropriate mitigation, in the 
judgment of the city engineer, is provided to ensure that the offset intersection will not pose a 
safety hazard. 
Applicant’s Response:  The design will comply with all requirements and city standards.  
 
12.04.194 - Traffic sight obstructions. 
All new streets shall comply with the Traffic Sight Obstructions in Chapter 10.32. 
Applicant’s Response:  The design will comply with all requirements. 
 
12.04.195 - Spacing standards. 
A. All new streets shall be designed as local streets unless otherwise designated as arterials and 
collectors in Figure 8 in the transportation system plan. The maximum block spacing between 
streets is five hundred thirty feet and the minimum block spacing between streets is one hundred 
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fifty feet as measured between the right-of-way centerlines. If the maximum block size is 
exceeded, pedestrian accessways must be provided every three hundred thirty feet. The spacing 
standards within this section do not apply to alleys. 
B. All new development and redevelopment shall meet the minimum driveway spacing standards 
identified in Table 12.04.195.B. 

Table 12.04.195.B Minimum Driveway Spacing Standards 

Street Functional 
Classification 

Minimum Driveway Spacing Standards Distan
ce 

Major Arterial 
Streets 

Minimum distance from a street corner to a driveway for all uses 
and Minimum distance between driveways for uses other than 
single and two-family dwellings 

175 ft. 

Minor Arterial 
Streets 

Minimum distance from a street corner to a driveway for all uses 
and Minimum distance between driveways for uses other than 
single and two-family dwellings 

175 ft. 

Collector Streets Minimum distance from a street corner to a driveway for all uses 
and Minimum distance between driveways for uses other than 
single and two-family dwellings 

100 ft. 

Local Streets Minimum distance from a street corner to a driveway for all uses 
and Minimum distance between driveways for uses other than 
single and two-family dwellings 

25 ft. 

  
The distance from a street corner to a driveway is measured along the right-of-way from the edge 
of the intersection right-of-way to the nearest portion of the driveway and the distance between 
driveways is measured at the nearest portions of the driveway at the right-of-way. 
Applicant’s Response:  The design will comply with all requirements and will work with city on 
the best design for the proposed Oregon Iris Way. 
 
12.04.199 - Pedestrian and bicycle accessways. 
Pedestrian/bicycle accessways are intended to provide direct, safe and convenient connections 
between residential areas, retail and office areas, institutional facilities, industrial parks, transit 
streets, neighborhood activity centers, rights-of-way, and pedestrian/bicycle accessways which 
minimize out-of-direction travel, and transit-orientated developments where public street 
connections for automobiles, bicycles and pedestrians are unavailable. Pedestrian/bicycle 
accessways are appropriate in areas where public street options are unavailable, impractical or 
inappropriate. Pedestrian and bicycle accessways are required through private property or as 
right-of-way connecting development to the right-of-way at intervals not exceeding three 
hundred thirty feet of frontage; or where the lack of street continuity creates inconvenient or out 
of direction travel patterns for local pedestrian or bicycle trips. 



A. Entry points shall align with pedestrian crossing points along adjacent streets and with 
adjacent street intersections. 
 
B. 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. Accessways shall have a fifteen-foot-wide right-of-way with a seven-foot wide paved surface 
between a five-foot planter strip and a three-foot planter strip. 
2. If an accessway also provides secondary fire access, the right-of-way width shall be at least 
twenty-three feet wide with a fifteen-foot paved surface a five-foot planter strip and a three-foot 
planter strip. 
 
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 the 
intersection of the accessway with public streets to preserve safe sight distance and promote 
safety. 
 
D. To enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety, accessways shall be lighted with pedestrian-scale 
lighting. Accessway lighting shall be to a minimum level of one-half-foot-candles, a one and one-
half foot-candle average, and a maximum to minimum ratio of seven-to-one and shall be oriented 
not to shine upon adjacent properties. Street lighting shall be provided at both entrances. 
 
E. Accessways shall comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 
 
F. The planter strips on either side of the accessway shall be landscaped along adjacent property 
by installation of the following: 
1. Within the three-foot planter strip, an evergreen hedge screen of thirty to forty-two inches high 
or shrubs spaced no more than four feet apart on average; 
2. Ground cover covering one hundred percent of the exposed ground. No bark mulch shall be 
allowed except under the canopy of shrubs and within two feet of the base of trees; 
3. Within the five-foot planter strip, two-inch minimum caliper trees with a maximum of thirty-
five feet of separation between the trees to increase the tree canopy over the accessway; 
4. In satisfying the requirements of this section, evergreen plant materials that grow over forty-
two inches in height shall be avoided. All plant materials shall be selected from the Oregon City 
Native Plant List. 
 
G. Accessways shall be designed to prohibit unauthorized motorized traffic. Curbs and removable, 
lockable bollards are suggested mechanisms to achieve this. 
 
H. Accessway surfaces shall be paved with all-weather materials as approved by the city. Pervious 
materials are encouraged. Accessway surfaces shall be designed to drain stormwater runoff to 
the side or sides of the accessway. Minimum cross slope shall be two percent. 
 



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. 
 
J. The community development director may approve an alternative accessway design due to 
existing site constraints through the modification process set forth in Section 12.04.007. 
 
K. Ownership, liability and maintenance of accessways. To ensure that all pedestrian/bicycle 
accessways will be adequately maintained over time, the hearings body shall require one of the 
following: 
1. Dedicate the accessways to the public as public right-of-way prior to the final approval of the 
development; or 
2. The developer incorporates the accessway into a recorded easement or tract that specifically 
requires the property owner and future property owners to provide for the ownership, liability 
and maintenance of the accessway. 
Applicant’s Response:  In regards to 12.04.199 (all of the above) are not applicable. 
 
 
12.04.200 - Reserved. 
Editor's note— Ord. No. 13-1003, § 1, Exhibit 1, adopted July 17, 2013, repealed § 12.04.200 in its 
entirety. Former § 12.04.200 pertained to "Street Design—Constrained local streets and/or 
rights-of-way." See Prior Code Cross-Reference Table and Code Comparative Table and 
Disposition List for derivation. 
 
12.04.205 - Mobility standards. 
Development shall demonstrate compliance with intersection mobility standards. When 
evaluating the performance of the transportation system, the City of Oregon City requires all 
intersections, except for the facilities identified in subsection D below, to be maintained at or 
below the following mobility standards during the two-hour peak operating conditions. The first 
hour has the highest weekday traffic volumes and the second hour is the next highest hour before 
or after the first hour. Except as provided otherwise below, this may require the installation of 
mobility improvements as set forth in the transportation system plan or as otherwise identified 
by the city transportation engineer. 
A. For intersections within the regional center, the following mobility standards apply: 
1. During the first hour, a maximum v/c ratio of 1.10 shall be maintained. For signalized 
intersections, this standard applies to the intersection as a whole. For unsignalized intersections, 
this standard applies to movements on the major street. There is no performance standard for 
the minor street approaches. 
2. During the second hour, a maximum v/c ratio of 0.99 shall be maintained at signalized 
intersections. For signalized intersections, this standard applies to the intersection as a whole. For 
unsignalized intersections, this standard applies to movements on the major street. There is no 
performance standard for the minor street approaches. 
3. Intersections located on the Regional Center boundary shall be considered within the Regional 
Center. 
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B. For intersections outside of the Regional Center but designated on the Arterial and Throughway 
Network, as defined in the Regional Transportation Plan, the following mobility standards apply: 
1. During the first hour, a maximum v/c ratio of 0.99 shall be maintained. For signalized 
intersections, this standard applies to the intersection as a whole. For unsignalized intersections, 
this standard applies to movements on the major street. There is no performance standard for 
the minor street approaches. 
2. During the second hour, a maximum v/c ratio of 0.99 shall be maintained at signalized 
intersections. For signalized intersections, this standard applies to the intersection as a whole. For 
unsignalized intersections, this standard applies to movements on the major street. There is no 
performance standard for the minor street approaches. 
C. For intersections outside the boundaries of the Regional Center and not designated on the 
Arterial and Throughway Network, as defined in the Regional Transportation Plan, the following 
mobility standards apply: 
1. For signalized intersections: 
a. During the first hour, LOS "D" or better will be required for the intersection as a whole and no 
approach operating at worse than LOS "E" and a v/c ratio not higher than 1.0 for the sum of the 
critical movements. 
b. During the second hour, LOS "D" or better will be required for the intersection as a whole and 
no approach operating at worse than LOS "E" and a v/c ratio not higher than 1.0 for the sum of 
the critical movements. 
2. For unsignalized intersections outside of the boundaries of the Regional Center: 
a. For unsignalized intersections, during the peak hour, all movements serving more than twenty 
vehicles shall be maintained at LOS "E" or better. LOS "F" will be tolerated at movements serving 
no more than twenty vehicles during the peak hour. 
D. Until the city adopts new performance measures that identify alternative mobility targets, the 
city shall exempt proposed development that is permitted, either conditionally, outright, or 
through detailed development master plan approval, from compliance with the above-referenced 
mobility standards for the following state-owned facilities: 
I-205/OR 99E Interchange 
I-205/OR 213 Interchange 
OR 213/Beavercreek Road 
State intersections located within or on the Regional Center Boundaries 
1. In the case of conceptual development approval for a master plan that impacts the above 
references intersections: 
a. The form of mitigation will be determined at the time of the detailed development plan review 
for subsequent phases utilizing the Code in place at the time the detailed development plan is 
submitted; and 
b. Only those trips approved by a detailed development plan review are vested. 
2. Development which does not comply with the mobility standards for the intersections identified 
in [Section] 12.04.205.D shall provide for the improvements identified in the Transportation 
System Plan (TSP) in an effort to improve intersection mobility as necessary to offset the impact 
caused by development. Where required by other provisions of the Code, the applicant shall 
provide a traffic impact study that includes an assessment of the development's impact on the 



intersections identified in this exemption and shall construct the intersection improvements listed 
in the TSP or required by the Code. 
Applicant’s Response: 
See the attached Transportation Analysis Letter submitted with application. 
 
12.04.210 - Street design—Intersection angles. 
Except where topography requires a lesser angle, streets shall be laid out to intersect at angles as 
near as possible to right angles. In no case shall the acute angles be less than eighty degrees 
unless there is a special intersection design. An arterial or collector street intersecting with 
another street shall have at least one hundred feet of tangent adjacent to the intersection unless 
topography requires a lesser distance. Other streets, except alleys, shall have at least fifty feet of 
tangent adjacent to the intersection unless topography requires a lesser distance. All street 
intersections shall be provided with a minimum curb return radius of twenty-five feet for local 
streets. Larger radii shall be required for higher street classifications as determined by the city 
engineer. Additional right-of-way shall be required to accommodate curb returns and sidewalks 
at intersections. Ordinarily, intersections should not have more than two streets at any one point. 
Applicant’s Response: 
See site plan, the proposed Oregon Iris Way will be at a right angle to Clearwater Place. 
 
12.04.215 - Street design—Off-site street improvements. 
During consideration of the preliminary plan for a development, the decision maker shall 
determine whether existing streets impacted by, adjacent to, or abutting the development meet 
the city's applicable planned minimum design or dimensional requirements. Where such streets 
fail to meet these requirements, the decision-maker shall require the applicant to make 
proportional improvements sufficient to achieve conformance with minimum applicable design 
standards required to serve the proposed development. 
Applicant’s Response: 
WIll comply with required improvements if needed. 
 
12.04.220 - Street design—Half street. 
Half streets, while generally not acceptable, may be approved where essential to the 
development, when in conformance with all other applicable requirements, and where it will not 
create a safety hazard. When approving half streets, the decision maker must first determine that 
it will be practical to require the dedication of the other half of the street when the adjoining 
property is divided or developed. Where the decision maker approves a half street, the applicant 
must construct an additional ten feet of pavement width so as to make the half street safe and 
usable until such time as the other half is constructed. Whenever a half street is adjacent to 
property capable of being divided or developed, the other half of the street shall be provided and 
improved when that adjacent property divides or develops. Access control may be required to 
preserve the objectives of half streets. 
When the remainder of an existing half-street improvement is made it shall include the following 
items: dedication of required right-of-way, construction of the remaining portion of the street 
including pavement, curb and gutter, landscape strip, sidewalk, street trees, lighting and other 
improvements as required for that particular street. It shall also include at a minimum the 



pavement replacement to the centerline of the street. Any damage to the existing street shall be 
repaired in accordance with the city's "Moratorium Pavement Cut Standard" or as approved by 
the city engineer. 
Applicant’s Response: 
See site plan, no half street proposed. 
 
12.04.225 - Street design—Cul-de-sacs and dead-end streets. 
The city discourages the use of cul-de-sacs and permanent dead-end streets except where 
construction of a through street is found by the decision maker to be impracticable due to 
topography or some significant physical constraint such as geologic hazards, wetland, natural or 
historic resource areas, dedicated open space, existing development patterns, arterial access 
restrictions or similar situation as determined by the community development director. When 
permitted, access from new cul-de-sacs and permanent dead-end streets shall be limited to a 
maximum of twenty-five dwelling units and a maximum street length of two hundred feet, as 
measured from the right-of-way line of the nearest intersecting street to the back of the cul-de-
sac curb face. In addition, cul-de-sacs and dead end roads shall include pedestrian/bicycle 
accessways as required in this chapter. This section is not intended to preclude the use of 
curvilinear eyebrow widening of a street where needed. 
Where approved, cul-de-sacs shall have sufficient radius to provide adequate turn-around for 
emergency vehicles in accordance with fire district and city adopted street standards. Permanent 
dead-end streets other than cul-de-sacs shall provide public street right-of-way/easements 
sufficient to provide turn-around space with appropriate no-parking signs or markings for waste 
disposal, sweepers, and other long vehicles in the form of a hammerhead or other design to be 
approved by the decision maker. Driveways shall be encouraged off the turnaround to provide for 
additional on-street parking space. 
Applicant’s Response: 
See site plan, as the proposed Oregon Iris Way will be a dead end street at this time, until future 
properties development and then it will be a through street. 
 
12.04.230 - Street design—Street names. 
Except for extensions of existing streets, no street name shall be used which will duplicate or be 
confused with the name of an existing street. Street names shall conform to the established 
standards in the city and shall be subject to the approval of the city. 
Applicant’s Response: 
The proposed is an extension of Oregon Iris Way. 
 
12.04.235 - Street design—Grades and curves. 
Grades and center line radii shall conform to the standards in the city's street design standards 
and specifications. 
Applicant’s Response: 
WIll comply with city standards. 
 
12.04.240 - Street design—Development abutting arterial or collector street. 



Where development abuts or contains an existing or proposed arterial or collector street, the 
decision maker may require: access control; screen planting or wall contained in an easement or 
otherwise protected by a restrictive covenant in a form acceptable to the decision maker along 
the rear or side property line; or such other treatment it deems necessary to adequately protect 
residential properties or afford separation of through and local traffic. Reverse frontage lots with 
suitable depth may also be considered an option for residential property that has arterial 
frontage. Where access for development abuts and connects for vehicular access to another 
jurisdiction's facility then authorization by that jurisdiction may be required. 
Applicant’s Response: 
Not applicable 
 
12.04.245 - 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. 
All crosswalks shall include a large vegetative or sidewalk area which extends into the street 
pavement as far as practicable to provide safer pedestrian crossing opportunities. These curb 
extensions can increase the visibility of pedestrians and provide a shorter crosswalk distance as 
well as encourage motorists to drive slower. The decision maker may approve an alternative 
design that achieves the same standard for constrained sites or where deemed unnecessary by 
the city engineer. 
Applicant’s Response: 
Special curb extensions and bicycle safety is not expected to be needed due to the low volume 
of vehicles. 
 
12.04.255 - Street design—Alleys. 
Public alleys shall be provided in the following districts R-5, R-3.5, R-2, MUC-1, MUC-2 and NC 
zones unless other permanent provisions for private access to off-street parking and loading 
facilities are approved by the decision maker. The corners of alley intersections shall have a radius 
of not less than ten feet. 
Applicant’s Response: 
See site plan, no proposed alley. 
 
12.04.260 - Street design—Transit. 
Streets shall be designed and laid out in a manner that promotes pedestrian and bicycle 
circulation. The applicant shall coordinate with transit agencies where the application impacts 
transit streets as identified in [Section] 17.04.1310. Pedestrian/bicycle access ways shall be 
provided as necessary in Chapter 12.04 to minimize the travel distance to transit streets and stops 
and neighborhood activity centers. The decision maker may require provisions, including 
easements, for transit facilities along transit streets where a need for bus stops, bus pullouts or 
other transit facilities within or adjacent to the development has been identified. 
Applicant’s Response: 
This is not a transit street. 
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12.04.265 - Street design—Planter strips. 
All development shall include vegetative planter strips that are five feet in width or larger and 
located adjacent to the curb. This requirement may be waived or modified if the decision maker 
finds it is not practicable. The decision maker may permit constrained sites to place street trees 
on the abutting private property within ten feet of the public right-of-way if a covenant is recorded 
on the title of the property identifying the tree as a city street tree which is maintained by the 
property owner. Development proposed along a collector, minor arterial, or major arterial street 
may use tree wells with root barriers located near the curb within a wider sidewalk in lieu of a 
planter strip, in which case each tree shall have a protected area to ensure proper root growth 
and reduce potential damage to sidewalks, curbs and gutters. 
To promote and maintain the community tree canopy adjacent to public streets, trees shall be 
selected and planted in planter strips in accordance with Chapter 12.08, Street Trees. Individual 
abutting lot owners shall be legally responsible for maintaining healthy and attractive trees and 
vegetation in the planter strip. If a homeowners' association is created as part of the 
development, the association may assume the maintenance obligation through a legally binding 
mechanism, e.g., deed restrictions, maintenance agreement, etc., which shall be reviewed and 
approved by the city attorney. Failure to properly maintain trees and vegetation in a planter strip 
shall be a violation of this code and enforceable as a civil infraction. 
Applicant’s Response: 
See site plan, all standards to be met as required. 
 
12.04.270 - Standard construction specifications. 
The workmanship and materials for any work performed under permits issued per this chapter 
shall be in accordance with the edition of the "Oregon Standard Specifications for Construction" 
as prepared by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the Oregon Chapter of 
American Public Works Association (APWA) and as modified and adopted by the city in 
accordance with this ordinance, in effect at the time of application. The exception to this 
requirement is where this chapter and the Public Works Street Design Drawings provide other 
design details, in which case the requirements of this chapter and the Public Works Street Design 
Drawings shall be complied with. In the case of work within ODOT or Clackamas County rights-of-
way, work shall be in conformance with their respective construction standards. 
Applicant’s Response: 
Construction plans for improvements will be submitted and will comply with standards. 
 
Chapter 12.08 - PUBLIC AND STREET TREES[2] 
 
12.08.015 - Street tree planting and maintenance requirements. 
All new construction or major redevelopment shall provide street trees adjacent to all street 
frontages. Species of trees shall be selected based upon vision clearance requirements, but shall 
in all cases be selected from the Oregon City Street Tree List or be approved by a certified arborist. 
If a setback sidewalk has already been constructed or the Development Services determines that 
the forthcoming street design shall include a setback sidewalk, then all street trees shall be 
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installed with a planting strip. If existing street design includes a curb-tight sidewalk, then all 
street trees shall be placed within the front yard setback, exclusive of any utility easement. 
Applicant’s Response: 
Street trees will be planted per requirements. 
 
A. One street tree shall be planted for every thirty-five feet of property frontage. The tree spacing 
shall be evenly distributed throughout the total development frontage. The community 
development director may approve an alternative street tree plan if site or other constraints 
prevent meeting the placement of one street tree per thirty-five feet of property frontage. 
 
B. The following clearance distances shall be maintained when planting trees: 
1. Fifteen feet from streetlights; 
2. Five feet from fire hydrants; 
3. Twenty feet from intersections; 
4. A minimum of five feet (at mature height) below power lines. 
 
C. All trees shall be a minimum of two inches in caliper at six inches above the root crown and 
installed to city specifications. 
 
D. All established trees shall be pruned tight to the trunk to a height that provides adequate 
clearance for street cleaning equipment and ensures ADA complaint clearance for pedestrians. 
 
 
12.08.020 - Street tree species selection. 
The community development director may specify the species of street trees required to be 
planted if there is an established planting scheme adjacent to a lot frontage, if there are 
obstructions in the planting strip, or if overhead power lines are present. 
Applicant’s Response: 
Will comply with spacing, distance and species requirements. Tree maintenance will be the 
responsibility of future homeowners.  
 
12.08.035 - Public tree removal. 
Existing street trees shall be retained and protected during construction unless removal is 
specified as part of a land use approval or in conjunction with a public facilities construction 
project, as approved by the community development director. A diseased or hazardous street tree, 
as determined by a registered arborist and verified by the City, may be removed if replaced. A 
non-diseased, non-hazardous street tree that is removed shall be replaced in accordance with the 
Table 12.08.035. 
All new street trees will have a minimum two-inch caliper trunk measured six inches above the 
root crown. The community development director may approve off-site installation of 
replacement trees where necessary due to planting constraints. The community development 
director may additionally allow a fee in-lieu of planting the tree(s) to be placed into a city fund 
dedicated to planting trees in Oregon City in accordance with Oregon City Municipal Code 12.08. 
Table 12.08.035 
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Replacement Schedule for Trees Determined to 
be Dead, Diseased or Hazardous by a Certified 
Arborist 

Replacement Schedule for Trees Not 
Determined to be Dead, Diseased or Hazardous 
by a Certified Arborist 

Diameter of tree to be 
Removed (Inches of 
diameter at 4-ft height) 

Number of 
Replacement Trees 
to be Planted 

Diameter of tree to be 
Removed (Inches of 
diameter at 4-ft height) 

Number of 
Replacement Trees 
to be Planted 

Any Diameter 1 Tree Less than 6" 1 Tree 

  6" to 12" 2 Trees 

  13" to 18" 3 Trees 

  19" to 24" 4 Trees 

  25" to 30" 5 Trees 

  31" and over 8 Trees 

Applicant’s Response: 
No public tree removal is anticipated. 
 
 
 
 
12.08.040 - Heritage Trees and Groves. 
A. Purpose. Certain trees, because of their age, species, natural resource value, ecological or 
historical association, are of special importance to the city. These trees may live on private or 
public property. 
1. The purpose of this chapter is to recognize, foster appreciation and provide for voluntary 
protection of Heritage Trees. 
2. In particular, the following trees are shall be considered significant, and therefore eligible for 
heritage tree nomination in Oregon City, if they meet the minimum size requirements of the table 
below: 
Tree Eligibility based on Size 

Species Common Name Size (d.b.h) 

Quercus garrayana Oregon white oak 8" 

Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas-fir 18" 

Thuja plicata Western red cedar 12" 



Pinus ponderosa Ponderosa pine 12" 

Taxus brevifolia Western yew 6" 

Other deciduous and horticultural tree species  20" 

Other evergreen and conifer trees  18" 

D. Criteria. 
1. The city commission may designate a tree or grove as a Heritage Tree or Heritage Grove if the 
commission determines that the following criteria are met: 
a. The tree or grove is of landmark importance to the City of Oregon City due to age, size, species, 
horticultural quality or historic importance; or 
b. It is listed as a State Heritage Tree, as designated by the state division of forest resources; or 
c. It is a rare species, or provides a habitat for rare species of plants, animals or birds; and 
d. The tree is not irreparably damaged, diseased, hazardous or unsafe, or the applicant is willing 
to have the tree treated by an arborist and the treatment will alleviate the damage, disease or 
hazard; 
E. Protection of Heritage Trees and Groves. 
1. No Heritage Tree or Grove may be removed, topped, or otherwise altered unless permitted by 
this section. 
2. An application to remove a Heritage Tree or Grove shall demonstrate that the burden imposed 
on the property owner, or, if the tree is located within the public right-of-way under city 
jurisdiction, then the burden imposed on the city by the continued presence of the tree outweighs 
the public benefit provided by the tree. For the purposes of making this determination, the 
following tree impacts shall not be considered unreasonable burdens on the property owner, or if 
appropriate, the city: 
a. View obstruction; 
b. Routine pruning, leaf raking and other maintenance activities; and 
c. Infrastructure impacts or tree hazards that can be controlled or avoided by appropriate pruning 
or maintenance. 
3. Unless the tree is permitted to be removed due to poor health or hazard pursuant to Section 
12.08.042, the applicant shall be required to mitigate for the loss of the tree pursuant to Table 
12.08.042. 
4. Any person who removes a Heritage Tree or Grove in violation of this chapter shall be subject 
to the penalties provided in this chapter. 
F. Recognition of Heritage Trees and Groves. 
1. A Heritage Tree plaque may be designed and furnished by the city to the property owner, or if 
the tree is in the public right-of-way, to the appropriate city official, of a designated Heritage Tree 
or Grove. The city may charge a fee to cover the costs of the providing the plaque. The plaque 
shall be posted at a location at or near the tree or grove and, if feasible, visible from a public right-
of-way. 
2. The community development director shall maintain a list and map of designated Heritage 
Trees and Groves. 



G. Removal of Heritage Tree or Grove Designation. 
1. A Heritage Tree or Grove may be removed from designation if it dies or is removed pursuant to 
this chapter. If removed from private property, the city shall record a document extinguishing the 
covenant. 
Applicant’s Response: 
No heritage tree or grove are proposed to be cut down. 
 
12.08.045 - Gifts and funding. 
The City of Oregon City may accept gifts, which are specifically designated for the purpose of 
planting or maintaining trees within the city. the community development director may allow a 
fee in-lieu of planting the tree(s) to be placed into a city fund dedicated to planting trees in Oregon 
City. The community development director may determine the type, caliper and species of the 
trees purchased with the fund. The cost of each tree may be adjusted annually based upon current 
market prices for materials and labor as calculated by the community development director. A 
separate fund shall be established and maintained for revenues and expenditures created by 
activities specified in this chapter. The natural resources committee shall have authority on behalf 
of the city to seek grants and alternative funding for tree projects. Funds from such grant awards 
shall be administered by the city pursuant to this section. 
Applicant’s Response: 
Not applicable at this time. 
 
Chapter 13.12 - STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 
 
13.12.050 - Applicability and exemptions.  

This chapter establishes performance standards for stormwater conveyance, quantity and 
quality. Additional performance standards for erosion prevention and sediment control are 
established in OCMC 17.47.  

A. Stormwater Conveyance. The stormwater conveyance requirements of this chapter shall 
apply to all stormwater systems constructed with any development activity, except as 
follows:  
1. The conveyance facilities are located entirely on one privately owned parcel; 
2. The conveyance facilities are privately maintained; and 
3. The conveyance facilities receive no stormwater runoff from outside the parcel's 

property limits.  
Those facilities exempted from the stormwater conveyance requirements by the above 

subsection will remain subject to the requirements of the Oregon Uniform Plumbing Code. Those 
exempted facilities shall be reviewed by the building official.   

 
B. Water Quality and Flow Control. The water quality and flow control requirements of this 
chapter shall apply to the following proposed uses or developments, unless exempted under 
subsection C:  
1. Activities located wholly or partially within water quality resource areas pursuant to 

Chapter 17.49 that will result in the creation of more than five hundred square feet of 
impervious surface within the WQRA or will disturb more than one thousand square feet 



of existing impervious surface within the WQRA as part of a commercial or industrial 
redevelopment project. These square footage measurements will be considered 
cumulative for any given five-year period; or  

2. Activities that create or replace more than five thousand square feet of impervious 
surface per parcel or lot, cumulated over any given five-year period.  

 
C. Exemptions. The following exemptions to subsection B of this section apply: 
1. An exemption to the flow control requirements of this chapter will be granted when the 

development site discharges to the Willamette River, Clackamas River or Abernethy 
Creek; and either lies within the one hundred-year floodplain or is up to ten feet above 
the design flood elevation as defined in Chapter 17.42, provided that the following 
conditions are met:  
a. The project site is drained by a conveyance system that is comprised entirely of 

manmade elements (e.g. pipes, ditches, culverts outfalls, outfall protection, etc.) 
and extends to the ordinary high water line of the exempt receiving water; and  

b. The conveyance system between the project site and the exempt receiving water 
has sufficient hydraulic capacity and erosion stabilization measures to convey 
discharges from the proposed conditions of the project site and the existing 
conditions from non-project areas from which runoff is collected.  

2. Projects in the following categories are generally exempt from the water quality and flow 
control requirements:  
a. Stream enhancement or restoration projects approved by the city. 
b. Farming practices as defined by ORS 30.960 and farm use as defined in ORS 214.000; 

except that buildings associated with farm practices and farm use are subject to the 
requirements of this chapter.  

c. Actions by a public utility or any other governmental agency to remove or alleviate 
an emergency condition.  

d. Road and parking area preservation/maintenance projects such as pothole and 
square cut patching, surface sealing, replacing or overlaying of existing asphalt or 
concrete pavement, provided the preservation/maintenance activity does not 
expand the existing area of impervious coverage above the thresholds in subsection 
B of this section.  

e. Pedestrian and bicycle improvements (sidewalks, trails, pathways, and bicycle 
paths/lands) where no other impervious surfaces are created or replaced, built to 
direct stormwater runoff to adjacent vegetated areas.  

f. Underground utility projects that replace the ground surface with in-kind material 
or materials with similar runoff characteristics.  

g. Maintenance or repair of existing utilities. 
 
D. Uses Requiring Additional Management Practices. In addition to any other applicable 
requirements of this chapter, the following uses are subject to additional management 
practices, as defined in the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards:  
1. Bulk petroleum storage facilities; 
2. Above ground storage of liquid materials; 



3. Solid waste storage areas, containers, and trash compactors for commercial, industrial, 
or multi-family uses;  

4. Exterior storage of bulk construction materials; 
5. Material transfer areas and loading docks; 
6. Equipment and/or vehicle washing facilities; 
7. Development on land with suspected or known contamination; 
8. Covered vehicle parking for commercial or industrial uses; 
9. Industrial or commercial uses locating in high traffic areas, defined as average daily 

count trip of two thousand five hundred or more trips per day; and  
10. Land uses subject to DEQ 1200-Z Industrial Stormwater Permit Requirements. 

Applicant’s Response: 
Stormwater Management requirements apply to this project, but the property resides 
within an area served by an existing sub-regional stormwater detention facility located 
near the intersection of Maplelane Road and Thayer Road which is meant to provide water 
quality and stormwater detention for this region.  Therefore, not all of the city’s 
stormwater and grading design standards are applicable. Instead of constructing new 
stormwater facilities, future home permits on each lot of the proposed subdivision shall 
pay a pro-rata cost for using the stormwater detention/water quality pond at Maplelane 
and Thayer roads per Ordinance 09-1003.  
 
There is an existing 12-inch stormwater main and two catch basins within CLearwater 
Place.  The structures direct flows south through a 12-inch pipe to the Newell basin. 
 
Per the city engineer the development will be required to extend a 12” stormwater main 
through the new road proposed (Oregon Iris Way) as shown on the application. 
  
 
 
13.12.080 - Submittal requirements.  

A. Applications subject to stormwater conveyance, water quality, and/or flow control 
requirements of this chapter shall prepare engineered drainage plans, drainage reports, and 
design flow calculation reports in compliance with the submittal requirements of the Public 
Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards.  
B. Each project site, which may be composed of one or more contiguous parcels of land, shall 
have a separate valid city approved plan and report before proceeding with construction.  

Applicant’s Response: 
See notes above 
 

13.12.090 - Approval criteria for engineered drainage plans and drainage report.  
An engineered drainage plan and/or drainage report shall be approved only upon making the 
following findings:  
A. The plan and report demonstrate how the proposed development and stormwater facilities 
will accomplish the purpose statements of this chapter.  



B. The plan and report meet the requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and Grading 
Design Standards adopted by resolution under Section 13.12.020.  
C. The storm drainage design within the proposed development includes provisions to 
adequately control runoff from all public and private streets and roof, footing, and area drains 
and ensures future extension of the current drainage system.  
D. Streambank erosion protection is provided where stormwater, directly or indirectly, 
discharges to open channels or streams.  
E. Specific operation and maintenance measures are proposed that ensure that the proposed 
stormwater quantity control facilities will be properly operated and maintained.  
Applicant’s Response: 
As required, a final stormwater report will be submitted for review for street improvements and 
address stormwater management for the site. 
 
13.12.100 - Alternative materials, alternative design and methods of construction.  

The provisions of this chapter are not intended to prevent the use of any material, alternate 
design or method of construction not specifically prescribed by this chapter or the Public Works 
Stormwater and Grading Design Standards, provided any alternate has been approved and its use 
authorized by the city engineer. The city engineer may approve any such alternate, provided that 
the city engineer finds that the proposed design is satisfactory and complies with the intent of this 
chapter and that the material, method, or work offered is, for the purpose intended, at least the 
equivalent of that prescribed by this chapter in effectiveness, suitability, strength, durability and 
safety. The city engineer shall require that sufficient evidence or proof be submitted to 
substantiate any claims that may be made regarding its use. The details of any action granting 
approval of an alternate shall be recorded and entered in the city files.  
Applicant’s Response: 
Not applicable 
 
13.12.120 - Standard construction specifications.  

The workmanship and materials shall be in accordance with the edition of the "Standard 
Specifications for Public Works Construction," as prepared by the Oregon Chapter of American 
Public Works Association (APWA) and as modified and adopted by the city, in effect at the time 
of application. The exception to this requirement is where this chapter and the Public Works 
Stormwater and Grading Design Standards provide other design details, in which case the 
requirements of this chapter and the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards 
shall be complied with.  
Applicant’s Response: 
All will be done in accordance with the stormwater and grading design standards. 
 
CHAPTER 15.48 - GRADING, FILLING AND EXCAVATING 
 
15.48.030 Applicability—Grading permit required.  
A. A city-issued grading permit shall be required before the commencement of any of the 
following filling or grading activities:  
1. Grading activities in excess of ten cubic yards of earth; 



2. Grading activities which may result in the diversion of existing drainage courses, both natural 
and man-made, from their natural point of entry or exit from the grading site;  
3. Grading and paving activities resulting in the creation of impervious surfaces greater than 
two thousand square feet or more in area;  
4. Any excavation beyond the limits of a basement or footing excavation, having an 
unsupported soil height greater than five feet after the completion of such a structure; or  
5. Grading activities involving the clearing or disturbance of one-half acres (twenty-one 
thousand seven hundred eighty square feet) or more of land.  
Applicant’s Response: 
A grading permit will be obtained as needed/required. 
 
15.48.090 Submittal requirements.  
An engineered grading plan or an abbreviated grading plan shall be prepared in compliance 
with the submittal requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards 
whenever a city approved grading permit is required. In addition, a geotechnical engineering 
report and/or residential lot grading plan may be required pursuant to the criteria listed below.  
A. Abbreviated Grading Plan. The city shall allow the applicant to submit an abbreviated grading 
plan in compliance with the submittal requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and 
Grading Design Standards if the following criteria are met:  
1. No portion of the proposed site is within the flood management area overlay district pursuant 
to Chapter 17.42, the unstable soils and hillside constraints overlay district pursuant to Chapter 
17.44, or a water quality resource area pursuant to Chapter 17.49; and  
2. The proposed filling or grading activity does not involve more than fifty cubic yards of earth.  
B. Engineered Grading Plan. The city shall require an engineered grading plan in compliance 
with the submittal requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards 
to be prepared by a professional engineer if the proposed activities do not qualify for 
abbreviated grading plan.  
C. Geotechnical Engineering Report. The city shall require a geotechnical engineering report in 
compliance with the minimum report requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and 
Grading Design Standards to be prepared by a professional engineer who specializes in 
geotechnical work when any of the following site conditions may exist in the development area:  
1. When any publicly maintained facility (structure, street, pond, utility, park, etc.) will be 
supported by any engineered fill;  
2. When an embankment for a stormwater pond is created by the placement of fill; 
3. When, by excavation, the soils remaining in place are greater than three feet high and less 
than twenty feet wide.  
D .Residential Lot Grading Plan. The city shall require a residential lot grading plan in 
compliance with the minimum report requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and 
Grading Design Standards to be prepared by a professional engineer for all land divisions 
creating new residential building lots or where a public improvement project is required to 
provide access to an existing residential lot.  
Applicant’s Response: 
The property is fairly flat, so it is anticipated that only minimal grading will be required and a 
plan will be submitted as needed or required. 
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CHAPTER 17.47 - EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL 

 
17.47.070 Erosion and sediment control plans. 
A. An application for an erosion and sediment control permit shall include an erosion and 
sediment control plan, which contains methods and interim measures to be used during and 
following construction to prevent or control erosion prepared in compliance with City of Oregon 
City public works standards for erosion and sediment control. These standards are incorporated 
herein and made a part of this title and are on file in the office of the city recorder.  
Applicant’s Response: 
The property is fairly flat, so it is anticipated that only minimal grading will be needed and 
therefore it is unlikely there will be significant erosion.  However, an erosion and sediment plan 
will be provided as needed/required.  
 
CHAPTER 17.41 - TREE PROTECTION STANDARDS 
 
17.41.020 - Tree protection—Applicability. 
1. Applications for development subject to Chapters 16.08 or 16.12 (Subdivision or Minor 
Partition) or Chapter 17.62 (Site Plan and Design Review) shall demonstrate compliance with 
these standards as part of the review proceedings for those developments. 
2. For public capital improvement projects, the city engineer shall demonstrate compliance with 
these standards pursuant to a Type II process. 
3. Tree canopy removal greater than twenty-five percent on sites greater than twenty-five 
percent slope, unless exempted under Section 17.41.040, shall be subject to these standards. 
4. A heritage tree or grove which has been designated pursuant to the procedures of Chapter 
12.08.050 shall be subject to the standards of this section. 
 
17.41.030 - Tree protection—Conflicting code provisions. 
Except as otherwise specified in this section, where these standards conflict with adopted city 
development codes or policies, the provision which provides the greater protection for regulated 
trees or groves, as defined in Section 17.04, shall govern. 
 
Applicant’s Response:  
The proposed application does not include any trees to be removed. 
 
17.41.040 - Same—Exemptions. 
These regulations are not intended to regulate normal cutting, pruning and maintenance of 
trees on private property except where trees are located on lots that are undergoing 
development review or are otherwise protected within the Natural Resource Overlay District 
(NROD) of section 17.49. These standards are not intended to regulate farm and forest practices 
as those practices are defined under ORS 30.930. Farm or forest resources. An applicant for 
development may claim exemption from compliance with these standards if the development 
site containing the regulated grove or trees was a designated farm or forest use, tree farm, 
Christmas tree plantation, or other approved timber use within one year prior to development 
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application. "Forest practices" and "forestlands" as used in this subsection shall have the 
meaning as set out in ORS 30.930. The community development director has the authority to 
modify or waive compliance in this case. 
Applicant’s Response: 
Not applicable 
 
17.41.050 - Same—Compliance options. 
Applicants for review shall comply with these requirements through one or a combination of the 
following procedures: 
A. Option 1—Mitigation. Retention and removal of trees, with subsequent mitigation by 
replanting pursuant to Sections 17.41.060 or 17.41.070. All replanted and saved trees shall be 
protected by a permanent restrictive covenant or easement approved in form by the city. 
B. Option 2—Dedicated Tract. Protection of trees or groves by placement in a tract within a new 
subdivision or partition plat pursuant to Sections 17.41.080—17.41.100; or 
C. Option 3—Restrictive Covenant. Protection of trees or groves by recordation of a permanent 
restrictive covenant pursuant to Sections 17.41.110—17.41.120; or 
D. Option 4—Cash-in-lieu of planting pursuant to Section 17.41.130. 
A regulated tree that has been designated for protection pursuant to this section must be 
retained or permanently protected unless it has been determined by a certified arborist to be 
diseased or hazardous, pursuant to the following applicable provisions. 
The community development director, pursuant to a Type II procedure, may allow a property 
owner to cut a specific number of trees within a regulated grove if preserving those trees would: 
1. Preclude achieving eighty percent of minimum density with reduction of lot size; or 
2. Preclude meeting minimum connectivity requirements for subdivisions. 
Applicant’s Response: 
The proposed application does not include any trees to be removed, so the above does not 
apply 
 
17.41.060 - Tree removal and replanting—Mitigation (Option 1). 
A. Applicants for development who select this option shall ensure that all healthy trees shall be 
preserved outside the construction area as defined in Chapter 17.04to the extent practicable. 
Compliance with these standards shall be demonstrated in a tree mitigation plan report 
prepared by a certified arborist, horticulturalist or forester or other environmental professional 
with experience and academic credentials in forestry or arborculture. At the applicant's expense, 
the city may require the report to be reviewed by a consulting arborist. The number of 
replacement trees required on a development site shall be calculated separately from, and in 
addition to, any public or street trees in the public right-of-way required under section 12.08—
Community Forest and Street Trees. 
B. The applicant shall determine the number of trees to be mitigated on the site by counting all 
of the trees six inch DBH (minimum four and one-half feet from the ground) or larger on the 
entire site and either: 
1. Trees that are removed outside of the construction area, shall be replanted with the number 
of trees specified in Column 1 of Table 17.41.060-1. Trees that are removed within the 
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construction area shall be replanted with the number of replacement trees required in Column 
2; or 
2. Diseased or hazardous trees, when the condition is verified by a certified arborist to be 
consistent with the definition in Section 17.04.1360, may be removed from the tree replacement 
calculation. Regulated healthy trees that are removed outside of the construction area, shall be 
replanted with the number of trees specified in Column 1 of Table 17.41.060-1. Regulated 
healthy trees that are removed within the construction area shall be replanted with the number 
of replacement trees required in Column 2. 
Table 17.41.060-1 
Tree Replacement Requirements 
All replacement trees shall be either: 
Two-inch caliper deciduous, or 
Six-foot high conifer 

Size of tree removed 
(DBH) 

Column 1 
 
Number of trees to be planted. 
(If removed Outside of 
construction area) 

Column 2 
 
Number of trees to be planted. 
(If removed Within the 
construction area) 

6 to 12" 3 1 

13 to 18" 6 2 

19 to 24" 9 3 

25 to 30" 12 4 

31 and over" 15 5 

  
Steps for calculating the number of replacement trees: 
1. Count all trees measuring six inches DBH (minimum four and one-half feet from the ground) 
or larger on the entire development site. 
2. Designate (in certified arborists report) the condition and size (DBH) of all trees pursuant to 
accepted industry standards. 
3. Document any trees that are currently diseased or hazardous. 
4. Subtract the number of diseased or hazardous trees in step 3. from the total number of trees 
on the development site in step 1. The remaining number is the number of healthy trees on the 
site. Use this number to determine the number of replacement trees in steps 5. through 8. 
5. Define the construction area (as defined in Chapter 17.04). 
6. Determine the number and diameter of trees to be removed within the construction area. 
Based on the size of each tree, use Column 2 to determine the number of replacement trees 
required. 
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7. Determine the number and diameter of trees to be removed outside of the construction area. 
Based on the size of each tree, use Column 1 to determine the number of replacement trees 
required. 
8. Determine the total number of replacement trees from steps 6. and 7. 
Applicant’s Response: 
The proposed application does not include any trees to be removed, so the above does not 
apply 
 
17.41.070 - Planting area priority for mitigation (Option 1). 
Development applications which opt for removal of trees with subsequent replanting pursuant 
to section 17.41.050A. shall be required to mitigate for tree cutting by complying with the 
following priority for replanting standards below: 
A. First Priority. Replanting on the development site. 
B. Second Priority. Off-site replacement tree planting locations. If the community development 
director determines that it is not practicable to plant the total number of replacement trees on-
site, a suitable off-site planting location for the remainder of the trees may be approved that 
will reasonably satisfy the objectives of this section. Such locations may include either publicly 
owned or private land and must be approved by the community development director. 
Applicant’s Response:  
Not applicable 
 
17.41.075 - Alternative mitigation plan. 
The community development director may, subject to a Type II procedure, approve an 
alternative mitigation plan that adequately protects habitat pursuant to the standards for the 
natural resource overlay district alternative mitigation plan, Section 17.49.190. 
Applicant’s Response:  
Not applicable 
 
17.41.080 - Tree preservation within subdivisions and partitions—Dedicated tract (Option 2). 
A. Applicants for new subdivision and partition plats may delineate and show the regulated 
trees or groves as either a separate tract or part of a larger tract that meets the requirements of 
subsection D. of this section. 
B. The standards for land divisions subject to this section shall apply in addition to the 
requirements of the city land division ordinance and zoning ordinance, provided that 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 reduction of dimensional standards 
pursuant to Section 17.41100 below. 
C. Prior to preliminary plat approval, the regulated tree or grove 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 used for construction of a structure. The size of 
the tract shall be the minimum necessary as recommended by a consulting arborist to 
adequately encompass the dripline of the tree, protect the critical root zone and ensure long 
term survival of the tree or grove. 

https://www.municode.com/library


D. Prior to final plat approval, ownership of the regulated tree or grove tract shall be identified 
to distinguish it from lots intended for sale. The tract 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 community development 
director.  
Applicant’s Response: 
Not applicable 
 
17.41.090 - Density transfers incentive for tree protection tracts (Option 2). 
A. The purpose of this section is to allow dimensional adjustments within a regulated tree 
protection tract to be transferred outside said tract to the remainder of the site. This provision 
applies on-site and density shall not be transferred beyond the boundaries of the development 
site. 
B. Development applications for subdivisions and minor partitions that request a density 
transfer shall: 
1. Provide a map showing the net buildable area of the tree protection tract; 
2. Provide calculations justifying the requested dimensional adjustments; 
3. Demonstrate that the minimum lot size requirements can be met based on an average of all 
lots created, including the tree protection tract created pursuant toSection 17.41.080; 
4. Demonstrate that, with the exception of the tree protection tract created pursuant to Section 
17.41.080, no parcels have been created which would be unbuildable in terms of minimum yard 
setbacks; 
5. Meet all other standards of the base zone except as modified in section 17.41.100. 
C. The area of land contained in a tree protection tract may be excluded from the calculations 
for determining compliance with minimum density requirements of the zoning code. 
Applicant’s Response: 
Not applicable 
 
17.41.100 - Permitted modifications to dimensional standards (Option 2 only). 
A. An applicant proposing to protect trees in a dedicated tract pursuant to section 
17.41.080 may request, and the community development director, pursuant to a Type II 
procedure, may grant a reduction to, the lot size, width, depth, and setbacks of the underlying 
zone district in approving a subdivision or partition if necessary to retain a regulated tree or 
grove in a tract, as long as the calculation of average lot size, including tree protection tracts, 
meet the minimum lot size for the zone. The applicant may choose to make the adjustments 
over as many lots as required. For example, the lot reduction could be spread across all the 
remaining lots in the proposed subdivision or partition or could be applied to only those needed 
to incorporate the area of the tree tract. 
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Table 17.41.100 A  
Lot Size Reduction 

ZONE Min. Lot Size 
[sq. feet] 

Min. Lot Width Min. Lot Depth 

R-10 5,000 sq. feet 50' 65' 

R-8 4,000 sq. feet 45' 60' 

R-6 3,500 sq. feet 35' 55' 

R-5 3,000 sq. feet 30' 50' 

R-3.5 1,800 sq. feet 20' 45' 

  
Table 17.41.100 B  
Reduced Dimensional Standards for Detached Single-Family Residential Units 

Size of Reduced 
Lot 

Front Yard 
Setback 

Rear Yard 
Setback 

Side yard 
Setback 

Corner 
Side 

Lot 
Coverag
e 

8,000—9,999 
square feet 

15 feet 20 feet 7/9 feet 15 feet 40% 

6,000—7,999 
square feet 

10 feet 15 feet 5/7 feet 15 feet 40% 

4,000—5,999 
square feet 

10 feet 15 feet 5/5 feet 10 feet 40% 

1,800—3,999 
square feet 

5 feet 15 feet 5/5 feet 10 feet 55% 

  
Table 17.41.100 C  
Reduced Dimensional Standards for Single-Family Attached or Two-Family Residential 
Units 

Size of Reduced Lot Front Yard 
Setback 

Rear Yard 
Setback 

Side yard 
Setback 

Corner 
Side 

Lot 
Covera
ge 

3,500—7,000 square 
feet 

10 feet 15 feet 5/0* feet 10 feet 40% 
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1,800—3,499 square 
feet 

5 feet 15 feet 5/0* feet 10 feet 55% 

  
*0 foot setback is only allowed on single-family attached units 

Applicant’s Response: 
Not applicable 
 
17.41.110 - Tree protection by restrictive covenant (Option 3). 
Any regulated tree or grove which cannot be protected in a tract pursuant toSection 
17.41.080 above shall be protected with a restrictive covenant in a format to be approved by 
the community development director. Such covenant shall be recorded against the property 
deed and shall contain provisions to permanently protect the regulated tree or grove unless such 
tree or grove, as determined by a certified arborist and approved by the community 
development director, are determined to be diseased or hazardous. 
Applicant’s Response: 
Not applicable 
 
17.41.120 - Permitted adjustments (Option 3 Only). 
A. The community development director, pursuant to a Type II procedure, may grant an 
adjustment to the side, front and rear yard setback standards by up to 50 percent if necessary to 
retain a Regulated Tree or Grove through a restrictive covenant pursuant to this section. In no 
case may the side yard setback be reduce less than three feet. The adjustment shall be the 
minimum necessary to accomplish preservation of trees on the lot and shall not conflict with 
other conditions imposed on the property. 
B. The community development director, pursuant to a Type II procedure, may grant an 
adjustment to street standards, pursuant to adopted public works standards, in order to 
preserve a tree. This may include flexibility to redesign sidewalk and planter strip sizes and 
locations and allow placement of sidewalks and planter strips in an easement within private 
lots. 
C. The community development director, pursuant to a Type II procedure, may allow other 
adjustments in order to preserve any healthy tree that cannot be moved due to its size, but will 
contribute to the landscape character of the area and will not present a foreseeable hazard if 
retained. 
Applicant’s Response: 
Not applicable 
 
17.41.1[25] - Cash-in-lieu of planting (tree bank/fund) (Option 4). 
The applicant may choose this option in-lieu-of or in addition to Compliance Options 1 through 
3. In this case, the community development director may approve the payment of cash-in-lieu 
into a dedicated fund for the remainder of trees that cannot be replanted in the manner 
described above. 
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A. The cash-in-lieu payment per tree shall be as listed on the adopted fee schedule and shall be 
adjusted annually based on the Consumer Price Index (Index). The price shall include the cost of 
materials, transportation and planting. 
B. The amount of the cash-in-lieu payment into the tree bank shall be calculated as the 
difference between the value of the total number of trees an applicant is required to plant, 
including cost of installation and adjusted for Consumer Price Index, minus the value of the trees 
actually planted. The value of the trees shall be based on the adopted fee schedule. 
Applicant’s Response: 
Not applicable 
 
17.41.130 - Regulated tree protection procedures during construction. 
A. No permit for any grading or construction of public or private improvements may be released 
prior to verification by the community development director that regulated trees designated for 
protection or conservation have been protected according to the following standards. No trees 
designated for removal shall be removed without prior written approval from the community 
development director. 
Applicant’s Response: 
The proposed application does not include any trees to be removed, so the above does not 
apply 
 
B. Tree protection shall be as recommended by a qualified arborist or, as a minimum, to include 
the following protective measures: 
1. Except as otherwise determined by the community development director, all required tree 
protection measures set forth in this section shall be instituted prior to any development 
activities, including, but not limited to clearing, grading, excavation or demolition work, and 
such measures shall be removed only after completion of all construction activity, including 
necessary landscaping and irrigation installation, and any required plat, tract, conservation 
easement or restrictive covenant has been recorded. 
2. Approved construction fencing, a minimum of four feet tall with steel posts placed no farther 
than ten feet apart, shall be installed at the edge of the tree protection zone or dripline, 
whichever is greater. An alternative may be used with the approval of the community 
development director. 
3. Approved signs shall be attached to the fencing stating that inside the fencing is a tree 
protection zone, not to be disturbed unless prior approval has been obtained from the 
community development director. 
4. No construction activity shall occur within the tree protection zone, including, but not limited 
to; dumping or storage of materials such as building supplies, soil, waste items; nor passage or 
parking of vehicles or equipment. 
5. The tree protection zone shall remain free of chemically injurious materials and liquids such as 
paints, thinners, cleaning solutions, petroleum products, and concrete or dry wall excess, 
construction debris, or run-off. 
6. No excavation, trenching, grading, root pruning or other activity shall occur within the tree 
protection zone unless directed by an arborist present on site and approved by the community 
development director. 



7. No machinery repair or cleaning shall be performed within ten feet of the dripline of any trees 
identified for protection. 
8. Digging a trench for placement of public or private utilities or other structure within the 
critical root zone of a tree to be protected is prohibited. Boring under or through the tree 
protection zone may be permitted if approved by the community development director and 
pursuant to the approved written recommendations and on-site guidance and supervision of a 
certified arborist. 
9. The city may require that a certified arborist be present during any construction or grading 
activities that may affect the dripline of trees to be protected. 
10. The community development director may impose conditions to avoid disturbance to tree 
roots from grading activities and to protect trees and other significant vegetation identified for 
retention from harm. Such conditions may include, if necessary, the advisory expertise of a 
qualified consulting arborist or horticulturist both during and after site preparation, and a 
special maintenance/management program to provide protection to the resource as 
recommended by the arborist or horticulturist. 
Applicant’s Response: 
The proposed application does not include any trees to be removed, so the above does not 
apply 
 
C. Changes in soil hydrology due to soil compaction and site drainage within tree protection 
areas shall be avoided. Drainage and grading plans shall include provision to ensure that 
drainage of the site does not conflict with the standards of this section. Excessive site run-off 
shall be directed to appropriate storm drainage facilities and away from trees designated for 
conservation or protection. 
Applicant’s Response: 
Not applicable 
 
CHAPTER 17.50 - ADMINISTRATION AND PROCEDURES 
 
17.50.050 Preapplication Conference  
A. Pre Application Conference. Prior to submitting an application for any form of permit, the 
applicant shall schedule and attend a pre application conference with City staff to discuss the 
proposal. To schedule a preapplication conference, the applicant shall contact the Planning 
Division, submit the required materials, and pay the appropriate conference fee. At a minimum, 
an applicant should submit a short narrative describing the proposal and a proposed site plan, 
drawn to a scale acceptable to the City, which identifies the proposed land uses, traffic 
circulation, and public rights-of-way and all other required plans. The purpose of the 
preapplication conference is to provide an opportunity for staff to provide the applicant with 
information on the likely impacts, limitations, requirements, approval standards, fees and other 
information that may affect the proposal. The Planning Division shall provide the applicant(s) 
with the identity and contact persons for all affected neighborhood associations as well as a 
written summary of the preapplication conference. Notwithstanding any representations by City 
staff at a preapplication conference, staff is not authorized to waive any requirements of this 



code, and any omission or failure by staff to recite to an applicant all relevant applicable land 
use requirements shall not constitute a waiver by the City of any standard or requirement. 
B.A preapplication conference shall be valid for a period of six months from the date it is held. If 
no application is filed within six months of the conference or meeting, the applicant must 
schedule and attend another conference before the city will accept a permit application. The 
community development director may waive the preapplication requirement if, in the Director's 
opinion, the development does not warrant this step. In no case shall a preapplication 
conference be valid for more than one year. 
Applicant’s Response: 
The pre application for this proposal was held on April, 30, 2019. 
 
17.50.055 Neighborhood Association Meeting 
The purpose of the meeting with the recognized neighborhood association is to inform the 
affected neighborhood association about the proposed development and to receive the 
preliminary responses and suggestions from the neighborhood association and the member 
residents.  
1. Applicants applying for annexations, zone change, comprehensive plan amendments, 
conditional use, planning commission variances, subdivision, or site plan and design review 
(excluding minor site plan and design review), general development master plans or detailed 
development plans applications shall schedule and attend a meeting with the city-recognized 
neighborhood association in whose territory the application is proposed. Although not required 
for other projects than those identified above, a meeting with the neighborhood association is 
highly recommended.  
2. The applicant shall send, by certified mail, return receipt requested letter to the chairperson 
of the neighborhood association and the citizen involvement committee describing the proposed 
project. Other communication methods may be used if approved by the neighborhood 
association.  
3. A meeting shall be scheduled within thirty days of the notice. A meeting may be scheduled 
later than thirty days if by mutual agreement of the applicant and the neighborhood 
association. If the neighborhood association does not want to, or cannot meet within thirty 
days, the applicant shall hold their own meeting after six p.m. or on the weekend, with notice to 
the neighborhood association, citizen involvement committee, and all property owners within 
three hundred feet. If the applicant holds their own meeting, a copy of the certified letter 
requesting a neighborhood association meeting shall be required for a complete application. 
The meeting held by the applicant shall be held within the boundaries of the neighborhood 
association or in a city facility.  
4. If the neighborhood association is not currently recognized by the city, is inactive, or does not 
exist, the applicant shall request a meeting with the citizen involvement committee.  
5. To show compliance with this section, the applicant shall submit a sign-in sheet of meeting 
attendees, a summary of issues discussed, and letter from the neighborhood association or 
citizen involvement committee indicating that a neighborhood meeting was held. If the 
applicant held a separately noticed meeting, the applicant shall submit a copy of the meeting 
flyer, a sign in sheet of attendees and a summary of issues discussed. 
 



Applicant’s Response: 
The applicant (Desiree Rowland) attended the Caufield neighborhood meeting on Wednesday, 
May 29, 2019 to present the proposed plan and all were in favor of the proposed plan. 
Attached is a copy of the sign-in sheet, a confirmation email from the chairman, along with the 
items discussed. 
 
 
 
 



Caufield Neighborhood Association meeting, May 29, 2019

Desiree Rowland presented the proposed plan to annex the property of 14576 S Maplelane Rd
into the city limits of Oregon City, along with a zone change to R-3.5 and a partition of the
property into seven lots.

There were no concerns from the meeting attendees. Someone asked how long it might take
before the new houses would be built (and of course that depends on the timing of approvals,
etc.) and someone asked how many houses would be able to be built (with the proposed plan
six new houses will be built.) All attendees were in favor and approved the proposed plan.



Robert Malchow
RE: Caufield neighborhood meeting
Jun 16, 2019 at 9:14:21 PM
Desiree Rowland

At the May 29, 2019 Caufield Neighborhood Assoc, meeting, Desiree Rowland presented
her plans for building several new homes off of Maple Lane, near Clearwater Place. After
the presentation, a motion was made and seconded to
approve her plan as presented. A voice vote was called for, and the motion was
unanimously approved. Official minutes are not yet out as of this date. Please contact our
secretary, Tori Skipper, if official minutes are required. Tori can be reached at

Cordially,

Robert
Robert Malchow
Chairman, Caufield Neighborhood Assoc.
503-888-1622

Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2019 9:15 AM
To: r.malchow <r.malchow@comcast.net>
Subject: Re: Caufield neighborhood meeting

Hi Robert,

Thank you! If you could just confirm back via this email that I did present and all were in
favor I think that will work for now.

Thank you for your time!
Desiree Rowland

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 11, 2019, at 11:21 PM, r.malchow <r.malchow@comcast.net> wrote:

Hi Desiree,
Our secretary, Tori, is still working on the minutes. If you have a person I need to contac in
the short term, just let me know.
Robert
503-888-1622





Clackamas County Fire District #1
Fire Prevention Office

Desiree Rowland, City of Oregon City

Mike Boumann, Deputy Fire Marshal, Clackamas County Fire District

To:

From:
#1

5/22/2019Date:

Proposed subdivision at 14576 S Maple Lane Road, Oregon CityRe:

This review is based upon the current version of the Oregon Fire Code (OFC), as adopted by
the Oregon State Fire Marshal’s Office. The scope of review is typically limited to tire
apparatus access and water supply, although the applicant must comply with all applicable
OFC requirements.

Fire Department Access and Water Supply

1) Provide address numbering that is clearly visible from the street.
2) No part of a building may be more than 150 feet from an approved fire department

access road.
3) Provide an approved turnaround for dead end access roads exceeding 150 feet in length.

4) Fire Department turnarounds shall meet the dimensions found in the fire code
applications guide.

a
portion of a structure is more than 600 feet from a hydrant on a fire apparatus access
road, as measured in an approved route around the exterior of the structure(s),
additional fire hydrants and mains shall be provided.

6) Please see our design guide at:
7) http://\vw\¥.clackamastire.eoni/documents/fireprevenlion/fireeodeapplicationguide.pdr
8) If you have questions please contact Clackamas Fire District @503-742-2660



CLACKAMAS
C O U N T Y DirAKTMINT Of T*ANSrO«TATION AND DlVtlOrMl

OivnoratNT Soviets Buttoi
R o~ i ) j , Cm-, OK 970» 50 Bm«

MEMORANDUM

TO: City of Oregon City, Planning Division
Kenneth Kent, Clackamas County Engineering, Senior PlannerFROM:

DATE: April 30, 2018

Pre-Application Conference-PA 19-18 S Maplelane Road

32E04DB00200

RE:

This office has the following comments pertaining to this proposal:

1. S Maple Lane Road is a minor arterial roadway under the jurisdiction of Clackamas
County. Dedicate additional right-of-way to provide a one half right-of-way width 40
feet.

2 . County standards limit access to lower functional classification roadways when
available. Access for the proposed subdivision will be limited to Clearwater Place.

3. Section 240 of the Clackamas County Roadway Standards require that access f
provides minimum intersection sight distance based on the travel speed of the
roadway. S Maple Lane Road has a posted speed limit of 45 MPH requiring a
minimum of 500 feet on sight distance. Minimum sight distance shall be
demonstrated for the proposed development.

4. The following improvements will be required along the entire site frontage of S
Maple Lane Road in accordance with Clackamas County Roadway Standards:

£L. Up to a 25-foot wide half-street improvement. Structural section for S Maple Lane
Road improvements shall consist of 7.5 inches of asphalt concrete per
Clackamas County Roadway Standards Standard Drawing Cl00.

b. Standard curb, or curb and gutter if curbline slope is less than one percent, and
pavement with the face of the new curb located 25 feet from the centerline of
the existing 60 foot wide right-of-way. Centerline of the right-of-way shall be
established by a registered survey.



C. Drainage facilities in conformance Tri-City Service District #4 regulations and
Clackamas Roadway Standards, Chapter 4.

d. A minimum 5-foot wide unobstructed setback sidewalk, with a 5-foot wide
landscape strip, including street trees and ground cover shall be constructed
along the entire site frontage.

6. If the sidewalk does not connect to sidewalk on adjacent property, the end of the
sidewalk shall require the construction of a concrete ADA accessible ramp,
adjacent to the end of the sidewalk, providing a transition from the new
sidewalk to the edge of the pavement.

f. Appropriate pavement tapers shall be provided, per Clackamas County Roadway
Standards Section 250.6.4.

5. Prior to commencement of site work, a Development Permit and a Utility Placement
Permit are required and must be obtained from Clackamas Comity for all work
performed in the road right-of-way.



Diliana Vassileva

From:
Sent:

Desiree Rowland <rowland.desiree@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, June 25, 2019 9:21AM
Diliana Vassileva
Fwd:Pre-app meeting for 14576 S Maplelane Rd

To:
Subject:

School verification, no capacity issues

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Rogers, Wes" <wes,rouersfeorecitv.k12.or.us>
Date: May 17, 2019 at 4:22:00 PM PDT
To: Desiree Rowland <rowland.desiree@vahoo.com>
Subject: Re: Pre-app meeting for 14576 S Maplelane Rd

good luck!
.wes

On Fri, May 17, 2019 at 1:07 PM Desiree Rowland <rowland.desiree@yahoo.corn> wrote:
I think this email is sufficient. Thank you for getting back to me so quickly!

Regards,
Desiree Rowland

Sent from my iPhone

On May 17, 2019, at 12:10 PM, Rogers, Wes <wes.rogers@orecity.kl 2.or.us> wrote:

Do you need that verification on district letterhead or is an e-mail sufficient? It
won't cause any enrollment issues. We have capacity to handle the very few
students generated by 6 building lots.
..wes rogers

On Thu, May 16, 2019 at 9:40 PM Desiree Rowland
<rowland.desiree@yahoo.com> wrote:
Hi Wes,

We recently had a pre-application meeting with Oregon City for the annexation
of our property into Oregon City with a partition of the property to create 6
additional lots. The property is located at 14576 S Maplelane Rd, Oregon
City. For the complete application I need to verify that won’t be too large of a
demand on the schools in the area once the property is developed and new
homes are built.

Thank you,
Desiree Rowland

;

i
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Taxlot Detail Report 3-2E-04DB-00500

Land Use and Planning

R-6Zoning

Comprehensive Plan LR

WESTOVER ACRES

PUD (if known) 0

Partition Plat Number 0

Neighborhood Association CAUFIELD

Urban Renewal District NONE

Historic District NONE

Historic Designated Struct.? NONE

Concept Plan Area NONE

In Sewer Moratorium Area? N

In Thayer Rd Pond Fee Area? Y

In Beavercreek Rd Access Area? N

NIn Willamette River Greenway?

NIn Geologic Hazard?

In High Water Table Area? N

In Nat. Res. Overlay District 
(NROD)?

N

In 1996/FEMA 2008 100-yr 
Floodplain?

N

In Barlow Trail Area? N

Watershed Abernethy Creek-Willamette River

Abernethy CreekSub-Watershed

WillametteBasin

Middle WillametteSub-Basin

Urban/Rural Reserve

Reserve Name

Census Information

223.02000000

Census Block Grp. Pop. (2010) 1453

3Census Block Group

396Subdivision Plat Number

Elementary School

School District

OGDEN MIDDLE

OREGON CITY HIGH

4109330

REDLAND ELEMENTARY

Park District

Water District

OREGON CITY

High School

Middle School

1928

Natl. Cntr for Ed. Stats Dist. ID

Service Districts

Oregon Dept. of Ed. Dist. ID

Sewer District

Fire District

Fire Management Zone

Transit District

Garbage Hauler

(503) 656-8403Garbage Hauler Phone

Oregon City Garbage Co.

Tri-County Metropolitan 

6699

Clackamas Fire District #1

Tri-City Service District

Census Tract

Subdivision

In FEMA Floodway? N

Overlay Information

Percent CoverageAcresDescriptionCategory

100.0%0.76Overall AcresParcel Statistics for: 3-2E-04DB-00500

0.0%0.00In Floodplain (100 yr)FEMA 100 Yr Floodplain

7.3%0.06Built up % (approx)Buildings

0.0%0.00In Geologic HazardGeologic Hazards

0.0%0.00Slopes >= 25%Steep Slopes

The City of Oregon City makes no representations, express or implied, as to 
the accuracy, completeness and timeliness of the information displayed.

City of Oregon City                
PO Box 3040                    
625 Center St                
Oregon City, OR  97045  
(503) 657-0891  
www.orcity.org

Report generated 8/7/2019 9:15 AM Page 2 of 3
OREGOI
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Taxlot Detail Report 3-2E-04DB-00500

0.0%0.00In NRODNROD

0.0%0.00In Willamette GreenwayWillamette Greenway

0.0%0.00In Vacant LandsVacant Lands (All)

0.0%0.00In Vacant Lands (Constrained)Vacant Lands (Constrained)

0.0%0.00In Vacant Lands (Unconstrained)Vacant Lands (Unconstrained)

SITUS Addresses

Address Latitude Longitude

14530  MAPLELANE RD 45.33598903 -122.56775168

Permits
Permit

Number
Permit Type Work Class Description Main Address Permit Status Issue Date Expiration

Date
Finaled

Date

PI-18-00126 Public
Improvements
Development

Land Division MP 18-04 Cunningham 3-Lot MP
14530 S Maplelane Rd

14530 S MAPLELANE
RD

Submitted

Plans
Plan

Number
Plan Type Work Class Description Main Address Plan Status Apply Date Expire Date Complete

Date

AN-18-
00002

Annexation Annexation 14530 S MAPLELANE
RD

Review
Expired

08/06/2018 02/04/2019

GLUA-18-
00020

General Land
Use Application

General Land Use -
Type II - IV

14530 S MAPLELANE
RD

Review
Expired

08/06/2018 12/14/2018

MP-18-
00004

Minor Partition Preliminary Plat 14530 S MAPLELANE
RD

Review
Expired

08/06/2018 02/04/2019

PA-16-0012 Pre-Application
Conference

EnerGov-Conversion ANNEXATION PRE-APP FOR 0.8
ACRES OFF MAPLELANE RD

14530 S MAPLELANE
RD

Review
Expired

03/10/2016 09/06/2016

PA-18-0007 Pre-Application
Conference

EnerGov-Conversion Emergency sewer annexation,
previous pre-app (PA 16-12) is

expired.

14530 S MAPLELANE
RD

Review
Expired

01/22/2018 07/21/2018

ZC-18-
00001

Zone Change Map Amendment 14530 S MAPLELANE
RD

Review
Expired

08/06/2018 02/04/2019

Business Licenses
None

found!

The City of Oregon City makes no representations, express or implied, as to 
the accuracy, completeness and timeliness of the information displayed.

City of Oregon City                
PO Box 3040                    
625 Center St                
Oregon City, OR  97045  
(503) 657-0891  
www.orcity.org

Report generated 8/7/2019 9:15 AM Page 3 of 3
OREGOI
CITY



City of Oregon City
Pre-Application Form Eft n- isFile Number

OREGON
CITY

Meeting Date 4 / O^/ r l Time:10 A.M. Location: 321^W^ySgn> ŜSt^e^'0regon City
Applicants and representatives are expected to present a detailed explanation of their proposal at the conference.

RPR 9 10:00flM
Applicant:

Name
Pre-Application Checklist:

Failure to submit a complete application may require additional
fees and pre-application meetings.DfftVll Rn\d\{ki\(LContact Person

Minimum Pre-Application Requirements
Pre-Application Fee
Narrative: A detailed description of your proposal and
any specific questions you have

Q Site/Plot Plan (8V*"x11” or ll"x 17")
Parcel and building setback dimensions
Existing and proposed structures
Location and dimensions of easements and driveway
Location of utilities - storm, sanitary sewers & water
(including size of service and street location]
Width of adjacent right of way

Property Zoning Report
Additional Information / Requirements

Address I'-.S 10 MT jj\
UML f f fc iMk

_ a f i t z - BSV
~

“ 7&nn

IkkJ Mwt kdmdm IMwcEtiW$0V ) M ur / jfgjgtK

8
Phone

Owner(s):

Name

8Address

Additional Subdivision / Minor Partition Requirements
Slope map (if area is exceeds a 24% slope)
Significant Tree Locations
(all trees with a caliper over 6 inches)

Q Utility layout
Proposed detention system with topographic contours
Location of on-site water resources

P|Connectivity analysis that includes shadow plats of all
adjacent properties demonstrating how they can be
developed meeting existing code.

8Phone

Property Description:

Tax Assessor Map Number(s):

Additional Site Plan & Design Review Requirements
Q Proposed elevations

Parking lot layout
Q Parking space calculations

(based on use and square footage of building)

i^7(/ g meulmi t’AQnyn Ccty . M- “Ws
Address:

1
Proposed Development Action:

f f-/fApplicant Signature Date

The pre-application conference provides the applicant the necessary information to make an informed decision regarding a land use proposal.
Meetings are held on Tuesdays and Wednesdays. Pre-Application Conferences expire six(6) months from the meeting date.

Please submit 3 hard copies and 1 electronic copy of the required information.
PubWks ; PW Dir. ; Bldg ; Develop. Serv. ; Fire ; Finance ; Clack Co (E) ; Clack Co (P) ;
ODOT ; Schools ; Tri-Met ; Metro ; Police ; Other

Routing.



Seeking approval for the annexation of the property at 14576 S
Maplelane Rd, Oregon City into the city limits of Oregon City. This site is
within the Oregon City Urban Growth Boundary and has a
Comprehensive Plan designation of Medium Density Residential. Also
seeking approval for a Zone Change to "R-3.5" Single Family Dwelling
District and a Partition of seven (7) lots.



E 12' O.C, S.W. TO THAYER POND oCLEARWATER PL
45' RO.W. 8" PVC SAN SEWER 5 “O

12' DUCTILE IRON WATER o
& 5 z
« %

4x
10
(S' O

* 0Z mot o% oL zN 7

\ c/) •
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Taxlot Detail Report 3-2E-04DB-00200
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Taxlot Information st,W40 BrK

5
Parcel Number (APN)
Primary Situs Address

3-2E-04DB-00200

14576 S MAPLELANE RD
OREGON CITY, OR 97045

CLACKAMAS

uy«r. 167«,

1B7W

16772

16760 167B7

Sounwood
Sf i t 1 St

County 4 R7Wr

Section
Latitude
Longitude
R Number (Alt ID)
Approx. Size (acres)
USGS Quad Name
Within Oregon City Limits?
Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB)

T3S R2E S04
Assessment & Value Information45.336047

-122.567028
00842752
1.00082587

Oregon City

Taxmap
Land Value (Mkt)
Building Value (Mkt)
Exempt Amount
Net Value(Mkt)
Assessed Value
Year Built (if known)
Sale Date
Sale Price
Document Date
Document Number
State General Prop. Code
County Tax Code

3S2E04DB
$217,250
$172,130
$0

N

Inside $222,767
1965
201704
$420,000
2017-04-12 00:00
2017-025223

Political Boundaries
Jurisdiction
Voting Precinct
US Congressional District
Oregon House District
Oregon Senate District
Metro Council District
Metro Councilor
Metro Councilor Email

Unincorporated
512.00000000 101
5 062084
40
20
2
Christine Lewis
Christine,lewis@
oregonmetro.gov

The City of Oregon City makes no representations, express or implied, as to
the accuracy, completeness and timeliness of the information displayed.

Qty of Oregon Qty
PO Box 3040
625 Center St
Oregon City. OR 97045
(503) 667-0891
www oraty erg

Report generated 4/4/2019 9:51 AM Page 1 ol 3



Taxlot Detail Report 3-2E-04DB-00200

Land Use and Planning

Zoning
Comprehensive Plan
Subdivision
Subdivision Plat Number
PUD (if known)
Partition Plat Number
Neighborhood Association
Urban Renewal District
Historic District
Historic Designated Struct.?
Concept Plan Area
Urban/Rural Reserve
Reserve Name

County In Sewer Moratorium Area?
In Thayer Rd Pond Fee Area? Y

In Beavercreek Rd Access Area? N

In Willamette River Greenway? N

In Geologic Hazard?
In High Water Table Area?
In Nat. Res. Overlay District
(NROD)?
In1996/FEMA 2008100-yr
Floodplain?
In FEMA Floodway?
In Barlow Trail Area?
Watershed
Sub-Watershed
Basin
Sub-Basin

N

MR

WESTOVER ACRES
396
0 N
0 N

NONE

NONE
NONE
NONE

NONE

N

N

N

N

Abernethy Creek-Willamette River
Abernetby Creek
Willamette
Middle Willamette

Service Districts Census Information
Elementary School
Middle School
High School
School District
Oregon Dept, of Ed. Dist. ID 1928
Natl. Cntr for Ed. Stats Dist. ID 4109330
Water District
Park District
Sewer District
Fire District
Fire Management Zone
Transit District
Garbage Hauler
Garbage Hauler Phone

REDLAND ELEMENTARY
OGDEN MIDDLE
OREGON CITY HIGH

OREGON CITY

Census Tract
Census Block Group
Census Block Grp. Pop. (2010) 1453

223.02000000
3

Clackamas River Water District

Clackamas Rre District #1
6699
Tri-County Metropolitan
Oregon City Garbage Co.
(503) 656-8403

Overlay Information

[DescriptionCategory Acres Percent Coverage
Parcel Statistics for: 3-2E-04DB-00200 Overall Acres 1.00 100.0%
FEMA 100 Yr Floodplain In Floodplain (100 yr) 0.00 0.0%
Buildings Built up % (approx) 0.08 8.3%
Geologic Hazards In Geologic Hazard 0.00 0.0%
Steep Slopes Slopes >= 25% 0.00 0.0%

The City of Oregon City makes no representations, express or implied, as to
the accuracy, completeness and timeliness of the information displayed.

City of Oregon City
PO Box 3040
625 Center St
Oregon City. OR 97045
(503) 657-0891
www oroty org

Report generated 4/4/2019 9:51 AM Page 2 of 3



Taxlot Detail Report 3-2E-04DB-00200
0.00 0.0%NROD In NROD
0.00 0.0%Willamette Greenway In Willamette Greenway
0.00Vacant Lands (All) 0.0%In Vacant Lands
0.00Vacant Lands (Constrained) In Vacant Lands (Constrained) 0.0%
0.00Vacant Lands (Unconstrained) In Vacant Lands (Unconstrained 0.0%

SITUS Addresses
Latitude LongitudeAddress

14576 S MAPLELANE RD 45.33628071 -122.56708370

The City of Oregon City makes no representations, express or implied, as to
the accuracy, completeness and timeliness of the information displayed.

Oty of Oregon Qty
PO Box 3040
625 Center St
Oregon City. OR 97045
(503) 657-0891
www ordty. org

Report generated 4/4/2019 9:51 AM Page 3 of 3
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221 Molalla Ave.  Suite 200   | Oregon City OR 97045  

Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880 

Community Development Department 

PRE-APPLICATION MEETING NOTES 

Date of Meeting: April 30, 2019 

 

File Number:  PA-19-18 – Annexation  

Applicant:  Nate and Desiree Rowland 

Address:  14576 S Maplelane Rd, Oregon City, OR 97045 

Tax Assessor Map:  Clackamas County Map 3-2E-04DB-00200 

Total Acres:  1 acre  

Current County Zone: FU-10 

City Comprehensive      MR – Medium Density Residential  

Project Name:  Annexation and Re-Zoning to R-3.5 Dwelling District w/ Subdivision (7 Lots) 

Staff:    Pete Walter, AICP, Planner  

Email: pwalter@orcity.org   Ph: (503) 496-1568 

   Sang Pau, PE, Development Project Engineer,  

Email: spau@orcity.org  Ph: (503) 974-5503  

 

Notwithstanding any representations by City staff at a preapplication conference, staff is not authorized to waive any 

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

requirements shall not constitute a waiver by the City of any standard or requirement. 

 

A preapplication conference shall be valid for a period of six months from the date it is held. If no application is filed 

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

city will accept a permit application. The community development director may waive the preapplication requirement 

if, in the Director's opinion, the development does not warrant this step. In no case shall a preapplication conference 

be valid for more than one year. 

    

General Comment Regarding Annexation Review 

Annexations are discretionary approvals of the City Commission, which are subject to the criteria in Chapter 14 – 

Annexation.  Annexations and must be reviewed and recommended for approval by the Planning Commission to 

the City Commission. Following City Commission approval, some annexations may be subject to approval of the 

voters of the City of Oregon City.  Note: Passage of a new state law in 2016 (SB 1573) has removed the voter 

approval requirement for annexations that are within the UGB, have a comprehensive plan designation, are 

contiguous to city limits, and otherwise comply with the city’s comprehensive plan. 

 

Tri-City Service District (Water Environment Services of Clackamas County) 

You are required to submit a separate petition for annexation to the Tri-City Service District (TCSD) in order to 

connect to the sewer plant. The City’s annexation decision will include a recommendation that this petition be 

approved prior to any development of the property. For more information contact Erik Carr, Clackamas County - 

Water Environment Services at (p): 503-742-4571 or by email at ECarr@co.clackamas.or.us . The necessary forms 

may be downloaded at https://www.clackamas.us/wes/annexation.html .   

OREGON

mailto:pwalter@orcity.org
mailto:spau@orcity.org
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Application:  

The applicant is wholly responsible for providing a complete application. Staff will provide checklists, examples 

and templates to assist you with the application process. If you are unfamiliar with the process, staff recommends 

that you have your application for annexation prepared by a qualified professional who is familiar with the 

annexation process in Oregon, such as a land use planner, land use attorney, or engineer.  

  

City Code Chapter 14  

• OCMC 14.04.050.(E).(1-9).   The required narrative statement in response to  items  7(a) through (g) must 

be included:   

7. A narrative statement explaining the conditions surrounding the proposal and addressing the factors 

contained in the ordinance codified in this chapter, as relevant, including: 

a. Statement of availability, capacity and status of existing water, sewer, drainage, 

transportation, park and school facilities; 

b. Statement of increased demand for such facilities to be generated by the proposed 

development, if any, at this time; 

c. Statement of additional facilities, if any, required to meet the increased demand and any 

proposed phasing of such facilities in accordance with projected demand; 

d. Statement outlining method and source of financing required to provide additional facilities, if 

any; 

e. Statement of overall development concept and methods by which the physical and related 

social environment of the site, surrounding area and community will be enhanced; 

f. Statement of potential physical, aesthetic, and related social effects of the proposed, or 

potential development on the community as a whole and on the small subcommunity or 

neighborhood of which it will become a part; and proposed actions to mitigate such negative 

effects, if any; 

g. Statement indicating the type and nature of any comprehensive plan text or map amendments, 

or zoning text or map amendments that may be required to complete the proposed 

development; 

 

• OCMC 14.04.060 – Annexation Factors. Narrative shall address each of the required Annexation Factors (1) 

through (7). When reviewing a proposed annexation, the commission shall consider the following factors, as 

relevant:  

1. Adequacy of access to the site; 
Comment: Address how current and future access to the site is adequate. 
 
2. Conformity of the proposal with the city's comprehensive plan; 
Comment: The applicant’s narrative should the applicable goals and policies. Staff will include the applicable 
goals and policies with the Code Response Template. 
 
3. Adequacy and availability of public facilities and services to service potential development; 
Comment: The applicant’s narrative should the current Oregon City public facilities plans for Water, Sewer, 
Stormwater and Transportation and the respective demand placed on these services by the potential 
development of the site. 
 
4. Compliance with applicable sections of ORS Ch. 222, and Metro Code Section 3.09; 

https://www2.municode.com/library/or/oregon_city/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT14AN_CH14.04CIBOCHEXSE_14.04.050ANPR
file://///depot/departments/CommunityDevelopment/2016%20Permits-Projects/PA%20-%20Pre-Application%20Conferences/PA%2016-20%20Icon%20Annexation%20North%20of%20Holcomb%20-%20Serres/14.04.060%20-%20Annexation%20factors.
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Comment: The applicant’s narrative should these criteria.  
 
5. Natural hazards identified by the city, such as wetlands, floodplains and steep slopes; 
Comment: The applicant’s narrative should address any natural hazards present on site. 
 
6. Any significant adverse effects on specially designated open space, scenic, historic or natural resource areas by  
urbanization of the subject property at time of annexation;  
Comment: The applicant’s narrative should address any specially designated open space, scenic, historic or 
natural resource areas on the site. Staff is not aware of any, however we recommend contacting the County 
Historic Preservation staff for any cultural or historic records for the site.  
 
7. Lack of any significant adverse effects on the economic, social and physical environment of the community by 
the overall impact of the annexation.  
Comment: The applicant’s narrative should address any significant adverse effects on the economic, social and 
physical environment of the community by the overall impact of the annexation. 
 

Metro Code 3.09.045.A-D (Boundary Change Criteria) 

• Whether the proposed boundary change will promote the timely, orderly and economic provision of public 

facilities and services. 

• Whether the proposed boundary change will affect the quality and quantity of urban services 

• Whether the proposed boundary change would eliminate or avoid unnecessary duplication of facilities or 

services. 

 

Oregon City Comprehensive Plan – Applicable Goals and Policies 

Section 1: Citizen Involvement, Goals 1.1-1.4, Policies 1.1.1, 1.2.1,1.4.1  
Section 2: Land Use, Goals 2.1, 2.4, 2.5, 2.7, Policies 2.1.2, 2.4.1-5, 2.5.1, 2.5.2, 2.5.4, 2.7.1-3 
Section 5: Open Space, Scenic and Historic Areas and Natural Resources, Goals 5.1, 5.2, Policies 5.1.1, 5.1.2, 
5.2.1, Goal 5.3, Policies 5.3.2, Goal 5.4, Policies 5.4.2, 5.4.4-11, 5.4.16 
Section 6: Quality of Air, Water and Resources, Goal 6.1, Policy 6.1.1, 6.1.4, Goal 6.2, Policies 6.2.1, 6.2.2 
Section 7: Natural Hazards, Goal 7.1, Policies 7.1.1, 7.1.8, 7.1.11 
Section 8: Parks and Recreation, Goal 8.1, Policies 8.1.1, 8.1.5, 8.1.6, 8.1.9, 8.1.11, 8.1.12, 8.1.14 
Section 9: Economic Development, Goals 9.1, 9.4, 9.5, 9.7, Policies 9.5.1, 9.7.1 
Section 10: Housing, Goals 10.1, 10.2, Policies 10.1.1-7, 10.2.2, 10.2.5 
Section 11: Public Facilities, Goals 11.1-4, 11.6, 11.8, 11.9, 11.10, Policies 11.1.1-7, 11.2.2, 11.2.5, 11.3.1, 
11.4.1, 
11.6.1, 11.8.3, 11.9.1, 11.10.1, 11.10.2 
Section 12: Transportation, Goals 12.1, 12.3, 12.5-8, Policies 12.1.1–4, 12.3.1-4, 12.3.8, 12.3.9, 12.5.1-3, 
12.6.1- 
6.4, 12.7.1, 12.7.4, 12.8.1, 12.8.3 
Section 13: Energy Conservation, Goals 13.1, 13.2, Policies 13.2.1-13.2.3, 13.2.5 
Section 14, Urbanization: Goals 14.1, 14.3-5, Policies 14.1.1, 14.1.2, 14.3.1-4, 14.4.1-4, 14.5.2 

 

Concept Plan Goals and Policies 

• This area is not within a Concept Plan area boundary regulated under Metro Title 11. 

 

Zone Change 

A Zone Change request to R-3.5 Dwelling District may be submitted concurrently with the annexation request or 

submitted separately and is a discretionary zone change processed pursuant to the criteria in OCMC 17.68.   

• The annexation area is part of the original 1979 Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) 

• Comprehensive Plan Designation is Medium Density Residential – MR. 

https://www.orcity.org/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning/page/3780/oc_comp_plan_for_web_08-05_0.pdf
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• Pursuant to OCMC 17.68.025 - Zoning changes for land annexed into the city. 

 

Transportation Impact Analysis 

The applicant will need to have a traffic engineer conduct a transportation study in conformance with the City’s 

Guidelines for Transportation Impact Analyses available on the Oregon City website. 

 

Based on the information provided by the applicant, it appears the transportation analysis associated with this 

development proposal can be satisfied by submittal of a Transportation Analysis Letter (TAL). This option is 

available when specific criteria are met. These include a determination that the development generates 24 or fewer 

AM and PM peak hour trips and fewer than 250 daily trips. Details for a TAL can be found in Section 3.1 of the 

Guidelines. It is the applicant’s responsibility to verify the trip generation characteristics of the proposed 

development. 

 

The applicant’s traffic engineer is welcome to contact the city’s traffic engineering consultant, John Replinger, at 

Replinger-Associates@comcast.net or at 503-719-3383. 

 

• Pursuant to OCMC 12.04.205 - Mobility standards. (D)(2). Development which does not comply with the 

mobility standards for the intersections identified in [Section] 12.04.205.D shall provide for the improvements 

identified in the Transportation System Plan (TSP) in an effort to improve intersection mobility as necessary to 

offset the impact caused by development. Where required by other provisions of the Code, the applicant shall 

provide a traffic impact study that includes an assessment of the development's impact on the intersections 

identified in this exemption and shall construct the intersection improvements listed in the TSP or required by 

the Code. 

 

Annexation Election 

It appears that this annexation may be exempt from the voter approval requirements of OCMC 14.04, pursuant to 

SB 1573.   

 

Subdivision Comments 

Note: with proposed code amendments for equitable housing, duplexes will be permitted in all medium density 

zones. Proposed dimensional standards are shown in the following table. Applicant should review these code 

amendments to assure that the proposal can comply with the proposed standards. For more information go to 

https://www.orcity.org/planning/housing-and-other-development-and-zoning-code-amendments  

 

Proposed dimensional standards – See link above under proposed Chapter 17.10 amendments. 

Standard R-5 R-3.5 

Minimum lot size1 

Single-family detached 

Duplex 

Single-family attached 

3-4 plex 

 

5,000 sq. ft. 

6,000 sq. ft. 

3,500 sq. ft. 

2,500 sq. ft. per unit 

 

3,500 sq. ft. 

4,000 sq. ft. 

2,500 sq. ft. 

2,000 sq. ft. per unit 

Maximum height  35 ft. 35 ft. 

Maximum building lot coverage 

Single-family detached and all duplexes 

 

50% 

 

55% 

https://www.municode.com/library/or/oregon_city/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT12STSIPUPL_CH12.04STSIPUPL_12.04.205MOST
https://www.orcity.org/planning/housing-and-other-development-and-zoning-code-amendments
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With ADU 

Single-family attached and 3-4 plex 

60% 

70% 

65% 

80%  

Minimum lot width 

All, except 

Single-family attached 

 

35 ft., except 

25 ft. 

 

25 ft., except 

20 ft. 

Minimum lot depth 70 ft. 70 ft. 

Minimum front yard setback  10 ft., except  

5 ft. - Porch. 

5 ft., except 

0 ft. -  Porch  

Minimum interior side yard setback  

All, except 

Single-family attached 

5 ft., except 

0 ft. (attached) /5 ft. 

(side) 

5 ft., except 

0 ft. (attached) /5 ft. 

(side) 

Minimum corner side yard setback  7 ft. 7 ft. 

Minimum rear yard setback  20 ft., except  

15 ft. - porch 

10 ft. - ADU  

20 ft., except  

15 ft. - porch 

5 ft. - ADU  

Garage setbacks  20 ft. from ROW, 

except 

5 ft. from alley 

20 ft. from ROW, 

except 

5 ft. from alley 

 

Staff Comments on Subdivision Layout Options 

 

General comments: 

Lots should be rectangular as possible. Connectivity analysis should consider the following points: 

• Please show broader area for connectivity and show how proposed streets align with nearby intersections 

• The maximum block spacing between streets is five hundred thirty feet and the minimum block spacing 

between streets is one hundred fifty feet as measured between the right-of-way centerlines.  

• Maximum offsets for intersections is 5 feet. 

• Shadow plats indicating permanent dead-end streets should comply with turn-around requirements per 

OCMC 12.04.225 

 

Option 1 

All lots are indicated as Single Family Detached. This layout minimizes the use of flag lots, which are not permitted 

for subdivisions unless topographic constraints preclude lot frontage on a public street. Also, this layout lines up 

with Oregon Iris Way.  Street intersection spacing from S Maplelane Rd appears adequate. Note that lot 2 is 

required to orient the front yard setback and principal façade toward Maplelane Rd. 

Lot 2 has frontage on but may not access Maplelane Rd.  Lots 2 and 4 may share access easement separate from 

property lines.  

How does access to neighboring property labeled 87.29 (on Maplelane) occur? 

 

Option 2 

With this layout, lots 3 and 4 share a 0’ setback for a duplex. Otherwise, comments are similar to Option 1. 

 

Option 3 
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All lots are indicated as Single Family Detached. Flag lot access proposed for Lots 2, 4, and 6. This layout results in 

more consistent lots sizes, however, flag lots are not permitted for subdivisions unless topographic or other 

constraints preclude meeting dimensional standards or minimum density requirements. Flag lots may be 

problematic for public utilities (See Development Services notes). Transportation engineer shall consider curve in 

road for safety. Layout proposes a half-street plus 10’ for Oregon Iris Way, a little further from the intersection of 

Clearwater / Maplelane. 

 
Tree Protection/Mitigation and Street Trees 

Tree removal during the land development process is subject to compliance with tree protection and mitigation 

standards in OCMC 17.41. The code provides several options for mitigation of removed trees. 

• The applicant’s submittal should identify species and size of all trees onsite greater than 6” DBH, whether 

the trees fall within a construction area or not, and whether the trees will be removed or preserved. 

• Tree protection, removal and mitigation standards can be found in OCMC Section 17.41.130 

• A mitigation plan prepared by a qualified professional (certified arborist, horticulturalist or forester or 

other environmental professional) is required in accordance with OCMC Chapter 17.41 

• A tree covenant may be required to be recorded to protect existing and future trees.   

 

Upcoming Code Changes: 

The City is proposing Housing and Development Code Amendments which may affect your proposal. For details on 

proposed code amendments, please visit the following site:  

https://www.orcity.org/planning/draft-housing-and-other-development-and-zoning-code-amendments  
 
Review Fees (2019 Fee Schedule) 

Annexation:      $4,685.00 

Mailing Labels:            $17.00 

Metro Mapping Fees (1-5 acres):       $250.00 

 

-------------------------------------------- 

Zone Change:      $3,019.00 

Subdivision:            $4,462.00 + $371/ lot 

Traffic Analysis Letter (TAL)  $506.00 + $2,207 (zone change) + $736 (Large Study Area or 

Location near or Along Key Corridor) 

 

Neighborhood Association Meeting Required 

Per OCMC 17.50.055 - Neighborhood association meeting. Documentation of the meeting with the applicable 

Neighborhood Association is required for a complete application. Staff will confirm which N.A. the annexation 

would be included within upon annexation. The annexation property is within the Caulfield Neighborhood 

Association boundary. See Web page http://www.orcity.org/community/neighborhood-associations for contact 

and meeting information. 

 

Miscellaneous Comments 

Staff will provide you a Code Response template similar to a Staff Report and electronic versions of the applicable 

plans, policies and approval criteria above to assist in the preparation of your application.  

 

https://www.orcity.org/planning/draft-housing-and-other-development-and-zoning-code-amendments
https://www2.municode.com/library/or/oregon_city/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.50ADPR_17.50.055NEASME
http://www.orcity.org/community/neighborhood-associations
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These pre-application conference notes were prepared in accordance with OCMC 17.50.050 - Preapplication 

conference. 

 

A. Preapplication Conference. Prior to submitting an application for any form of permit, the applicant shall schedule 

and attend a preapplication conference with City staff to discuss the proposal. To schedule a preapplication 

conference, the applicant shall contact the Planning Division, submit the required materials, and pay the appropriate 

conference fee. At a minimum, an applicant should submit a short narrative describing the proposal and a proposed 

site plan, drawn to a scale acceptable to the City, which identifies the proposed land uses, traffic circulation, and public 

rights-of-way and all other required plans. The purpose of the preapplication conference is to provide an opportunity 

for staff to provide the applicant with information on the likely impacts, limitations, requirements, approval 

standards, fees and other information that may affect the proposal. The Planning Division shall provide the 

applicant(s) with the identity and contact persons for all affected neighborhood associations as well as a written 

summary of the preapplication conference. Notwithstanding any representations by City staff at a preapplication 

conference, staff is not authorized to waive any requirements of this code, and any omission or failure by staff to recite 

to an applicant all relevant applicable land use requirements shall not constitute a waiver by the City of any standard 

or requirement. 

 

B. A preapplication conference shall be valid for a period of six months from the date it is held. If no application is filed 

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

city will accept a permit application. The community development director may waive the preapplication requirement 

if, in the Director's opinion, the development does not warrant this step. In no case shall a preapplication conference 

be valid for more than one year. 

https://www2.municode.com/library/or/oregon_city/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.50ADPR_17.50.050PRCO
https://www2.municode.com/library/or/oregon_city/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.50ADPR_17.50.050PRCO
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Public Works – Development Services 

625 Center Street   | Oregon City OR 97045 

Ph (503) 657-0891 | Fax (503) 657-7829 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

PRE-APPLICATION MEETING NOTES 

Planning Project Number: PA 19-18 
Address:   14576 S MAPLELANE RD 
Map Number(s):  3-2E-04DB 
Tax Lot(s):   00200 
Project Name:   7-Lots off Maplelane Rd 
Meeting Date:   April 30, 2019   
Reviewer(s):    Sang Pau  

 

 
 
General Comments 

1. A complete land use application will typically include a preliminary stormwater report and 
preliminary construction plans showing all public improvements, including sewer, water, grading 
and erosion control,  and stormwater facilities. The application should also include a narrative 
responding to all sections of the Oregon City Municipal Code (OCMC) applicable to the proposed 
development. See provided checklists at https://www.orcity.org/publicworks/engineering-
development-services-checklists 

2. The City will issue a Staff Report in response to the contents of the application package provided by 
the applicant. Once a Staff Report is issued, staff strongly encourages a pre-design meeting with the 
project engineer to discuss plan requirements, conditions of approval, and process. 

3. All applicable conditions of approval contained in the Staff Report must be addressed by providing 
the appropriate document (E.G. construction plans, reports, etc.) which must be reviewed and 
approved prior to issuance of building permits. 

4. All applicable System Development Charges (SDC) shall be due and payable upon building permit 
issuance.  

5. The applicant will be required to 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.  

6. All applicable annexation application fees shall be due and payable upon building permit issuance. 
Applicant will need to complete an annexation application, found on the City’s website.  

7. The applicant is responsible to apply to the County to annex into the Tri-City Service District. The 
application can be found at http://www.clackamas.us/wes/annexation.html.  

OREGON
CITY

https://www.orcity.org/publicworks/engineering-development-services-checklists
https://www.orcity.org/publicworks/engineering-development-services-checklists
http://www.clackamas.us/wes/annexation.html
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8. The contractor for the applicant will be required to attend a pre-construction meeting prior to any 
work beginning onsite. 

9. All public improvements along existing city ROW must be bonded with a 120% performance bond 
prior to the beginning of construction. Public improvements are defined as public utility extensions 
and roadway improvements within existing right-of-way or public easements. This bond is released 
at the end of the construction period assuming everything is constructed as agreed upon. 

10. All newly constructed public improvements shall be maintained for a two year period following their 
acceptance of construction with a 15% maintenance bond. Newly constructed public improvements 
consist of those improvements within existing right of way and those that were constructed on 
private land to be deeded for City ownership following approval of a plat. This bond is released at 
the end of the maintenance period (typically 2 years). 

11. An erosion control application and review must be completed prior to issuance of construction 
permit : https://www.orcity.org/publicworks/erosion-control-0  

Streets 

1. Maplelane Road is a Clackamas County road and is identified as a Minor Arterial road. Public 
improvements along Maplelane Road and any requirement for right-of-way (ROW) dedication shall 
be dictated by Clackamas County. Based on nearby development, the requirement for Maplelane 
Road may be a follows: 

Street Section on the development’s side of centerline 
R.O.W. width 
(from centerline) 

Road 
Width 

Buffer from 
Sidewalk to ROW 

Sidewalk Landscape Strip & 
Curb 

Bike 
Lane 

Street 
parking 

Travel 
Lanes 

Center 
Lane 

45’ 32’ 0.5’ 7’ 0.5’ curb and 5’ 
landscape strip 

6’ 8’ (1) 12’ 6’ 

The applicant may be required to provide 15 feet of ROW dedication along Maplelane Road.   

The proposal does not provide the required street improvements but has provided ROW dedication. 

 

2. Clearwater Place is classified as a “Residential Local” road. The following tables show the existing 

road section and the maximum section for this type of road per city code.  

Existing Street Section on the development’s side of centerline 
Road 
Classification 

Zoning R.O.W. 
width 

Road Width Public 
Access 

Sidewalk Landscape 
Strip & Curb 

Bike 
Lane 

Street 
parking 

Travel 
Lanes 

Local Residential 18.5’ 8’ (varies at 
intersection to 
Maplelane Road) 

None None None None Shared 
with 
travel 

NA 

 
Maximum Street Section on the development’s side of centerline 

Road 
Classification 

Zoning R.O.W. 
width 

Road 
Width 

Public 
Access 

Sidewalk Landscape 
Strip & 
Curb 

Bike 
Lane 

Street 
parking 

Travel 
Lanes 

Local Residential 27’ 16’ None None None None Shared 
with 
travel 

NA 

https://www.orcity.org/publicworks/erosion-control-0
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Due to the alignment of Oregon Iris Way, it is unlikely that the frontage improvements along the 

curve will be constructible without blocking access to lots fronting the curved ROW. Therefore, the 

development may construct only the straight portion of Oregon Iris Way and provide a fee-in-lieu 

for portions of Oregon Iris Way which are not constructible. 
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The following table shows the dimensions for a “Residential Local” street section. 

Road 
Classification 

Zoning R.O.W. 
width 

Road 
Width 

Public 
Access 

Sidewalk Landscape 
Strip & Curb 

Bike 
Lane 

Street 
parking 

Travel 
Lanes 

Local Residential 54’ 32’ 0.5’ 5’ 0.5’ curb and 5’ 
landscape strip 

None Shared 
with 
travel 

(2) 16’ 

Road way pavement width may be wider than 32’ at curves to accommodate the placement 

“eyebrow” corners per city detail 518 (See link below). 

https://ormswd.synergydcs.com/HPRMWebDrawer/Record/6073047# 

 

4. Although half of a standard local street section shows pavement width of 16’, the development will 

be required to provide an additional 4’ width of road pavement to ensure there is a minimum of 20’ 

pavement width for two-way travel by automobiles along Oregon Iris Way. 

The proposal does not show the required street improvements. 

5. New driveway access will be prohibited from Maplelane Road unless approved by Clackamas 

County. The existing driveway location for the existing house at 14576 Maplelane Road may remain 

since an alternative driveway location would not align with the existing garage. 

 

6. The development will be required to provide a 10-foot-wide Public Utility Easement (PUE) along all 

property lines frontages. The proposed development does not appear to conflict with this standard. 

 

7. Street lighting along the frontage of the development appears to be inadequate along Maplelane 

Road. However, this is road is a Clackamas County Road and will be required to meet Clackamas 

County standards. It is likely that street lighting will be required at the east end of the extension of 

the Oregon Iris Way (the new road proposed for this development). Illumination plans which meet 

specifications found in the Illuminating Engineering Society of North America (IESNA) ANSI RP-8-14 

Roadway Lighting book will be required. The materials for this design must be from the latest PGE 

approved material list. If the applicant feels that there is adequate street lighting, the applicant shall 

submit a photometric plan showing how existing conditions meet IESNA ANSI RP-8-14 standards. For 

energizing of street lights and to obtain the latest PGE approved material list, contact the following 

PGE Outdoor Lighting Services Department Design Project Managers.  

Lisa Guarnero (Primary) 
(503) 742-8299 
Lisa.guarnero@pgn.com 

Jeff Steigleder (Back-Up) 
(503) 672-5462 
Jeffery.Steigleder@pgn.com 
 

 

 

 

 

https://ormswd.synergydcs.com/HPRMWebDrawer/Record/6073047
mailto:Jeffery.Steigleder@pgn.com
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8. Overhead utilities are required to be relocated underground unless deemed infeasible by utility 

providers (coordination with overhead utility provider(s) is required). There is a proposed 

subdivision (City Planning File: AN-18-02) at 14530 Maplelane Road which is required to 

underground overhead utilities from the intersection at Maplelane Road and Clearwater Place up to 

the utility pole locate on the Clearwater Place. It may be beneficial to coordinate undergrounding of 

utilities with this development (AN-18-02). The image below shows overhead utilities required to be 

underground by (AN-18-02).  (green) and the overhead utilities required to be underground by the 

applicant (red)  

 

 

9. One street tree is required for every thirty-five feet of property frontage.  

 

10. Reduction to the standard improvements, ROW dedication and other deviations from the City’s 

street design standards may be requested through the modification process outlined in section 

12.04.007 of the Oregon City Municipal Code. Proposed modifications may require additional 

evidence and analysis for review. 
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Stormwater 

1. The following are General Thresholds from the Stormwater and Grading Design Standard (Section 

1.2.1), which can be found online at: 

https://www.orcity.org/sites/default/files/fileattachments/public_works/page/4224/final_manual_

0.pdf  

 

A. Development activities that result in 5,000 square feet of new or replaced impervious surface, 

cumulative over a 5-year period. 

 

B. Development activities that will result in the creation of more than 500 square feet of new 

impervious surface within a Natural Resource Overlay District (NROD) (as defined by Oregon 

City Municipal Code [OCMC] 17.49), cumulative over a 5-year period. 

 

C. Development activities that will disturb 1,000 square feet of existing impervious surface within 

a Natural Resource Overlay District (NROD) (as defined by Oregon City Municipal Code [OCMC] 

17.49), cumulative over a 5-year period. 

 

2. The project, as described in the Pre-Application submittal, appears to trigger part A of the above 
General Thresholds. However, the development resides within an area served by an existing sub-
regional stormwater detention facility located near the intersection of Maplelane Road and Thayer 
Road which is meant to provide water quality and stormwater detention for this region. Therefore, 
not all the City’s Stormwater and Grading Design Standards are applicable. Instead of constructing 
new stormwater facilities, future home permits on each lot of the subdivision shall pay a pro-rata 
cost for using the stormwater detention/water quality pond at Maplelane/Thayer Roads per 
Ordinance 09-1003 in the amount of $2,645.55 per each home permit. The applicant shall provide 
conveyance calculations to ensure that the existing stormwater infrastructure can support 
additional drainage from full build-out of the proposed subdivision. 
 

3. There is an existing 12-inch stormwater main and two catch basins within Clearwater Place. The 
structures direct flows south through a 12-inch pipe to the “Newell” basin.  

4. The development will be required to extend a 12” stormwater main through the new road proposed 
(Oregon Iris Way). This stormwater main extension into Oregon Iris Way was shown with the 
application. 

Water 

1. There is an existing City owned 12-inch ductile iron water main within Maplelane Road near the 
western edge of the property’s frontage.  

2. There is an existing City owned 12-inch ductile iron water main within Clearwater Place. 

3. There is an existing Clackamas River Water District (CRW) owned 16-inch water main within 
Maplelane Road. 

https://www.orcity.org/sites/default/files/fileattachments/public_works/page/4224/final_manual_0.pdf
https://www.orcity.org/sites/default/files/fileattachments/public_works/page/4224/final_manual_0.pdf
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4. There is an existing CRW owned 12-inch ductile iron water main within Maplelane Road. 

5. If the existing home is served by CRW it will need to switch to a City owned water main. The 
property will be automatically withdrawn from the CRW district upon approval of the annexation.  

6. The development will be required to extend an 8” water main through the end of the new road 
proposed (Oregon Iris Way) for the development. This water main extension into Oregon Iris Way 
was shown with the application. 

7. The development will be required to provide each new lot with a new water service line and meter 
per City standards. 

8. New fire hydrants shall be located per the requirements and direction of Clackamas Fire District No. 
1. It is likely that one will be required at the end of the new proposed road (Oregon Iris Way).  

Sanitary Sewer 

1. There is no sanitary sewer main within Maplelane Road along the frontage of the property. The 
development may be required to extend the sewer main within Maplelane Road for a portion of the 
development property’s frontage as it will serve future development along Maplelane Road. The 
length of main extension would account for a proportional share relative all development that may 
occur along the frontage of Maplelane Road.  

2. There is also an 8” sanitary sewer main within Clearwater Place which runs across the frontage of 
the subject property. 

3. The development will be required to extend an 8” sanitary sewer main through the new road 
proposed (Oregon Iris Way). This sewer main extension into Oregon Iris Way was shown with the 
application. 

4. Building permits are required for new homes connecting to a City sewer main. The construction of 
new homes will incur System Development Charges (SDC) upon building permit issuance.  

5. There is an existing sewer lateral which may be utilized by the existing house. For connection to 
sanitary sewer, annexation into the Tri-City Service District will be required prior to connection to 
the City’s sanitary sewer system. The application can be found at 
http://www.clackamas.us/wes/annexation.html. 

Other 

1. Plat for the subdivision will not be signed off by the City until all public improvements are complete 
which includes the punch-list and any required documents unless early platting is approved by the 
City Engineer. Early platting will require additional items. 
 

2. All public improvements will need inspected by the applicant’s civil engineer at the cost of the 

applicant. The City will provide inspection oversight at a cost as well. 

 

http://www.clackamas.us/wes/annexation.html
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Supplemental Information: 

I. Documentation required before any construction plan review can begin by Public Works 
(which is after a land use decision has been made): 

A. Complete Engineering Plans (Public Improvements, all stormwater facilities, site grading 
and erosion control)  

B. Preliminary Cost Estimate for construction of Public Improvements, all stormwater 
facilities, site grading and erosion control. 

C. Plan Review Fee  
D. Complete Storm Water Report and Site Assessment and Planning Checklist 
 

II. Documentation required before any construction plan can be deemed approved by Public 
Works (to be able to start construction or obtain a building permit): 

a. Inspection Fee 
b. Final Cost Estimate of Public Improvements 
c. Approved Engineering Plan stamped and signed by an Oregon Professional Engineer 
d. Approved Storm Water Report stamped and signed by an Oregon Professional Engineer 
e. County Permit  
f. 120% Performance Bond  
g. Developer/Engineer Agreement 
h. Non-Remonstrance Agreement  
i. Land Division Compliance Agreement (for improvements to be provided by home builder 

such as trees, sidewalks, etc.) 
j. R.O.W. Dedication / Deed of Dedication  
k. PGE approved street light plan  
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Owner's Policy 

 Owner's Policy of Title Insurance 
  ISSUED BY  

 First American Title Insurance Company  
  POLICY NUMBER 

 5031941-3211761 

  
 

 

Any notice of claim and any other notice or statement in writing required to be given to the Company under this policy must be 
given to the Company at the address shown in Section 18 of the Conditions. 
 

COVERED RISKS 
 

SUBJECT TO THE EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE, THE EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE CONTAINED IN SCHEDULE B, AND THE CONDITIONS, 

FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY, a Nebraska corporation (the “Company”) insures, as of Date of Policy and, to the extent 
stated in Covered Risks 9 and 10, after Date of Policy, against loss or damage, not exceeding the Amount of Insurance, sustained or incurred by the 
Insured by reason of: 
 

1. Title being vested other than as stated in Schedule A. 

2. Any defect in or lien or encumbrance on the Title. This Covered Risk includes but is not limited to insurance against loss from 
(a) A defect in the Title caused by 

(i) forgery, fraud, undue influence, duress, incompetency, incapacity, or impersonation; 
(ii)  failure of any person or Entity to have authorized a transfer or conveyance; 

(iii)  a document affecting Title not properly created, executed, witnessed, sealed, acknowledged, notarized, or delivered; 
(iv)  failure to perform those acts necessary to create a document by electronic means authorized by law; 
(v)  a document executed under a falsified, expired, or otherwise invalid power of attorney; 
(vi) a document not properly filed, recorded, or indexed in the Public Records including failure to perform those acts by electronic 

means authorized by law; or 
(vii) a defective judicial or administrative proceeding. 

(b) The lien of real estate taxes or assessments imposed on the Title by a governmental authority due or payable, but unpaid. 
(c) Any encroachment, encumbrance, violation, variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the Title that would be disclosed by an 

accurate and complete land survey of the Land. The term “encroachment” includes encroachments of existing improvements located 
on the Land onto adjoining land, and encroachments onto the Land of existing improvements located on adjoining land. 

3. Unmarketable Title. 
4. No right of access to and from the Land. 

(Covered Risks Continued on Page 2) 
 
 

In Witness Whereof, First American Title Insurance Company has caused its corporate name to be hereunto affixed by its authorized officers as of 
Date of Policy shown in Schedule A. 
 

First American Title Insurance Company  

 

Dennis J. Gilmore 
President 

 

 

Jeffrey S. Robinson 
Secretary 

 

 
(This Policy is valid only when Schedules A and B are attached) 
 

 

Copyright 2006-2009 American Land Title Association. All rights reserved. The use of this form is restricted to ALTA licensees and ALTA members in good standing as of the date of use.  
All other uses are prohibited. Reprinted under license from the American Land Title Association 
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COVERED RISKS (Continued) 
 

5. The violation or enforcement of any law, ordinance, permit, or governmental regulation (including those relating to building and zoning) 
restricting, regulating, prohibiting, or relating to 
(a) the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the Land; 
(b) the character, dimensions, or location of any improvement erected on the Land; 

(c) the subdivision of land; or 
(d) environmental protection 
if a notice, describing any part of the Land, is recorded in the Public Records setting forth the violation or intention to enforce, but only to 
the extent of the violation or enforcement referred to in that notice. 

6. An enforcement action based on the exercise of a governmental police power not covered by Covered Risk 5 if a notice of the enforcement 
action, describing any part of the Land, is recorded in the Public Records, but only to the extent of the enforcement referred to in that 
notice. 

7. The exercise of the rights of eminent domain if a notice of the exercise, describing any part of the Land, is recorded in the Public Records. 

8. Any taking by a governmental body that has occurred and is binding on the rights of a purchaser for value without Knowledge. 
9. Title being vested other than as stated in Schedule A or being defective 

(a) as a result of the avoidance in whole or in part, or from a court order providing an alternative remedy, of a transfer of all  or any part 
of the title to or any interest in the Land occurring prior to the transaction vesting Title as shown in Schedule A because that prior 

transfer constituted a fraudulent or preferential transfer under federal bankruptcy, state insolvency, or similar creditors’ rights laws; or 
(b) because the instrument of transfer vesting Title as shown in Schedule A constitutes a preferential transfer under federal bankruptcy, 

state insolvency, or similar creditors’ rights laws by reason of the failure of its recording in the Public Records 
(i) to be timely, or 

(ii) to impart notice of its existence to a purchaser for value or to a judgment or lien creditor. 
10. Any defect in or lien or encumbrance on the Title or other matter included in Covered Risks 1 through 9 that has been created or attached 

or has been filed or recorded in the Public Records subsequent to Date of Policy and prior to the recording of the deed or other instrument 
of transfer in the Public Records that vests Title as shown in Schedule A. 

 
The Company will also pay the costs, attorneys’ fees, and expenses incurred in defense of any matter insured against by this Policy, but only to 
the extent provided in the Conditions. 

 

 
EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE 

 
The following matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of 

this policy, and the Company will not pay loss or damage, costs, 
attorneys' fees, or expenses that arise by reason of: 
1.  (a)  Any law, ordinance, permit, or governmental regulation  

(including those relating to building and zoning) restricting, 

regulating, prohibiting, or relating to 
(i) the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the Land; 
(ii) the character, dimensions, or location of any 

improvement erected on the Land; 

(iii) the subdivision of land; or 
 (iv) environmental protection; 

or the effect of any violation of these laws, ordinances, or 
governmental regulations. This Exclusion 1(a) does not 

modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 
5. 

(b)  Any governmental police power. This Exclusion 1(b) does 
not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered 

Risk 6. 
2. Rights of eminent domain. This Exclusion does not modify or 

limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 7 or 8. 
3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims, or other matters 

(a) created, suffered, assumed, or agreed to by the Insured 
Claimant; 

(b)  not Known to the Company, not recorded in the Public 

  Records at Date of Policy, but Known to the Insured Claimant 

and not disclosed in writing to the Company by the Insured 

Claimant prior to the date the Insured Claimant became an 

Insured under this policy; 

(c) resulting in no loss or damage to the Insured Claimant; 

(d) attaching or created subsequent to Date of Policy (however, 

this does not modify or limit the coverage provided under 

Covered Risk 9 and 10); or 

(e) resulting in loss or damage that would not have been 

sustained if the Insured Claimant had paid value for the Title. 

4. Any claim, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state 

insolvency, or similar creditors’ rights laws, that the transaction 

vesting the Title as shown in Schedule A, is 

(a) a fraudulent conveyance or fraudulent transfer; or 

(b) a preferential transfer for any reason not stated in Covered 

Risk 9 of this policy. 

5. Any lien on the Title for real estate taxes or assessments imposed 

by governmental authority and created or attaching between Date 

of Policy and the date of recording of the deed or other instrument 

of transfer in the Public Records that vests Title as shown in 

Schedule A. 

 

  



 

  

Form 5031941 (2-15-18) Page 3 of 9   OTIRO PO-04 ALTA Owner's Policy of Title Insurance (6-17-06) 
Oregon 

  

CONDITIONS 
 

1.  DEFINITION OF TERMS 

The following terms when used in this policy mean: 

(a) “Amount of Insurance”: The amount stated in Schedule A, 

as may be increased or decreased by endorsement to this 

policy, increased by Section 8(b), or decreased by Sections 

10 and 11 of these Conditions. 

(b) “Date of Policy”: The date designated as “Date of Policy” in 

Schedule A. 

(c) “Entity”: A corporation, partnership, trust, limited liability 

company, or other similar legal entity. 

(d) “Insured": The Insured named in Schedule A. 

(i) The term "Insured" also includes 

(A) successors to the Title of the Insured by 

operation of law as distinguished from purchase, 

including heirs, devisees, survivors, personal 

representatives, or next of kin; 

(B) successors to an Insured by dissolution, merger, 

consolidation, distribution, or reorganization; 

(C) successors to an Insured by its conversion to 

another kind of Entity; 

(D) a grantee of an Insured under a deed delivered 

without payment of actual valuable consideration 

conveying the Title 

(1) if the stock, shares, memberships, or other 

equity interests of the grantee are wholly-

owned by the named Insured, 

(2) if the grantee wholly owns the named 

Insured, 

(3) if the grantee is wholly-owned by an 

affiliated Entity of the named Insured, 

provided the affiliated Entity and the named 

Insured are both wholly-owned by the same 

person or Entity, or 

(4) if the grantee is a trustee or beneficiary of a 

trust created by a written instrument 

established by the Insured named in 

Schedule A for estate planning purposes. 

(ii) With regard to (A), (B), (C), and (D) reserving, 

however, all rights and defenses as to any successor 

that the Company would have had against any 

predecessor Insured. 

(e) "Insured Claimant": An Insured claiming loss or damage.  

(f) "Knowledge" or "Known": Actual knowledge, not 

constructive knowledge or notice that may be imputed to 

an Insured by reason of the Public Records or any other 

records that impart constructive notice of matters affecting 

the Title. 

(g) "Land": The land described in Schedule A, and affixed 

improvements that by law constitute real property. The 

term "Land” does not include any property beyond the lines 

of the area described in Schedule A, nor any right, title, 

interest, estate, or easement in abutting streets, roads, 

avenues, alleys, lanes, ways, or waterways, but this does 

not modify or limit the extent that a right of access to and 

from the Land is insured by this policy. 

(h) "Mortgage": Mortgage, deed of trust, trust deed, or other 

security instrument, including one evidenced by electronic 

means authorized by law. 

(i) "Public Records":  Records established under state statutes 

at Date of Policy for the purpose of imparting constructive 

  notice of matters relating to real property to purchasers for 

value and without Knowledge. With respect to Covered Risk 

5(d), "Public Records" shall also include environmental 

protection liens filed in the records of the clerk of the United 

States District Court for the district where the Land is located. 

(j) “Title”: The estate or interest described in Schedule A. 

(k) "Unmarketable Title”: Title affected by an alleged or apparent 

matter that would permit a prospective purchaser or lessee of 

the Title or lender on the Title to be released from the 

obligation to purchase, lease, or lend if there is a contractual 

condition requiring the delivery of marketable title.  

2.  CONTINUATION OF INSURANCE 

The coverage of this policy shall continue in force as of Date of 

Policy in favor of an Insured, but only so long as the Insured 

retains an estate or interest in the Land, or holds an obligation 

secured by a purchase money Mortgage given by a purchaser from 

the Insured, or only so long as the Insured shall have liability by 

reason of warranties in any transfer or conveyance of the Title. 

This policy shall not continue in force in favor of any purchaser 

from the Insured of either (i) an estate or interest in the Land, or 

(ii) an obligation secured by a purchase money Mortgage given to 

the Insured.  

3.  NOTICE OF CLAIM TO BE GIVEN BY INSURED CLAIMANT  

The Insured shall notify the Company promptly in writing (i) in 

case of any litigation as set forth in Section 5(a) of these 

Conditions, (ii) in case Knowledge shall come to an Insured 

hereunder of any claim of title or interest that is adverse to the 

Title, as insured, and that might cause loss or damage for which 

the Company may be liable by virtue of this policy, or (iii) if the 

Title, as insured, is rejected as Unmarketable Title. If the Company 

is prejudiced by the failure of the Insured Claimant to provide 

prompt notice, the Company's liability to the Insured Claimant 

under the policy shall be reduced to the extent of the prejudice. 

4.  PROOF OF LOSS 

In the event the Company is unable to determine the amount of 

loss or damage, the Company may, at its option, require as a 

condition of payment that the Insured Claimant furnish a signed 

proof of loss. The proof of loss must describe the defect, lien, 

encumbrance, or other matter insured against by this policy that 

constitutes the basis of loss or damage and shall state, to the 

extent possible, the basis of calculating the amount of the loss or 

damage.  

5.  DEFENSE AND PROSECUTION OF ACTIONS 

(a) Upon written request by the Insured, and subject to the 

options contained in Section 7 of these Conditions, the 

Company, at its own cost and without unreasonable delay, 

shall provide for the defense of an Insured in litigation in 

which any third party asserts a claim covered by this policy 

adverse to the Insured. This obligation is limited to only those 

stated causes of action alleging matters insured against by 

this policy. The Company shall have the right to select 

counsel of its choice (subject to the right of the Insured to 

object for reasonable cause) to represent the Insured as to 

those stated causes of action. It shall not be liable for and will 

not pay the fees of any other counsel. The Company will not 

pay any fees, costs, or expenses incurred by the Insured in 

the defense of those causes of action that allege matters not 

insured against by this policy. 
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CONDITIONS (Continued) 
 

(b) The Company shall have the right, in addition to the 

options contained in Section 7 of these Conditions, at its 

own cost, to institute and prosecute any action or 

proceeding or to do any other act that in its opinion may be 

necessary or desirable to establish the Title, as insured, or 

to prevent or reduce loss or damage to the Insured. The 

Company may take any appropriate action under the terms 

of this policy, whether or not it shall be liable to the 

Insured. The exercise of these rights shall not be an 

admission of liability or waiver of any provision of this 

policy. If the Company exercises its rights under this 

subsection, it must do so diligently. 

(c) Whenever the Company brings an action or asserts a 

defense as required or permitted by this policy, the 

Company may pursue the litigation to a final determination 

by a court of competent jurisdiction, and it expressly 

reserves the right, in its sole discretion, to appeal any 

adverse judgment or order.  

6. DUTY OF INSURED CLAIMANT TO COOPERATE 

(a) In all cases where this policy permits or requires the 

Company to prosecute or provide for the defense of any 

action or proceeding and any appeals, the Insured shall 

secure to the Company the right to so prosecute or provide 

defense in the action or proceeding, including the right to 

use, at its option, the name of the Insured for this purpose. 

Whenever requested by the Company, the Insured, at the 

Company's expense, shall give the Company all reasonable 

aid (i) in securing evidence, obtaining witnesses, 

prosecuting or defending the action or proceeding, or 

effecting settlement, and (ii) in any other lawful act that in 

the opinion of the Company may be necessary or desirable 

to establish the Title or any other matter as insured. If the 

Company is prejudiced by the failure of the Insured to 

furnish the required cooperation, the Company's obligations 

to the Insured under the policy shall terminate, including 

any liability or obligation to defend, prosecute, or continue 

any litigation, with regard to the matter or matters 

requiring such cooperation. 

(b) The Company may reasonably require the Insured Claimant 

to submit to examination under oath by any authorized 

representative of the Company and to produce for 

examination, inspection, and copying, at such reasonable 

times and places as may be designated by the authorized 

representative of the Company, all records, in whatever 

medium maintained, including books, ledgers, checks, 

memoranda, correspondence, reports, e-mails, disks, tapes, 

and videos whether bearing a date before or after Date of 

Policy, that reasonably pertain to the loss or damage. 

Further, if requested by any authorized representative of 

the Company, the Insured Claimant shall grant its 

permission, in writing, for any authorized representative of 

the Company to examine, inspect, and copy all of these 

records in the custody or control of a third party that 

reasonably pertain to the loss or damage. All information 

designated as confidential by the Insured Claimant 

provided to the Company pursuant to this Section shall not 

be disclosed to others unless, in the reasonable judgment 

of the Company, it is necessary in the administration of the 

claim. Failure of the Insured Claimant to submit for 

examination under oath, produce any reasonably requested 

information, or grant permission to secure reasonably 

necessary information from third parties as required in this 

subsection, unless prohibited by law or governmental 

regulation, shall terminate any liability of the Company 

under this policy as to that claim. 

 7.  OPTIONS TO PAY OR OTHERWISE SETTLE CLAIMS; 

TERMINATION OF LIABILITY 

In case of a claim under this policy, the Company shall have the 

following additional options: 

(a) To Pay or Tender Payment of the Amount of Insurance. 

To pay or tender payment of the Amount of Insurance under 

this policy together with any costs, attorneys' fees, and 

expenses incurred by the Insured Claimant that were 

authorized by the Company up to the time of payment or 

tender of payment and that the Company is obligated to pay. 

Upon the exercise by the Company of this option, all liability 

and obligations of the Company to the Insured under this 

policy, other than to make the payment required in this 

subsection, shall terminate, including any liability or obligation 

to defend, prosecute, or continue any litigation. 

(b) To Pay or Otherwise Settle With Parties Other Than the 

Insured or With the Insured Claimant. 

(i) To pay or otherwise settle with other parties for or in the 

name of an Insured Claimant any claim insured against 

under this policy. In addition, the Company will pay any 

costs, attorneys' fees, and expenses incurred by the 

Insured Claimant that were authorized by the Company 

up to the time of payment and that the Company is 

obligated to pay; or 

(ii) To pay or otherwise settle with the Insured Claimant the 

loss or damage provided for under this policy, together 

with any costs, attorneys' fees, and expenses incurred 

by the Insured Claimant that were authorized by the 

Company up to the time of payment and that the 

Company is obligated to pay. 

Upon the exercise by the Company of either of the options 

provided for in subsections (b)(i) or (ii), the Company's 

obligations to the Insured under this policy for the claimed 

loss or damage, other than the payments required to be 

made, shall terminate, including any liability or obligation to 

defend, prosecute, or continue any litigation. 

8.  DETERMINATION AND EXTENT OF LIABILITY 

This policy is a contract of indemnity against actual monetary loss 

or damage sustained or incurred by the Insured Claimant who has 

suffered loss or damage by reason of matters insured against by 

this policy. 

(a) The extent of liability of the Company for loss or damage 

under this policy shall not exceed the lesser of 

(i) the Amount of Insurance; or 

(ii) the difference between the value of the Title as insured 

and the value of the Title subject to the risk insured 

against by this policy. 

(b) If the Company pursues its rights under Section 5 of these 

Conditions and is unsuccessful in establishing the Title, as 

insured, 

(i) the Amount of Insurance shall be increased by 10%, and 

(ii)  the Insured Claimant shall have the right to have the 

loss or damage determined either as of the date the 

claim was made by the Insured Claimant or as of the 

date it is settled and paid. 

(c) In addition to the extent of liability under (a) and (b), the 

Company will also pay those costs, attorneys' fees, and 

expenses incurred in accordance with Sections 5 and 7 of 

these Conditions.  
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CONDITIONS (Continued) 
 

9.  LIMITATION OF LIABILITY 

(a) If the Company establishes the Title, or removes the 

alleged defect, lien, or encumbrance, or cures the lack of 

a right of access to or from the Land, or cures the claim 

of Unmarketable Title, all as insured, in a reasonably 

diligent manner by any method, including litigation and 

the completion of any appeals, it shall have fully 

performed its obligations with respect to that matter and 

shall not be liable for any loss or damage caused to the 

Insured. 

(b) In the event of any litigation, including litigation by the 

Company or with the Company's consent, the Company 

shall have no liability for loss or damage until there has 

been a final determination by a court of competent 

jurisdiction, and disposition of all appeals, adverse to the 

Title, as insured. 

(c) The Company shall not be liable for loss or damage to the 

Insured for liability voluntarily assumed by the Insured in 

settling any claim or suit without the prior written consent 

of the Company. 

10.  REDUCTION OF INSURANCE; REDUCTION OR 

TERMINATION OF LIABILITY 

All payments under this policy, except payments made for 

costs, attorneys’ fees, and expenses, shall reduce the Amount 

of Insurance by the amount of the payment. 

11. LIABILITY NONCUMULATIVE 

The Amount of Insurance shall be reduced by any amount the 

Company pays under any policy insuring a Mortgage to which 

exception is taken in Schedule B or to which the Insured has 

agreed, assumed, or taken subject, or which is executed by an 

Insured after Date of Policy and which is a charge or lien on 

the Title, and the amount so paid shall be deemed a payment 

to the Insured under this policy. 

12. PAYMENT OF LOSS 

When liability and the extent of loss or damage have been 

definitely fixed in accordance with these Conditions, the 

payment shall be made within 30 days. 

13.  RIGHTS OF RECOVERY UPON PAYMENT OR 

SETTLEMENT 

(a) Whenever the Company shall have settled and paid a 

claim under this policy, it shall be subrogated and entitled 

to the rights of the Insured Claimant in the Title and all 

other rights and remedies in respect to the claim that the 

Insured Claimant has against any person or property, to 

the extent of the amount of any loss, costs, attorneys' 

fees, and expenses paid by the Company. If requested by 

the Company, the Insured Claimant shall execute 

documents to evidence the transfer to the Company of 

these rights and remedies. The Insured Claimant shall 

permit the Company to sue, compromise, or settle in the 

name of the Insured Claimant and to use the name of the 

Insured Claimant in any transaction or litigation involving 

these rights and remedies. 

If a payment on account of a claim does not fully cover 

the loss of the Insured Claimant, the Company shall defer 

the exercise of its right to recover until after the Insured 

Claimant shall have recovered its loss. 

(b) The Company’s right of subrogation includes the rights of 

the Insured to indemnities, guaranties, other policies of 

insurance, or bonds, notwithstanding any terms or 

conditions contained in those instruments that address 

subrogation rights. 

14.  ARBITRATION 

(Intentionally Deleted) 

 15. LIABILITY LIMITED TO THIS POLICY; POLICY ENTIRE 

CONTRACT 

(a) This policy together with all endorsements, if any, attached 

to it by the Company is the entire policy and contract 

between the Insured and the Company. In interpreting any 

provision of this policy, this policy shall be construed as a 

whole.  

(b)  Any claim of loss or damage that arises out of the status of 

the Title or by any action asserting such claim shall be 

restricted to this policy.  

(c)  Any amendment of or endorsement to this policy must be in 

writing and authenticated by an authorized person, or 

expressly incorporated by Schedule A of this policy.  

(d)  Each endorsement to this policy issued at any time is made 

a part of this policy and is subject to all of its terms and 

provisions. Except as the endorsement expressly states, it 

does not (i) modify any of the terms and provisions of the 

policy, (ii) modify any prior endorsement, (iii) extend the 

Date of Policy, or (iv) increase the Amount of Insurance.  

16.  SEVERABILITY 

In the event any provision of this policy, in whole or in part, is 

held invalid or unenforceable under applicable law, the policy 

shall be deemed not to include that provision or such part held to 

be invalid, but all other provisions shall remain in full force and 

effect. 

17.  CHOICE OF LAW; FORUM 

(a) Choice of Law: The Insured acknowledges the Company has 

underwritten the risks covered by this policy and 

determined the premium charged therefor in reliance upon 

the law affecting interests in real property and applicable to 

the interpretation, rights, remedies, or enforcement of 

policies of title insurance of the jurisdiction where the Land 

is located.  

Therefore, the court or an arbitrator shall apply the law of 

the jurisdiction where the Land is located to determine the 

validity of claims against the Title that are adverse to the 

Insured and to interpret and enforce the terms of this 

policy. In neither case shall the court or arbitrator apply its 

conflicts of law principles to determine the applicable law.  

(b) Choice of Forum: Any litigation or other proceeding brought 

by the Insured against the Company must be filed only in a 

state or federal court within the United States of America or 

its territories having appropriate jurisdiction.  

18.  NOTICES, WHERE SENT 

Any notice of claim and any other notice or statement in writing 

required to be given to the Company under this policy must be 

given to the Company at First American Title Insurance 

Company, Attn: Claims National Intake Center, 1 First 

American Way; Santa Ana, CA 92707. Phone: 888-632-

1642. 

 
  



  

                      

 
   

FIRST AMERICAN 

 TITLE INSURANCE  

COMPANY 

 
Corporate Office 

1 First American Way 

Santa Ana, CA 92707 

(800) 854-3643 

 

 
 

 

 

ISSUED THROUGH THE OFFICE OF: 

 

 
  

  

  
 

First AmericanTitle

A M E % 1 c
\

<<

F/rsf AmericanTitle
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 Schedule A 

 Owner's Policy of Title Insurance 
 

  ISSUED BY 

 First American Title Insurance Company 
 
  POLICY NUMBER 

 3211761 
  

Name and Address of Title Insurance Company: 
First American Title Insurance Company, 1 First American Way, Santa Ana, CA 92707. 

File No.: 7072-3211761 

 

Address Reference: 14576 S Maple Lane Rd, Oregon City, OR 
97045 

Amount of Insurance: $450,000.00 

 

  

Premium: $938.00 Date of Policy: May 08, 2019 at 10:22 
a.m. 

  

1. Name of Insured: 
 

Nathan Rowland and Desiree Rowland 

2. The estate or interest in the Land that is insured by this policy is: 
  
Fee Simple 

3. Title is vested in: 
  

Nathan Rowland and Desiree Rowland, as tenants by the entirety 

4. The Land referred to in this policy is described as follows: 

A part of Block A of vacated WESTOVER ACRES, a plat of record in Section 4, Township 3 South, 
Range 2 East of the Willamette Meridian in the County of Clackamas and State of Oregon, being 
more particularly described as follows:  
 
Beginning at the Northeast corner of Lot 4, Block A, vacated WESTOVER ACRES; thence South 67°11' 
West in the center of Maple Lane Road, 133.56 feet to the true place of beginning of the tract herein 
to be described; thence South 0°58' East 315.34 feet; thence South 89°02' West 147.68 feet; thence 
North 0°58' West 256.12 feet to the center of Maple Lane Road; thence North 67°11' East in the 
center of said road 159.10 feet to the true place of beginning. 
 
NOTE: This legal description was created prior to January 1, 2008. 
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 Schedule B 

 Owner's Policy of Title Insurance 
   
 ISSUED BY  

 First American Title Insurance Company 
   
 POLICY NUMBER 

 3211761 
 
  

File No.: 7072-3211761  

EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE 

This policy does not insure against loss or damage, and the Company will not pay costs, attorneys' fees, or expenses that 

arise by reason of: 

1. Taxes or assessments which are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority 
that levies taxes or assessments on real property or by the public records; proceedings by  a  public  
agency  which may  result  in  taxes  or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or not 
shown by the records of such agency or by the public records. 

2. Facts, rights, interests or claims which are not shown by the public records but which could be 

ascertained by an inspection of the land or by making inquiry of persons in possession thereof. 

3. Easements, or claims of easement, not shown by the public records; reservations or exceptions in 
patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; water rights, claims or title to water. 

4. Any encroachment (of existing improvements located on the subject land onto adjoining land or of 

existing improvements located on adjoining land onto the subject land), encumbrance, violation, 

variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the title that would be disclosed by an accurate and 

complete land survey of the subject land. 

5. Any lien, or right to a lien, for services, labor, material, equipment rental or workers compensation 

heretofore or hereafter furnished, imposed by law and not shown by the public records. 

This exception (#5) is hereby waived without additional cost in accordance with the provisions of the 

Oregon Title Insurance Rating Manual provision 5.001 A 5 PROVIDED a Lender has been issued a 

simultaneous title insurance policy on the subject property and to the extent this exception has been 

eliminated or modified on said Lender's policy. 

6. Water rights, claims to water or title to water, whether or not such rights are a matter of public 
record. 

 

7. These premises are within the boundaries of the Clackamas River Water District and are subject to 
the levies and assessments thereof. 

8. The rights of the public in and to that portion of the premises herein described lying within the limits 
of streets, roads and highways. 



 

  

Form 5031941 (2-15-18) Page 9 of 9   OTIRO PO-04 ALTA Owner's Policy of Title Insurance (6-17-06) 
Oregon 

  

9. Deed of Trust and the terms and conditions thereof. 
Loan No.: 0001119044 
Grantor/Trustor: Nathan Rowland and Desiree Rowland, as tenants by the 

entirety 
Grantee/Beneficiary: Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc., acting solely as 

nominee for HomeStreet Bank 
Trustee: First American Title Co. 
Amount: $337,500.00 
Dated: May 02, 2019 
Recorded: May 08, 2019 
Recording Information:  2019-024688  

 

 
 
 
 



  

 

First American Title Insurance Company 
 

121 SW Morrison Street, Suite 300  
Portland, OR 97204 
Phn - (503)222-3651    (800)929-3651 

Fax - (877)242-3513 

  

 

This report is for the exclusive use of the parties herein shown and is preliminary to the issuance of a 
title insurance policy and shall become void unless a policy is issued, and the full premium paid. 

Order No.: 7072-3211761  
March 27, 2019 

FOR QUESTIONS REGARDING YOUR CLOSING, PLEASE CONTACT:  
SHEILA HOUCK, Escrow Officer/Closer 

Phone: (503)659-0069 -  Fax: (866)902-9870- Email:SHouck@firstam.com 
First American Title Insurance Company 

9200 SE Sunnybrook Blvd., Ste 400, Clackamas, OR 97015 

FOR ALL QUESTIONS REGARDING THIS PRELIMINARY REPORT, PLEASE CONTACT: 
Tom Bergstrom, Title Officer 

Toll Free: (800)929-3651 - Direct: (503)219-8772 - Email: tbergstrom@firstam.com 

 Preliminary Title Report 
  

County Tax Roll Situs Address: 14576 S Maplelane Road, Oregon City, OR 97045 

  
2006 ALTA Owners Standard Coverage   Liability $ 470,000.00 Premium $ 968.00  STR 

2006 ALTA Owners Extended Coverage   Liability $  Premium $     
2006 ALTA Lenders Standard Coverage   Liability $  Premium $    
2006 ALTA Lenders Extended Coverage  Liability $ 352,500.00 Premium $ 417.00   
Endorsement 9.10, 22 & 8.1        Premium $ 100.00   
  

  
Govt Service Charge  Cost $  
  
  
City Lien/Service District Search Cost $  
  

  
Other  Cost $   
  

Proposed Insured Lender:  Lender To Be Determined   

Proposed Borrower:  Nathan Rowland and Desiree Rowland 

We are prepared to issue Title Insurance Policy or Policies of First American Title Insurance Company, a 
Nebraska Corporation in the form and amount shown above, insuring title to the following described land: 

The land referred to in this report is described in Exhibit A attached hereto. 

and as of March 21, 2019 at 8:00 a.m., title to the fee simple estate is vested in:  

Karen James 

Subject to the exceptions, exclusions, and stipulations which are ordinarily part of such Policy form and 
the following: 

1. Taxes or assessments which are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority 
that levies taxes or assessments on real property or by the public records; proceedings 
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by  a  public  agency  which may  result  in  taxes  or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, 
whether or not shown by the records of such agency or by the public records. 

2. Facts, rights, interests or claims which are not shown by the public records but which could be 
ascertained by an inspection of the land or by making inquiry of persons in possession thereof. 

3. Easements, or claims of easement, not shown by the public records; reservations or exceptions in 
patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; water rights, claims or title to water. 

4. Any encroachment (of existing improvements located on the subject land onto adjoining land or of 
existing improvements located on adjoining land onto the subject land), encumbrance, violation, 
variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the title that would be disclosed by an accurate and 
complete land survey of the subject land.  

5. Any lien, or right to a lien, for services, labor, material, equipment rental or workers compensation 
heretofore or hereafter furnished, imposed by law and not shown by the public records. 

The exceptions to coverage 1-5 inclusive as set forth above will remain on any subsequently 
issued Standard Coverage Title Insurance Policy. 
  
In order to remove these exceptions to coverage in the issuance of an Extended Coverage 
Policy the following items are required to be furnished to the Company; additional 
exceptions to coverage may be added upon review of such information: 
  

A. Survey or alternative acceptable to the company 
B. Affidavit regarding possession 
C. Proof that there is no new construction or remodeling of any improvement 

located on the premises. In the event of new construction or remodeling the 
following is required: 
i. Satisfactory evidence that no construction liens will be filed; or 
ii. Adequate security to protect against actual or potential construction 

liens; 
iii. Payment of additional premiums as required by the Industry Rate Filing 

approved by the Insurance Division of the State of Oregon 

6. Water rights, claims to water or title to water, whether or not such rights are a matter of public 
record. 

  

7. These premises are within the boundaries of the Clackamas River Water District and are subject to 
the levies and assessments thereof. 

8. The rights of the public in and to that portion of the premises herein described lying within the limits 
of streets, roads and highways. 

9. Deed of Trust and the terms and conditions thereof. 
Grantor/Trustor: Karen James 
Grantee/Beneficiary: Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc., MERS solely as a 

nominee for American Pacific Mortgage Corporation, its successors 
and assigns  

Trustee: Chicago Title Company  
Amount: $250,000.00  
Recorded: April 14, 2017  
Recording Information:  Fee No. 2017 025224   
  

https://ep.firstam.com/Packages/TransferDocument?PackageID=8189657&DocID=91914048&ImageDocumentID=868321352&HyperLinkGuid=f44f98f1-2afd-4852-ba95-7ef09ae95576&attach=true
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- END OF EXCEPTIONS - 
 

 

NOTE:  We find no matters of public record against Nathan Rowland and Desiree Rowland that will take 
priority over any trust deed, mortgage or other security instrument given to purchase the subject real 
property as established by ORS 18.165. 

NOTE:  Taxes for the year 2018-2019 PAID IN FULL  
  
Tax Amount: $3,278.53 
Map No.: 32E04DB00200 
Property ID: 00842752 
Tax Code No.: 062-084 

  

NOTE:  According to the public record, the following deed(s) affecting the property herein described have 
been recorded within  24  months of the effective date of this report:  Statutory Warranty Deed recorded 
April 14, 2017 as Fee No. 2017 025223, Dorothy Kay Barstad and Jerry Clifford Barstad and Robert Gary 
Barstad and Jeffrey Scott Barstad and Tamara J. Molash and Scott Herbert Barstad to Karen James.  

THANK YOU FOR CHOOSING FIRST AMERICAN TITLE! 
WE KNOW YOU HAVE A CHOICE! 

 
  

  
      RECORDING INFORMATION 
        
Filing Address:     Clackamas County 

      1710 Red Soil Ct, Suite 110 
      Oregon City, OR 97045 
        
Recording Fees: $ 93.00   First Page 

       (Comprised of: 

       $ 5.00 per page 

       $ 5.00 per document - GIS Fee 

       $ 10.00 per document - Public Land Corner Preservation Fund 
       $ 11.00 per document - OLIS Assessment & Taxation Fee 
       $ 62.00 per document - Oregon Housing Alliance Fee) 

  $ 5.00  E-Recording fee per document 

  $ 5.00  for each additional page 

  $ 5.00  for each additional document title, if applicable 

  $ 20.00  Non-Standard Document fee, if applicable 
 

  

  

https://ep.firstam.com/Packages/TransferDocument?PackageID=8189657&DocID=91914046&ImageDocumentID=868321345&HyperLinkGuid=36fd958f-60f5-490a-8228-2d5db7c243ad&attach=true
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First American Title Insurance Company 

SCHEDULE OF EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE 

ALTA LOAN POLICY (06/17/06) 
The following matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of this policy, and the Company will not pay loss or damage, costs, attorneys' fees, or 
expenses that arise by reason of: 
1. (a) Any law, ordinance, permit, or governmental regulation (including those relating to building and zoning) restricting, regulating, prohibiting, or 

relating to 
  (i) the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the Land; 
  (ii) the character, dimensions, or location of any improvement erected on the Land; 
  (iii) the subdivision of land; or 
  (iv) environmental protection; 

or the effect of any violation of these laws, ordinances, or governmental regulations. This Exclusion 1(a) does not modify or limit the coverage 
provided under Covered Risk 5. 

 (b) Any governmental police power. This Exclusion 1(b) does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 6. 
2. Rights of eminent domain. This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 7 or 8. 
3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims, or other matters 
 (a) created, suffered, assumed, or agreed to by the Insured Claimant; 
 (b) not Known to the Company, not recorded in the Public Records at Date of Policy, but Known to the Insured Claimant and not disclosed in writing to 

the Company by the Insured Claimant prior to the date the Insured Claimant became an Insured under this policy; 
 (c) resulting in no loss or damage to the Insured Claimant; 
 (d) attaching or created subsequent to Date of Policy (however, this does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 11, 13, or 14); 

or 
 (e) resulting in loss or damage that would not have been sustained if the Insured Claimant had paid value for the Insured Mortgage. 
4. Unenforceability of the lien of the Insured Mortgage because of the inability or failure of an Insured to comply with applicable doing-business laws of the 

state where the Land is situated. 
5. Invalidity or unenforceability in whole or in part of the lien of the Insured Mortgage that arises out of the transaction evidenced by the Insured Mortgage 

and is based upon usury or any consumer credit protection or truth-in-lending law. 
6. Any claim, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state insolvency, or similar creditors’ rights laws, that the transaction creating the lien of the 

Insured Mortgage, is 
 (a) a fraudulent conveyance or fraudulent transfer, or 
 (b) a preferential transfer for any reason not stated in Covered Risk 13(b) of this policy. 
7. Any lien on the Title for real estate taxes or assessments imposed by governmental authority and created or attaching between Date of Policy and the 

date of recording of the Insured Mortgage in the Public Records. This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 11(b). 
 

ALTA OWNER’S POLICY (06/17/06) 
The following matters are expressly excluded from the coverage of this policy, and the Company will not pay loss or damage, costs, attorneys' fees, or 
expenses that arise by reason of: 
1. (a) Any law, ordinance, permit, or governmental regulation (including those relating to building and zoning) restricting, regulating, prohibiting, or 

relating to 

  (i) the occupancy, use, or enjoyment of the Land; 
  (ii) the character, dimensions, or location of any improvement erected on the Land; 
  (iii) the subdivision of land; or 
  (iv) environmental protection; 
 or the effect of any violation of these laws, ordinances, or governmental regulations. This Exclusion 1(a) does not modify or limit the coverage provided 

under Covered Risk 5. 
 (b) Any governmental police power. This Exclusion 1(b) does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 6. 
2. Rights of eminent domain. This Exclusion does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risk 7 or 8. 
3. Defects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims, or other matters 
 (a) created, suffered, assumed, or agreed to by the Insured Claimant; 
 (b) not Known to the Company, not recorded in the Public Records at Date of Policy, but Known to the Insured Claimant and not disclosed in writing to 

the Company by the Insured Claimant prior to the date the Insured Claimant became an Insured under this policy; 
 (c) resulting in no loss or damage to the Insured Claimant; 
 (d) attaching or created subsequent to Date of Policy (however, this does not modify or limit the coverage provided under Covered Risks 9 and 10); or 
 (e) resulting in loss or damage that would not have been sustained if the Insured Claimant had paid value for the Title. 
4. Any claim, by reason of the operation of federal bankruptcy, state insolvency, or similar creditors’ rights laws, that the transaction vesting the Title as 

shown in Schedule A, is 
 (a) a fraudulent conveyance or fraudulent transfer; or 
 (b) a preferential transfer for any reason not stated in Covered Risk 9 of this policy. 
5. Any lien on the Title for real estate taxes or assessments imposed by governmental authority and created or attaching between Date of Policy and the 

date of recording of the deed or other instrument of transfer in the Public Records that vests Title as shown in Schedule A. 
 

SCHEDULE OF STANDARD EXCEPTIONS 
1. Taxes or assessments which are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority that levies taxes or assessments on real property or 

by the public records; proceedings by a public agency which may result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or not shown 
by the records of such agency or by the public records. 

2. Facts, rights, interests or claims which are not shown by the public records but which could be ascertained by an inspection of the land or by making 
inquiry of persons in possession thereof. 

3.  Easements, or claims of easement, not shown by the public records; reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; 
water rights, claims or title to water.  

4. Any encroachment (of existing improvements located on the subject land onto adjoining land or of existing improvements 
located on adjoining land onto the subject land), encumbrance, violation, variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the title 
that would be disclosed by an accurate and complete land survey of the subject land.  

5. Any lien" or right to a lien, for services, labor, material, equipment rental or workers compensation heretofore or hereafter  
furnished, imposed by law and not shown by the public records. 

 
 NOTE:  A SPECIMEN COPY OF THE POLICY FORM (OR FORMS) WILL BE FURNISHED UPON REQUEST TI 149 Rev. 7-22-08 
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Privacy Information  
We Are Committed to Safeguarding Customer Information 
In order to better serve your needs now and in the future, we may ask you to provide us with certain information. We understand that you may be concerned about what we will do with such 
information - particularly any personal or financial information. We agree that you have a right to know how we will utilize the personal information you provide to us. Therefore, together with our 
subsidiaries we have adopted this Privacy Policy to govern the use and handling of your personal information. 
 
Applicability 
This Privacy Policy governs our use of the information that you provide to us. It does not govern the manner in which we may use information we have obtained from any other source, such as 
information obtained from a public record or from another person or entity. First American has also adopted broader guidelines that govern our use of personal information regardless of its source. 
First American calls these guidelines its Fair Information Values. 
 
Types of Information 
Depending upon which of our services you are utilizing, the types of nonpublic personal information that we may collect include: 

 Information we receive from you on applications, forms and in other communications to us, whether in writing, in person, by telephone or any other means;  
 Information about your transactions with us, our affiliated companies, or others; and  
 Information we receive from a consumer reporting agency.  

Use of Information 
We request information from you for our own legitimate business purposes and not for the benefit of any nonaffiliated party. Therefore, we will not release your information to nonaffiliated parties 
except: (1) as necessary for us to provide the product or service you have requested of us; or (2) as permitted by law. We may, however, store such information indefinitely, including the period 
after which any customer relationship has ceased. Such information may be used for any internal purpose, such as quality control efforts or customer analysis. We may also provide all of the types of 
nonpublic personal information listed above to one or more of our affiliated companies. Such affiliated companies include financial service providers, such as title insurers, property and casualty 
insurers, and trust and investment advisory companies, or companies involved in real estate services, such as appraisal companies, home warranty companies and escrow companies. Furthermore, 
we may also provide all the information we collect, as described above, to companies that perform marketing services on our behalf, on behalf of our affiliated companies or to other financial 
institutions with whom we or our affiliated companies have joint marketing agreements. 
 
Former Customers 
Even if you are no longer our customer, our Privacy Policy will continue to apply to you. 
 
Confidentiality and Security 
We will use our best efforts to ensure that no unauthorized parties have access to any of your information. We restrict access to nonpublic personal information about you to those individuals and 
entities who need to know that information to provide products or services to you. We will use our best efforts to train and oversee our employees and agents to ensure that your information will be 
handled responsibly and in accordance with this Privacy Policy and First American's Fair Information Values. We currently maintain physical, electronic, and procedural safeguards that comply with 
federal regulations to guard your nonpublic personal information. 
 
Information Obtained Through Our Web Site 
First American Financial Corporation is sensitive to privacy issues on the Internet. We believe it is important you know how we treat the information about you we receive on the Internet. 
In general, you can visit First American or its affiliates’ Web sites on the World Wide Web without telling us who you are or revealing any information about yourself. Our Web servers collect the 
domain names, not the e-mail addresses, of visitors. This information is aggregated to measure the number of visits, average time spent on the site, pages viewed and similar information. First 
American uses this information to measure the use of our site and to develop ideas to improve the content of our site. 
There are times, however, when we may need information from you, such as your name and email address. When information is needed, we will use our best efforts to let you know at the time of 
collection how we will use the personal information. Usually, the personal information we collect is used only by us to respond to your inquiry, process an order or allow you to access specific 
account/profile information. If you choose to share any personal information with us, we will only use it in accordance with the policies outlined above. 
 
Business Relationships 
First American Financial Corporation's site and its affiliates' sites may contain links to other Web sites. While we try to link only to sites that share our high standards and respect for privacy, we are 
not responsible for the content or the privacy practices employed by other sites. 
 
Cookies 
Some of First American's Web sites may make use of "cookie" technology to measure site activity and to customize information to your personal tastes. A cookie is an element of data that a Web site 
can send to your browser, which may then store the cookie on your hard drive. 
FirstAm.com uses stored cookies. The goal of this technology is to better serve you when visiting our site, save you time when you are here and to provide you with a more meaningful and 
productive Web site experience. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Fair Information Values 
Fairness We consider consumer expectations about their privacy in all our businesses. We only offer products and services that assure a favorable balance between consumer benefits and consumer 
privacy. 
Public Record We believe that an open public record creates significant value for society, enhances consumer choice and creates consumer opportunity. We actively support an open public record 
and emphasize its importance and contribution to our economy. 
Use We believe we should behave responsibly when we use information about a consumer in our business. We will obey the laws governing the collection, use and dissemination of data. 
Accuracy We will take reasonable steps to help assure the accuracy of the data we collect, use and disseminate. Where possible, we will take reasonable steps to correct inaccurate information. 
When, as with the public record, we cannot correct inaccurate information, we will take all reasonable steps to assist consumers in identifying the source of the erroneous data so that the consumer 
can secure the required corrections. 
Education We endeavor to educate the users of our products and services, our employees and others in our industry about the importance of consumer privacy. We will instruct our employees on 
our fair information values and on the responsible collection and use of data. We will encourage others in our industry to collect and use information in a responsible manner. 
Security We will maintain appropriate facilities and systems to protect against unauthorized access to and corruption of the data we maintain. 
 
 Form 50-PRIVACY (9/1/10) Page 1 of 1 Privacy Information (2001-2010 First American Financial Corporation) 
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http://www.firstam.com/
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Exhibit "A" 

  
Real property in the  County of Clackamas, State of Oregon, described as follows:  

  
A part of Block A of vacated WESTOVER ACRES, a plat of record in Section 4, Township 3 South, Range 2 
East of the Willamette Meridian in the County of Clackamas and State of Oregon, being more particularly 
described as follows:  
 
Beginning at the Northeast corner of Lot 4, Block A, vacated WESTOVER ACRES; thence South 67°11' 
West in the center of Maple Lane Road, 133.56 feet to the true place of beginning of the tract herein to 
be described; thence South 0°58' East 315.34 feet; thence South 89°02' West 147.68 feet; thence North 
0°58' West 256.12 feet to the center of Maple Lane Road; thence North 67°11' East in the center of said 
road 159.10 feet to the true place of beginning. 
 
NOTE: This legal description was created prior to January 1, 2008. 



 

 

  

3/25/2019 Assessor Map Full -GecAdvantage by Sentry Dynamics

http^/dients.sentrydynamics.net/AssrMap/Full?pareelkJ=00842752&cnty=OR_Cladcamas 1/1





CRW Comments 10.21.2019

Clack Co PA 19-18 14576 Maplelane Road

CCFD#1

OCSD Wes Rogers Comment

Erik Carr WES Comment

GLUA19-21 Replinger



 

F:\1B County & City Design Review\Pre-App, Design Review & Land Use Applications\Oregon City Land Use 
Applications\14576 S Maplelane Rd\14576 S Maplelane Rd - CRW Comments PR-135-2019 GLUA-19-00021 AN-19-
00002.docx 

 

Date:    October 21, 2019    SENT VIA EMAIL 
 
To:    Pete Walter, Senior Planning 
   City of Oregon City 
   
From:   Betty Johnson, Engineering Associate 

Clackamas River Water 
 
Subject:  Development Comments:   File # GLUA-19-00021 
   
Applicant:        Nathan and Desiree Rowland 
    
Site Address:   14576 S Maplelane Rd, Oregon City, 97045 
 
Legal Description: 32E04DB00200 
 
Comments: 
 

1. Clackamas River Water (CRW) has the following infrastructure within the S Maplelane Road 
public right-of-way: 

a. 16-inch ductile iron waterline located within S Maplelane Road. 
 

2. CRW currently is serving the parcels with the following services: 
a. 3/4-inch domestic meter located at near the northwest property corner. 

 
Clackamas River Water District Conditions: 

 
3. Territory that is annexed to the City must be withdrawn from CRW and served by Oregon 

City services to the extent practicable. 
 
4. CRW will coordinate with the City of Oregon City on the S Maplelane Rd construction plan 

review regarding the abandonment of the existing water service. 
 

5. Critical CRW infrastructure exists at the northeast property corner that must be incorporated 
into the developments frontage improvements.  During construction this infrastructure must 
be protected and maintained at all times. 

 
CRW has no objections to this application, however these comments are introductory and may 
change based on the preliminary/final design. 
 
For further information regarding application please contact Betty Johnson, 503.723.2571. 
 
cc: Clackamas Fire 
      Applicant 
      file 

Clackamas River Water

Providing high quality, safe drinking water for our customers16770 SE 82nd Drive
Clackamas,OR 97015-2539

503.722.9240
www.crwater.com



 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

 

TO: City of Oregon City, Planning Division 

FROM: Kenneth Kent, Clackamas County Engineering, Senior Planner  

DATE: April 30, 2018 

RE: Pre-Application Conference – PA 19-18 S Maplelane Road 

 32E04DB00200 

  

  

This office has the following comments pertaining to this proposal: 

 

 

1. S Maple Lane Road is a minor arterial roadway under the jurisdiction of Clackamas 

County.  Dedicate additional right-of-way to provide a one half right-of-way width 40 

feet. 

 

2. County standards limit access to lower functional classification roadways when 

available.  Access for the proposed subdivision will be limited to Clearwater Place. 

 

3. Section 240 of the Clackamas County Roadway Standards require that access f 

provides minimum intersection sight distance based on the travel speed of the 

roadway.  S Maple Lane Road has a posted speed limit of 45 MPH requiring a 

minimum of 500 feet on sight distance.  Minimum sight distance shall be 

demonstrated for the proposed development. 

 

4. The following improvements will be required along the entire site frontage of S 

Maple Lane Road in accordance with Clackamas County Roadway Standards: 

 

a. Up to a 25-foot wide half-street improvement. Structural section for S Maple 

Lane Road improvements shall consist of 7.5 inches of asphalt concrete per 

Clackamas County Roadway Standards Standard Drawing C100. 

 

b. Standard curb, or curb and gutter if curbline slope is less than one percent, and 

pavement with the face of the new curb located 25 feet from the centerline of 

the existing 60 foot wide right-of-way.  Centerline of the right-of-way shall be 

established by a registered survey.  

 

c. Drainage facilities in conformance Tri-City Service District #4 regulations and 

Clackamas Roadway Standards, Chapter 4. 

CLACKAMAS
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND DEVELOPMENTC O U N T Y

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES BUILDING

150 BEAVERCREEK ROAD I OREGON CITY, OR 97045



 

d. A minimum 5-foot wide unobstructed setback sidewalk, with a 5-foot wide 

landscape strip, including street trees and ground cover shall be constructed 

along the entire site frontage. 

 

e. If the sidewalk does not connect to sidewalk on adjacent property, the end of the 

sidewalk shall require the construction of a concrete ADA accessible ramp, 

adjacent to the end of the sidewalk, providing a transition from the new 

sidewalk to the edge of the pavement. 

 

f. Appropriate pavement tapers shall be provided, per Clackamas County 

Roadway Standards Section 250.6.4. 

 

5. Prior to commencement of site work, a Development Permit and a Utility Placement 

Permit are required and must be obtained from Clackamas County for all work 

performed in the road right-of-way.  



 

 

Clackamas County Fire District #1  
Fire Prevention Office  

 

 

 

To: Desiree Rowland, City of Oregon City 

From: Mike Boumann, Deputy Fire Marshal, Clackamas County Fire District #1 

Date: 10/21/2019 

Re: Proposed subdivision at 14576 S Maple Lane Road, Oregon City 

This review is based upon the current version of the Oregon Fire Code (OFC), as adopted by the 

Oregon State Fire Marshal’s Office. The scope of review is typically limited to fire apparatus 

access and water supply, although the applicant must comply with all applicable OFC 

requirements.  

 

 

Fire Department Access and Water Supply 

 

1) Provide address numbering that is clearly visible from the street. 

2) No part of a building may be more than 150 feet from an approved fire department 

access road. 

3) Provide an approved turnaround for dead end access roads exceeding 150 feet in 

length. 

4) Fire Department turnarounds shall meet the dimensions found in the fire code 

applications guide. 

5) Fire Hydrants, One and Two-Family Dwellings & Accessory Structures: Where a 

portion of a structure is more than 600 feet from a hydrant on a fire apparatus access 

road, as measured in an approved route around the exterior of the structure(s), 

additional fire hydrants and mains shall be provided. 

6) Please see our design guide at:  

7) http://www.clackamasfire.com/documents/fireprevention/firecodeapplicationguide.pdf 

8) If you have questions please contact Clackamas Fire District @503-742-2660  

 

http://www.clackamasfire.com/documents/fireprevention/firecodeapplicationguide.pdf
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Pete Walter

From: Diliana Vassileva
Sent: Monday, September 9, 2019 8:55 AM
To: Pete Walter
Subject: FW: PA 19-18: 14576 S Maplelane Annexation, Zone Change and Subdivision

 
 

 

Diliana Vassileva 
Assistant Planner 
Planning Division 
City of Oregon City 
PO Box 3040  
698 Warner Parrott Road,  
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 
Direct - 503.974.5501 
Planning Division - 503.722.3789  
Fax 503.722.3880 

Website: www.orcity.org | webmaps.orcity.org | Follow us on:  Facebook!|Twitter 
Think GREEN before you print. 
 
Please visit us at 698 Warner Parrott Road, Oregon City between the hours of 8:30am-3:30pm Monday through Friday.   
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public. 
 
From: Rogers, Wes <wes.rogers@orecity.k12.or.us>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 9, 2019 7:12 PM 
To: Diliana Vassileva <dvassileva@orcity.org> 
Subject: Re: PA 19-18: 14576 S Maplelane Annexation, Zone Change and Subdivision 
 
no issues for such a small annexation. 
..wes 
 
On Tue, Apr 9, 2019 at 2:08 PM Diliana Vassileva <dvassileva@orcity.org> wrote: 

Good afternoon,  

  

Please join us for a pre-application conference for a proposed annexation, zone change and subdivision for the 
property located at 14576 S Maplelane Road, Oregon City. Please review the attached submittal and provide your 
comments by April 26, 2019.  

  

Thank you.  
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Diliana Vassileva 

Assistant Planner 

Planning Division 

City of Oregon City 
PO Box 3040  
698 Warner Parrott Road,  

Oregon City, Oregon 97045 
Direct - 503.974.5501 

Planning Division - 503.722.3789  

Fax 503.722.3880 

Website: www.orcity.org | webmaps.orcity.org | Follow us on:  Facebook!|Twitter 

Think GREEN before you print. 

  

Please visit us at 698 Warner Parrott Road, Oregon City between the hours of 8:30am-3:30pm Monday through Friday.   

PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public. 

  

  

 
 
 
--  
Wes Rogers, Director of Operations 
503-785-8531 
wes.rogers@orecity.k12.or.us 
Oregon City School District 
PO Box 2110 
Oregon City, OR  97045 
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Pete Walter

From: Diliana Vassileva
Sent: Monday, September 9, 2019 8:55 AM
To: Pete Walter
Subject: FW: PA 19-18: 14576 S Maplelane Annexation, Zone Change and Subdivision

 
 

 

Diliana Vassileva 
Assistant Planner 
Planning Division 
City of Oregon City 
PO Box 3040  
698 Warner Parrott Road,  
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 
Direct - 503.974.5501 
Planning Division - 503.722.3789  
Fax 503.722.3880 

Website: www.orcity.org | webmaps.orcity.org | Follow us on:  Facebook!|Twitter 
Think GREEN before you print. 
 
Please visit us at 698 Warner Parrott Road, Oregon City between the hours of 8:30am-3:30pm Monday through Friday.   
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public. 
 
-----Original Appointment----- 
From: Carr, Erik <ECarr@clackamas.us>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 9, 2019 2:27 PM 
To: Diliana Vassileva 
Subject: Tentative: PA 19-18: 14576 S Maplelane Annexation, Zone Change and Subdivision 
When: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 10:00 AM-12:00 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada). 
Where: Oregon City Planning - 698 Warner Parrott Road, Oregon City 
 
Hi Diliana, 
  
Please inform the applicant that they’ll need to annex into the Tri-City Service District before they can receive public 
sanitary sewer service for this development. The TCSD application can be found here: 
https://www.clackamas.us/wes/annexation.html .  The annexation must include the entire S. Maplelane Rd right-of-
way, as is consistent with adjacent TCSD annexations.  
  
The applicant can contact me directly with any questions. 
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Thanks, 
 
Erik Carr 
WES Development Review Specialist 
ecarr@clackamas.us 
503-742-4571 
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REPLINGER & ASSOCIATES LLC 
TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING 

September 3, 2019 

 

 

Mr. Pete Walter 

City of Oregon City 

PO Box 3040 

Oregon City, OR  97045 

 

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS LETTER – MAPLELANE 

ANNEXATION, REZONING, AND SUBDIVISION – GLUA19-21  

 

Dear Mr. Walter: 

 

In response to your request, I have reviewed the Transportation Analysis Letter (TAL) 

submitted in support of the proposed annexation, zone change, and development of the 

property at 14576 S Maplelane Road. The site, currently a single lot with one house, is 

located on the southside of Maplelane Road east of Clearwater Place and west of S Holly 

Lane. The TAL, dated June 4, 2019, was prepared under the direction of Michael Ard, PE 

of Ard Engineering.  

 

The proposal would result in seven lots with single-family dwellings after subdividing the 

parcel currently occupied by one house. 

 

Overall 

 

I find the TAL addresses the city’s requirements and provides an adequate basis to 

evaluate impacts of the proposed development.     

 

Comments 

 

1. Trip Generation. The TAL presents information on trip generation from the 

construction of six additional single-family houses. The trip generation rates were 

taken from the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation Manual. The six 

new dwellings are calculated to produce 4 new AM peak hour trip; 6 new PM peak 

hour trips; and 56 new weekday trips. 

 

2. Access Locations. The existing house currently has access to Maplelane Road and 

would be maintained. The new parcels would take access to a new street, Oregon Iris 

Way, which would intersect with Clearwater Lane. 



Mr. Pete Walter 

September 3, 2019 

Page 2 

 

 

3. Driveway Width.  The engineer indicates driveways will be constructed to meet city 

standards. 

 

4. Intersection Spacing. The proposal creates new intersection, Clearwater Lane and 

Oregon Iris Way. Oregon Iris Way currently exists east of Nutmeg Lane. Future 

development will result in an extension of Oregon Iris Way such that the existing 

section and the one created by this subdivision can be connected. The construction of 

Oregon Iris Way reinforces the grid street network being developed in the area. The 

intersection location with Clearwater Lane and the spacing from Maplelane Road are 

appropriate. 

 

5. Sight Distance.  The engineer measured sight distance at the existing driveway 

location on S Maplelane Road and at the proposed intersection of Clearwater Lane 

and Oregon Iris Way. He found sight distance to be adequate for the driveway even 

considering the 40-mph posted speed on Maplelane Road. The engineer also 

evaluated sight distance for the new intersection based on a local residential speed of 

25 mph. Sight distance to the south was measured to be 350 feet, which is in excess 

of requirements. Sight distance to the north was measured to be 190 feet to the 

termination of Clearwater Lane at Maplelane Road. Because vehicles turning from 

Maplelane Road to Clearwater Lane do so at a reduced speed, the engineer 

determined that the available sight distance at the intersection exceeds the stopping 

sight distance for the approaching vehicles. He concludes sight distance is adequate 

and recommends no mitigation for sight distance. I concur. 

   

6. Safety Issues. The TAL describes Clearwater Lane and Oregon Iris Way as local 

streets with low traffic volumes. The engineer concluded that no specific safety 

mitigation is necessary or recommended. I concur with the engineer’s conclusions.     

 

7. Consistency with the Transportation System Plan (TSP).  The TAL states that the 

south frontage of Maplelane Road and the Clearwater Lane and Oregon Iris Way 

frontages would be developed in accordance with city standards and would be 

consistent with the TSP. The TAL also provides a listing of eight TSP projects in the 

vicinity, including an identification of the funding status (likely to be funded and not 

likely to be funded.) 

 

8. Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) Analysis. The proposal involves rezoning from 

county FU-10 to R-3.5. The TAL provided a comparison of the development potential 

under FU-10, R-5 and R-3.5. The number of houses that could be developed were 

calculated to be 1, 5, and 8, respectively. The proposed rezoning of the property to R-

3.5 would have negligible impacts on the operations of any intersections. The amount 

of traffic generated by the development can easily be accommodated on local 



Mr. Pete Walter 

September 3, 2019 

Page 3 

 

 

residential streets. The increase of traffic on collector and arterial streets is not 

significant. The rezoning and does not change the functional classification of any 

existing or planned transportation facility; does not degrade the performance of 

existing or planned facilities; and does not cause a significant effect as defined under 

the Transportation Planning Rule. 

 

9. Proportional Share for Key Intersections. Consistent city policy and with other 

developments in the area, the applicant is obligated to participate in the funding of 

improvements to key intersections. The intersection affected by this land use action is 

the intersection of Highway 213 and Beavercreek Road. OCMC 12.04.205.D.2 provides 

that applicants participate in intersection improvements to listed intersections. Based 

on the trip generation calculations provided by the applicant in #1, above and 

assumptions about trip distribution, the development is calculated to add two new 

PM peak hour trips (rounded to the nearest trip) to the Highway 213/Beavercreek 

Road intersection. The cost of the improvement planned for the intersection of 

Highway 213/Beavercreek Road is $1.5 million; the predicted 2035 traffic volume at 

the intersection is 6859 PM peak hour trips; the proportional share is calculated to be 

$219 per trip. This development is calculated to add two PM peak hour trips. The 

proportional share for this subdivision is $438. 

 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

 

I find that the TAL meets city requirements and provides an adequate basis upon which 

impacts of the development and the proposed rezoning can be assessed.   

 

I recommend conditions of approval include participating in the funding of the planned 

improvements of Highway 213/Beavercreek Road as specified in #9, above, and 

implementing frontage improvements. There are no other transportation-related issues 

associated with this development proposal requiring mitigation.  

 

If you have any questions or need any further information concerning this review, please 

contact me at replinger-associates@comcast.net.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
John Replinger, PE 

Principal 

 
Oregon City\20189/GLUA19-21 

mailto:replinger-associates@comcast.net
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Pete Walter

From: Desiree Rowland <rowland.desiree@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 1:37 PM

To: Pete Walter

Subject: Re: Continuance for you application

Thank you Pete! And yes, we will grant a 30 day extension. 
 
Regards, 
Desiree Rowland 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Sep 16, 2019, at 9:18 AM, Pete Walter <pwalter@orcity.org> wrote: 

Good morning Desiree, 
  
I am preparing the Planning Commission agenda and request for continuance of your application. Here is 
the draft language of my staff memo: 
____________________________________________________ 

..Title 

GLUA-19-00021: Annexation, Zone Change and Subdivision (Continuance) 
  
..Body 

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Motion): 
Take testimony from anyone present who wishes to testify and continue GLUA-19-
00021 to the date certain of October 28, 2019. 
  
BACKGROUND: 
A continuance of the public hearing is requested to allow the Applicant additional time to 
append their application to include a request for a Minor Variance to lot depth for Lot 3 
of the subdivision proposal, and provide additional public notice of the revised 
application. The minimum lot depth for the R-3.5 zone is seventy feet (70') and the 
applicant has proposed a lot depth of sixty-three feet (63'), which is 10% shorter than 
the minimum lot depth. Pursuant to Chapter 17.60.020 - Variances, an applicant may 
apply for a minor variance to width, depth and frontage requirements of up to twenty 
percent. Although variances under 20% are typically processed as a Type II Limited 
Land Use decision, this application is combined with concurrent requests for 
annexation, zone change, and subdivision, so it is processed as a Type IV review. 
  
This is an application for annexation of one 1-acre parcel and abutting right-of-way, 

zone change from County FU-10 to City R-3.5 zone district, and a subdivision for seven 

(7) lots. Property is located on the south side of S. Maplelane Rd, approximately 0.5 

miles north of S. Beavercreek Rd and 0.3 miles east of OR Hwy 213 into Oregon City, 

totaling approximately 1.25 acres.  The subject territory is within the Oregon City Urban 

Growth Boundary and has a Comprehensive Plan designation of MR - Medium Density 

Residential. 
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Application Date: 6/25/2019 

Application Complete: 7/25/2019 

120-Day Decision Deadline: 11/22/2019 

_________________________________________ 

I would like to respectfully request that you grant the city an extension of the 120-day decision deadline 
to accommodate the additional time that is needed for you to add the variance request and re-publish 
the public notice.  
  
Please let me know if you have any questions or comments. 
  
Pete 
  
<image001.jpg> 
Peter Walter, AICP, Senior Planner 
Community Development – Planning 
698 Warner Parrott Rd, Oregon City, OR 97045 
(503) 496-1568 Direct 
(503) 722-3789 Main 
Email: pwalter@orcity.org 
Website  
Interactive Maps and Apps 
Draft Housing and Other Development Code Amendments 
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the  
State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public. 
  



1

Pete Walter

From: DLCD Plan Amendments <plan.amendments@state.or.us>

Sent: Friday, August 9, 2019 2:32 PM

To: Pete Walter

Subject: Confirmation of PAPA Online submittal to DLCD

Oregon City 
 
Your notice of a revised proposal for a change to a comprehensive plan or land use regulation has been received by the 
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development. 
Local File #: PR-135-2019 GLUA-19-00021 AN-19-00002 SUB-19-00001 
DLCD File #: 003-19 
Original Proposal Received: 8/9/2019 
Date of Revision: 8/9/2019 
First Evidentiary Hearing: 9/23/2019 
Submitted by: pwalter 
 
If you have any questions about this notice, please reply or send an email to plan.amendments@state.or.us.  



OREGON Community Development- Planning
221 Molalla Ave. Suite 200 | Oregon City OR 97045

Ph[503) 722-3789|Fax (503) 722-3880

LAND USE APPLICATION FORM
Type III / IV (OCMC 17.50.030.0Type I (OCMC17.50.030.A)

Compatibility Review
Lot Line Adjustment
Non-Conforming Use Review
Natural Resource (NROD)
Verification
Site Plan and Design Review

Type IIIOCMC 17.50.030.B)
Extension
Detailed Development Review
Geotechnical Hazards
Minor Partition (<4 lots)
Minor Site Plan & Design Review
Non-Conforming Use Review
Site Plan and Design Review
Subdivision (4+ lots)

FMinor Variance
Natural Resource (NROD) Review

Annexation
Code Interpretation / Similar Use
Concept Development Plan
Conditional Use

;

!

Comprehensive Plan Amendment (Text/Map)
Detailed Development Plan
Historic Review
Municipal Code Amendment
Variance
Zone Change

. -owihe.'ft-̂ O0O
-fw jetTtUpfk, -ftir JviapklAWL scUdm̂ n.

File Number(s):
Proposed Land Use or Activity:

Project Name: . Number of Lots Proposed (If Applicable):
Physical Address of Site: /tfS'lfo S UU'U, fi4 QlWjOi\
Clackamas County Map and Tax Lot Number(s): 3~ — OH J0G> 00*2.

QMMLApplicant(s):
Applicant(s) Signature:

Applicant(s) Name Printed:

Mailing Address:

Phone:

udhmjjMWi KOO^M.
133/6 SB Va(/fnntt / n.

nDate:

fhppth I/MM Ul£- HOSOLP ,

3 Emalh tPUiftnd•&£(&#+503^13 -13nt Fax:
77

Property Owner(s):
Property Owner(s) Signature:

Property Owner(s) Name Printed:

Mailing Address:

Phone:

SUM $£.
Date:

Email:Fax:

Representative(s):
Representative(s) Signature:

Representative (s) Name Printed:

Mailing Address:

Phone:

Date:

Email:Fax:

All signatures represented must have thefull legal capacity and hereby authorize thefiling of this application and certify that the
information and exhibits herewith are correct and indicate the parties willingness to comply with all code requirements.

www.orcitv.org/plannine



RECEIPT (REC-005985-2019)
FOR CITY OF OREGON CITY

BILLING CONTACT
Desiree Rowland
13310 Se Valemont Ln
Happy Valley, Or 97086

OREGON
CITY

Payment Date: 10/01/2019

Reference Number Fee Name Transaction Type Payment Method Amount Paid

VAR-19-00005 Mailing Labels Credit Card $17.00Fee Payment

Credit Card $1,450.00Variance - Administrative Fee Payment

14576 S Maplelane Rd Oregon City, OR 97045 $1,467.00SUB TOTAL

$1,467.00TOTAL

City of Oregon City 625 Center Street Oregon City, Oregon 97045-0304 Page 1 of 1October 01, 2019



TYPE II- ADMINISTRATIVE VARIANCE
Applicant's Submittal

Nathan and Desiree Rowland
13310 SE Valemont Ln
Happy Valley,OR 97086
Phone:503-913-2386
Email: rowland.desiree@yahoo.com

APPLICANT:

Nathan and Desiree Rowland
13310 SE Valemont Ln
Happy Valley,OR 97086

OWNER:

Seeking approval of a minor variance to the lot depth of Lot number 3 in a seven lot
subdivision on Maplelane. The required lot depth within the R-3.5 dwelling district is 70
feet and the request is for 63 feet deep,however the lot will be over 40 feet wide and the
requirement is only 25 feet wide within the R-3.5 dwelling district.

REQUEST:

14576 S Maplelane Rd, Oregon City,OR 97045
Clackamas County Map 3-2E-04DB-00200

LOCATION:

I. BACKGROUND:

Existing Conditions1.

The property addressed in this application is .96 acres and primarily flat. The site is developed with a
single family home and attached garage built in 1965. The property is currently in Clackamas County and
zoned FU-10,but within the Urban Growth Boundary with an Oregon City Comprehensive Plan
designation of Medium Density Residential. An application with the city has been submitted to annex the
property from Clackamas County to Oregon City, a zone change from the current zoning of FU-10 to R-3.5
and a partition to divide the property into a seven lot subdivision.The current home is in good condition
and will remain, so the subdivision layout proposed took into account the existing home, the shadow plat
and future connectivity,along with advice from the Oregon City planning team to come up with the best
possible layout and elevation for the future houses to be built.This in turn affected the lot dimensions and
Lot 3 as proposed does not meet the lot depth requirements and a variance is being requested.



2. Project Description

As noted above,in order to accomodate the existing house and meet setback requirements, along with
trying to achieve the best possible layout of the subdivision, it forced Lot 3 to not meet the minimum lot
depth requirement of 70 feet (for the R-3.5 zone designation.) A variance is being requested for Lot 3
from 70 feet deep to 63 feet deep.However, this lot will be over 40 feet wide and the requirement is only
25 feet wide. So the lot will be much wider and lends itself to more curb appeal and a better elevation for
the future house to be built.

If you average out the width and depth of the proposed lots, they well exceed the minimum requirements
for the R-3.5 zone.Taking into account the width of all proposed lots, the average lot is more than 50 feet
wide,which is double the requirement. Taking into account the depth of all proposed lots, the average lot
is more than 75 feet deep.

II. RESPONSES TO THE OREGON CITY MUNICIPAL CODE:

CHAPTER 17.60 - VARIANCES

17.60.020 - Variances—Procedures.
17.60.020.A. A request for a variance shall be initiated by a property owner or authorized agent by filing an
application with the city recorder. The application shall be accompanied by a site plan,drawn to scale,showing
the dimensions and arrangement of the proposed development. When relevant to the request,building plans
may also be required. The application shall note the zoning requirement and the extent of the variance
requested.Procedures shall thereafter be held under Chapter 17.50. In addition, the procedures setforth in
subsection D. of this section shall apply when applicable.
Applicant's Response:
An application with the city was submitted to annex the property from Clackamas County to Oregon City,a zone
change from the current zoning of FU-10 to R-3.5 and a partition to divide the property into a seven lot
subdivision. The application was deemed complete on 7/25/2019. This application is being submitted in addition
for the minor variance to the lot depth for Lot 3 within the proposed subdivision.

17.60.020.B. A nonrefundablefilingfee, as listed in Section 17.50.[0]80,shall accompany the applicationfor a
variance to defray the costs.
Applicant's Response:
All fees have been paid thus far and the applicant will pay the required fee for the minor variance application.

17.60.020.C. Before the planning commission may act on a variance, it shall hold a public hearing thereon
following procedures as established in Chapter 17.50. A Variance shall address the criteria identified in Section
17.60.030,Variances — Grounds.
Applicant's Response:
The proposed variance is for lot depth as demonstrated in OCMC 17.60.020 E

17.60.020.D. Minor variances, as defined in subsection E. of this section,shall be processed as a Type II decision,
shall be reviewed pursuant to the requirements in Section 17.50.030.B.,and shall address the criteria identified
in Section 17.60.030,Variance — Grounds.
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Applicant's Response:
The application is a minor variance and will be processed as a Type II application.

17.60.020.E. For the purposes of this section,minor variances shall be defined asfollows:
1.Variances to setback and yard requirements to allow additions to existing buildings so that the additions
follow existing building lines;
2. Variances to width,depth andfrontage requirements of up to twenty percent;
3. Variances to residential yard/setback requirements of up to twenty-five percent;
4. Variances to nonresidential yard/setback requirements of up to ten percent;
5. Variances to lot area requirements of up tofive;
6. Variance to lot coverage requirements of up to twenty-five percent;
7. Variances to the minimum required parking stalls of up tofive percent; and
8. Variances to thefloor area requirements and minimum required building height in the mixed-use districts.
9. Variances to design and/or architectural standardsfor singlefamily dwellings,duplexes,single-family
attached dwellings, internal conversions, accessory dwelling units, and 3-4 plexes in OCMC17.14,17.16,17.20,
17.21,and 17.22.
Applicant's Response:
The applicant has proposed a 7 lot subdivision in a R-3.5 designation and to accommodate the existing home and
meet the set back requirements, a variance to the depth for Lot 3 is being requested, from 70 feet deep to 63 feet
deep. This is only a 9% variance and up to 20% is allowed.

17.60.030 - Variance—Grounds.
A variance may be granted only in the event that all of thefollowing conditions exist:
17.60.030.A. That the variancefrom 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;
Applicant's Response:
The applicant is requesting a variance to the lot depth for Lot 3, from 70 feet to 63 feet. The lot will exceed
minimum lot width requirements and meet all set back requirements. In addition, lot 3 is on a corner lot which
provides additional room, light and air. There should be no damage to adjacent properties by reducing light, air
or safe access.

17.60.030.B. That the request is the minimum variance that would alleviate the hardship;
Applicant's Response:
The applicant has requested a variance to the lot depth for Lot 3,from 70 feet to 63 feet or 9%.This is the
minimum required to meet the setbacks for the existing house on Lot1.

17.60.030.C. Granting the variance will equal or exceed the purpose of the regulation to be modified.
Applicant's Response:
Minimum lot widths and depths create a consistent standard to provide the public with an expectation on how
development will occur. The minor variance of 9% to the lot depth will not affect the overall look and standard
of the lot and in fact, in this case, the lot width is much wider so the lot will actually provide a better
appearance and overall layout for the development as a whole.

17.60.030.D. Any impacts resultingfrom the adjustment are mitigated;
Applicant's Response:
The applicant requested a variance for the depth of Lot 3 from 70 feet to 63 feet. The minimum setbacks for
the R-3.5 single family dwelling district mitigate any impacts resulting from the minor variance by allowing
space between the additional lots in the development.
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17.60.030.E. No practical alternatives have been identified which would accomplish the same purpose and not
require a variance; and
Applicant's Response:
In order for the existing house on the property to remain and create 6 new lots (in accordance with the R-3.5
zone designation), and allow for the new street Oregon Iris Way and sidewalks, this was the best possible
subdivision layout,with no other good alternative.

In addition, the minimum required density for this zone is 10 units/acre, and the minor variance would allow
this layout to achieve the minimum density requirements consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Use Goal 2.1
- Efficient Use of Land.

For more detail and calculations regarding the density requirement see below,
Seven total lots proposed (including the existing house and six new lots) on .96 acres. After subtracting out
roads and dedications, there is a total of 29,417 SF of developable land.Given the density of 3.500 SF per lot,
there is an allowance for 8.4 lots. However, due to the placement of the existing house and set back
requirements, the lot the current house resides on will be over 9,000 SF.So we have proposed seven lots in
total (six new lots plus the lot for the existing house.) The requested variance will allow for the sixth new lot.or
seven lots in total, in order to meet the density requirements.

17.60.030.F.The variance conforms to the comprehensive plan and the intent of the ordinance being varied.
Applicant's Response:
The proposed minor variance allows development of the subject site in accordance with the following
Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies.Approval would result in the additional lot within the Maplelane
subdivision resulting in greater housing options as well as efficient use of land and public facilities. The subdivision
layout proposed took into account the existing home, the shadow plat and future connectivity, along with advice
from the Oregon City planning team to come up with the best possible layout and elevation for the future houses
to be built within this subdivision.

As noted above, the minimum required density for this zone is 10 units/acre, and the minor variance would allow
this layout to achieve the minimum density requirements consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Use Goal 2.1-
Efficient Use of Land.
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From: Desiree Rowland rowland.desiree@yahoo.com
Subject: Fwd: Caufield neighborhood meeting

Date: Jun 25, 2019 at 9:19:18 AM
Tc; dvassileva@orcity.org

Confirmation of attendance from chair (email below) and sign in sheet
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Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Robert Malchow" <r.malchow@comcast.net>
Date: June 16, 2019 at 9:14:17 PM PDT
To: "'Desiree Rowland'" <rowland.desiree@yahoo.com>
Subject:RE:Caufield neighborhood meeting

At the May 29, 2019 Caufield Neighborhood Assoc, meeting, Desiree Rowland presented her
plans for building several new homes off of Maple Lane, near Clearwater Place. After the



presentation, a motion was made and seconded to
approve her plan as presented. A voice vote was called for, and the motion was unanimously
approved. Official minutes are not yet out as of this date. Please contact our secretary, Tori
Skipper, if official minutes are required. Tori can be reached at t.skipper@bhhsnw.com

Cordially,

Robert
Robert Malchow
Chairman,Caufield Neighborhood Assoc.
503-888-1622

From:Desiree Rowland <rowland.desiree@yahoo.com>
Sent:Wednesday, June 12, 2019 9:15 AM
To: r.malchow <r.malchow@Comcast.net>
Subject:Re: Caufield neighborhood meeting

Hi Robert,

Thank you! If you could just confirm back via this email that I did present and all were in favor I
think that wiil work for now.

Thank you for your time!
Desiree Rowland

Sent from my iPhone

j On Jun 11, 2019, at 11:21 PM, r.malchow r.malchow@comcast.net ^ wrote:

Hi Desiree,
Our secretary, Tori, is still working on the minutes. If you have a person I need to contac in the
short term, just let me know.
Robert
503-888-1622

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy , an AT&T LTE smartphone

Original message
From: Desiree Rowland <rowland.desiree@yahoo.com>
Date: 6/9/19 9:10 PM (GMT-08:00)
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OREGON Community Development- Planning

1CITY2 698 Warner Parrott Rd |Oregon City OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880I

AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING OF NOTICE FOR LAND USE APPLICATIONS

Applicant / Owner:
Nathan and Desiree Rowland
13310 SEValemont Ln
Happy Valley,OR 97086

Project: PR-135-2019
Files: GLUA-19-00021 / AN-19-00002 / SUB-19-00001 /
ZC-19-00002 / VAR-19-00005
Description: Annexation of 1 acre, Re-zone to R-3.5,
Subdivide into 7 lots
Location: 14576 S Maplelane Rd,Oregon City,Oregon
97045
Legal Description: Clackamas County Map
3-2E-04DB,Tax Lot 00200
Application Submitted: 06/25/2019
Application Complete: 07/25/2019
120 Day Decision Deadline:11/22/2019
PC Hearing Date: September 23, 2019, continued:
PC Hearing Date:October 28, 2019

Your application requires the posting of signs on the subject site that provides a brief description of your
development and requests comments from the public. This notice must be posted 20 days prior to the first
evidentiary public hearing.

The applicant shall place the notices on each frontage of the subject property. If the property's frontage
exceeds six hundred feet, the applicant shall post one copy of the notice for each six hundred feet or fraction
thereof. Notices do not have to be posted adjacent to alleys or unconstructed right-of-way. Notices shall be
posted within ten feet of the street and shall be visible to pedestrians and motorists. Notices shall not be
posted within the public right-of-way or on trees. The applicant shall remove all signs within ten days
following the event announced in the notice.

It is the applicant's responsibility to ensure that the sign remains clearly visible during the public comment
period. The signs shall be posted by Monday, October 7, 2019 so that they are clearly visible along the street
fronting the property. A map is enclosed distinguishing the location of where the signs should be posted.
The signs shall remain posted until after the Planning Commission closes the Public Hearing. If you have any
questions please contact Planning at (503) 722-3789.

PLEASE SIGN AND RETURN THIS NOTICE TO THE PLANNING DIVISION

1 6 - 3 - M ,I hereby certify that on (date),
site in accordance with the requirement of the Oregon City Municipal Code. If there is any delay in
the city's land use process caused by the applicant's failure to correctly post the subject property for
the required period of time and in the correct location, the applicant agrees to extend the one-
hundred-twenty-day period in a timely/nanner.

I posted the required signs on the subject

Applicant Date



 

 

698 Warner Parrott Road   | Oregon City OR 97045  
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Community Development – Planning      

NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING 

Revised Notice: October 3, 2019 

HEARING DATE: On Monday, October 28, 2019 the City of Oregon City Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing at 
7:00 p.m. in the Commission Chambers at City Hall, 625 Center Street, Oregon City 97045 on the following Type 
IV Applications. Any interested party may testify at the public hearings or submit written testimony at or prior to 
the close of the Commission hearing. Written comments must be received by close of business at City Hall (5:00 
P.M.) 10 days before the scheduled hearing to be included in the staff report.  Written comments received 
within 10 days of the hearing will be provided to the Commission at the hearing if received by 3:30 P.M. the day 
of the hearing. After 3:30 P.M. on the day of the hearing, all written testimony must be submitted in writing at 
the hearing. The City Commission hearing date for this application will be scheduled once the Planning 
Commission reaches a formal recommendation. 

FILE NUMBERS: GLUA-19-00021 (AN-19-00002 / SUB-19-00001 / ZC-19-00002 / VAR-19-00005) & PR-135-2019 

APPLICANTS / 
OWNERS: 

Nathan and Desiree Rowland 
13310 SE Valemont Ln, Happy Valley, OR 97086 

PROPOSAL: Annexation of one 1-acre parcel and abutting right-of-way, zone change from County FU-10 to City R-3.5 zone 
district, subdivision for seven (7) lots. Property is located on the south side of S. Maplelane Rd, approximately 
0.5 miles north of S. Beavercreek Rd and 0.3 miles east of OR Hwy 213 into Oregon City, totaling approximately 
1.25 acres.  The subject territory is within the Oregon City Urban Growth Boundary and has a Comprehensive 
Plan designation of MR – Medium Density Residential. The application has been revised to include changes to 
the subdivision layout affecting lots 1, 3 and 4, and a minor variance for lot depth on lot 3. 

WEBPAGE: https://www.orcity.org/planning/project/pr-135-2019-glua-19-00021-19-00002-sub-19-00001-zc-19-00002-vr-
19-00005  

LOCATION: 14576 S Maplelane Rd, Oregon City, Oregon 97045,  
Clackamas County Map 3-2E-04DB, Tax Lot 00200 

STAFF CONTACT: Pete Walter, AICP, Senior Planner, Ph: (503) 496-1568, Email: pwalter@orcity.org  

NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOC.  / CPOs: 

City – Caufield N.A. (Upon Annexation) 
County – Beavercreek Hamlet 

APPROVAL 
CRITERIA: 

Annexation: Metro Code 3.09, Oregon City Municipal Code Title 14, the Land Use chapter of the Clackamas 
County Comprehensive Plan, the City / County Urban Growth Management Agreement, and Sections 11 and 14 
of the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan.  Zone Change and Subdivision: Administration and Procedures are set 
forth in Chapter 17.50, Zoning Changes and Amendments in Chapter 17.68, Variances in Chapter 17.60, “R-3.5” 
Dwelling District in Chapter 17.16,  Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places in Chapter 12.04; Public and Street Trees 
in Chapter 12.08; Stormwater Management in Chapter 13.12; Grading, Filling and Excavating in Chapter 15.48; 
Minimum Improvements and Design Standards for Land Divisions in Chapter 16.12; Subdivisions – Processes and 
Standards in Chapter 16.08; Tree Protection Standards in Chapter 17.41; and Erosion and Sediment Control in 
Chapter 17.47 of the Oregon City Municipal Code.  The City Code Book is available on-line at www.orcity.org. 
Oregon City Comprehensive Plan Policies and Goals: Section 1: Goals 1.2; Section 2: Goals 2.1, 2.7; Section 5: 
Policy 5.4.4; Section 6: Policy 6.1.1, Policy 6.2.1; Section 10: Goal 10.1, Policy 10.1.3; Section 11: Goal 11.1; 
Section 12: Goal 12. B,C,D. 

For helpful tips on submitting public comments, please visit the “How Do I…?” section of our website: 
https://www.orcity.org/planning/how-do-i  then click on “How do I Make the Most Effective Comments on Development 

Applications?” Thank you! 

 
This application is subject to the Administration and Procedures section of the Oregon City Code set forth in Chapter 17.50.  The 
application and all supporting documents submitted by or on behalf of the applicant are available for inspection at no cost at the Oregon 
City Planning Division, 221 Molalla Ave., Ste. 200, during regular business days (8:30 am- 3:30 pm). Copies of these materials may be 
obtained for a reasonable cost.  The staff report, with all the applicable approval criteria, will also be available for inspection seven days 
prior to the hearing. Copies of these materials may be obtained for a reasonable cost in advance.  Any interested party may testify at 
the public hearing and/or submit written testimony at or prior to the close of the record by the Planning Commission. Notice of the 
Planning Commission decision shall be sent to the applicant and to those persons submitting comments and providing a return address. 
If the application is denied, any party who participated in the Planning Commission proceedings may appeal the Planning Commission’s 
denial by filing a notice of appeal as required by OCMC 17.50.190.   If the Planning Commission approves the request, the approval will 
be forwarded to the City Commission as a recommendation.  Please be advised that the City Commission’s review is on the record.   Any 
issue that is intended to provide a basis for appeal must be raised before the close of the Planning Commission proceeding, in person or 

OREGON

https://www.orcity.org/planning/project/pr-135-2019-glua-19-00021-19-00002-sub-19-00001-zc-19-00002-vr-19-00005
https://www.orcity.org/planning/project/pr-135-2019-glua-19-00021-19-00002-sub-19-00001-zc-19-00002-vr-19-00005
mailto:pwalter@orcity.org
https://www.orcity.org/planning/how-do-i


 

 

by letter, with sufficient specificity to afford the City Commission and the parties an opportunity to respond to the issue. Failure to raise 
an issue with sufficient specificity will preclude any review of that issue. Parties with standing may appeal the decision of the City 
Commission to the Land Use Board of Appeals.  The procedures that govern the hearing will be posted at the hearing and are found in 
OCMC Chapter 17.50 and ORS 197.763. 
 
A city-recognized neighborhood association requesting an appeal fee waiver following issuance of a land use decision pursuant to 
17.50.290(C) must officially approve the request through a vote of its general membership or board at a duly announced meeting prior 
to the filing of an appeal. 
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City of Oregon City  -  PO Box 3040  -  625 Center St  -  Oregon City, OR  97045  -  (503) 657-0891  -  www.orcity.org

The City of Oregon City makes no representations, express or implied, as to the accuracy, completeness and timeliness of the information displayed

Mailing Labels Report

Labels created:

Labels generated using: User-defined Graphic

Use graphic or underlying taxlot(s)? Underlying taxlot(s)

10/1/2019 11:21 AM

Buffer? Yes

Label type: Taxpayers

Sort order: By Name

Output format: Pdf

# Taxlots used to create labels: 40

# Labels generated: 39 (includes 1 Neighborhood Association label)

Run by: Community Development Front Counter

Buffer Distance: 300 Foot

Notify Neighborhood Associations? Yes
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6605 SE Lake Road, Portland,OR 97222
PO Box 22109 Portland, OR 97269-2169
Phone: 503-684-0360 Fax: 503-620-3433

E-mail: legals@commnewspapers.com

NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING - OREGON CITYAFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION

State of Oregon,County of Clackamas, SS I,
Charlotte Allsop, being the first duly sworn,
depose and say that I am the Accounting
Manager of the Clackamas Review, Estaca-
da News, Oregon City News, a newspaper of
general circulation, serving Clackamas, Es-
tacada, Oregon City in the aforesaid county
and state, as defined by ORS 193.010 and
193.020, that

REVISED NOTICE H
HEARING DATE:On Monday, October 28, 2019 the City of Oregon

City 97045 on the following Type IV Applications. Any interested party
may testify at the public hearings or submit written testimony at or prior
to the close of the Commission hearing. Written comments must be re-i

ceived by close of business at City Hall (5:00 P.M.) 10 days before thescheduled hearing to be included in the staff report. Written commentsreceived within 10 days of the hearing will be provided to the Commis-sion at the hearing if received by 3:30 P.M. the day of the hearing. After3:30 P.M. on the day of the hearing, all written testimony must be submit-ted in writing at the hearing. The City Commission hearing date for thisapplication will be scheduled once the Planning Commission reaches aformal recommendation.

City of Oregon City
NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING - OREGON CITY Monday,
September 23, 2019
Ad#:133419

FILE NUMBERS:GLUA-19-00021 (AN-19-00002 / SUB-19-00001 / ZC-19-00002 / VAR-19-00005) & PR-135-2019
APPLICANTS / OWNERS: Nathan and Desiree Rowland, 13310 SEValemoht Ln, Happy Valley, OR 97086
PROPOSAL: Annexation of one 1-acre parcel and abutting right-of-way,zone change from County FU-10 to City R-3.5 zone district, and a sub-division for seven (7) lots. Property is located on the south side of S.Maplelane Rd, approximately 0.5 miles north of S. Beavercreek Rd and0.3 miles east of OR Hwy 213 into Oregon City, totaling approximately1.25 acres. The subject territory is within the Oregon City Urban GrowthBoundary and has a Comprehensive Plan designation of MR-MediumDensity Residential. The application has been revised to include chang-es to the subdivision layout affecting lots 1, 3 and 4, and a minor vari-ance for lot depth on lot 3.

LOCATION: ,14576; S.Maplelane Rd, Oregon ,pity, Oregon ,97045,Clackamas County Map 3-2E-04DB, Tax Lot 00200STAFF CONTACT: Pete Walter, AICP, Seni
1568, Email: pwalter@orcity.org
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOC. / C
ation), County - Beavercreek Hamlet
APPROVAL CRITERIA: Annexation: Metro Code 3.09, Oregon CityMunicipal Code Trtte 14, the Land Use chapter of the Clackamas Coun-ty ComprehensiveFlan, the City / County Urban Growth Management >Agreement, and Sections 11 and 14 of the Oregon City Comprehensive jPlan. Zone Change and Subdivision: Administration and Procedures <are set forth in Chapter 17.50, Zoning Changes and Amendments inChapter 17.68, Variances in Chapter 17.60, “R-3.5” Dwelling District inChapter 17.16, Streets, Sidewalks and Public Piaces in Chapter 12.04;Public and Street Trees in Chapter 12.08; Stormwater Management inChapter 13.12; Grading, Filling and Excavating in Chapter 15.48; Mini-

j mum Improvements and Design Standards for Land Divisions in Chap-
; ter 16.12; Subdivisions - Processes and Standards in Chapter 16 08Tree Protection Standards in Chapter 17.41; and Erosion and SedimentI Control in Chapter 17.47 of the Oregon City Municipal Code. The City' Code Book is available on-line at www.orcitv.om. Oregon City Compre-hensive Plan Policies and Goals: Section 1: Goals tv2; Section 2: Goals2.1, 2.7; Section 5: Policy 5.4.4; Section 6: Policy 6.1.1, Policy 6.2.1;Section 10: Goal 10.1, Policy 10.1.3;Section 11: Goal 11.1; Section 12-

Goal 12. B,C,D.
For helpful tips on submitting public comments, please visit the “HowDo I..,?" section of our website: httos://www.orcitv.ora/plannino/how-rin-ithen click on “How do I Make the Most Effective Comments on Develop-ment Applications?” Thank you!

pplication is subject to the Administration and Procedures sectionOregon City Code set forth in Chapter 17.50. The application

A copy of which is hereto annexed, was
published in the entire issue of said
newspaper(s) for1week(s) in the
following issue(s):
10/09/2019, 10/10/2019

Charlotte Allsop (Accounting Manager)
or Planner, Ph: (503) 496-

Subscribed and sworn to before me this
10/10/2019. POs:City-CaufieldN.A. (UponAnnex-

O",
NOTARY PUBLIC FOR OREGON

Acct #: 105466
Attn: Peter Walter
OREGON CITY,CITY OF
PO BOX 3040
OREGON CITY, OR 97045

3K
OFFICIAL STAMP

SHAWN M SROUFE
NOTARY PUBLIC - OREGON
COMMISSION NO. 956603

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES NOVEMBER 17, 2020



ALEXANDER KEVIN ROBERT & KELLY LYNN

14611 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

ANDERSON BRIAN

18664 WHITEHORSE CT

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

ASHBY ATHEN & SUZY

18719 NUTMEG LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

BLETSCHER ROBERT C & CARRIE P

18687 CLEARWATER PL

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

BOOM GARY E

14594 S MAPLELANE RD

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

BRINKERHOFF SONYA A

18703 NUTMEG LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

CUNNINGHAM GREGORY DEAN

14530 S MAPLELANE RD

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

CURTISS STEVE C

14599 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

DAY MICHAEL & ANGELA MARIE

14551 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

DETOUR MICHELLE C

18656 WHITEHORSE CT

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

ELMER LISA ANGELA

14697 OREGON IRIS WAY

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

GARRETT THOMAS EDWIN

14575 SUGAR PINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

GRIGGS KAREN A

18699 CLEARWATER PL

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

HERNANDEZ JUAN R CHOCKEE

18720 NUTMEG LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

HERRMANN JUDITH K TRUSTEE

PO BOX 2064

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

HILL DANIEL J & LINDA K

18690 WHITEHORSE CT

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

HODGKINSON M J & D L ABERLE-HODGKINSON

18711 NUTMEG LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

HOLZWORTH CARLTON W

18740 YELLOW WOOD RD

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

HONEYCUTT PHYLLIS E TRUSTEE

17731 S HOLLY LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

HYDE COLBY A & MARISSA A

14563 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

JAMES KAREN

14576 S MAPLELANE RD

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

JONES JOHN & EVA K

16999 S BRADLEY RD

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

KOLLER MICHAEL C & ANDRA L

18675 CLEARWATER PL

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

KRUEGER REBECCA M & RICKY H

18682 WHITEHORSE CT

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

MARTIN HAL JR & NANCY

18695 NUTMEG LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

MUNROE VICTORIA S & WAYNE W

14647 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

NITZKE GABRIELLE NADEAU

18727 NUTMEG LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

OLIVER RYAN MICHAEL & TONIA NICOLE

14614 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

PEARSON JANE E

14635 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

PETERSON CARRIE L

14695 PURPLE ASH WAY

OREGON CITY, OR  97045



RIPPE JERRY

14696 OREGON IRIS WAY

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

RUSH JOHN C TRUSTEE

18674 WHITEHORSE CT

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

SAYRE JONI L

14566 MAPLELANE RD

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

SMITH BRANDON M

14623 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

SOBELSON DAVID A

14602 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

WOLFE JUSTIN & CHRISTA BOSSERMAN

14578 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

WOODFILL KEVIN B

18687 NUTMEG LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

YOUNGER ROCKY

PO BOX 1337

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

Caufield NA Chair

20153 Woodglen Way

Oregon City, OR  97045



Affidavit of Publication

Email Transmittal

GLUA-19-00021 Mailed Notice

GLUA-19-00021 Sign Notice

MailingLabelsSummaryReport

Newspaper Email Confirmation 8.12.2019

Sign Locations

Signed Affidavit of Posting

TaxpayerMailingLabels



NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSIONPUBLIC HEARING - OREGON CITY
HEARING DATE: On Monday, September 23, 2019 the City of OregonCity Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing at 7 00 p min the Commission Chambers at City Hall, 625 Center Street, OregonCity 97045 on the following Type IV Applications. Any interested partymay testify at the public hearings or submit written testimony at or priorto the close of the Commission hearing. Written comments must be re-ceived by close of business at City Hall (5:00 P.M.) 10 days before thescheduled hearing to be included in the staff report. Written commentsreceived within 10 days of the hearing will be provided to the Commis-sion at the hearing if received by 3:30 P.M. the day of the hearing. After3:30 P.M. on the day of the hearing, all written testimony must be submit-ted in writina at the hearina. The Citv Commission hearina date for this

application will be scheduled once the Planning Commission reaches a
formal recommendation.
FILE NUMBERS: GLUA-19-00021 (AN-19-00002 / SUB-19-00001 /ZC-19-00002) & PR-135-2019
APPLICANTS / OWNERS: Nathan and Desiree Rowland, 13310 SEValemont Ln, Happy Valley, OR 97086
PROPOSAL:Annexation of one 1-acre parcel and abutting right-of-way,
zone change from County FU-10 to City R-3.5 zone district, and a sub-
division for seven (7) lots. Property is located on the south side of S.
Maplelane Rd, approximately 0.5 miles north of S. Beavercreek Rd and
0.3 miles east of OR Hwy 213 into Oregon City, totaling approximately
1.25 acres. The subject territory is within the Oregon City Urban Growth
Boundary and has a Comprehensive Plan designation of MR -Medium
Density Residential.
WEBPAGE: https://www.orcity.org/planning/project/pr-135-2019-glua-
19-00021-19-00002-sub-19-00001-zc-19-00002
LOCATION: 14576 S Maplelane Rd, Oregon City, Oregon 97045,
Clackamas County Map 3-2E-04DB, Tax Lot 00200
STAFF CONTACT: Pete Walter, AICP, Senior Planner, Ph: (503) 496-
1568, Email: pwalter@orcity.org
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOC. / CPOs: City-Caufield N.A. (Upon Annex-ation), County - Beavercreek Hamlet
APPROVAL CRITERIA: Annexation: Metro Code 3.09, Oregon City
Municipal Code Title 14, the Land Use chapter of the Clackamas Coun-
ty Comprehensive Plan, the City / County Urban Growth Management
Agreement, and Sections 11 and 14 of the Oregon City Comprehensive
Plan. Zone Change and Subdivision: Administration and Procedures
are set forth in Chapter 17.50, Zoning Changes and Amendments inChapter 17.68, “R-3.5” Dwelling District in Chapter 17.16, Streets, Side-walks and Public Places in Chapter 12.04; Public and Street Trees inChapter 12.08; Stormwater Management in Chapter 13.12; Grading,Filling and Excavating in Chapter 15.48; Minimum Improvements andDesign Standards for Land Divisions in Chapter 16.12; Subdivisions -Processes and Standards in Chapter 16.08; Tree Protection Standardsin Chapter 17.41; and Erosion and Sediment Control in Chapter 17.47of the Oregon City Municipal Code. The City Code Book is available
on-line at www.orcity.org. Oregon City Comprehensive Plan Policies andGoals: Section 1: Goals 1.2; Section 2: Goals 2.1, 2.7; Section 5: Policy
5.4.4; Section 6: Policy 6.1.1, Policy 6.2.1; Section 10: Goal 10.1, Policy
10.1.3; Section 11: Goal 11.1; Section 12: Goal 12. B,C,D.
For helpful tips on submitting public comments, please visit the “HowDo I...?” section of our website: https://www.orcitv.org/Dlannina/how-do-ithen click on “How do I Make the Most Effective Comments on Develop-rhent Applications?” Thank you!
This application is subject to the Administration and Procedures sectionof the Oregon City Code set forth in Chapter 17.50. The applicationand all supporting documents submitted by or on behalf of the applicantare available for inspection at no cost at the Oregon City Planning Divi-
i sion, 221 Molalla Ave'!'l/.Or;:i 4. " —ng regular business days (8:30 am-

3:30 pm). Copies of these maM .̂£ may be obtained for a reasonable
cost. The staff report, with all the applicable approval criteria, will also
be available for inspection seven days prior to the hearing. Copies of
these materials may be obtained for a reasonable cost in advance. Any, interested party may testify at the public hearing and/or submit written

j testimony at or prior to the close of the record by the Planning Com-
mission. Notice of the Planning Commission decision shall be sent to
the applicant and to those persons submitting comments and providing
a return address. If the application is denied, any party who participat-
ed in the Planning Commission proceedings may appeal the Planning
Commission’s denial by filing a notice of appeal as required by OCMC
17.50.190. If the Planning Commission approves the request, the ap-
proval will be forwarded to the City Commission as a recommendation.
Please be advised that the City Commission's review is on the record.
Any issue that is intended to provide a basis for appeal must be raised
before the close of the Planning Commission proceeding, in person or
by letter, with sufficient specificity to afford the City Commission and the
parties an opportunity to respond to the issue. Failure to raise an issue
with sufficient specificity will preclude any review of that issue. Parties
with standing may appeal the decision of the City Commission to the
Land Use Board of Appeals. The procedures that govern the hearing
will be posted at the hearing and are found in OCMC Chapter 17.50 and
ORS 197.763.
A city-recognized neighborhood association requesting an appeal
fee waiver following issuance of a land use decision pursuant to
17.50.290(C) must officially approve the request through a vote of its
general membership or board at a duly announced meeting prior to the
filing of an appeal.
Publish August 28, 2019

Pamplin
MediaGroup

6605 SE Lake Road, Portland, OR 97222
PO Box 22109 Portland, OR 97269-2169
Phone: 503-684-0360 Fax: 503-620-3433

E-mail: legals@commnewspapers.com

AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION
State of Oregon, County of Clackamas, SS I,
Charlotte Allsop, being the first duly sworn,
depose and say that I am the Accounting
Manager of the Clackamas Review, Estaca-
da News,Oregon City News, a newspaper of
general circulation, serving Clackamas, Es-
tacada, Oregon City in the aforesaid county
and state, as defined by ORS 193.010 and
193.020, that

City of Oregon City
NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING - OREGON CITY Monday,
September 23, 2019
Ad#: 125293

i

A copy of which is hereto annexed, was
published in the entire issue of said
newspaper(s) for1week(s) in the
following issue(s):
08/28/2019, 08/29/2019

OWl»!U CttL 0
Charlotte Allsop (Accounting Manager)

Subscribed and sworn to before me this
08/29/2019.

NOTARY PUBLIC FOR OREGON
5SSSS^sSSSSSSSSSSSSS
W zSSfe, OFFICIAL STAMP

mm
SHERRYL R ANDERSON

NOTARY PUBLIC - OREGON„ COMMISSION NO. 953783jj MY COMMISSION EXPIRES AUGUST 25, 2020

Acct #: 105466
Attn: Peter Walter
OREGON CITY, CITY OF
PO BOX 3040
OREGON CITY, OR 97045

j

CLK125293



1

Pete Walter

From: Pete Walter

Sent: Saturday, August 31, 2019 3:30 PM

Subject: Land Use Transmittal for GLUA-19-00021 (AN-19-00002 / SUB-19-00001 / 

ZC-19-00002) Annexation, Zone Change and 7-Lot Subdivision on Maplelane Rd

Good Afternoon, 

This is an electronic land use transmittal from Oregon City Planning Division. The application below is referred to you for 
your information, study and official comments.  

The applicant is seeking approval for an annexation, zone change, and subdivision of 1 acre on the south side of 
Maplelane Road at Clearwater Place 

Please review the proposed development and provide and provide comments for the staff report by 
September 11, 2019.  

Comments may be submitted at any time prior to the close of the public hearings. 

HEARING DATE: On Monday, September 23, 2019 the City of Oregon City Planning Commission will 
conduct a public hearing at 7:00 p.m. in the Commission Chambers at City Hall, 625 Center 
Street, Oregon City 97045 on the following Type IV Applications. Any interested party may 
testify at the public hearings or submit written testimony at or prior to the close of the 
Commission hearing. Written comments must be received by close of business at City Hall 
(5:00 P.M.) 10 days before the scheduled hearing to be included in the staff 
report.  Written comments received within 10 days of the hearing will be provided to the 
Commission at the hearing if received by 3:30 P.M. the day of the hearing. After 3:30 P.M. 
on the day of the hearing, all written testimony must be submitted in writing at the 
hearing. The City Commission hearing date for this application will be scheduled once the 
Planning Commission reaches a formal recommendation. 

FILE NUMBERS: GLUA-19-00021 (AN-19-00002 / SUB-19-00001 / ZC-19-00002) & PR-135-2019 

APPLICANTS / 
OWNERS: 

Nathan and Desiree Rowland 
13310 SE Valemont Ln, Happy Valley, OR 97086 

PROPOSAL: Annexation of one 1-acre parcel and abutting right-of-way, zone change from County FU-
10 to City R-3.5 zone district, and a subdivision for seven (7) lots. Property is located on the 
south side of S. Maplelane Rd, approximately 0.5 miles north of S. Beavercreek Rd and 0.3 
miles east of OR Hwy 213 into Oregon City, totaling approximately 1.25 acres.  The subject 
territory is within the Oregon City Urban Growth Boundary and has a Comprehensive Plan 
designation of MR – Medium Density Residential. 

WEBPAGE: https://www.orcity.org/planning/project/pr-135-2019-glua-19-00021-19-00002-sub-19-
00001-zc-19-00002 

LOCATION: 14576 S Maplelane Rd, Oregon City, Oregon 97045,  
Clackamas County Map 3-2E-04DB, Tax Lot 00200 

STAFF CONTACT: Pete Walter, AICP, Senior Planner, Ph: (503) 496-1568, Email: pwalter@orcity.org  

NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOC.  / CPOs: 

City – Caufield N.A. (Upon Annexation) 
County – Beavercreek Hamlet 



2

APPROVAL 
CRITERIA: 

Annexation: Metro Code 3.09, Oregon City Municipal Code Title 14, the Land Use chapter 
of the Clackamas County Comprehensive Plan, the City / County Urban Growth 
Management Agreement, and Sections 11 and 14 of the Oregon City Comprehensive 
Plan.  Zone Change and Subdivision: Administration and Procedures are set forth in 
Chapter 17.50, Zoning Changes and Amendments in Chapter 17.68, “R-3.5” Dwelling 
District in Chapter 17.16,  Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places in Chapter 12.04; Public and 
Street Trees in Chapter 12.08; Stormwater Management in Chapter 13.12; Grading, Filling 
and Excavating in Chapter 15.48; Minimum Improvements and Design Standards for Land 
Divisions in Chapter 16.12; Subdivisions – Processes and Standards in Chapter 16.08; Tree 
Protection Standards in Chapter 17.41; and Erosion and Sediment Control in Chapter 17.47 
of the Oregon City Municipal Code.  The City Code Book is available on-line at 
www.orcity.org. Oregon City Comprehensive Plan Policies and Goals: Section 1: Goals 1.2; 
Section 2: Goals 2.1, 2.7; Section 5: Policy 5.4.4; Section 6: Policy 6.1.1, Policy 6.2.1; Section 
10: Goal 10.1, Policy 10.1.3; Section 11: Goal 11.1; Section 12: Goal 12. B,C,D. 

For helpful tips on submitting public comments, please visit the “How Do I…?” section of our website: 
https://www.orcity.org/planning/how-do-i  then click on “How do I Make the Most Effective Comments on 

Development Applications?” Thank you! 

 
 

 
Peter Walter, AICP, Senior Planner 
Community Development – Planning 
698 Warner Parrott Rd, Oregon City, OR 97045 
(503) 496-1568 Direct 
(503) 722-3789 Main 
Email: pwalter@orcity.org 
Website  
Interactive Maps and Apps 
Draft Housing and Other Development Code Amendments 
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the  
State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public. 
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698 Warner Parrott Road   | Oregon City OR 97045  

Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880 

 

Community Development – Planning      

NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING 

Mailing Date: August 16th, 2019 

HEARING DATE: On Monday, September 23, 2019 the City of Oregon City Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing at 
7:00 p.m. in the Commission Chambers at City Hall, 625 Center Street, Oregon City 97045 on the following Type 
IV Applications. Any interested party may testify at the public hearings or submit written testimony at or prior to 
the close of the Commission hearing. Written comments must be received by close of business at City Hall (5:00 
P.M.) 10 days before the scheduled hearing to be included in the staff report.  Written comments received 
within 10 days of the hearing will be provided to the Commission at the hearing if received by 3:30 P.M. the day 
of the hearing. After 3:30 P.M. on the day of the hearing, all written testimony must be submitted in writing at 
the hearing. The City Commission hearing date for this application will be scheduled once the Planning 
Commission reaches a formal recommendation. 

FILE NUMBERS: GLUA-19-00021 (AN-19-00002 / SUB-19-00001 / ZC-19-00002) & PR-135-2019 

APPLICANTS / 
OWNERS: 

Nathan and Desiree Rowland 
13310 SE Valemont Ln, Happy Valley, OR 97086 

PROPOSAL: Annexation of one 1-acre parcel and abutting right-of-way, zone change from County FU-10 to City R-3.5 zone 
district, and a subdivision for seven (7) lots. Property is located on the south side of S. Maplelane Rd, 
approximately 0.5 miles north of S. Beavercreek Rd and 0.3 miles east of OR Hwy 213 into Oregon City, totaling 
approximately 1.25 acres.  The subject territory is within the Oregon City Urban Growth Boundary and has a 
Comprehensive Plan designation of MR – Medium Density Residential. 

WEBPAGE: https://www.orcity.org/planning/project/pr-135-2019-glua-19-00021-19-00002-sub-19-00001-zc-19-00002 

LOCATION: 14576 S Maplelane Rd, Oregon City, Oregon 97045,  
Clackamas County Map 3-2E-04DB, Tax Lot 00200 

STAFF CONTACT: Pete Walter, AICP, Senior Planner, Ph: (503) 496-1568, Email: pwalter@orcity.org  

NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOC.  / CPOs: 

City – Caufield N.A. (Upon Annexation) 
County – Beavercreek Hamlet 

APPROVAL 
CRITERIA: 

Annexation: Metro Code 3.09, Oregon City Municipal Code Title 14, the Land Use chapter of the Clackamas 
County Comprehensive Plan, the City / County Urban Growth Management Agreement, and Sections 11 and 14 
of the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan.  Zone Change and Subdivision: Administration and Procedures are set 
forth in Chapter 17.50, Zoning Changes and Amendments in Chapter 17.68, “R-3.5” Dwelling District in Chapter 
17.16,  Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places in Chapter 12.04; Public and Street Trees in Chapter 12.08; 
Stormwater Management in Chapter 13.12; Grading, Filling and Excavating in Chapter 15.48; Minimum 
Improvements and Design Standards for Land Divisions in Chapter 16.12; Subdivisions – Processes and 
Standards in Chapter 16.08; Tree Protection Standards in Chapter 17.41; and Erosion and Sediment Control in 
Chapter 17.47 of the Oregon City Municipal Code.  The City Code Book is available on-line at www.orcity.org. 
Oregon City Comprehensive Plan Policies and Goals: Section 1: Goals 1.2; Section 2: Goals 2.1, 2.7; Section 5: 
Policy 5.4.4; Section 6: Policy 6.1.1, Policy 6.2.1; Section 10: Goal 10.1, Policy 10.1.3; Section 11: Goal 11.1; 
Section 12: Goal 12. B,C,D. 

For helpful tips on submitting public comments, please visit the “How Do I…?” section of our website: 
https://www.orcity.org/planning/how-do-i  then click on “How do I Make the Most Effective Comments on Development 

Applications?” Thank you! 

 
This application is subject to the Administration and Procedures section of the Oregon City Code set forth in Chapter 17.50.  The 
application and all supporting documents submitted by or on behalf of the applicant are available for inspection at no cost at the Oregon 
City Planning Division, 221 Molalla Ave., Ste. 200, during regular business days (8:30 am- 3:30 pm). Copies of these materials may be 
obtained for a reasonable cost.  The staff report, with all the applicable approval criteria, will also be available for inspection seven days 
prior to the hearing. Copies of these materials may be obtained for a reasonable cost in advance.  Any interested party may testify at 
the public hearing and/or submit written testimony at or prior to the close of the record by the Planning Commission. Notice of the 
Planning Commission decision shall be sent to the applicant and to those persons submitting comments and providing a return address. 
If the application is denied, any party who participated in the Planning Commission proceedings may appeal the Planning Commission’s 
denial by filing a notice of appeal as required by OCMC 17.50.190.   If the Planning Commission approves the request, the approval will 
be forwarded to the City Commission as a recommendation.  Please be advised that the City Commission’s review is on the record.   Any 
issue that is intended to provide a basis for appeal must be raised before the close of the Planning Commission proceeding, in person or 
by letter, with sufficient specificity to afford the City Commission and the parties an opportunity to respond to the issue. Failure to raise 

OREGON
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an issue with sufficient specificity will preclude any review of that issue. Parties with standing may appeal the decision of the City 
Commission to the Land Use Board of Appeals.  The procedures that govern the hearing will be posted at the hearing and are found in 
OCMC Chapter 17.50 and ORS 197.763. 
 
A city-recognized neighborhood association requesting an appeal fee waiver following issuance of a land use decision pursuant to 
17.50.290(C) must officially approve the request through a vote of its general membership or board at a duly announced meeting prior 
to the filing of an appeal. 
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698 Warner Parrott Road   | Oregon City OR 97045  

Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880 

 

Community Development – Planning      

NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING 

HEARING DATE: On Monday, September 23, 2019 the City of Oregon City Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing at 
7:00 p.m. in the Commission Chambers at City Hall, 625 Center Street, Oregon City 97045 on the following Type 
IV Applications. Any interested party may testify at the public hearings or submit written testimony at or prior to 
the close of the Commission hearing. Written comments must be received by close of business at City Hall (5:00 
P.M.) 10 days before the scheduled hearing to be included in the staff report.  Written comments received 
within 10 days of the hearing will be provided to the Commission at the hearing if received by 3:30 P.M. the day 
of the hearing. After 3:30 P.M. on the day of the hearing, all written testimony must be submitted in writing at 
the hearing. The City Commission hearing date for this application will be scheduled once the Planning 
Commission reaches a formal recommendation. 

FILE NUMBERS: GLUA-19-00021 (AN-19-00002 / SUB-19-00001 / ZC-19-00002) & PR-135-2019 

APPLICANTS / 
OWNERS: 

Nathan and Desiree Rowland 
13310 SE Valemont Ln, Happy Valley, OR 97086 

PROPOSAL: Annexation of one 1-acre parcel and abutting right-of-way, zone change from County FU-10 to City R-3.5 zone 
district, and a subdivision for seven (7) lots. Property is located on the south side of S. Maplelane Rd, 
approximately 0.5 miles north of S. Beavercreek Rd and 0.3 miles east of OR Hwy 213 into Oregon City, totaling 
approximately 1.25 acres.  The subject territory is within the Oregon City Urban Growth Boundary and has a 
Comprehensive Plan designation of MR – Medium Density Residential. 

WEBPAGE: https://www.orcity.org/planning/project/pr-135-2019-glua-19-00021-19-00002-sub-19-00001-zc-19-00002 

LOCATION: 14576 S Maplelane Rd, Oregon City, Oregon 97045,  
Clackamas County Map 3-2E-04DB, Tax Lot 00200 

STAFF CONTACT: Pete Walter, AICP, Senior Planner, Ph: (503) 496-1568, Email: pwalter@orcity.org  

NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOC.  / CPOs: 

City – Caufield N.A. (Upon Annexation) 
County – Beavercreek Hamlet 

APPROVAL 
CRITERIA: 

Annexation: Metro Code 3.09, Oregon City Municipal Code Title 14, the Land Use chapter of the Clackamas 
County Comprehensive Plan, the City / County Urban Growth Management Agreement, and Sections 11 and 14 
of the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan.  Zone Change and Subdivision: Administration and Procedures are set 
forth in Chapter 17.50, Zoning Changes and Amendments in Chapter 17.68, “R-3.5” Dwelling District in Chapter 
17.16,  Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places in Chapter 12.04; Public and Street Trees in Chapter 12.08; 
Stormwater Management in Chapter 13.12; Grading, Filling and Excavating in Chapter 15.48; Minimum 
Improvements and Design Standards for Land Divisions in Chapter 16.12; Subdivisions – Processes and 
Standards in Chapter 16.08; Tree Protection Standards in Chapter 17.41; and Erosion and Sediment Control in 
Chapter 17.47 of the Oregon City Municipal Code.  The City Code Book is available on-line at www.orcity.org. 
Oregon City Comprehensive Plan Policies and Goals: Section 1: Goals 1.2; Section 2: Goals 2.1, 2.7; Section 5: 
Policy 5.4.4; Section 6: Policy 6.1.1, Policy 6.2.1; Section 10: Goal 10.1, Policy 10.1.3; Section 11: Goal 11.1; 
Section 12: Goal 12. B,C,D. 

For helpful tips on submitting public comments, please visit the “How Do I…?” section of our website: 
https://www.orcity.org/planning/how-do-i  then click on “How do I Make the Most Effective Comments on Development 

Applications?” Thank you! 

 
This application is subject to the Administration and Procedures section of the Oregon City Code set forth in Chapter 17.50.  The 
application and all supporting documents submitted by or on behalf of the applicant are available for inspection at no cost at the Oregon 
City Planning Division, 221 Molalla Ave., Ste. 200, during regular business days (8:30 am- 3:30 pm). Copies of these materials may be 
obtained for a reasonable cost.  The staff report, with all the applicable approval criteria, will also be available for inspection seven days 
prior to the hearing. Copies of these materials may be obtained for a reasonable cost in advance.  Any interested party may testify at 
the public hearing and/or submit written testimony at or prior to the close of the record by the Planning Commission. Notice of the 
Planning Commission decision shall be sent to the applicant and to those persons submitting comments and providing a return address. 
If the application is denied, any party who participated in the Planning Commission proceedings may appeal the Planning Commission’s 
denial by filing a notice of appeal as required by OCMC 17.50.190.   If the Planning Commission approves the request, the approval will 
be forwarded to the City Commission as a recommendation.  Please be advised that the City Commission’s review is on the record.   Any 
issue that is intended to provide a basis for appeal must be raised before the close of the Planning Commission proceeding, in person or 
by letter, with sufficient specificity to afford the City Commission and the parties an opportunity to respond to the issue. Failure to raise 
an issue with sufficient specificity will preclude any review of that issue. Parties with standing may appeal the decision of the City 
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Commission to the Land Use Board of Appeals.  The procedures that govern the hearing will be posted at the hearing and are found in 
OCMC Chapter 17.50 and ORS 197.763. 
 
A city-recognized neighborhood association requesting an appeal fee waiver following issuance of a land use decision pursuant to 
17.50.290(C) must officially approve the request through a vote of its general membership or board at a duly announced meeting prior 
to the filing of an appeal. 
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The City of Oregon City makes no representations, express or implied, as to the accuracy, completeness and timeliness of the information displayed

Mailing Labels Report

Labels created:

Labels generated using: User-defined Graphic

Use graphic or underlying taxlot(s)? Underlying taxlot(s)

8/9/2019 4:20 PM

Buffer? Yes

Label type: Taxpayers

Sort order: By Name

Output format: Pdf

# Taxlots used to create labels: 40

# Labels generated: 39 (includes 1 Neighborhood Association label)

Run by: Pete Walter

Buffer Distance: 300 Foot

Notify Neighborhood Associations? Yes



1

Pete Walter

From: jmcclaren@pamplinmedia.com

Sent: Monday, August 12, 2019 3:18 PM

To: Pete Walter

Subject: RE: Public Notice - Oregon City

Thank you Pete. We can get this in the August 28th edition of the Clackamas Review/Oregon City News.  
 

Jaime McClaren 
Pamplin Media Group 
Accounting Credit/Collections manager 
jmcclaren@pamplinmedia.com 
Phone:971-204-7710 
Fax:971-204-7702 
 

From: Pete Walter [mailto:pwalter@orcity.org]  
Sent: Monday, August 12, 2019 2:16 PM 
To: Jaime McClaren <jmcclaren@pamplinmedia.com> 
Subject: Public Notice - Oregon City 
 
Hi Louise, 
 
Please can you publish the attached public notice in the OC News / Clack Review at least 20 days prior to September 23? 
 
Thank you! 
 
Pete Walter  
 

 
Peter Walter, AICP, Senior Planner 
Community Development – Planning 
698 Warner Parrott Rd, Oregon City, OR 97045 
(503) 496-1568 Direct 
(503) 722-3789 Main 
Email: pwalter@orcity.org 
Website  
Interactive Maps and Apps 
Draft Housing and Other Development Code Amendments 
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the  
State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the public. 
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OREGON Community Development- Planning

CITY 698 Warner Parrott Rd |Oregon City OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880

AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING OF NOTICE FOR LAND USE APPLICATIONS

Applicant / Owner:
Nathan and Desiree Rowland
13310 SEValemont Ln
Happy Valley,OR 97086

Project: PR-135-2019
Files: GLUA-19-00021 / AN-19-00002 / SUB-19-00001 /
ZC-19-00002
Description: Annexation of 1 acre, Re-zone to R-3.5,
Subdivide into 7 lots
Location: 14576 S Maplelane Rd, Oregon City, Oregon
97045
Legal Description: Clackamas County Map
3-2E-04DB,Tax Lot 00200
Application Submitted: 06/25/2019
Application Complete: 07/25/2019
120 Day Decision Deadline:11/22/2019
PC Hearing Date: September 23, 2019

Your application requires the posting of signs on the subject site that provides a brief description of your
development and requests comments from the public. This notice must be posted 20 days prior to the first
evidentiary public hearing.

The applicant shall place the notices on each frontage of the subject property. If the property's frontage
exceeds six hundred feet, the applicant shall post one copy of the notice for each six hundred feet or fraction
thereof. Notices do not have to be posted adjacent to alleys or unconstructed right-of-way. Notices shall be
posted within ten feet of the street and shall be visible to pedestrians and motorists. Notices shall not be
posted within the public right-of-way or on trees. The applicant shall remove all signs within ten days
following the event announced in the notice.

It is the applicant's responsibility to ensure that the sign remains clearly visible during the public comment
period. The signs shall be posted by Tuesday, September 3rd, 2019 so that they are clearly visible along the
street fronting the property. A map is enclosed distinguishing the location of where the signs should be
posted. The signs shall remain posted until after the Planning Commission closes the Public Hearing. If you
have any questions please contact Planning at (503) 722-3789.

PLEASE SIGN AND RETURN THIS NOTICE TO THE PLANNING DIVISION

/ ‘ l ' * Posted the required signs on the subject
err/ent of the Oregon City Municipal Code. If there is any delay in

I hereby certify that on (date)
site in accordance with the require
the city's land use process caused by the applicant's failure to correctly post the subject property for
the required period of time and in the correct location, the applicant agrees to extend the one-
hundred-twenty-day period in a timely manner.

Applicant



ALEXANDER KEVIN ROBERT & KELLY LYNN

14611 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

ANDERSON BRIAN

18664 WHITEHORSE CT

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

ASHBY ATHEN & SUZY

18719 NUTMEG LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

BLETSCHER ROBERT C & CARRIE P

18687 CLEARWATER PL

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

BOOM GARY E

14594 S MAPLELANE RD

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

BRINKERHOFF SONYA A

18703 NUTMEG LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

CUNNINGHAM GREGORY DEAN

14530 S MAPLELANE RD

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

CURTISS STEVE C

14599 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

DAY MICHAEL & ANGELA MARIE

14551 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

DETOUR MICHELLE C

18656 WHITEHORSE CT

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

ELMER LISA ANGELA

14697 OREGON IRIS WAY

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

GARRETT THOMAS EDWIN

14575 SUGAR PINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

GRIGGS KAREN A

18699 CLEARWATER PL

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

HERNANDEZ JUAN R CHOCKEE

18720 NUTMEG LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

HERRMANN JUDITH K TRUSTEE

PO BOX 2064

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

HILL DANIEL J & LINDA K

18690 WHITEHORSE CT

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

HODGKINSON M J & D L ABERLE-HODGKINSON

18711 NUTMEG LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

HOLZWORTH CARLTON W

18740 YELLOW WOOD RD

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

HONEYCUTT PHYLLIS E TRUSTEE

17731 S HOLLY LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

HYDE COLBY A & MARISSA A

14563 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

JAMES KAREN

14576 S MAPLELANE RD

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

JONES JOHN & EVA K

16999 S BRADLEY RD

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

KOLLER MICHAEL C & ANDRA L

18675 CLEARWATER PL

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

KRUEGER REBECCA M & RICKY H

18682 WHITEHORSE CT

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

MARTIN HAL JR & NANCY

18695 NUTMEG LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

MUNROE VICTORIA S & WAYNE W

14647 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

NITZKE GABRIELLE NADEAU

18727 NUTMEG LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

OLIVER RYAN MICHAEL & TONIA NICOLE

14614 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

PEARSON JANE E

14635 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

PETERSON CARRIE L

14695 PURPLE ASH WAY

OREGON CITY, OR  97045



RIPPE JERRY

14696 OREGON IRIS WAY

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

RUSH JOHN C TRUSTEE

18674 WHITEHORSE CT

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

SAYRE JONI L

14566 MAPLELANE RD

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

SMITH BRANDON M

14623 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

SOBELSON DAVID A

14602 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

WOLFE JUSTIN & CHRISTA BOSSERMAN

14578 SUGARPINE ST

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

WOODFILL KEVIN B

18687 NUTMEG LN

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

YOUNGER ROCKY

PO BOX 1337

OREGON CITY, OR  97045

Caufield NA Chair

20153 Woodglen Way

Oregon City, OR  97045



Staff Report

City of Oregon City 625 Center Street

Oregon City, OR 97045

503-657-0891

File Number: 19-590

Agenda Date:   Status: Agenda Ready

To: Planning Commission Agenda #: 4a.

From: Community Development Director Laura Terway File Type: Presentation

SUBJECT: 

Buildable Land Inventory and Preliminary Housing Needs Analysis Presentation

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Motion):

Information only.

 

BACKGROUND:

Staff will present a summary of Oregon City's preliminary Housing Needs Analysis (HNA). The 

consulting firm ECONorthwest recently completed the Clackamas County Housing Needs 

Analysis and Buildable Land Inventory. The report includes an analysis of the unincorporated parts 

of urban Clackamas County and many of the cities in Clackamas County, including Oregon City. A 

copy Oregon City's section as well as the full report are attached.

 

The HNA memorandum provides information about the characteristics and conditions of the City’s 

housing market and serves as a starting point for further evaluation of the City’s housing needs 

and housing policies.  Though the preliminary report concludes some additional land may be 

needed, the report includes a fair number of assumptions which require vetting through an 

additional public process.

 

As part of the upcoming Comprehensive Plan update process, the preliminary HNA will be 

finalized and staff also applied for a grant for a supplemental HNA which is likely to include 

additional information such as: 

- More local context for understanding the financial feasibility and other potential impacts of 

redevelopment within the city.

- The availability and needs of housing options by cost and type; 

- The locations of housing options by cost and type; and

- Incorporation of recent amendments to the Oregon City Municipal Code and policies.
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ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 366 

Oregon City Baseline Housing Needs Analysis 

DATE:  June 26, 2019 
TO:  Peter Walter, City of Oregon City 
CC: Dan Chandler and Martha Fritzie, Clackamas County 
FROM:  Beth Goodman and Sadie DiNatale, ECONorthwest 
SUBJECT: OREGON CITY BASELINE HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Clackamas County and a few cities within the county have worked together to develop a 
Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) and Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI).185 The purpose of the 
project is to provide information to the County about Clackamas County’s housing market and 
to provide a basis for updating the County’s housing policies. The project also provides 
participating cities in Clackamas County with a baseline housing needs analysis.  

This memorandum serves as Oregon City’s preliminary HNA. The City can use the information 
in the Clackamas County HNA and the information in the City’s baseline housing needs 
analysis as the basis for developing a full housing needs analysis, which would include more 
information about housing needs by income and more information about demographics and the 
housing market. This baseline HNA memorandum provides information to staff and decision 
makers about the characteristics and conditions of the city’s housing market and serves as a 
starting point for further evaluation of the city’s housing needs and housing policies. To 
complete a full HNA, the City will need to have discussions with decision makers about the key 
issues identified in this memorandum about housing need in Oregon City and decide on policy 
directions for addressing the issues. 

Oregon City is currently in the final stages of adopting development and housing code 
amendments with the intent of removing barriers to equitable housing. Oregon City will use the 
information in this baseline HNA to augment, inform, and refine the existing code amendment 
analysis. The City is about to embark on an update of its Comprehensive Plan, which will 
provide an opportunity for continuing discussions of Oregon City’s housing needs. 

This analysis demonstrates that Oregon City has a surplus of capacity of vacant land zoned for 
residential uses within the Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) over the next 20 years, except 
for High Density Residential. The City will need to identify opportunities to meet the need for 
multifamily housing that can not be accommodated in High Density Residential through 
policies such as those that support redevelopment, development of more multifamily in mixed 
use commercial areas, increases in multifamily density, rezoning land to the High Density 
Residential designation, or a combination of one or more of these approaches.  

 
185 This project is funded through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). 
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The City does have a sufficient supply of projected housing within Oregon City and the 
adjacent UGB to accommodate the housing needs for the next 20 years. As a best practice, the 
City should consider a long-term approach to maintain an adequate supply by striving for a 
greater variety of housing types and affordability as identified in the Comprehensive Plan.  

Organization of this Memorandum 
The contents of this memorandum include the following sections: 

§ Comprehensive Plan and other Background  

§ Baseline Housing Forecast 

§ Buildable Lands Inventory Results   

§ Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 

§ Next Steps 

In addition, Appendix B of the Clackamas County HNA provides the factual basis for the 
analysis in the baseline housing needs analysis.  

Comprehensive Plan and other Background 
The Oregon City Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2004 and provides citywide goals and 
policies related to housing. Based on the Housing Technical Report from 2002, the plan 
generally identifies a need for providing and maintaining a variety of housing types, lot sizes, 
and affordable housing. Though housing and associated infrastructure is discussed throughout 
the document, a majority of the discussion may be found in Section 2 and 10.  

The population of homeless residences in Oregon City has increased significantly over the past 
few years. Though the associated statistics are sparse and not statistically accounted for in this 
analysis, point in time counts confirm an increasing trend. The City Commission has approved 
Resolutions over the past few years to allow overnight warming shelters from 7am – 7pm 
during the winter months each day that the outside temperature is 33 degrees or below, 
including wind chill factor, as measured by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration. For the 2018-2019 winter season there were 9,095 total bed nights across the 
Clackamas County warming shelter system of 5 warming shelter sites. Two of the sites were in 
Oregon City and accounted for 3,594 bed nights, or 39.5% of the total County facilities. 

The City Commission has identified housing and homelessness as a top priority. The 2017-2019 
City Commission goals included identification of partnerships, programs, and funding to 
address homelessness, working with regional partners to identify tools and programs to 
increase affordable housing and housing affordability, and review local regulations and 
processes to remove barriers and provide incentives to additional housing opportunities. The 
2019-2021 goals included working with regional partners to identify additional funding and 
provide increased education on resources available to reduce and prevent homelessness in the 
community and review the potential implementation of an affordable housing construction 
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excise tax and how revenues could be distributed and invested into programs and projects to 
reduce housing costs and provide affordable housing opportunities. 

Baseline Housing Forecast for 2019 to 2039 
The purpose of Oregon City’s baseline housing forecast is to estimate future housing need in 
Oregon City to provide the basis for additional analysis of housing need and discussions about 
housing policies. If Oregon City develops a complete Housing Needs Analysis, the baseline 
analysis in this memorandum can provide the starting point for that analysis.  

The baseline housing needs analysis is based on: (1) Metro’s official forecast for household 
growth in Oregon City over the 20-year planning period, (2) information about Oregon City’s 
housing market, and (3) the demographic composition of Oregon City’s existing population and 
expected long-term changes in the demographics of Clackamas County. This analysis pulls 
information about Oregon City’s demographic and socioeconomic characteristics and housing 
market from Appendix B Housing Trends. 

Forecast for Housing Growth 
A 20-year household forecast (in this instance for 2019 to 2039) is the foundation for estimating 
needed new dwelling units. The forecast for Oregon City is based on Metro’s 2040 Household 

Distributed Forecast, 2016. Exhibit 337 shows Oregon City will grow from 13,189 households in 
2019186 to 16,047 households in 2039, an increase of 2,858 households.187 According to Metro, this 
is a forecast for the city limits for Oregon City. However, Oregon City generally plans for the 
area within the city limits and areas outside the city limits to the Metro UGB. It is reasonable to 
assume that most (and likely all) of this area (within the city limits and to the Metro UGB) is 
included in this forecast.188 Throughout this memorandum, when we refer to Oregon City, we 
mean this geography (as shown in Exhibit 386). 

While the forecast in Exhibit 337 is a forecast for new households, we assume that each 
household will need a dwelling unit. The new 2,858 households in Exhibit 337 will result in a 

 
186 Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast shows that in 2015 the Oregon City’s city limits had 12,682 
households. The Metro forecast shows Oregon City growing to 16,206 households in 2040, an average annual growth 
rate of 0.97% for the 25-year period. Using this growth rate, ECONorthwest extrapolated the forecast to 2019 (13,189 
households) and 2039 (16,047 households). 
 
Oregon City’s Transportation Systems Plan (TSP) uses a different forecast for housing. The forecast in this document 
is based on the most recent forecast for growth in Oregon City. It is the forecast that the City is required to use in a 
housing needs analysis.  
187 This forecast is based on Oregon City’s (city limits) official household forecast from Metro for the 2019 to 2039 
period.  
188 The Metro forecast builds from a forecast of household growth by transportation analysis zones (TAZ). There are a 
number of TAZ that include land within the city limits and land between the city limits and Metro UGB. We assume 
the growth within these TAZ is included in the Metro forecast in Exhibit 337. Only TAZ 733 is adjacent to Oregon 
City and completely outside the city limits but within the Metro UGB. The forecast for growth in TAZ 733 is 
relatively small and may be included in the forecast for Oregon City’s city limits.  
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need for 2,858 new dwelling units in the Oregon City Planning Area. Throughout the remainder 
of this memorandum, we refer to this growth as growth in dwelling units. 

Oregon City will have 
demand for 2,858 new 
dwelling units over the 
20-year period, with an 
annual average growth of 
143 dwelling units. 

Exhibit 379. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Oregon 
City, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast, July 12, 2016. Calculations by 
ECONorthwest. 

 

Housing Units Needed  
Exhibit 337 presents a forecast of new housing in Oregon City for the 2019 to 2039 period. This 
section determines the mix and density needed to meet State requirements (OAR 660-007) and 
meet the housing needs of Oregon City residents.  

The preliminary conclusion for Oregon City is that, over the next 20-years, the need for new 
housing in Oregon City will generally include a wider range of housing types and housing that 
is more affordable. This conclusion is consistent with housing need in other cities in Clackamas 
County, the Portland Region,189 most cities across the State, and the recommendations of 
Oregon City’s own Equitable Housing project.190 This conclusion is based on the following 
information, found in Appendix B:191 

§ Oregon City’s housing mix, like Clackamas County’s, is predominately single-family 
detached. In the 2013-2017 period, 74% of Oregon City’s housing was single-family 
detached, 6% was single-family attached, and 20% was multifamily. In comparison, the 
mix of housing for the entire Portland Region was 63% single-family detached, 5% 
single-family attached, and 32% multifamily. 

§ Demographic changes across the Portland Region (and in Oregon City) suggest 
increases in demand for single-family attached housing and multifamily housing. The 
key demographic trends that will affect Oregon City’s future housing needs are:  

o The aging of the Baby Boomers. In 2012-2016, 18% of Oregon City’s population 
was over 60 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, the share of people over 60 years 
old is expected to stay relatively constant in Clackamas County, from 26% of the 

 
189 The Portland Region is defined as all of Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
190 https://www.orcity.org/planning/equitable-housing  
191 Appendix B presents detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing affordability data. This section 
summarizes key findings from Appendix B for Oregon City.  

Variable
New Dwelling Units

(2019-2039)
Household Forecast 2019 13,189                    
Household Forecast 2039 16,047                    
Total New Dwelling Units (2019-2039) 2,858                      

Annual Average of New Dwelling Units 143                         



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 370 

population to 27% of the population.192 The aging of the Baby Boomers may have 
a smaller impact in Oregon City than in some cities in the County because 
Oregon City has a smaller share of people over 60 years of age. The City will be 
affected by retirement and the changing housing needs of Baby Boomers as their 
households become smaller and some choose to downsize into smaller homes or 
are unable to stay in their current homes because of health or other issues.  

o The aging of the Millennials. In 2012-2016, 28% of Oregon City’s population was 
between 20 and 40 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, Millennials are expected to 
grow from 23% of Clackamas County’s population to 28% of the population, an 
increase of 5% in the share of the population.193 Homeownership rates for 
Millennials will increase as they continue to form their own households. Oregon 
City has a larger share of Millennials than the County. As a result, the City may 
have increased demand for relatively affordable housing types, for both 
ownership and rent, over the planning period.  

o The continued growth in Latinx populations. From 2000 to the 2012-2016 period, 
the share of Oregon City’s Latinx population increased from 5% of the 
population to 8% of the population, an increase of 3% in the share of the 
population. At the same time, the share of Latinx increased by 3% in Clackamas 
County and 4% in the Portland Region. Continued growth in Latinx households 
will increase need for larger units (to accommodate larger, sometimes 
multigenerational households) and relatively affordable housing.  

§ Oregon City’s median household income was $65,548, about $3,400 lower than 
Clackamas County’s median. Approximately 36% of Oregon City households earn less 
than $50,000 per year, compared to 35% in Clackamas County and 40% in the Portland 
Region. 

§ About 35% of Oregon City’s households are cost burdened (paying 30% or more of their 
household income on housing costs).194 About 50% of Oregon City’s renters are cost 
burdened and about 28% of Oregon City’s homeowners are cost burdened. Cost burden 
rates in Oregon City are very similar to those in the Portland Region.  

§ About 33% of Oregon City’s households are renters, 58% of whom live in multifamily 
housing. Median rents in Oregon City are $1,053 per month, compared to the $1,091 
median rent for Clackamas County as a whole.  

A household earning 60% of Oregon City’s median household income ($39,329) could 
afford about $983 per month in rent, compared with the median gross rent of $1,053. 
However, about 20% of Oregon City’s housing stock is multifamily, compared to 32% of 

 
192 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
193 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
194 The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% 
of their income on housing experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on 
housing experience “severe cost burden.” 
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the housing in the Portland Region. The comparatively small share of multifamily units 
may constrain opportunities to rent in Oregon City.  

§ Housing sales prices increased in Oregon City over the last three years but at a slower 
rate than the entire County. From February 2015 to February 2019, the median housing 
sale price increased by $159,600 (60%), from $264,000 to $423,500.195 At the same time, 
the median housing home sale price in Clackamas County increased by $136,700 (46%), 
from $298,000 to $435,500.196 Oregon City has a lower average rent and home price than 
many other nearby jurisdictions. Because of the relatively lower cost of housing 
compared to other cities within the region and the increase in jobs and amenities 
anticipated over the next 20 years, Oregon City may be an increasingly desirable place to 
locate. 

a. A household earning 60% of Oregon City’s median household income could afford a 
home valued between about $138,000 to $157,000, which is less than the median home 
sales price of about $395,000 in Oregon City. A household earning median income 
($65,548) could afford a home valued between about $229,000 to $262,000, which is also 
less than the median home sales price of about $395,000 in Oregon City. A household 
can start to afford median home sale prices at about 155% of Oregon City’s median 
household income. 

These factors suggest that Oregon City needs a broader range of housing types with a wider 
range of price points than are currently available in Oregon City’s housing stock. This includes 
providing opportunity for development of housing types such as: smaller single-family 
detached housing (e.g., cottages or small-lot single-family detached units), townhouses, 
duplexes and quad-plexes, small apartment buildings, and larger apartment buildings.  

  

 
195 Property Radar. 
196 Property Radar. 
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Exhibit 338 shows a forecast for housing growth in the Oregon City during the 2019 to 2039 
period. The projection is based on the following assumptions: 

§ Exhibit 337 shows that Metro forecasts growth 2,858 new dwelling units in Oregon City 
over the 20-year period. 

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 338 are consistent with the 
requirements of OAR 660-007:197 

o About 50% of new housing will be single-family detached, in medium and 
low-density areas, a category which includes manufactured housing and cottage 
clusters. In 2013-2017, 74% of Oregon City’s housing was single-family detached. 
Single-family detached housing includes traditional single-family detached units, 
manufactured homes (on individual lots and in parks), accessory dwelling units, 
and other detached housing types such as cottage housing. 

o Nearly 20% of new housing will be single-family attached units in medium 
and high-density areas. In 2013-2017, 6% of Oregon City’s housing was single-
family attached. Single-family attached housing is townhouse or a row house 
type of housing. 

o About 30% of new housing will be multifamily in high density and mixed-use 
areas. In 2013-2017, 20% of Oregon City’s housing was multifamily. Multifamily 
housing includes duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, and all structures with five or 
more units.  

The City is in the process of updating the zoning code to allow for a greater variety of housing 
types such as duplexes, tri-plexes, and quad-plexes in low and medium density areas. Under 
the new changes, duplexes will be considered a type of single-family attached housing, but for 
this analysis, we grouped duplexes with multifamily housing for consistency with the other 
housing needs analysis in the project. In addition, the proposed code redefines multifamily 
housing as structures with three or more units, but it is changing the definition to five or more 
units per lot, and separating redefining tri- and quad-plexes as single-family attached housing. 
Tri-plexes and quad-plexes will be defined separately under the zoning code. This analysis 
assumes that duplexes, tri-plexes, and quad-plexes are part of the forecast for multifamily 
housing and that townhouses are part of the forecast for single-family attached housing.  

 
197 OAR 660-007-0030(1) requires that most Metro cities “…provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new 
residential units to be attached single family housing or multiple family housing…”  
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Oregon City will have 
demand for 2,858 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, 50% of which 
are forecast to be single-
family detached housing. 

Exhibit 380. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Oregon 
City, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. 
However, we describe redevelopment potential later in the document. 

Exhibit 381 allocates housing to plan designations in Oregon City. The allocation is based, in 
part, on the types of housing allowed in the zoning designations in each plan designation by 
zone. Exhibit 381 shows: 

§ Low Density Residential (R-10, R-8, R-6) land will accommodate new single-family 
detached housing, accessory dwelling units, and cluster housing. The City is in the 
process of making code amendments to allow corner lot duplexes on low density 
residential lands.  

§ Medium Density Residential (R-3.5, R-5) land will accommodate new single-family 
detached housing, accessory dwelling units, and cottage housing. R-3.5 will also 
accommodate single-family attached housing and duplexes. The City is in the process 
of making code amendments to allow manufactured homes and parks, single-family 
attached housing, corner duplexes, and tri- and quad-plexes in areas zoned R-3.5. Code 
amendments will allow cluster housing on Medium Density residential lands. 

§ High Density Residential (R-2) land will accommodate multifamily housing and 
live/work units. The City is in the process of making code amendments to allow 
accessory dwelling units (for existing single-family detached housing), duplexes 
(including corner duplexes), single-family attached housing, tri- and quad-plexes, 
multifamily housing, and cluster housing. 

§ Commercial (MUD, MUC 1, MUC 2, NC, HC) land, depending on the zone, will 
accommodate single-family detached, single-family attached, duplexes, multifamily, 
live/work units, and accessory dwelling units. 

Variable
Mix of New Housing 
Units (2019-2039)

Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,858
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 50%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 1,429

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 20%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 572

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 30%

Total new multifamily 857
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,858
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Exhibit 381. Allocation of housing by housing type and plan designation, Oregon City (city limits), 
2019 to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

§  

§ Exhibit 340 presents a forecast of future housing density based on historical densities in 
Oregon City (presented in Appendix B).  

§ Exhibit 340 shows an estimate of baseline densities for future development.  

Exhibit 340 converts between net acres and gross acres198 to account for land needed for rights-
of-way based on empirical analysis of existing rights-of-way by plan designation in Oregon 
City.  

§ Low Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 5.2 
dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is needed for 
rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the 
future density will be 4.7 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres 
the future density will be 4.3 dwelling units per gross acre.  

§ Medium Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 
10.7 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is 
needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 
acres the future density will be 9.7 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 
1.0 acres the future density will be 8.7 dwelling units per gross acre.  

§ High Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 
21.8 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is 
needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 

 
198 Metro’s methodology about net-to-gross assumptions are that: (1) tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for 
future streets; (2) tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets; and (3) tax lots greater 
than an acre assumes an 18.5% set aside for future streets. The analysis assumes an 18.5% assumption for future 
streets. 

Comprehensive Plan 
Designation

Low Density Medium 
Density

High Density Commercial 
Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 999          430            -               -           1,429      
Single-family attached -           429            114              29            572         
Multifamily 17            28              715              97            857         

Total 1,016       887            829              126          2,858      
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 35% 15% 0% 0% 50%
Single-family attached 0% 15% 4% 1% 20%
Multifamily 1% 1% 25% 3% 30%

Total 36% 31% 29% 4% 100%

Residential Plan Designations
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acres the future density will be 19.6 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 
1.0 acres the future density will be 17.7 dwelling units per gross acre.  

§ Commercial: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 11.3 dwelling 
units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is needed for rights-
of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the future 
density will be 10.1 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres the 
future density will be 9.2 dwelling units per gross acre.  

Exhibit 382. Future housing densities accounting for land for rights-of-way, Oregon City (city 
limits)199 
Source: ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

  

 
199 The analysis of historical densities was housing developed between 2000 and 2018. The analysis of land in rights-
of-way is based on analysis of existing development patterns and percentages of land in rights-of-way in 2018. 

Residential Plan 
Designation 

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Low Density Residential 5.2 0% 5.2 5.2 10% 4.7 5.2 18.5% 4.3
Medium Density Residential 10.7 0% 10.7 10.7 10% 9.7 10.7 18.5% 8.7
High Density Residential 21.8 0% 21.8 21.8 10% 19.6 21.8 18.5% 17.7
Commercial 11.3 0% 11.3 11.3 10% 10.1 11.3 18.5% 9.2

Tax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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Housing Need by Income Level 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

The analysis in Exhibit 79 is based on American Community Survey data about income levels 
for existing households in Oregon City. Income is categorized into market segments consistent 
with HUD income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 Median Family Income 
(MFI) of $81,400. The Exhibit is based on current household income distribution, assuming that 
approximately the same percentage of households will be in each market segment in the 
future.200  

About 27% of Oregon City’s 
future households will have 
income below 50% of 
Clackamas County’s 
median family income (less 
than $40,700 in 2016 
dollars) and about 31% will 
have incomes between 
50% and 120% of the 
county’s MFI (between 
$40,700 and $97,680).  
This trend shows a 
substantial need for higher-
amenity housing types and 
for more affordable housing 
types (government-
subsidized, apartments, 
townhomes, duplexes, and 
single-family homes 
(manufactured housing, 
cottage clusters, and small-
lot single-family)). 

Exhibit 383. Future (New) Households, by Median Family Income 
(MFI) for Clackamas County ($81,400), percentages based on 
existing households by income in Oregon City, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 
ACS Table 19001. 

 

 

  

 
200 For example, 41% of Oregon City’s households had income above 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family 
Income in 2012-2016. This analysis assumes that 41% of the 2,858 new households that grow in Oregon City 2019-
2039 will have incomes over 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family Income. 
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Need for Government Assisted, Farmworker, and Manufactured Housing 
ORS 197.303, 197.307, 197.312, and 197.314 requires cities to plan for government-assisted 
housing, farmworker housing, manufactured housing on lots, and manufactured housing in 
parks. 

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government subsidies can apply to all housing types 
(e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). Oregon City allows development of 
government-assisted housing in all residential plan designations, with the same 
development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that Oregon City 
will continue to allow government housing in all of its residential plan designations. 
Because government assisted housing is similar in character to other housing (with the 
exception being the subsidies), it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
government-subsidized housing. Clackamas County has 610 units of government-
subsidized housing.201 In addition, a 24-unit project currently under construction on 
Pleasant Avenue will provide housing for chronically homeless and severely low-
income veterans and their families at or below 30% AMI. 

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can also apply to all housing types and the 
City allows development of farmworker housing in all residential plan designations, 
with the same development standards as market-rate housing. This analysis assumes 
that Oregon City will continue to allow this housing in all of its residential plan 
designations. Because it is similar in character to other housing (with the possible 
exception of government subsidies, if population restricted), it is not necessary to 
develop separate forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. Oregon City allows manufactured homes on lots in the 
zones which single-family detached housing is allowed. Oregon City does not have 
special siting requirements for manufactured homes. Since manufactured homes are 
subject to the same siting requirements as site-built homes, it is not necessary to develop 
separate forecasts for manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory the mobile 
home or manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally 
used for commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to 
the Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,202 Oregon City has four manufactured home parks within city limits,203 with 
345 spaces. Oregon City has two manufactured home parks within the UGB,204 with 540 

 
201 According to the Oregon Housing and Community Services database of government-subsidized housing.  
202 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
203 Clairmont, Mt. Pleasant, Cherry Lane, and Char Diaz Estate 
204 Forest Park, Country Village 
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spaces.205 The proposed code amendments will allow an opportunity for new 
manufactured housing parks to be created as well as expansion of existing facilities. 

ORS 197.480(2) requires Oregon City to project need for manufactured dwelling parks 
based on: (1) population projections, (2) household income levels, (3) housing market 
trends, and (4) an inventory of manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and 
zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial, or high density residential.  

o Exhibit 337 shows that Oregon City will need 2,858 dwelling units over the 2019 
to 2039 period.  

o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 27% of Oregon City’s new 
households will be extremely- or very-low income, earning 50% or less of the 
region’s median family income. One type of housing affordable to these 
households is manufactured housing. 

o Manufactured housing in parks accounts for about 2.6% (about 345 dwelling 
units) of Oregon City’s current housing stock.  

o National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that manufactured 
housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, between 2000 
and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more than 2,700 spaces. 
Discussions with several stakeholders familiar with manufactured home park 
trends suggest that over the same period, few to no new manufactured home 
parks have opened in Oregon.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (between 30% to 50% of MFI), which 
include 20% of Oregon City’s households. However, households in other income 
categories may live in manufactured homes in parks.  
 
The national and state trends of closure of manufactured home parks, and the 
fact that no new manufactured home parks have opened in Oregon in over the 
last 15 years, demonstrate that development of new manufactured home parks in 
Oregon City is unlikely.  
 
Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in Oregon City (and most of the Portland Region) over the planning 
period is unlikely over the 2019 to 2039 period. It is, however, likely that 
manufactured homes will continue to locate on individual lots in Oregon City 
and that existing parks may add additional units. The forecast of housing 
assumes that no new manufactured home parks will be opened in Oregon City 
over the 2019 to 2039 period. The forecast includes new manufactured homes on 
lots in the category of single-family detached housing. 

 
205 City of Oregon City, with space count from Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured 
Dwelling Park Directory, http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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o Over the next 20 years (or longer) one or more manufactured home parks may 
close in Oregon City. This may be a result of manufactured home park 
landowners selling or redeveloping their land for uses with higher rates of 
return, rather than lack of demand for spaces in manufactured home parks. 
Manufactured home parks contribute to the supply of low-cost affordable 
housing options, especially for affordable homeownership.  
 
In addition to statewide regulation of the closure of manufactured home parks 
designed to lessen the financial difficulties of this closure for park residents,206 
Oregon City also has locally adopted manufactured home park closure 
regulations.207 In the case of manufactured home park closures, the City has a 
role to play in ensuring that there are opportunities for housing for the displaced 
residents. The City’s primary roles are to ensure that there is sufficient land 
zoned for new multifamily housing and to reduce barriers to residential 
development to allow for development of new, relatively affordable housing. 
The City may use a range of policies to encourage development of relatively 
affordable housing, such as allowing a wider range of moderate density housing 
(e.g., duplexes or 3-4 plexes) in the Low-Density and Medium-Density zones, 
designating more land for multifamily housing, removing barriers to multifamily 
housing development, using tax credits to support affordable housing 
production, developing an inclusionary zoning policy, or partnering with a 
developer of government-subsidized affordable housing.  

  

 
206 ORS 90.645 regulates rules about closure of manufactured dwelling parks. It requires that the landlord must do the 
following for manufactured dwelling park tenants before closure of the park: give at least one year’s notice of park 
closure, pay the tenant between $5,000 to $9,000 for each manufactured dwelling park space, and cannot charge 
tenants for demolition costs of abandoned manufactured homes.  
207 
https://library.municode.com/or/oregon_city/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT15BUCO_CH15.52MAHOPACL 
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Buildable Land Inventory 
This section provides a summary of the residential buildable lands inventory (BLI) for Oregon 
City (city limits and adjacent Urban Growth Boundary). This buildable land inventory analysis 
complies with statewide planning Goal 10 policies that govern planning for residential uses. 
This section presents a summary of existing vacant and partially vacant land in Oregon City 
that excludes land with constraints that limit or prohibit development such as slopes over 25% 
or floodplains.  

The City does have a variety of plan designations which allow residential as well as non-
residential uses.208 As the inventory is intended to identify the amount of land available for 
residential land, the land zoned for mixed use was included, such as the Mixed Use Corridor 
zone, which are within the Central Commercial and General Commercial designations. The 
inventory does not include redevelopable land but it does summarize redevelopment potential 
in terms of dwelling units. The Buildable Land Inventory and the methodology are presented 
in more detail in Appendix A. 

Vacant and Partially Vacant Land 
Exhibit 384 shows Oregon City has 866 unconstrained buildable acres of residentially zoned 
land and 73 acres of vacant Commercial land (where housing is an outright permitted use). 
About 37% of Oregon City’s unconstrained buildable residential land is vacant and 63% are in 
tax lots classified as partially vacant. About 49% of Oregon City’s unconstrained buildable 
residential land is in the Low-Density Residential Plan Designation. 

  

 
208 The BLI included the following Plan Designations: Low Density Residential, Low Density Residential – 
Manufactured Homes, Medium Density Residential, High Density Residential, Central Commercial, General 
Commercial, Future Urban, Parks, and Quasi-Public. 
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Exhibit 384. Unconstrained buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, Oregon City (city limits and adjacent UGB), 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

Exhibit 385 shows buildable acres by size of parcels (e.g., acres in tax lots after constraints are 
deducted) for vacant and partially vacant land by Plan Designation. Of Oregon City’s 940 
unconstrained buildable residential acres, about 73% are in tax lots larger than one acre. 

Exhibit 385. Buildable acres, by size of parcel, in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, Oregon City (city limits and adjacent UGB), 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

Exhibit 386 show the results of Oregon City’s BLI. Much of the land is located within urban 
growth boundary expansion areas with other properties identified in the Park Place 
neighborhood, and the southern half of the City. 
 
 
  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 460 106 355
Medium Density Residential 386 163 224
High Density Residential 20 9 10

Commercial
Central Commercial 72 66 7
General Commercial 1 1 0

Other
Future Urban 0 0 0

Total 940 344 596

Plan Designation 
Tax Lots 

Smaller than 
0.38 acre

Tax Lots ≥ 
0.38 and ≤ 

1.0 acre

Tax Lots 
larger than 

1.0 acre
Total

Residential
Low Density Residential 78 97 286 460
Medium Density Residential 23 38 325 386
High Density Residential 2 1 17 20
Commercial

Central Commercial 3 9 61 72
General Commercial 1 0 0 1
Other

Future Urban 0 0 0 0
Total 105 145 690 940
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period, a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro, our regional 
government, models the likelihood of properties to redevelop. Though the details are described 
in Metro’s Buildable Lands Inventory dated November 21, 2018, two “filters” are used to 
identify lots with the potential to redevelop.209 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB, the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lot’s current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probability of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Oregon City BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on developed 
lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with Metro 
staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres. As the inventory is intended to identify the amount of land 
available for residential land, the land zoned for mixed use was included.  

Exhibit 387 shows that Metro estimates that Oregon City has redevelopment capacity for 5,726 
new dwelling units on lands with existing development. About 1,626 units of potential 
redevelopment capacity is identified in the residential areas (Low Density, Medium Density, 
and High Density) and an additional 4,100 units of potential capacity were identified in 
Commercial zones.  

This analysis shows a considerable amount of redevelopment potential in Oregon City, 
especially in commercial areas. The City may want to do further analysis to provide more local 
context for understanding the financial feasibility and other potential impacts of redevelopment 
within the city. For example, the effect of financial incentive policies or programs necessary to 
support redevelopment in particular areas such as Opportunity Zones and Vertical Housing 
Development Zones. Redevelopment can be complicated and expensive and may require 

 
209 Oregon Metro. Appendix 2: Buildable Lands Inventory. November 21, 2018. 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2018/12/03/Appendix2-BuildableLandsInventory_12032018.pdf 
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additional effort from the City to achieve the amounts of redevelopment presented in Exhibit 
387 over the 20-year planning period. 

Exhibit 387. Potential redevelopment capacity by plan designation,  
Oregon City (city limits and adjacent UGB), 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

This memorandum does not assume that all of the redevelopment potential in Exhibit 387 will 
materialize over the 20-year planning period. We recommend that the City conduct further 
analysis about redevelopment potential to better understand where redevelopment may occur 
and how much redevelopment is likely over the 20-year planning period. This analysis may 
include a more detailed review of Metro’s redevelopment analysis, evaluation of historical 
redevelopment trends, and analysis of areas where redevelopment is more likely to occur in 
Oregon City. In addition, the City may want to consider what, if any, policies it will use to 
support redevelopment, such as urban renewal.  

  

Plan Designation
Estimated 

Redevelopment 
Units

Residential
Low Density Residential 660                 
Medium Density Residential 233                 
High Density Residential 733                 

Commercial
Central Commercial 1,496              
General Commercial 2,604              

Total 5,726                 
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1. Introduction 
This report presents Clackamas County’s Regional Housing Needs Analysis for the 2019 to 2039 
period. It is intended to comply with statewide planning policies that govern planning for 
housing and residential development, including Goal 10 (Housing), OAR 660 Division 7, and 
OAR 660 Division 8. The methods used for this study generally follow the Planning for 
Residential Growth guidebook, published by the Oregon Transportation and Growth 
Management Program (1996). 

Clackamas County, like all of Oregon, is experiencing a housing affordability crisis. A key first 
step in addressing a crisis is to understand the nature of the crisis and the factors that are 
contributing to it. Towards that end, Clackamas County is conducting a Regional Housing 
Needs Analysis that provides information and research to deepen the understanding of the 
extent of housing affordability gaps and the factors that contribute to them.  

The key questions that this analysis helps answer for the County and participating cities within 
the county include:  

§ How much growth is forecast and where will growth occur?  

§ How much new housing will be needed as a result of growth?  

§ What social, economic, and demographic changes will drive housing needs across 
Clackamas County and the Portland Region?  

§ What types of housing products are needed to meet the demands of households as 
demographics change? 

§ What price points can households afford?  

§ What is the nature of existing housing supply? Do surpluses of certain types of 
housing exist? Do deficits of certain types of housing exist? How does the housing 
supply differ across the County? 

§ How much land is available for residential development? What is the distribution of 
developable residential land in cities and unincorporated areas across the County? 

This report provides Clackamas County with a factual basis to support future planning efforts 
related to housing and options for addressing unmet housing needs in Clackamas County. It is 
intended to support policy discussions occurring across Clackamas County, between the 
County and cities, within cities, and with workgroups such as the Clackamas County Housing 
Affordability and Homelessness Task Force.  
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Organization of this Report 
The main body of this report (chapters 2 through 6) focus on housing need in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County within the Metro UGB (as shown in Exhibit 1), with 
information included about Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County outside the Metro UGB.  

A major effort in this project was understanding housing needs for cities participating in the 
project, development of buildable lands inventory and baseline housing forecasts, which are 
together a baseline housing needs analysis (HNA). The purpose of this analysis was to help the 
cities understand whether they have enough residential development capacity to accommodate 
growth and to better understand their housing needs. The baseline HNA is not a full housing 
needs analysis. What is lacking in the baseline HNA is incorporation of local understanding of 
the housing market and direction from decision makers about future housing policies. The 
baseline HNA provides information to begin those discussions. 

The status of Clackamas County cities in this project is as follows:  

§ Participating cities, where ECONorthwest developed a buildable lands inventory and 
baseline housing forecast, included: Estacada, Gladstone, Happy Valley, Molalla, Oregon 
City, West Linn, and Wilsonville. 

§ Small cities that did not participate, largely because of lack of staff capacity to assist with 
development of the baseline HNA include Barlow, Johnson City, and Rivergrove. 

§ Other cities that did not participate (where ECONorthwest did not develop a buildable 
lands inventory and baseline housing forecast), largely because they had recently 
completed an HNA, include Canby, Lake Oswego, Milwaukie, and Sandy. 

The rest of this document is organized as follows: 

§ Chapters of the report focused on housing needs in Unincorporated Clackamas County 

o Chapter 2. Residential Buildable Lands Inventory presents the methodology 
and results of Clackamas County’s inventory of residential land.  

o Chapter 3. Historical and Recent Development Trends summarizes the state, 
regional, and local housing market trends affecting Clackamas County’s housing 
market. 

o Chapter 4. Demographic and Other Factors Affecting Residential 
Development in Clackamas County presents factors that affect housing need in 
Clackamas County, focusing on the key determinants of housing need: age, 
income, and household composition. This chapter also describes housing 
affordability in Clackamas County relative to the larger region.  

o Chapter 5. Housing Need in Clackamas County presents the forecast for 
housing growth in Clackamas County, describing housing need by density 
ranges and income levels. 
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o Chapter 6. Residential Land Sufficiency within Clackamas County estimates 
Clackamas County’s residential land sufficiency needed to accommodate 
expected growth over the planning period. 

§ Appendices focused on the baseline housing needs analysis in participating cities. 

o Appendix A. Residential Buildable Lands Inventory provides more details into 
the general structure of the buildable land (supply) analysis. 

o Appendix B. Trends Affecting Housing Needs in Clackamas County presents 
detailed socio-economic and housing for Clackamas County and all of the cities 
within the County 

o Appendix C. Housing Needs for Cities in Clackamas County includes a 
memorandum for each participating city  presenting the baseline HNA, 
including a summary of the buildable lands inventory from Appendix A and a 
baseline housing forecast based on information in Appendix B, and an 
assessment of whether the city has sufficient residential capacity to accommodate 
growth. 

o Appendix D. Buildable Land Inventory for Molalla presents Molalla’s 2019 
Residential Buildable Land Inventory Results and Methodology Winterbrook 
Planning. 
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Clackamas County Geographies Used in the Analysis 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County are 
the core of the analysis presented in this report. Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County are 
unincorporated areas inside Metro’s Urban Growth Boundary and Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County are unincorporated areas outside Metro’s Urban Growth Boundary and the 
urban growth boundaries of rural cities. Exhibit 1 shows Urban and Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, along with the jurisdictional boundaries for the incorporated areas. The unit 
of analysis for Urban and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County is the block group level. 
Block groups in Unincorporated Clackamas County were determined and reviewed by 
ECONorthwest and Clackamas County staff.  

Geographic comparisons in the main report include Clackamas County, the Portland Region 
(Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County), and Oregon.  

Exhibit 1. Geographies Used in the Analysis 
Source: ECONorthwest. 
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Framework for a Housing Needs Analysis 
Economists view housing as a bundle of services for which people are willing to pay: shelter 
certainly, but also proximity to other attractions (job, shopping, recreation), amenities (type and 
quality of fixtures and appliances, landscaping, views), prestige, and access to public services 
(quality of schools). Because it is impossible to maximize all these services and simultaneously 
minimize costs, households must, and do, make tradeoffs. What they can get for their money is 
influenced both by economic forces and government policy. Moreover, different households 
will value what they can get differently. They will have different preferences, which in turn are 
a function of many factors like income, age of household head, number of people and children 
in the household, number of workers and job locations, number of automobiles, and so on. 

Thus, housing choices of individual households are influenced in complex ways by dozens of 
factors and the housing market in Clackamas County are the result of the individual decisions 
of thousands of households. These points help to underscore the complexity of projecting what 
types of housing will be built in Clackamas County between 2019 and 2039. 

The complex nature of the housing market, demonstrated by the unprecedented boom and bust 
during the past decade, does not eliminate the need for some type of forecast of future housing 
demand and need. This includes resulting implications for land demand and consumption. 
Such forecasts are inherently uncertain. Their usefulness for public policy often derives more 
from the explanation of their underlying assumptions about the dynamics of markets and 
policies than from the specific estimates of future demand and need. Thus, we start our housing 
analysis with a framework for thinking about housing and residential markets, and how public 
policy affects those markets.  

Oregon Housing Policy 
This section provides information about policies that incorporated cities, and in some cases, 
Clackamas County must comply with in Urban Unincorporated areas. These policies do not 
generally apply to Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County. 

Statewide planning Goal 10 
The passage of the Oregon Land Use Planning Act of 1974 (ORS Chapter 197), established the 
Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC), and the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD). The Act required the Commission to develop and 
adopt a set of statewide planning goals. Goal 10 addresses housing in Oregon and provides 
guidelines for local governments to follow in developing their local comprehensive land use 
plans and implementing policies.  

At a minimum, local housing policies must meet the requirements of Goal 10 and the statutes 
and administrative rules that implement it (ORS 197.295 to 197.314, ORS 197.475 to 197.490, and 
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OAR 600-008).1 Jurisdictions located in the Metro UGB are also required to comply with 
Metropolitan Housing in OAR 660-007 and Title 7 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan in the Metro Code (3.07 Title 7).  

Goal 10 requires incorporated cities to complete an inventory of buildable residential lands and 
to encourage the availability of adequate numbers of housing units in price and rent ranges 
commensurate with the financial capabilities of its households.  

Goal 10 defines needed housing types as “housing types determined to meet the need shown 
for housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels.” ORS 
197.303 defines needed housing types: 

(a) Housing that includes, but is not limited to, attached and detached single-family housing 
and multiple family housing for both owner and renter occupancy; 

(b) Government assisted housing;2 

(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS 197.475 to 197.490; 
and 

(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for single-family residential 
use that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured dwelling subdivisions. 

Clackamas County must identify needs for all of the housing types listed above as well as adopt 
policies that increase the likelihood that needed housing types will be developed within Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County. This housing needs analysis was developed to meet the 
requirements of Goal 10 and its implementing administrative rules and statutes. 

The Metropolitan Housing Rule 
OAR 660-007 (the Metropolitan Housing rule) is designed to “assure opportunity for the 
provision of adequate numbers of needed housing units and the efficient use of land within the 
Metropolitan Portland (Metro) urban growth boundary.” OAR 660-0070-005(12) provides a 
Metro-specific definition of needed housing:  

"Needed Housing" defined. Until the beginning of the first periodic review of a local 
government's acknowledged comprehensive plan, "needed housing" means housing 
types determined to meet the need shown for housing within an urban growth boundary 
at particular price ranges and rent levels.  

The Metropolitan Housing Rule also requires cities to develop residential plan designations: 

(1) Plan designations that allow or require residential uses shall be assigned to all 
buildable land. Such designations may allow nonresidential uses as well as residential 
uses. Such designations may be considered to be "residential plan designations" for the 

 

1 ORS 197.296 only applies to cities with populations over 25,000. 
2 Government assisted housing can be any housing type listed in ORS 197.303 (a), (c), or (d). 
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purposes of this division. The plan designations assigned to buildable land shall be 
specific so as to accommodate the varying housing types and densities identified in OAR 
660-007-0030 through 660-007-0037.  

OAR 660-007 also specifies the mix and density of new residential construction for cities within 
the Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB): 

“Provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new residential units to be attached 
single family housing or multiple family housing or justify an alternative percentage 
based on changing circumstances” (OAR 660-007-0030 (1). 

OAR 660-007-0035 sets specific density targets for cities in the Metro UGB. Clackamas County’s 
average density target is eight dwelling units per net buildable acre.3  

Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 
The Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan describes the policies that guide 
development for cities within the Metro UGB to implement the goals in the Metro 2040 Plan. 

Title 1: Housing Capacity 
Title 1 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan is intended to promote efficient 
land use within the Metro UGB by increasing the capacity to accommodate housing capacity. 
Each city is required to determine its housing capacity based on the minimum number of 
dwelling units allowed in each zoning district that allows residential development and maintain 
this capacity.  

Title 1 requires that a city adopt minimum residential development density standards by March 
2011. If the jurisdiction did not adopt a minimum density by March 2011, the jurisdiction must 
adopt a minimum density that is at least 80% of the maximum density.  

Title 1 provides measures to decrease development capacity in selected areas by transferring the 
capacity to other areas of the community. This may be approved as long as the community’s 
overall capacity is not reduced. 

Metro’s 2017 Compliance Report concludes that Clackamas County is in compliance for the City’s 
Title 1 responsibilities.  

Title 7: Housing Choice 
Title 7 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan is designed to ensure the 
production of affordable housing in the Metro UGB. Each city and county within the Metro 
region is encouraged to voluntarily adopt an affordable housing production goal.  

 

3 OAR 660-024-0010(6) defines Net Buildable Acres as follows: “Net Buildable Acre” consists of 43,560 square feet of 
residentially designated buildable land after excluding future rights-of-way for streets and roads. 
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Each jurisdiction within the Metro region is required to ensure that their comprehensive plans 
and implementing ordinances include strategies to:  

§ Ensure the production of a diverse range of housing types,  

§ Maintain the existing supply of affordable housing, increase opportunities for new 
affordable housing dispersed throughout their boundaries, and  

§ Increase opportunities for households of all income levels to live in affordable 
housing (3.07.730) 

Metro’s 2017 Compliance Report concludes that Clackamas County is in compliance for the City’s 
Title 7 responsibilities.  

Title 11: Planning for New Urban Areas 
Title 11 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan provides guidance on the 
conversion of land from rural to urban uses. Land brought into the Metro UGB is subject to the 
provisions of section 3.07.1130 of the Metro Code, which requires lands to be maintained at 
rural densities until the completion of a concept plan and annexation into the municipal 
boundary.  

The concept plan requirements directly related to residential development are to prepare a plan 
that includes:  

(1) A mix and intensity of uses that make efficient use of public systems and facilities,  

(2) A range of housing for different types, tenure, and prices that addresses the housing needs 
of the governing city, and  

(3) Identify goals and strategies to meet the housing needs for the governing city in the 
expansion area.  
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2. Residential Buildable Lands Inventory 
A key initial component of the HNA is conducting a buildable land inventory (BLI). This 
chapter summarizes the results of the residential BLI for (1) the participating cities4 and 
unincorporated areas of Clackamas County inside the regional Metro UGB and (2) participating 
cities5 and unincorporated areas of the County outside the regional UGB. This buildable land 
inventory analysis complies with statewide planning Goal 10 policies that govern planning for 
residential uses. The full buildable lands inventory and methodology completed by 
ECONorthwest is presented in Appendix A. 

Oregon Administrative Rules provide guidance on conducting residential BLIs:  

OAR 660-008-0005(2):  

“Buildable Land” means residentially designated land within the urban growth boundary, including 
both vacant and developed land likely to be redeveloped, that is suitable, available and necessary for 
residential uses. Publicly owned land is generally not considered available for residential uses. Land 
is generally considered “suitable and available” unless it:  

(a) Is severely constrained by natural hazards as determined under Statewide Planning Goal 7;  

(b) Is subject to natural resource protection measures determined under Statewide Planning 
Goals 5, 6, 15, 16, 17 or 18; 

(c) Has slopes of 25 percent or greater; 

(d) Is within the 100-year flood plain; or  

(e) Cannot be provided with public facilities. 

Summary of Methodology 
The methods used for conducting the Clackamas County BLI are consistent with Oregon 
statutes. However, the methods used for inventorying land inside the regional UGB were 
different than that used for lands outside of the regional UGB, as detailed in Appendix A.6  

 

4 Cities included: Gladstone, Happy Valley, Oregon City, West Linn, and Wilsonville 
5 ECONorthwest completed a BLI for the Estacada UGB and used data from the previously completed BLI for the 
Molalla UGB.  
6 Metro is required to complete a BLI for land within the regional UGB every six years. The agency is just finishing an 
updated BLI (based on 2016 data) for the 2018 Urban Growth Report (UGR). The methods used for inventorying 
Clackamas County lands within the regional UGB attempt to be consistent with Metro’s results while also updating 
the results to account for new development in the last two years and other local conditions, such as unique 
environmental constraints. 
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Study Area 
ECONorthwest completed residential BLIs for the following cities and areas of Clackamas 
County: 

Areas within Metro UGB: 

§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 

§ City of Gladstone 

§ City of Happy Valley 

§ City of Oregon City 

§ City of West Linn 

§ City of Wilsonville 

Areas outside Metro UGB: 

§ Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County 

§ City of Estacada UGB 

Definitions 
ECONorthwest completed BLIs for Clackamas County and relied on the following key 
definitions. Detailed descriptions of these definitions are included in the methodology for each 
study area but are based on the general definitions below. 

§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County. The area within the Metro (regional) 
UGB and outside city limits. Tax lots that fell within this area but are likely to 
develop as part of a city during the planning period were included in the relevant 
city’s BLI. Exhibit 1 shows the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County. 

§ Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County. The area outside the Metro (regional) 
UGB and outside other UGBs in the County. Exhibit 1 shows the Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County. 

§ Vacant land. Tax lots that have no structures or have buildings with very little 
improvement value are considered vacant. The status of vacant lots was verified in 
aerial imagery and City and County staff review.  

§ Partially vacant land. Partially vacant tax lots are those occupied by a use, but which 
contain enough land to be developed further. Generally, these are lots that have 
more than a half-acre of buildable land, after removing constraints and developed 
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land from the total acreage.7 This was refined through visual inspection of recent 
aerial photos.  

§ Buildable land. As described in the statute definition above, buildable residential 
land is the portions of vacant or partially vacant lots that have development 
capacity, less development constraints.   

Residential Land Classification 
ECONorthwest classified each tax lot with a plan designation that allow residential uses into 
one of four mutually exclusive categories based on development status: 

§ Vacant  

§ Partially Vacant 

§ Public or Exempt 

§ Developed 

§ Undevelopable8 

Development Constraints 
Consistent with state guidance on buildable lands inventories, ECONorthwest deducted 
portions of residential tax lots that fall within certain constraints from the vacant and partially 
vacant lands (e.g., wetlands and steep slopes). 9 We used categories consistent with OAR 660-
008-0005(2), though the specific data used varied based on local jurisdiction policy. The general 
categories of development constraints are defined below.10 Detailed definitions of constraints 
used are provided in Appendix A. 

§ Lands within floodplains and floodways. Flood Insurance Rate Maps from the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) were used to identify lands in floodways and 
100-year floodplains.  

§ Land within natural resource protection areas. The National Wetlands Inventory, Metro Title 
13 inventory of regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat, and Metro 
Title 3 inventory of riparian corridors were used to identify areas within natural 
resource protection areas.  

 

7 Methods for defining partially vacant lots differed in the urban and rural BLI methodologies. The detailed 
methodologies describe the specific definitions for land classifications, including partially vacant land.  
8 This classification was only applied in development of the Estacada BLI, based on local considerations.  
9 Deductions for constraints were not calculated for vacant and partially vacant lands in Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County. A description of the methodology used for this area  
10 While Clackamas County may allow development on some of the constraints included in the residential BLI, 
ECONorthwest considered these constraints as prohibitive for new development based on State guidance and the 
standards of a typical buildable lands inventory in Oregon cities.  
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§ Land with slopes over 25%. Lands with slopes over 25% are considered unsuitable for 
residential development.  

Buildable Lands Inventory Results 
This section provides a summary of buildable land in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, and a summary of buildable land in 
participating cities. The full buildable lands inventory and methodology completed by 
ECONorthwest is presented in Appendix A. 

Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
Exhibit 2 shows areas included for analysis in the BLI for Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County. The areas in the BLI are:  

(1) Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, shown in orange. This area is the subject of this 
section of the report, including information reported in Exhibit 4-Exhibit 7.11 

(2) Incorporated cities, shown in tan. These areas are the incorporated cities within the Metro 
UGB.  

(3) Pleasant Valley / North Carver Planning area, shown in purple. Happy Valley is 
developing the Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan in this area. It is 
included in the buildable lands inventory and baseline housing needs analysis for Happy 
Valley.  

(4) Future Urban Area, shown in shades of pink. It is defined as the area to the east of Happy 
Valley, beyond the Pleasant Valley / North Carver planning area that were part of the City 
of Damascus. Some of these areas are likely to develop and redevelop over the 20-year 
planning period (shown in dark pink), most likely through annexation into a city such as 
Happy Valley. Other areas may not develop at urban densities (shown in light pink) over 
the 20-year planning period. Appendix A provides more detail on considerations for the 
Future Urban Area. 

The buildable lands inventory for urban unincorporated Clackamas County only includes the 
urban unincorporated areas shown in orange and the future urban area shown in pink on 
Exhibit 2. 

 

11 Areas currently in the Urban Unincorporated area may eventually develop as part of an adjacent city. For example, 
the Urban Unincorporated areas along the boundary of Lake Oswego may become part of the city over the 20-year 
planning period. These areas were included in the Urban Unincorporated HNA, based on 2019 administrative 
boundaries.  
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Exhibit 2. Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County study areas 

 

The land base for the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County residential BLI includes all tax 
lots in the Urban Unincorporated area in residential plan designations. Exhibit 3 shows each 
plan designation and the generalized plan designation used in the residential BLI, along with 
the implementing zoning districts.12  

 

12 In previous versions of the BLI, ECONorthwest reviewed buildable land for commercial and mixed use plan 
designations that allow residential uses outright. Results showed that about 9 acres of commercial or mixed use land 
were unconstrained and buildable. Additionally, in the Future Urban Area, about 6 acres (of 45 total acres) were 
unconstrained and buildable in the Rural Commercial designation. More land in these areas is likely to be 
redeveloped over the next 20 years, but was not considered in the HNA. 

Additionally, about 40 acres of unconstrained buildable land was located in the Rural plan designation. These areas 
are located along the boundary of Happy Valley, and will likely develop as part of the City of Happy Valley. These 
areas were not included in the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County residential BLI. 
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Exhibit 3. Plan Designations by Generalized Plan Designation and Zoning District, Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 
Source: Clackamas County. 

 
 

Exhibit 4 shows the land base by generalized plan designation in the UGB.13 There are 25,999 tax 
lots in the land base, accounting for 13,677 acres. 

Exhibit 4. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 

  

 

13 The residential plan designations are grouped as follows: Low Density Residential includes LDR, SMLSF, and 
STLSF plan designations. Medium Density Residential includes MDR and VTH plan designations. Medium-High 
Density Residential includes MHDR plan designation. High Density Residential includes HDR, RCHDR, SHD, and 
VA plan designations. 

Plan Designation
(by Genearlized Plan Designation Used in BLI) Implementing Zoning Districts
Low Density Residential

Low Density Residential (LDR)
HR, NC, R-2.5, R-5, R-7, R-8.5, 
R-10, R-15, R-20, R-30

Small Low Single Family (SMLSF) VR-4/5
Standard Lot Single Family (STLSF) VR-5/7

Medium Density Residential
Medium Density Residential (MDR) MR-1, NC, PMD
Village Townhouse (VTH) VTH

Medium-High Density Residential
Medium-High Density Residential (MHDR) MR-2, NC

High-Density Residential
High Density Residential (HDR) HDR, NC
Regional Center High Density Residential (RCHDR)RCHDR
Special High Density (SHD) SHD
Village Apartment (VA) VA

Generalized Plan Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Residential
Low Density Residential 22,571 87% 7,425 54%
Medium Density Residential 730 3% 606 4%
Medium-High Density Residential 104 0% 199 1%
High Density Residential 214 1% 335 2%

Future Urban Area
Rural 2,011 8% 4,646 34%
Unincorporated Community Residential 326 1% 422 3%

Total 25,956 100% 13,632 100%
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 5 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation (excluding the Future Urban Area). Of Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County’s 641 unconstrained buildable residential acres, about 43% 
are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 57% are in tax lots classified as partially vacant. 

Exhibit 5. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 

 
Source: Metro; ECONorthwest analysis 
 

Exhibit 6–Exhibit 7 show Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County’s buildable vacant and 
partially vacant residential land. These maps, along with the data shown in the previous 
Exhibit, do not show the Future Urban Area (shown in pinks in Exhibit 2) because it is not 
expected to be developed over the next 20 years. Buildable land for this area is discussed in 
Appendix A, Exhibit 87 through Exhibit 93. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Low Density Residential 615 254 362
Medium Density Residential 8 6 2
Medium-High Density Residential 13 13 0
High Density Residential 5 5 0

Total 641 278 364
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Exhibit 6. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County (West), 2019 
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Exhibit 7. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackam

as County (East), 2019 
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period a share of developed lots is likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop. 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lots current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Clackamas County BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on 
developed lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with 
Metro staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  

Metro estimated over 2,000 units to redevelop on currently developed lots in residential plan 
designations in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County based on the analysis described 
above. About one-third of potentially redevelopment is in the Medium Density Residential plan 
designation. Metro’s analysis identified relatively little redevelopment potential in the Medium 
High Density, High Density, or Commercial / Mixed-Use plan designations. We recommend 
that Clackamas County conduct additional analysis of redevelopment potential, focusing on 
opportunities for redevelopment in these higher density designations, as discussed in Chapter 
6.  
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Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County 
This portion of the BLI includes land outside of the Metro UGB and outside of other city’s UGB, 
in rural unincorporated Clackamas County.  

Vacant Land 
Exhibit 8 shows total acres on vacant and partially vacant tax lots by zone designation. Of Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County’s 13,392 residential acres in vacant and partially vacant lots, 
about 33% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 67% are in tax lots classified as partially 
vacant. 

Exhibit 8. Total acres on vacant and partially vacant land by zone designation, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 201914 

 
Source: Metro RLIS; Clackamas County; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 9 shows vacant and partially vacant lots by zone designation.  

 

14 Note: Future Urban 10-Acre falls on tax lots along the Metro Urban Growth Boundary, but are still considered part 
of Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County.  

Zoning Designation Vacant
Partially 
Vacant

Total

Farm Forest 10-Acre 612 1,210 1,822
Future Urban 10-Acre 8 0 8
Hoodland Residential 111 217 328
Mountain Recreational Resort 226 23 249
Rural Area Residential 1-Acre 60 195 256
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 70 448 518
Recreational Residential 410 627 1,037
Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre 2,963 6,211 9,175

Total 4,460 8,932 13,392
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Exhibit 9. Vacant and partially vacant residential lots, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 
2019, 
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Summary of Buildable Land in Incorporated Cities 
Exhibit 10 shows a summary of buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are 
deducted) for vacant and partially vacant land by city (or UGB). Of the 2,736 unconstrained 
buildable acres in the incorporated areas, about 36% (995 acres) are on vacant lots and about 
64% (1,741 acres) are on partially vacant lots. Appendix A provides the entire buildable lands 
inventory for each of the cities shown in Exhibit 10. 

Exhibit 10. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots, Incorporated Cities and UGBs in 
Clackamas County, 2019. 
Note: Winterbrook Planning completed the BLI for Molalla in 2019. For Molalla the “partially vacant” value is derived from the “infill” 
definition in their BLI.  

 

 

Geography
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres on 

vacant lots
Buildable acres on 
partially vacant lots

In Metro UGB
Gladstone 20 3 17
Happy Valley 537 163 374
Oregon City 940 344 596
West Linn 94 28 66
Wilsonville 186 85 100

Outside Metro UGB
Estacada UGB 883 344 539
Molalla UGB 78 29 49

Total 2,736 995 1,741
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3. Historical and Recent Development 
Trends 

Analysis of historical development trends in Clackamas County and Unincorporated 
Clackamas County provides insight into the functioning of the local housing market. The mix of 
housing types and densities, in particular, are key variables in forecasting the capacity of 
residential land to accommodate new housing and to forecast future land need. The specific 
steps are described in Task 2 of the DLCD Planning for Residential Lands Workbook as:  

1. Determine the time period for which the data will be analyzed. 
2. Identify types of housing to address (all needed housing types). 
3. Evaluate construction/subdivision data to calculate the actual mix, average actual gross 

density, and average actual net density of all housing types. 

This Housing Needs Analysis examines changes in Unincorporated Clackamas County’s 
housing market from January 2000 to December 2017, as well as residential development from 
2000 to 2016. We address distinct geographies, described in the following subsection. We 
selected the time period because it provides information about Clackamas County’s housing 
market before and after the national housing market bubble’s growth, deflation, and the more 
recent increase in housing costs. In addition, data about Clackamas County’s housing market 
during this period is readily available from sources such as the Census and RLIS. 

This Housing Needs Analysis presents information about residential development by housing 
type. There are multiple ways that housing types can be grouped. For example, they can be 
grouped by:  

1. Structure type (e.g., single-family detached, apartments, etc.). 
2. Tenure (e.g., distinguishing unit type by owner or renter units). 
3. Housing affordability (e.g., subsidized housing or units affordable at given income 

levels). 
4. Some combination of these categories. 

For the purposes of this study, we grouped housing types based on: (1) whether the structure is 
stand-alone or attached to another structure and (2) the number of dwelling units in each 
structure. The housing types used in this analysis are consistent with needed housing types as 
defined in ORS 197.303: 

§ Single-family detached includes single-family detached units, manufactured homes on 
lots and in mobile home parks, and accessory dwelling units. 

§ Single-family attached is all structures with a common wall where each dwelling unit 
occupies a separate lot, such as row houses or townhouses. 
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§ Multifamily is all attached structures (e.g., duplexes, tri-plexes, quad-plexes, and 
structures with five or more units) other than single-family detached units, 
manufactured units, or single-family attached units.  

In Clackamas County, government assisted housing (ORS 197.303(b)) and housing for 
farmworkers (ORS 197.303(e)) can be any of the housing types listed above.  

Data Used in this Analysis 
Throughout this analysis (including the subsequent Chapter 4), we used data from multiple 
sources, choosing data from well-recognized and reliable data sources. One of the key sources 
for housing and household data is the U.S. Census. This report primarily uses data from two 
Census sources: 

§ The Decennial Census, which is completed every ten years and is a survey of all 
households in the U.S. The Decennial Census is considered the best available data 
for information such as demographics (e.g., number of people, age distribution, or 
ethnic or racial composition), household characteristics (e.g., household size and 
composition), and housing occupancy characteristics. As of 2010, the Decennial 
Census does not collect more detailed household information, such as income, 
housing costs, housing characteristics, and other important household information. 
Decennial Census data is available for 2000 and 2010.  

§ The American Community Survey (ACS), which is completed every year and is a 
sample of households in the U.S. From 2012 through 2016 and 2013 through 2017, the 
ACS sampled an average of 3.5 million households per year, or about 3% of the 
households in the nation. The ACS collects detailed information about households, 
including demographics (e.g., number of people, age distribution, ethnic or racial 
composition, country of origin, language spoken at home, and educational 
attainment), household characteristics (e.g., household size and composition), 
housing characteristics (e.g., type of housing unit, year unit built, or number of 
bedrooms), housing costs (e.g., rent, mortgage, utility, and insurance), housing 
value, income, and other characteristics. 

§ Metro’s RLIS database, which provides tax lot data for jurisdictions within the three-
county Metro Area (Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington 
County). We use RLIS tax lot data as a proxy for building permit data for 
Unincorporated Clackamas County. In a few cases, this analysis uses building 
permit data for specific cities, as noted in the analysis. 

This report uses data from the 2012-2016 and 2013-2017 ACS for Clackamas County. In some 
cases, we present information for Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County using Census block group level data, consistent with the 
geographies shown in Exhibit 1.  
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Among other data points, this report includes population, income, and housing price data from 
the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis, the Oregon Bureau of Labor and Industries, the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, and RLIS. It also uses the Oregon 
Department of Housing and Community Services affordable housing inventory and Oregon’s 
Manufactured Dwelling Park inventory. 

The foundation of the housing needs analysis is the population forecast for Unincorporated 
Clackamas County from Portland State University Population Research Center’s Population 
Forecast Program and Metro’s population forecast program.  

It is worth commenting on the methods used for the American Community Survey.15 The 
American Community Survey (ACS) is a national survey that uses continuous measurement 
methods. It uses a sample of about 3.54 million households to produce annually updated 
estimates for the same small areas (census tracts and block groups) formerly surveyed via the 
decennial census long-form sample. It is also important to keep in mind that all ACS data are 
estimates that are subject to sample variability. This variability is referred to as “sampling 
error” and is expressed as a band or “margin of error” (MOE) around the estimate. 

This report uses Census and ACS data because, despite the inherent methodological limits, they 
represent the most thorough and accurate data available to assess housing needs. We consider 
these limitations in making interpretations of the data and have strived not to draw conclusions 
beyond the quality of the data. 

Trends in Housing Mix  
This section provides an overview of changes in the mix of housing types in Urban and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County and compares the two areas to Clackamas County, the 
Portland Region, and Oregon. Unless otherwise noted, this chapter uses data from the 2000 
Decennial Census and the 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

This section shows the following trends in housing mix in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County: 

§ Urban Unincorporated housing stock is predominantly single-family detached 
housing units. Seventy percent of Urban Unincorporated housing stock is single-
family detached, 27% is multifamily, and 3% is single-family attached (e.g., 
townhouses).  

§ Since 2000, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas’ housing mix has remained 
relatively similar with a slight shift toward multifamily unit composition.  

 

15 A thorough description of the ACS can be found in the Census Bureau’s publication “What Local Governments 
Need to Know.” https://www.census.gov/library/publications/2009/acs/state-and-local.html 
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§ Single-family housing accounted for the majority of new housing growth in 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County between 2000 and 2016. Sixty-two 
percent of new housing built between 2000 and 2016 was single-family housing.  

Trends in housing mix for Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County are: 

§ Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County’s housing stock is nearly all single-
family detached housing units. Ninety-seven percent of Rural Unincorporated 
housing is single-family detached, 2% is multifamily, and 1% is single-family 
attached. 

§ Since 2000, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas’ housing mix has remained 
relatively similar with a slight shift toward single-family detached unit 
composition.  

§ Single-family housing accounted for the majority of new housing growth in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County between 2015 and 2018. Ninety-three percent of 
new housing built between 2015 and 2018 was single-family housing, including 
manufactured housing.  

§ The predominance of single-family detached housing in Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County makes sense. Except for a few rural residential communities, 
such as areas near Mt. Hood, most development in rural unincorporated areas 
should be single-family detached housing.  

Housing Growth and Housing Mix 
The total number of dwelling 
units across Clackamas 
County increased by 19% 
from 2000 to the 2013-2017 
period.  
In that time, Clackamas 
County, including all cities, 
added 26,696 new dwelling 
units. 

 

Exhibit 11. Total Dwelling Units, Clackamas County (including 
growth in Clackamas County cities), 2000 and 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, SF3 Table H030, and 2013-2017 
ACS Table B25024. 
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Seventy-five percent of 
Clackamas County’s housing 
stock is single-family 
detached.  
Clackamas County has a 
smaller share of multifamily 
housing than the Portland 
Region and Oregon. 

Exhibit 12. Housing Mix, Clackamas County, Portland Region, 
Oregon, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS Table B25024. 

 

From 2000 to 2013-2017, 
Clackamas County’s housing 
mix stayed about the same. 

Exhibit 13. Change in Housing Mix, Clackamas County, 2000 and 
2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, SF3 Table H030, and 2013-2017 
ACS Table B25024. 
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Seventy percent of Urban 
Unincorporated housing 
stock is single-family 
detached, down from 73% in 
2000.  
 

Exhibit 14. Change in Housing Mix, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2000 and 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, SF3 Table H030, and 2013-2017 
ACS Table B25024. 

 

The share of single-family 
detached housing in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
county increased slightly (by 
3%) from 2000 to 2013-
2017. 
The predominance of single-
family detached housing in 
rural unincorporated parts of 
the county makes sense. 
Except for a few rural 
residential communities, such 
as areas near Mt. Hood, most 
development in rural 
unincorporated areas should 
be single-family detached 
housing. 

Exhibit 15. Change in Housing Mix, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2000 and 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, SF3 Table H030, and 2013-2017 
ACS Table B25024. 
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Housing Development 
In 2000 through 2016, 5,944 new dwelling units were built in Unincorporated Clackamas 
County. Thirty-one percent or 1,838 were multifamily dwelling units. Of the 5,944 new units, 
80% were located in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County and 20% were located in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County. 

Over the 2000 to 2016 
analysis period, 4,745 new 
dwelling units were built in 
Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, at an 
annual average of 297 
units built. 
Of these 4,745 units, about 
62% were permits for 
single-family detached 
dwelling units. 

Exhibit 16. New Residential Construction by Type of Unit, Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 

 

Over the 2000 to 2016 
analysis period, 1,199 new 
dwelling units were built in 
Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, at an 
annual average of 75 units 
built. 
Of these 1,199 units, about 
95% were for single-family 
dwelling units (including 
manufactured housing). 

Exhibit 17. New Residential Construction by Type of Unit, Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2000 through 2016 
Source: Clackamas County. 

 

 -

 200

 400

 600

 800

 1,000

 1,200

2000
2001

2002
2003

2004
2005

2006
2007

2008
2009

2010
2011

2012
2013

2014
2015

2016

SingleFamily Multifamily

 -

 20

 40

 60

 80

 100

 120

 140

2000
2001

2002
2003

2004
2005

2006
2007

2008
2009

2010
2011

2012
2013

2014
2015

2016

Single-Family Multifamily



ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 29 

Trends in Density 
Housing density is the density of residential structures by structure type, expressed in dwelling 
units per net or gross acre.16 The U.S. Census does not track residential development density 
thus, this study analyzes housing density based on RLIS data. 

Exhibit 18 shows the density of newly built residential construction for the 2013 to 2018 period 
in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County. The average density for all development in Urban 
Unincorporated was 6.8 dwelling units per net acre, with single-family housing developing at 
an average density of 5.0 dwelling units per net acre and multifamily developing at an average 
density of 15.7 dwelling units per net acre. 

Exhibit 18. Average Density of New Residential Construction by Type of Unit and Plan Designation, 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2013 through 2018 
Source: RLIS. Note 1: DU is dwelling unit.  
Note 2: The residential plan designations are grouped as follows: Low Density Residential includes LDR, SMLSF, and STLSF plan 
designations. Medium Density Residential includes MDR and VTH plan designations. Medium-High Density Residential includes MHDR 
plan designation. High Density Residential includes HDR, RCHDR, SHD, and VA plan designations. 

 

  

 

16 OAR 660-024-0010(6) uses the following definition of net buildable acre. “Net Buildable Acre” consists of 43,560 
square feet of residentially designated buildable land after excluding future rights-of-way for streets and roads. 
While the administrative rule does not include a definition of a gross buildable acre, using the definition above, a 
gross buildable acre will include areas used for rights-of-way for streets and roads. Areas used for rights-of-way are 
considered unbuildable. 

DU Acres Net Density DU Acres Net Density DU Acres Net Density
Low Density 2833 574 4.9 318         41           7.7 3,151      615         5.1
Medium Density 33 3 12.5 233         19           12.1 266         22           12.1
Medium High Density 31 1 21.2 664         35           19.2 695         36           19.3
High Density 2 0 6.1 565         18           30.9 567         19           30.5
Total 2,899      578         5.0 1,780      114         15.7 4,679      692         6.8

General Plan Designations
Single-Family Multifamily Total, Combined
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Trends in Tenure 
Housing tenure describes whether a dwelling unit is owner-occupied or renter-occupied. This 
section shows housing tenure in Urban and Rural Clackamas County and includes data for 
Clackamas County for comparison.  

Trends in Tenure for Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County show: 

§ Homeownership in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas is slightly less than the 
County’s average. About 63% of Urban Unincorporated households own their own 
home, compared to 69% in Clackamas County. 

§ Nearly all Urban Unincorporated Clackamas homeowners (95%) live in single-
family detached housing, while a majority of renters (70%) living in multifamily 
housing. 

The implications for the forecast of new housing in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
are: (1) opportunities for rental housing are limited, given that 70% of renters live in multifamily 
housing and little multifamily housing was built since the 2008 recession and (2) there may be 
opportunities to encourage development of a wider variety of single-family housing types, such 
as cottage housing or townhomes. 

Trends in Tenure for Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County show: 

§ Homeownership in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas is higher than the County’s 
average. About 85% of Rural Unincorporated Clackamas households own their own 
home, compared to 69% in Clackamas County. 

§ Nearly all Rural Unincorporated Clackamas homeowners (99%) and renters (91%) 
live in single-family detached housing. Few renters (7%) live in multifamily housing. 

The implications for the forecast of new housing in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County is 
that most housing will continue to be single-family detached housing, given the rural nature, 
and zoning, of Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County.  
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The homeownership rate 
in Clackamas County 
remained stable at 
roughly 70% since 2000. 

Exhibit 19. Tenure, Occupied Units, Clackamas County, 2000, 
2010, and 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census SF1 Table H004, 2010 Decennial 
Census SF1 Table H4, 2012-2016 ACS Table B24003. 

 

The homeownership rate in 
Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas was 63%, down 
from 67% in 2000. 
 

 

Exhibit 20. Tenure, Occupied Units, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2000, 2010, and 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census SF1 Table H004, 2010 Decennial 
Census SF1 Table H4, 2013-2017 ACS Table B24003. 
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The homeownership rate in 
Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas remained 
stable at about 85%. 
 

Exhibit 21. Tenure, Occupied Units, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2000, 2010, and 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census SF1 Table H004, 2010 Decennial 
Census SF1 Table H4, 2013-2017 ACS Table B24003. 

 

Nearly all homeowners in 
Clackamas County (94%) 
lived in single-family 
detached housing.  
In comparison, over half 
of Clackamas County 
households that rent lived 
in multifamily housing 
and 6% of renters lived in 
single-family attached 
units (i.e. townhomes). 

Exhibit 22. Housing Units by Type and Tenure, Clackamas County, 
2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 
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Nearly all homeowners 
(95%) in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
lived in single-family 
detached housing.  
About 70% of renters lived 
in multifamily housing. 
 

Exhibit 23. Housing Units by Type and Tenure, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS Table B25032. 

 

Nearly all homeowners 
(99%) and renters (91%) in 
Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas lived in single-
family detached housing.  
Fewer than 1% of 
homeowners lived in single-
family attached or 
multifamily housing. 

 

Exhibit 24. Housing Units by Type and Tenure, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS Table B25032. 
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Vacancy Rates 
Housing vacancy is a measure of housing that is available to prospective renters and buyers.  It 
is also a measure of unutilized housing stock. The Census defines vacancy as: "Unoccupied 
housing units… determined by the terms under which the unit may be occupied, e.g., for rent, 
for sale, or for seasonal use only." The 2010 Census identified vacancy through an enumeration, 
separate from (but related to) the survey of households. Enumerators are obtained using 
information from property owners and managers, neighbors, rental agents, and others.  

According to the 2013-2017 American Community Survey, the vacancy rate for Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County was 4% and the vacancy rate for Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County was 14%, of that 6% of housing was vacant for rent or sale, with the 
remainder vacant for seasonal or occasional use. Comparatively, and in that same time, the 
vacancy rate in Clackamas County was 6.0%, compared to 5.5% for the Portland Region and 
9.3% for Oregon. 

Government-Assisted Housing  
Governmental agencies and nonprofit organizations offer a range of housing assistance to low- 
and moderate-income households in renting or purchasing a home. There are 118 government-
assisted housing developments in Unincorporated Clackamas County:17 

About 40% of Clackamas 
County’s government-
assisted housing units 
are in Unincorporated 
Clackamas County. 

Exhibit 25. Government-Assisted Housing Units, Unincorporated 
Clackamas County and Clackamas County, 2018 
Source: Oregon Department of Housing and Community Services, Affordable Housing 
Inventory, as of January 2018. 

1,390 units 3,558 units 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County 

Clackamas County 

 

Most of Unincorporated 
Clackamas County’s 
available government-
assisted housing units 
serve families. 

Exhibit 26. Government-Assisted Housing Units by Population 
Served, Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2018 
Source: Oregon Department of Housing and Community Services, Affordable Housing 
Inventory, as of January 2018. 
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17 Oregon Housing and Community Services. (Jan. 2018). Affordable Housing Inventory in Oregon. Retrieved from: 
http://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/Pages/research-multifamily-housing-inventory-data.aspx.  
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Manufactured Homes 
Manufactured dwellings provide a source of affordable housing in Clackamas County. They 
provide a form of homeownership that can be made available to low- and moderate-income 
households. Cities and counties are required to plan for manufactured homes—both on lots and 
in parks (ORS 197.475-492). 

Generally, manufactured homes in parks are owned by the occupants who pay rent for the 
space. Monthly housing costs are typically lower for a homeowner in a manufactured home 
park for several reasons, including the fact that property taxes levied on the value of the land 
are paid by the property owner, rather than the manufactured home owner. The value of the 
manufactured homes generally does not appreciate in the way a conventional home would, 
however.  Manufactured homes depreciate in market value, similar to the way automobiles 
depreciate. Manufactured homeowners in parks are also subject to the choices of the property 
owner in terms of rent rates and increases. It is generally not within the means of a 
manufactured homeowner to relocate to another manufactured home to avoid rent increases. 
For some homeowners, living in a manufactured home in a park is desirable because it provides 
a more secure community with on-site managers and amenities, such as laundry and recreation 
facilities. 

Trends in manufactured homes for Clackamas County show: 

§ Clackamas County had 11,543 manufactured dwellings in 2000, and 10,471 
manufactured dwellings in the 2013-2017 period, a decrease of 1,072 dwellings. 
Based on the data about manufactured homes in unincorporated parts of the County 
(discussed below), it is likely that the decrease in manufactured home occurred 
within incorporated cities. According to Census data, manufactured dwellings were 
6% of Clackamas County’s total housing stock in the 2013-2017 period, down from 
8% in 2000.  

§ Clackamas County had 100 manufactured home parks, with 6,150 spaces, as of 
February of 2019. 

Trends in manufactured homes for Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County show: 

§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County had about 2,159 manufactured dwellings in 
2000, and about 2,685 manufactured dwellings in the 2013-2017 period, an increase of 
526 dwellings. According to Census data, manufactured dwellings were 8% of Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County’s total housing stock in the 2013-2017 period, down 
from 9% in 2000.18 

 

18 The number of manufactured dwellings in Urban (and Rural) Unincorporated Clackamas County increased, but 
the percentage of manufactured dwellings (or share) decreased (from 2000 to 2013-2017). This is because other types 
of dwelling units increased by a larger number in the same time.  
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§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County had 46 manufactured home parks, as of 
December 2018, with 3,355 spaces. 

Trends in manufactured homes for Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County show: 

§ Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County had about 4,221 manufactured dwellings in 
2000, and about 4,542 manufactured dwellings in the 2013-2017 period, an increase of 
321 dwellings. According to Census data, manufactured dwellings were 15% of Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County’s total housing stock in the 2013-2017 period, down 
from 21% in 2000. 

§ Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County had 27 manufactured home parks, as of 
December 2018, with 1,176 spaces.  

Exhibit 28 and Exhibit 27 present an inventory of manufactured dwellings and manufactured 
home parks within Clackamas County’s unincorporated areas as of December 2018. 
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Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County had 46 manufactured home parks as of December 
2018. Within these parks, there are a total of 3,353 spaces, 147 of which were vacant (4%). 

Exhibit 27. Inventory of Manufactured Home Parks, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 
December 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Exhibit continued on following page.  

Name Location Type Total Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Designation

Altramar I Mobile Home Park - CLA0001 4400 SE Roethe Rd 55+  50                 0  MRI

Birch Trees Mobile Village - CLA0007 3401 SE Risley Avenue Family  28                 0  C3

Camry Estates - CLA0010 14356 SE Christopher Family  14                 0  MR1

Clackamas Mobile Home Park - CLA0120 7911 SE Clackamas St Family  20                 0  R5

Clark Park - CLA0020 17520 SE 82nd Dr Family  17                 0  MR1

Coachlight Mobile Manor - CLA0021 7635 SE Johnson Creek Blvd Family  37                 0  LI / MR1

Concord Terrace Mobile Home Park - CLA0022 3500 SE Concord Rd 55+  87                 5  MR1

Country Village Estates - CLA0024 14630 South Village Court Family  499               7  R7

Driftwood Gardens - CLA0027 8039 SE Montery Ave Family  41                 4                    R10

Flamingo Mobile Manor - CLA0035 2710 SE Courtney Rd 55+  49                 2  MR1

Forest Park Mobile Village - CLA0037 18830 S Hwy 99E Family  41                 0  FU10 / TBR

Frontier Urban Village - CLA0038 16551 SE 82nd Dr 55+  42                 3  C3

Giadanj Estates - CLA0039 10400 SE Cook Ct Family  185               0  MR1

Glencoe Mobile Home Park - CLA0041 7850 SE Glencoe Family  16                 0  MR1

Golden Rule Mobile Park - CLA0042 17125 SE 82nd Dr Family  69                 0  MR1

Hearthwood Village Mobile Home Park LLC - CLA0045 16211 SE Hearthwood Dr Family  104               0  R10

Holly Court - CLA0009 3016 SE Holly Family  10                 0  MR1

Holly Tree Mobile Home Park - CLA0049 8951 SE Fuller Rd Family  57                 0  MR1

Indian Bluffs Mobile Home Park - CLA0053 15000 SE 122nd Ave Family  100               0  R7

Johnson Mobile Estates - CLA0055 8011 SE Posey Family  277               0  HDR

King Road MHP - CLA0056 7918 SE King Rd 55+  16                 0  MR1 / RTL

King Road Park - CLA0057 7858 SE King Rd 55+  12                 0  MR1

Lone Acre Mobile Park - CLA0061 8595 SE Fuller Rd Family  10                 0  MR1

Lone Oak Trailer Court - CLA0062 6823 SE Mabel Ave Family  18                 1  R15

Maplecrest Mobile Estates - MLT0057 7800 SE Johnson Creek Blvd Family  7                    0  MR1

McCourt Mobile Terrace LLC - CLA0066 2804 SE Courtney Rd 55+  17                 0  MR1

Meadow Village Mobile Home Community - CLA0067 Village Drive & Tolliver Family  19                 0  R10

Nez Perce Mobile Home Park - CLA0072 10550 SE 70th 55+  20                 0  MR1

Oak Acres Mobile Home Park - CLA0073 10701 SE Hwy 212 - Office Family  270               82  MR1

Orchard Lane Mobile Home Park - CLA0075 8525 SE Orchard Lane Family  104               1  MR1
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Name Location Type Total Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Designation

Parkland MobileTerrace LLC - CLA0078 4407 SE Roethe Rd 55+  46                 0  MR1

Pillars Mobile RV Park (MHP) - CLA0023 16417 SE McLoughlin Blvd #41 Family  41                 0  C3

Ridgewood & Sunrise LLC - CLA0100 15181 SE Lala Drive Family  76                 0  MR1

Riverbend (Clackamas) - CLA0085 13900 SE Highway 212 #7 Family  208               27  MR1

Riverview Manufactured Home Community - CLA0086 15758 SE Hwy 224 Family  133               0  FU10

Royal Terrace - CLA0087 3203 - 3405 SE Vineyard Rd 55+  85                 0  MR1 /R10

Scotts View Mobile Home Park - CLA0090 7958 SE Glencoe Rd Family  44                 0  MR1

Shadowbrook - CLA0091 13640 SE Hwy 212 55+  156               1  IC / MR1

Silverleaf Homes LLC - CLA0092 3200 SE Silverleaf Ln Sp #22 Family  31                 0  MR1

Smith's Mobile Estates - CLA0094 13409 SE McLoughlin Blvd Family  50                 2  C3

Steeves Mobile City - CLA0099 2615 SE Courtney Rd 55+  70                 12  C3 / MR1

Terri Lynne MHP - CLA0102 7455 SE King Rd 55+  61                 0  MR1

Westview Manor Mobile Park - CLA0111 4424 SE Roethe Rd 55+  50                 0  MR1

Woodland Way Mobile Home Park - CLA0113 14300 SE Woodland Way Family  9                    -                R7

Wunder Mobile Park - CLA0114 19000 SE Bornstedt Rd Family  33                 0  RRFF5

Zeida s Mobile Home Court - CLA0115 6112 SE Clatsop St Family  26                 0  R7
Total 3,355            4                    
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Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County had 27 manufactured home parks as of December 
2018. Within these parks, there are a total of 1,176 spaces, 73 of which were vacant (6%). 

Exhibit 28. Inventory of Manufactured Home Parks, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 
December 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

  

Name Location Type Total Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Designation

Aching Acres - CLA0117 24093 S Newkirchner Rd Family  4                    0  AGF / RRFF5

Ault Acres MHP - CLA0003 30838 SE Riverside Way Family  10                 0  RRFF5

Barlow Trail Estates - CLA0004 35440 SE Hwy 211 Family  62                 0  EFU

Big Foot Mobile Home Court - CLA0005 47000 SE Hwy 26 Family  40                 7  RRFF5

Big Valley Woods - CLA0006 32700 SE Leewood Ln - Office Family  171               7  TBR

Bluff View Mobile Park - CLA0008 24702 S Sparrow Ct Family  11                 0  EFU

Canby Regency - CLA0012 10038 S New Era Rd Family  118               0  RRFF5

Cedar Glen Estates - CLA0014 25222 E Welches Rd Family  51                 0  MRR

Currinsville Mobile Court - CLA0026 28388 SE Eagle Cr Rd Family  30                 0  RC

Eagle Creek Mobile Estates - CLA0028 41150 SE Kitzmiller Rd Family  16                 0  TBR

Eagle Crest Estates - CLA0029 25800 SE Eagle Creek Rd Family  84                 1  RRFF5

Eagle View Drive Mobile Home Park LLC - CLA0030 30403 SE Eagleview Dr Family  10                 0  RRFF5

Edmonds Mobile Home Park - CLA0031 35070 SE Compton Rd Family  8                    1  EFU

Excalibur Village - CLA0034 23421 S Hwy 213 Family  85                 5  RRFF5

Forest Glen Park, LLC - CLA0046 25285 S Beavercreek Rd Family  7                    0  TBR

Highland View Mobile Park - CLA0047 18552 S Nora Lane Family  65                 51  TBR

Hilltop Mobile Home Park LLC - CLA0048 29200 SE Judd Rd Family  13                 -                TBR

Hoodcourse Acres - CLA0052 25297 E Welches Rd Family  69                 0  MRR

MacDonald Highland Estates - CLA0063 44859 SE Hwy 26 Family  5                    0  TBR

Maple Lane Estates - Oregon City - CLA0065 15130 S Maple Lane Rd 55+  55                 0  RRFF5

Mountain View Mobile Estates - CLA0071 34395 SE Duus Rd Family  39                 0  RRFF5

Orient Drive Mobile Estates, LLC - CLA0077 13025 SE Orient Drive 55+  51                 0  EFU / RRFF5

Pioneer Mobile Home Park LLC - Boring - CLA0080 10625 SE 362nd Ave Family  101               0  RRFF5

Spartree Mobile Home Park - CLA0096 26052 SE Eagle Creek Rd Family  15                 -                RC

Spring Hill - CLA0098 22003 SE Howlett Rd Family  7                    0  RRFF5

Totem Village Mobile Park - CLA0105 36451 S Sawtell Rd Family  34                 0  AGF

Zig Zag Estates - CLA0116 70100 E Hwy 26 #15 Family  15                 1                    RTC

Total 1,176            73                 



ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis 40 

4. Demographic and Other Factors Affecting 
Residential Development in 
Unincorporated Clackamas County 

Demographic trends are important for a thorough understanding of the dynamics of the 
housing market in Clackamas County. Housing within the county exists in a regional economy; 
trends in the region impact the housing market. This chapter documents demographic, 
socioeconomic, and other trends relevant to Clackamas County at the national, state, and 
regional levels. 

Demographic trends provide a context for growth in a region; factors such as age, income, 
migration, and other trends show how communities have grown and how they will shape 
future growth. We look at Urban and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County and use 
Clackamas County, the Portland Region (three-County Portland Region19), and Oregon as a 
comparison. 

A recommended approach to conducting a housing needs analysis is described in Planning for 
Residential Growth: A Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas, the Department of Land Conservation 
and Development’s guidebook on local housing needs studies. As described in the workbook, 
the specific steps in the housing needs analysis are: 

1. Project the number of new housing units needed in the next 20 years. 

2. Identify relevant national, state, and local demographic and economic trends and factors 
that may affect the 20-year projection of structure type mix.  

3. Describe the demographic characteristics of the population and, if possible, the housing 
trends that relate to demand for different types of housing. 

4. Determine the types of housing that are likely to be affordable to the projected 
households based on household income. 

5. Determine the needed housing mix and density ranges for each plan designation and the 
average needed net density for all structure types.  

6. Estimate the number of additional needed units by structure type. 

This chapter presents data to address steps 2, 3, and 4 in this list. Chapter 5 presents data to 
address steps 1, 5, and 6 in this list. 

 

19 The three-county Portland Region includes Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
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Demographic and Socioeconomic Factors Affecting Housing 
Choice20 
Analysts typically describe housing demand as the preferences for different types of housing 
(e.g., single-family detached or apartment), and the ability to pay for that housing (the ability to 
exercise those preferences in a housing market by purchasing or renting housing; in other 
words, income or wealth).  

Many demographic and socioeconomic variables affect housing choice. However, the literature 
about housing markets finds that age of the householder, size of the household, and income are 
most strongly correlated with housing choice. 

§ Age of householder is the age of the person identified (in the Census) as the head of 
household. Households make different housing choices at different stages of life. 
This chapter discusses generational trends, such as housing preferences of Baby 
Boomers, people born from about 1946 to 1964, and Millennials, people born from 
about 1980 to 2000. 

§ Size of household is the number of people living in the household. Younger and 
older people are more likely to live in single-person households. People in their 
middle years are more likely to live in multiple person households (often with 
children). 

§ Income is the household income. Income is probably the most important 
determinant of housing choice. Income is strongly related to the type of housing a 
household chooses (e.g., single-family detached, duplex, or a building with more 
than five units) and to household tenure (e.g., rent or own).  

This chapter focuses on these factors, presenting data that suggests how changes to these factors 
may affect housing need in Clackamas County over the next 20 years.  

 

20 The research in this chapter is based on numerous articles and sources of information about housing, including: 

D. Myers and S. Ryu, Aging Baby Boomers and the Generational Housing Bubble, Journal of the American 
Planning Association, Winter 2008. 

Davis, Hibbits, & Midghal Research, “Metro Residential Preference Survey,” May 2014. 

L. Lachman and D. Brett, Generation Y: America’s New Housing Wave, Urban Land Institute, 2010. 

George Galster. People Versus Place, People and Place, or More? New Directions for Housing Policy, 
Housing Policy Debate, 2017. 

Herbert, Christopher and Hrabchak Molinsky. “Meeting the Housing Needs of an Aging Population,” 2015.  

J. McIlwain, Housing in America: The New Decade, Urban Land Institute, 2010. 

Schuetz, Jenny. Who is the new face of American homeownership? Brookings, 2017. 

The American Planning Association, “Investing in Place; Two generations’ view on the future of 
communities,” 2014. 

Transportation for America, “Access to Public Transportation a Top Criterion for Millennials When 
Deciding Where to Live, New Survey Shows,” 2014.  
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National Trends21 
This brief summary on national housing trends builds on previous work by ECONorthwest, the 
Urban Land Institute (ULI) reports, and conclusions from The State of the Nation’s Housing, 2018 
report from the Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University. The Harvard report 
summarizes the national housing outlook as follows: 

“By many metrics, the housing market is on sound footing. With the economy near full 
employment, household incomes are increasing and boosting housing demand. On the supply 
side, a decade of historically low single-family construction has left room for expansion of this 
important sector of the economy. Although multifamily construction appears to be slowing, 
vacancy rates are still low enough to support additional rentals. In fact, to the extent that 
growth in supply outpaces demand, a slowdown in rent growth should help to ease 
affordability concerns.” 

However, challenges to a strong domestic housing market remain. Increasing mortgage rates 
may make housing unaffordable for many Americans, especially younger Americans. In 
addition to rising housing costs, wages have also failed to keep pace, worsening affordability 
pressures. Single-family and multifamily housing supplies remain tight, which compound 
affordability issues. The State of the Nation’s Housing report emphasizes the importance of 
government assistance and intervention to keep housing affordable moving forward. Several 
challenges and trends shaping the housing market are summarized below: 

§ Moderate new construction and tight housing supply, particularly for affordable 
housing. New construction experienced its eighth year of gains in 2017 with 1.2 
million units added to the national stock. Estimates for multifamily starts range 
between 350,000 to 400,000 (2017). The supply of for sale homes in 2017 averaged 3.9 
months, below what is considered balanced (six months) and lower cost homes are 
considered especially scarce. The State of the Nation’s Housing report cites lack of 
skilled labor, higher building costs, scarce developable land, and the cost of local 
zoning and regulation22 as impediments to new construction.  

§ Demand shift from renting to owning. After years of decline, the national 
homeownership rate increased from a 50-year low of 62.9% in 2016 (Q2) to 63.7% in 
2017 (Q2). Trends suggest homeownership among householders aged 65 and older 
have remained strong and homeownership rates among young adults have begun 
stabilizing after years of decline.     

 

21 These trends are based on information from: (1) The Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University’s 
publication “The State of the Nation’s Housing 2018,” (2) Urban Land Institute, “2018 Emerging Trends in Real 
Estate,” and (3) the U.S. Census.  
22 The cost of local zoning and regulation includes “barriers created by a complex and restrictive regulatory system.” 
The Joint Center for Housing Studies explains: “While current regulations are intended to protect the public interest, 
concerns for health, safety, and efficiency must be weighed against the need to reduce the costs of housing 
production.” Examples from the report include: zoning and land use regulations constraining the type / density of 
new housing allowed or local governments adding to costs by delaying approvals and charging sizable fees. 
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§ Housing affordability. In 2016, almost one-third of American households spent 
more than 30% of their income on housing. This figure is down from the prior year, 
bolstered by a considerable drop in the owner share of cost-burdened households. 
Low-income households face an especially dire hurdle to afford housing. With such 
a large share of households exceeding the traditional standards for affordability, 
policymakers are focusing efforts on the severely cost-burdened. Among those 
earning less than $15,000, more than 70% of households paid more than half of their 
income on housing. 

§ Long-term growth and housing demand. The Joint Center for Housing Studies 
forecasts that nationally, demand for new homes could total as many as 12 million 
units between 2017 and 2027. Much of the demand will come from Baby Boomers, 
Millennials,23 and immigrants. The Urban Land Institute cites the trouble of 
overbuilding in the luxury sector while demand is in mid-priced single-family 
houses affordable to a larger buyer pool. 

§ Growth in rehabilitation market.24 Aging housing stock and poor housing 
conditions are growing concerns for jurisdictions across the United States. With 
almost 80% of the nation’s housing stock at least 20 years old (40% at least 50 years 
old), Americans are spending in excess of $400 billion per year on residential 
renovations and repairs. As housing rehabilitation becomes the go to solution to 
address housing conditions, the home remodeling market has grown more than 50% 
since the recession ended – generating 2.2% of national economic activity (in 2017). 

Despite trends suggesting growth in the rehabilitation market, rising construction 
costs and complex regulatory requirements pose barriers to rehabilitation. Lower-
income households or households on fixed-incomes may defer maintenance for 
years due to limited financial means, escalating rehabilitation costs. At a certain 
point, the cost of improvements may outweigh the value of the structure, which may 
necessitate new responses such as demolition or redevelopment. 

§ Changes in housing preference. Housing preference will be affected by changes in 
demographics; most notably, the aging of the Baby Boomers, housing demand from 
Millennials, and growth of immigrants.  

o Baby Boomers. The housing market will be affected by continued aging of the 
Baby Boomers, the oldest of whom were in their seventies in 2018 and the 
youngest of whom were in their fifties in 2018. Baby Boomers’ housing choices 
will affect housing preference and homeownership. Addressing housing needs 

 

23 According to the Pew Research Center, Millennials were born between the years of 1981 to 1996 (inclusive). Read 
more about generations and their definitions here: http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2018/03/01/defining-
generations-where-millennials-end-and-post-millennials-begin/. 

To generalize, and because there is no official generation of millennial, we define this cohort as individuals born 
between 1980 and 2000. 
24 These findings are copied from: Joint Center for Housing Studies. (2019). Improving America’s Housing, Harvard 
University. https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/Harvard_JCHS_Improving_Americas_Housing_2019.pdf 
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for those moving through their 60s, 70s, and 80s (and beyond) will require a 
range of housing opportunities. For example, “the 82-to-86-year-old cohort 
dominates the assisted living and more intensive care sector” while new or near-
retirees may prefer aging in place or active, age-targeted communities.25  
Characteristics like immigration and ethnicity play a role too as “older Asians 
and Hispanics are more likely than whites or blacks to live in multigenerational 
households.”26  Senior households earning different incomes may make 
distinctive housing choices. For instance, low income seniors may not have the 
financial resources to live out their years in a nursing home and may instead 
choose to downsize to smaller, more affordable units. Seniors living in close 
proximity to relatives may also choose to live in multigenerational households. 

Research shows that “older people in western countries prefer to live in their 
own familiar environment as long as possible,” but aging in place does not only 
mean growing old in their own homes.27 A broader definition exists which 
explains that aging in place also means “remaining in the current community 
and living in the residence of one’s choice.”28 Therefore, some Boomers are likely 
to stay in their home as long as they are able, and some will prefer to move into 
other housing products, such as multifamily housing or age-restricted housing 
developments, before they move into to a dependent living facility or into a 
familial home. Moreover, “the aging of the U.S. population, [including] the 
continued growth in the percentage of single-person households, and the 
demand for a wider range of housing choices in communities across the country 
is fueling interest in new forms of residential development, including tiny 
houses.”29 

o Millennials. Over the last several decades, young adults increasingly lived in 
multi-generational housing – and increasingly more so than older 
demographics.30 Despite this trend, as Millennials age over the next 20 years, they 
will be forming households and families. In 2018, the oldest Millennials were in 
their late-30s and the youngest were in their late-teens. By 2040, Millennials will 
be between 40 and 60 years old. 

At the beginning of the 2007-2009 recession Millennials only started forming 
their own households. Today, Millennials are driving much of the growth in new 
households, albeit at slower rates than previous generations. From 2012 to 2017, 

 

25 Urban Land Institute (2018). Emerging Trends in Real Estate, United States and Canada. 
26 Herbert, Christopher and Hrabchak Molinsky (2015). Meeting the Housing Needs of an Aging Population. 
https://shelterforce.org/2015/05/30/meeting_the_housing_needs_of_an_aging_population/ 
27 Vanleerberghe, Patricia, et al. (2017). The quality of life of older people aging in place: a literature review. 
28 Ibid. 
29 American Planning Association. Making Space for Tiny Houses, Quick Notes. 
30 According to the Pew Research Center, in 1980, just 11% of adults aged 25 to 34 lived in a multi-generational family 
household and by 2008, 20% did (82% change). Comparatively, 17% of adults aged 65 and older lived in a multi-
generational family household and by 2008, 20% did (18% change). 
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millennials formed an average of 2.1 million net new household each year. 
Twenty-six percent of Millennials aged 25 to 34 lived with their parents (or other 
relatives) in 2017. 

Millennials’ average wealth may remain far below Boomers and Gen Xers and 
student loan debt will continue to hinder consumer behavior and affect 
retirement savings. As of 2015, Millennial’s comprised 28% of active home 
buyers, while Gen Xers comprised 32% and Boomers 31%.31 That said, “over the 
next 15 years, nearly $24 trillion will be transferred in bequests,” presenting new 
opportunities for Millennials (as well as Gen Xers). 

o Immigrants. Research on foreign-born populations find that immigrants, more 
than native-born populations, prefer to live in multi-generational housing. Still, 
immigration and increased homeownership among minorities could also play a 
key role in accelerating household growth over the next 10 years. Current 
Population Survey estimates indicate that the number of foreign-born 
households rose by nearly 400,000 annually between 2001 and 2007, and they 
accounted for nearly 30% of overall household growth. Beginning in 2008, the 
influx of immigrants was staunched by the effects of the Great Recession. After a 
period of declines, however, the foreign born are again contributing to 
household growth. The Census Bureau’s estimates of net immigration in 2017–
2018 indicate an that 1.2 million immigrants moved to the U.S. from abroad, 
down from 1.3 million immigrants in 2016-2017 but higher than the average 
annual pace of 850,000 during the period of 2009–2011. However, if recent 
Federal policies about immigration are successful, growth in undocumented and 
documented immigration could slow and cause a drag on household growth in 
the coming years. 

o Diversity. The growing diversity of American households will have a large 
impact on the domestic housing markets. Over the coming decade, minorities 
will make up a larger share of young households and constitute an important 
source of demand for both rental housing and small homes. The growing gap in 
homeownership rates between whites and blacks, as well as the larger share of 
minority households that are cost burdened warrants consideration. Since 1994, 
the difference in homeownership rates between whites and blacks rose by 1.9 
percentage points to 29.2% in 2017. Alternatively, the gap between white and 
Hispanic homeownership rates, and white and Asian homeownership rates, both 
decreased during this period but remained sizable at 26.1 and 16.5 percentage 
points, respectively. Although homeownership rates are increasing for some 
minorities, large shares of minority households are more likely to live in high-
cost metro areas. This, combined with lower incomes than white households, 

 

31 Srinivas, Val and Goradia, Urval (2015). The future of wealth in the United States, Deloitte Insights. 
https://www2.deloitte.com/insights/us/en/industry/investment-management/us-generational-wealth-trends.html  
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leads to higher rates of cost burden for minorities—47% for blacks, 44% for 
Hispanics, 37% for Asians/others, and 28% for whites in 2015.  

§ Changes in housing characteristics. The U.S. Census Bureau’s Characteristics of New 
Housing Report (2017) presents data that show trends in the characteristics of new 
housing for the nation, state, and local areas. Several long-term trends in the 
characteristics of housing are evident from the New Housing Report:32 

o Larger single-family units on smaller lots. Between 1999 and 2017, the median size of 
new single-family dwellings increased by 20% nationally, from 2,028 sq. ft. to 
2,426 sq. ft., and 20% in the western region from 2,001 sq. ft. in 1999 to 2,398 sq. ft 
in 2017. Moreover, the percentage of new units smaller than 1,400 sq. ft. 
nationally, decreased by more than half, from 15% in 1999 to 6% in 2017. The 
percentage of units greater than 3,000 sq. ft. increased from 17% in 1999 to 25% of 
new one-family homes completed in 2017. In addition to larger homes, a move 
towards smaller lot sizes is seen nationally. Between 2009 and 2017, the 
percentage of lots less than 7,000 sq. ft. increased from 25% to 31% of lots. 

o Larger multifamily units. Between 1999 and 2017, the median size of new multiple 
family dwelling units increased by 5.3% nationally and 2.4% in the Western 
region. Nationally, the percentage of new multifamily units with more than 1,200 
sq. ft. increased from 28% in 1999 to 33% in 2017 and increased from 25% to 28% 
in the Western region. 

o Household amenities. Across the U.S. and since 2013, an increasing number of new 
units had air-conditioning (fluctuating year by year at over 90% for both new 
single-family and multi-family units). In 2000, 93% of new single-family houses 
had two or more bathrooms, compared to 97% in 2017. The share of new 
multifamily units with two or more bathrooms decreased from 55% of new 
multifamily units to 45%. As of 2017, 65% of new single-family houses in the U.S. 
had one or more garage (from 69% in 2000). 

o Shared amenities. Housing with shared amenities are growing in popularity as it 
may improve space efficiencies and reduce per unit costs / maintenance costs. 
Single-Room Occupancies (SROs) 33, Cottage Clusters, co-housing developments, 
and multifamily products are common housing types that take advantage of this 
trend. Shared amenities may take many forms and include shared: bathrooms; 
kitchens and other home appliances (e.g. laundry facilities, outdoor grills); 

 

32 U.S. Census Bureau, Highlights of Annual 2017 Characteristics of New Housing. Retrieved from: 
https://www.census.gov/construction/chars/highlights.html. 
33 Single-room occupancies are residential properties with multiple single room dwelling units occupied by a single 
individual. From: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2001). Understanding SRO. 
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Understanding-SRO.pdf  
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security systems; outdoor areas (e.g. green space, pathways, gardens, rooftop 
lounges); fitness rooms, swimming pools, and tennis courts; and free parking.34   

State Trends 
Oregon’s 2016-2020 Consolidated Plan includes a detailed housing needs analysis as well as 
strategies for addressing housing needs statewide. The plan concludes that “a growing gap 
between the number of Oregonians who need affordable housing and the availability of 
affordable homes has given rise to destabilizing rent increases, an alarming number of evictions 
of low- and fixed- income people, increasing homelessness, and serious housing instability 
throughout Oregon.” 

It identified the following issues that describe housing need statewide:35 

§ For housing to be considered affordable, a household should pay up to one-third of 
their income toward rent, leaving money left over for food, utilities, transportation, 
medicine, and other basic necessities. Today, one in two Oregon households pays 
more than one-third of their income toward rent, and one in three pays more than 
half of their income toward rent.  

§ More school children are experiencing housing instability and homelessness. The 
rate of K-12 homeless children increased by 12% from the 2013-2014 school year to 
the 2014–2015 school year. 

§ Oregon has 28,500 rental units that are affordable and available to renters with 
extremely low incomes. There are about 131,000 households that need those 
apartments, leaving a gap of 102,500 units. 

§ Housing instability is fueled by an unsteady, low-opportunity employment market. 
Over 400,000 Oregonians are employed in low-wage work. Low-wage work is a 
growing share of Oregon’s economy. When wages are set far below the cost needed 
to raise a family, the demand for public services grows to record heights.  

§ Women are more likely than men to end up in low-wage jobs. Low wages, irregular 
hours, and part-time work compound issues.  

§ People of color historically constitute a disproportionate share of the low-wage work 
force. About 45% of Latinos, and 50% of African Americans, are employed in low-
wage industries. 

 

34 Urbsworks. (n.d.). Housing Choices Guide Book: A Visual Guide to Compact Housing Types in Northwest Oregon. 
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/Publications/Housing-Choices-Booklet_DIGITAL.pdf 

Saiz, Albert and Salazar, Arianna. (n.d.). Real Trends: The Future of Real Estate in the United States. Center for Real 
Estate, Urban Economics Lab. 

35 These conclusions are copied directly from the report: Oregon’s 2016-2020 Consolidated Plan 
http://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/docs/Consolidated-Plan/2016-2020-Consolidated-Plan-Amendment.pdf. 
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§ The majority of low-wage workers are adults over the age of 20, many of whom have 
earned a college degree, or some level of higher education. 

§ In 2019, minimum wage in Oregon36 was $11.25, $12,50 in the Portland Metro, and 
$11.00 for non-urban counties.  

Oregon’s 2018 Statewide Housing Plan identified six housing priorities to address in communities 
across the State over 2019 to 2023, summarized below. It includes relevant data to help illustrate 
the rationale for each priority. The 2018 Statewide Housing Plan describes the Oregon Housing 
and Community Services’ (OHCS) goals and implementation strategies for achieving the 
goals.37    

§ Equity and Racial Justice. Advance equity and racial justice by identifying and addressing 
institutional and systemic barriers that have created and perpetuated patterns of disparity in 
housing and economic prosperity.  

o Summary of the issue: In Oregon, 26% of people of color live below the poverty 
line in Oregon, compared to 15% of the White population. 

o 2019-2023 Goal: Communities of color will experience increased access to OHCS 
resources and achieve greater parity in housing stability, self-sufficiency and 
homeownership. OHCS will collaborate with its partners and stakeholders to 
create a shared understanding of racial equity and overcome systemic injustices 
faced by communities of color in housing discrimination, access to housing and 
economic prosperity. 

§ Homelessness. Build a coordinated and concerted statewide effort to prevent and end 
homelessness, with a focus on ending unsheltered homelessness of Oregon’s children and 
veterans.  

o Summary of the issue: According to the Point-in-Time count, approximately 
14,000 Oregonians experienced homelessness in 2017, an increase of nearly 6% 
since 2015. Oregon’s unsheltered population increased faster than the sheltered 
population, and the state’s rate of unsheltered homelessness is the third highest 
in the nation at 57%. The state’s rate of unsheltered homelessness among people 
in families with children is the second highest in the nation at 52%. 

o 2019-2023 Goal: OHCS will drive toward impactful homelessness interventions 
by increasing the percentage of people who are able to retain permanent housing 
for at least six months after receiving homeless services to at least 85 percent. We 

 

36 The 2016 Oregon Legislature, Senate Bill 1532, established a series of annual minimum wage rate increases 
beginning July 1, 2016 through July 1, 2022. https://www.oregon.gov/boli/whd/omw/pages/minimum-wage-rate-
summary.aspx 
37 Priorities and factoids are copied directly from the report: Oregon Housing and Community Services (November 
2018). Breaking New Ground, Oregon’s Statewide Housing Plan, Draft. 
https://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/DO/shp/OregonStatewideHousingPlan-PublicReviewDraft-Web.pdf  



ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis 49 

will also collaborate with partners to end veterans’ homelessness in Oregon and 
build a system in which every child has a safe and stable place to call home. 

§ Permanent Supportive Housing. Invest in permanent supportive housing, a proven strategy 
to reduce chronic homelessness and reduce barriers to housing stability.  

o Summary of the issue: Oregon needs about 12,388 units of permanent supportive 
housing to serve individuals and families with a range of needs and challenges. 

o 2019-2023 Goal: OHCS will increase our commitment to permanent supportive 
housing by funding the creation of 1,000 or more additional permanent 
supportive housing units to improve the future long-term housing stability for 
vulnerable Oregonians. 

§ Affordable Rental Housing. Work to close the affordable rental housing gap and reduce 
housing cost burden for low-income Oregonians.  

o Summary of the issue: Statewide, over 85,000 new units are needed to house 
those households earning below 30% of Median Family Income (MFI) in units 
affordable to them. The gap is even larger when accounting for the more than 
16,000 units affordable at 30% of MFI, which are occupied by households at other 
income levels.  

o 2019-2023 Goal: OHCS will triple the existing pipeline of affordable rental 
housing — up to 25,000 homes in the development pipeline by 2023. Residents of 
affordable rental housing funded by OHCS will have reduced cost burden and 
more opportunities for prosperity and self-sufficiency. 

§ Homeownership. Provide more low- and moderate-income Oregonians with the tools to 
successfully achieve and maintain homeownership, particularly in communities of color.  

o Summary of the issue: In Oregon, homeownership rates for all categories of 
people of color are lower than for white Oregonians. For White non-Hispanic 
Oregonians, the home ownership rate is 63%. For Hispanic and non-White 
Oregonians, it is 42%. For many, homeownership rates have fallen between 2005 
and 2016. 

o 2019-2023 Goal: OHCS will assist at least 6,500 households in becoming 
successful homeowners through mortgage lending products while sustaining 
efforts to help existing homeowners retain their homes. OHCS will increase the 
number of homebuyers of color in our homeownership programs by 50% as part 
of a concerted effort to bridge the homeownership gap for communities of color 
while building pathways to prosperity. 

§ Rural Communities. Change the way OHCS does business in small towns and rural 
communities to be responsive to the unique housing and service needs and unlock the 
opportunities for housing development.  

o Summary of the issue: While housing costs may be lower in rural areas, incomes 
are lower as well: median family income is $42,750 for rural counties versus 
$54,420 for urban counties. Additionally, the median home values in rural 



ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis 50 

Oregon are 30% higher than in the rural United States and median rents are 16% 
higher. 

o 2019-2023 Goal: OHCS will collaborate with small towns and rural communities 
to increase the supply of affordable and market-rate housing. As a result of 
tailored services, partnerships among housing and service providers, private 
industry and local governments will flourish, leading to improved capacity, 
leveraging of resources and a doubling of the housing development pipeline. 

Regional and Local Demographic Trends that may affect housing need in 
Clackamas County 

Demographic trends that might affect the key assumptions used in the baseline analysis of 
housing need are: (1) the aging population, (2) changes in household size and composition, and 
(3) increases in diversity.  

An individual’s housing needs change throughout their life, with changes in income, family 
composition, and age. The types of housing needed by a 20-year-old college student differ from 
the needs of a 40-year-old parent with children, or an 80-year-old single adult. As Clackamas 
County’s population ages, different types of housing will be needed to accommodate older 
residents. The housing characteristics by age data below reveal this cycle in action in Clackamas 
County. 

Housing needs and 
preferences change in 
predictable ways over 
time, such as with 
changes in marital status 
and size of family. 
Families of different sizes 
need different types of 
housing. 

 

Exhibit 29. Effect of demographic changes on housing need 
Source: ECONorthwest, adapted from Clark, William A.V. and Frans M. Dieleman. 1996. 
Households and Housing. New Brunswick, NJ: Center for Urban Policy Research. 
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Growing Population 
Population growth will drive future demand for housing in Clackamas County over the 
planning period.  

Clackamas County’s 
population grew by 48% 
between 1990 and 2017.  
Clackamas County added 
134,150 new residents, at 
an average annual growth 
rate of 1.5%. 

Exhibit 30. Population, Clackamas County, Portland Region, 
Oregon, U.S., 1990-2017 
Source: U.S. Decennial Census 2000; Portland State University, Population Research 
Center; and U.S. Census, ACS 2013-2017 5-year estimates, Table B01003 and P012.  

 

Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County’s 
population is projected to 
grow by 18,400 people 
between 2019 and 2039. 
The area will grow at an 
average annual growth 
rate of 0.87%.38 

Exhibit 31. Forecast of Population Growth, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Metro 2040 Population Distributed Forecast, July 12, 2016. 

97,040 115,440 18,400 19% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019 to 2039 

0.87% AAGR 

 

Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County’s 
population is projected to 
grow by 4,551 people 
between 2019 and 2039. 
The area will grow at an 
average annual growth 
rate of 0.26%.39 

Exhibit 32. Forecast of Population Growth, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Oregon Population Forecast Program, Portland State University, Population 
Research Center, June 2017. 

84,314 88,865 4,551 5% increase  
Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019 to 2039 

0.26% AAGR 

 

 

  

 

38 This forecast of population growth is based on the official population forecast from Metro’s 2040 Population 
Distributed Forecast (Exhibit A). It uses “(Urban) Unincorporated Clackamas / future city annex.” as the geographic 
reference. This forecast does not include the “Damascus / area within 2015 city boundary.” 
39 This forecast of population growth is based on Clackamas County’s Outside UGB Area’s official population 
forecast from the Oregon Population Forecast Program. ECONorthwest extrapolated the population forecast for 2017 
(to 2019) and 2035 (to 2039) based on the methodology specified in the following file (from the Oregon Population 
Forecast Program website): 
http://www.pdx.edu/prc/sites/www.pdx.edu.prc/files/Population_Interpolation_Template.xlsx 

1990 2017 Number Percent AAGR
U.S. 248,709,873 330,269,000 81,559,127 33% 1.1%
Oregon 2,842,321 4,141,100 1,298,779 46% 1.4%
Portland Region 1,174,291 1,811,860 637,569 54% 1.6%
Clackamas County 278,850 413,000 134,150 48% 1.5%

Change 1990 to 2017
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Aging Population 
This section shows two key characteristics of Unincorporated Clackamas County’s population, 
with implications for future housing demand: 

§ Seniors. Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County currently has a smaller share of 
senior residents than Rural Unincorporated County and a similar share to Clackamas 
County (as a whole). As Unincorporated Clackamas County’s senior population grows, 
it will have increasing demand for housing that is suitable for senior residents. 

Demand for housing for retirees will grow over the planning period, as the Baby 
Boomers continue to age and retire. Portland State University’s population forecast for 
Clackamas County shows the share of residents aged 60 years and older growing from 
26% of the county’s population in 2020 to 27% of the population in 2040, with more than 
37,000 more people over age 60 by 2040. 

The impact of growth in seniors in Unincorporated Clackamas County will depend, in 
part, on whether older people already living in the area continue to reside there as they 
retire and age. National surveys show that, in general, most retirees prefer to age in 
place by continuing to live in their current home and community as long as possible.40 

Growth in the number of seniors will result in demand for housing types specific to 
seniors, such as small and easy-to-maintain dwellings, assisted living facilities, or 
age-restricted developments. Senior households will make a variety of housing choices, 
including: remaining in their homes as long as they are able, downsizing to smaller 
single-family homes (detached and attached) or multifamily units, or moving into group 
housing (such as assisted living facilities or nursing homes), as their health declines. The 
challenges aging seniors face in continuing to live in their community include: changes 
in healthcare needs, loss of mobility, the difficulty of home maintenance, financial 
concerns, and increases in property taxes.41 

Opportunities for development of multifamily housing, assisted living facilities, and 
nursing homes will be concentrated in cities and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, rather than in rural areas. Housing specifically designed for seniors is likely to 
locate within an easy distance from healthcare services, such as hospitals. 

§ Urban and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County has a similar proportion of 
younger people to Clackamas County as a whole. About 23% of Urban Unincorporated 
population is under 20 years old, compared to 22% Rural Unincorporated population, 
and about 25% of Clackamas County’s population. The forecast for population growth 
in Clackamas County shows the percent of people under 20 years old increasing by 25%, 
or 25,514 people, by 2040. 

 

40 A survey conducted by the AARP indicates that 90% of people 50 years and older want to stay in their current 
home and community as they age. See http://www.aarp.org/research. 
41 “Aging in Place: A toolkit for Local Governments” by M. Scott Ball.  
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People currently aged 18 to 3842 are referred to as the Millennial generation and account 
for the largest share of population in Oregon..43 By 2040, Millennials will be between 40 
to 60 years of age. The forecast for Clackamas County shows a slight shift in Millennials 
from about 23% of the population in 2020 to about 28% of the population in 2040. 

Unincorporated Clackamas County’s ability to attract people in this age group will 
depend, in large part, on whether the area has opportunities for housing that both 
appeals to and are affordable to Millennials.  

In the near-term, Millennials may increase demand for rental units. The long-term 
housing preference of Millennials is uncertain. Research suggests that Millennials’ 
housing preferences may be similar to the Baby Boomers but with a preference for 
smaller, less costly units. Recent surveys about housing preference suggest that 
Millennials want affordable single-family homes in areas that offer transportation 
alternatives to cars, such as suburbs or small cities with walkable neighborhoods.44 

A recent survey of people living in the Portland region shows that Millennials prefer 
single-family detached housing. The survey finds that housing price is the most 
important factor in choosing housing for younger residents.45 The survey results suggest 
Millennials are more likely than other groups to prefer housing in an urban 
neighborhood or town center. While this survey is for the Portland region, it shows 
similar results as national surveys and studies about housing preference for Millennials. 

Growth in Millennials in Unincorporated Clackamas County will result in increased 
demand for both affordable single-family detached housing (including cottages), as well 
as increased demand for affordable townhouses and multifamily housing. Growth in 
this population will result in increased demand for both ownership and rental 
opportunities, with an emphasis on housing that is comparatively affordable. To the 
extent that these smaller, more affordable housing type are available in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, Millennials are more likely to locate in Urban 
Unincorporated areas than Rural Unincorporated areas, at least in the near term. 

 

42 No formal agreement on when the Millennial generation starts or ends exists. For this report, we define the 
Millennial generation as individuals born in 1980 through 2000. 
43 Pew Research Center. (March 2018). “Defining generations: Where Millennials end and post-Millennials begin” by 
Michael Dimock. Retrieved from: http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2018/03/01/defining-generations-where-
millennials-end-and-post-millennials-begin/. 
44 The American Planning Association, “Investing in Place; Two generations’ view on the future of communities.” 
2014.  
“Access to Public Transportation a Top Criterion for Millennials When Deciding Where to Live, New Survey Shows,” 
Transportation for America.  
“Survey Says: Home Trends and Buyer Preferences,” National Association of Home Builders International Builders  
45 Davis, Hibbits, & Midghal Research, “Metro Residential Preference Survey,” May 2014. 
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From 2000 to 2012-
2016, Clackamas 
County’s median age 
increased by three 
years. In this same time, 
Multnomah County’s 
median age increased 
by two years, 
Washington County’s by 
three years, and 
Oregon’s by three years. 

Exhibit 33. Median Age, Years, Oregon, Clackamas County, 
Multnomah County, Washington County 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table B01002, 2012-2016 ACS, 
Table B01002. 

 

In the 2012-2016 
period, about 52% of 
Clackamas County 
residents were between 
the ages of 20 and 59 
years. 
Clackamas County has a 
larger share of people 
over the age of 60 than 
the Portland Region. 

About 24% of 
Clackamas County’s 
population is under 20 
years old, compared to 
22% of the Portland 
Region’s population. 

Exhibit 34. Population Distribution by Age, Clackamas County, 
Portland Region, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS, Table B01001. 
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Urban Unincorporated 
areas have a larger share 
of younger population and 
Rural Unincorporated 
areas have a larger share 
of older population. 
In the 2013-2017 period, 
about 54% of Urban 
Unincorporated residents 
were between the ages of 
20 and 59 years. 
 
In the same period, about 
49% of Rural 
Unincorporated residents 
were between the ages of 
20 and 59 years. 
 

Exhibit 35. Population Distribution by Age, Urban and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS, Table B01001. 

 

By 2040, Clackamas 
County residents over the 
age of 40 will make up 
55% of the County’s total 
population. 
 

Exhibit 36. Population Growth by Age Group, Clackamas County, 
2020 to 2040  
Source: Portland State University, Population Research Center, Clackamas County Forecast, 
June 2017. 
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The population aged 60 
years and older is 
forecasted to grow the 
most, by 34% between 
2020 and 2040. 

Exhibit 37. Growth of Age Groups, Clackamas County, 2020 to 
2040 
Source: Portland State University, Population Research Center, Clackamas County Forecast, 
June 2015. 
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Household Size and Composition 
A majority of households in Unincorporated Clackamas County are one- or two-person 
households. About 31% of Clackamas County’s households are non-family households, which 
is a smaller share than the nonfamily households in the greater Portland region and Oregon.  

Clackamas County’s 
average household size 
is larger than Oregon’s 
average. 

Exhibit 38. Average Household Size, Clackamas County, 
Clackamas County, and Oregon, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B25010. 

2.58 Persons 
Clackamas County 

2.50 Persons 
Oregon 

 

Most households in 
Clackamas County 
(61%) are 1- or 2-person 
households, consistent 
with regional and 
statewide household 
size.  
Clackamas County has a 
slightly larger share of 
households with three or 
more people (39%) than 
the Portland Region 
(37%) or State (36%). 

Exhibit 39. Household Size, Clackamas County, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2013 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B25009. 
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One- and two-person 
households are more 
common in Urban 
Unincorporated 
Clackamas County and in 
Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County 
Sixty-one percent of 
households in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County are one- or two-
person households. 
Fifty-seven percent of 
households in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County are one- or two-
person households. 
 

Exhibit 40. Household Size, Urban and Rural Clackamas County, 
2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2013 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B25009. 

 

Clackamas County had a 
smaller share of nonfamily 
households (1-person 
households and 
households composed of 
roommates) than the 
Portland Region and 
Oregon. 
 

Exhibit 41. Household Composition, Clackamas County, Portland 
Region, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table DP02. 
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Income of Residents 
Income is a key determinant in housing choice and households’ ability to afford housing. This 
section provides information about household income for residents of Clackamas County. 

Clackamas County’s 
median household income 
(MHI) was above the 
state’s and Multnomah 
County’s, but just under 
Washington County’s. 

 

Exhibit 42. Median Household Income, Clackamas County, 
Portland Region, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B25119. 

 

Clackamas County has 
more households earning 
over $100,000 than the 
Portland Region or state. 

For the 2012-2016 period, 
about 31% of Clackamas 
County households had 
income of more than 
$100,000 a year, 
compared to 29% of 
Portland Region household 
and 22% of Oregon 
Households. 

Exhibit 43. Household Income, Clackamas County, Portland 
Region, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B19001. 
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Households in Urban 
Unincorporated areas had 
lower income, on average, 
than households in Rural 
Unincorporated.  

Sixty-one percent of 
households in Urban 
Unincorporated earn more 
than $50,000 per year, and 
39% earn more than 
$100,00 per year. 

Sixty-six percent of Rural 
Unincorporated earn more 
than $50,000 per year, and 
34% earn more than 
$100,000 per year. 
 

Exhibit 44. Household Income, Urban and Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B19001. 

 

 

 

 

  

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

< $25K

$25K - $49K

$50K - $74K

$75K - $99K

$100K - $149K

$150K +

Urban Unincorporated Rural Unincorporated



ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis 60 

Regional and Local Trends Affecting Affordability in 
Clackamas County 
This section describes changes in sales prices, rents, and housing affordability in 
Unincorporated Clackamas County since 2000. 

Changes in Housing Costs 
With a median sales price of $385,000 in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County and 
$412,500 in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County (2018), housing sales prices were higher 
than in cities such as Oregon City, Gladstone, Milwaukie, Sandy, Estacada, or Molalla. Median 
sales prices in Unincorporated areas were lower than in Wilsonville, Happy Valley, Canby, 
Lake Oswego, West Linn, and Rivergrove. For more information about sales prices in cities, see 
Appendix C, Exhibit 261. 

The median home sale price 
in 2017 was about 
$385,000 in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County. This was about 
$27,000 lower than the 
median home sale price in 
Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County. 

Exhibit 45. Median Home Sale Price, Urban and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2017 
Source: RLIS and Redfin. Note: in February 2019, Clackamas County’s median home sale 
price was $434,900. 

$420,000 $385,000 $412,500 
Clackamas County  
average for all sales in 
the county (June 2017) 
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Average housing sale prices 
followed a similar trend in 
Urban and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County.  
 

Exhibit 46. Average Sales Price, Urban and Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2000 - 2018  
Source: RLIS. 
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In 2017, 1,405 homes were 
sold, 70% of homes in 
Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County sold 
between $300K to $500K. 

Exhibit 47. Distribution of Home Sale Prices, Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2017 
Source: RLIS. 

 

In 2017, 624 homes were 
sold, 78% of homes in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County sold for $300K or 
more. 
A larger percentage of sales 
in Rural Unincorporated 
areas (30%) were for units 
with a sales price above 
$500,000 compared with 
Urban Unincorporated areas 
(14%). 

Exhibit 48.Distribution of Home Sale Prices, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2017 
Source: RLIS. 
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Since 2000, housing costs 
in Clackamas County 
increased faster than 
incomes. 
The household reported 
median value of a house in 
Clackamas County was 3.7 
times the median household 
income (MHI) in 2000, and 
4.6 times MHI in the 2012-
2016 period.  

Exhibit 49. Change in Ratio of Median Housing Value to Median 
Household Income, Clackamas County, Multnomah County, 
Washington County, and Oregon, 2000 to 2012-201646 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, Tables HCT012 and H085, and 
2012-2016 ACS, Tables B19013 and B25077. 

 

  

 

46 This ratio compares the median value of housing in Clackamas County to the median household income. Inflation-
adjusted median owner values in Clackamas County increased slightly from $278,928 in 2000 to $319,100 in 2012-
2016. Over the same period, median income decreased from $74,419 to $68,915. 
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Rental Costs 
The following charts show gross rent, which includes the cost of rent and some utilities. 
Appendix A presents information about rental costs in cities in Clackamas County from the 
Census (Exhibit 268) and Co-Star (Exhibit 273). 

Clackamas County’s median 
gross rent was more than 
Multnomah’s and the 
state’s median. 

Exhibit 50. Median Gross Rent, Clackamas County, Portland 
Region, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25064. 

 

Average rents for 
multifamily units increased 
consistently since 2010. 

Exhibit 51. Average Effective Gross Rent for Multifamily Housing, 
Clackamas County, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 
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A higher share of renters in 
Clackamas County and the 
Portland Region pay more 
than $1,250 per month in 
rent than in Oregon.  
About 33% of Clackamas 
County renters and 34% of 
Portland Region renters pay 
$1,250 in rent or more per 
month, compared to about 
23% of Oregon renters. 

Exhibit 52. Gross Rent, Clackamas County, Portland Region, 
Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25063. 

 

About 45% of renters in 
Urban Unincorporated and 
40% of renters in Rural 
Unincorporated pay less 
than $1,000 per month. 
About 29% of Urban 
Unincorporated renters and 
24% of Rural 
Unincorporated renters pay 
$1,250 or more in gross 
rent per month. 

Exhibit 53. Gross Rent, Urban and Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25063. 
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Housing Affordability 
A typical standard used to determine housing affordability is that a household should pay no 
more than a certain percentage of household income for housing, including payments and 
interest or rent, utilities, and insurance. The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s 
guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% of their income on housing 
experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on housing 
experience “severe cost burden.” Using cost burden as an indicator is one method of 
determining how well a city is meeting the Goal 10 requirement to provide housing that is 
affordable to all households in a community. 

About 34% of Clackamas County households are cost burdened, with 36% cost burdened in 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County and 29% cost burdened in Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County. Cost burden rates increased since 2000, consistent with state and national 
trends. 

In Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, about 47% of renter households are cost 
burdened, compared with 29% of homeowners. In Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 
about 33% of renter households are cost burdened, compared with 28% of homeowners.  

Overall, about 34% of all 
households in Clackamas 
County are cost burdened. 
Clackamas County has a 
similar share of cost 
burdened households 
relative to the Portland 
Region and Oregon. 

Exhibit 54. Housing Cost Burden, Clackamas County, Portland 
Region, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and B25070. 
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The share of cost burdened 
households in Clackamas 
County rose modestly over 
the 2000 to 2012-2016 
period from 30% to 34%.  
 

Exhibit 55. Housing Cost Burden, Clackamas County, 2000 and 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table H069 and H094, 2012-2016 
ACS Tables B25091 and B25070. 

 

In Clackamas County, a 
higher proportion of renter 
households were cost 
burdened than owner 
households. 
In the 2012-2016 period, 
49% of renter households 
were cost burdened, 
compared to 28% of owner 
households.  

 

Exhibit 56. Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Clackamas County, 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and B25070. 
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Renters are more likely to 
be cost burdened than 
homeowners in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County. 
In the 2012-2016 period, 
36% of households overall 
were cost burdened.  

 

Exhibit 57. Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and B25070. 

 

Renters are slightly more 
likely to be cost burdened 
than homeowners in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas 
County. 
In the 2012-2016 period, 
29% of households overall 
were cost burdened.  

 

Exhibit 58. Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and B25070. 
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Cost burden rates also vary 
by income. Nearly all renter 
households that earn less 
than $50,000 per year in 
Clackamas County were 
cost burdened. 

Exhibit 59. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Clackamas County’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 

While cost burden is a common measure of housing affordability, it does have some limitations. 
Two important limitations are:  

§ A household is defined as cost burdened if the housing costs exceed 30% of their 
income, regardless of actual income. The remaining 70% of income is expected to be 
spent on non-discretionary expenses, such as food or medical care, and on 
discretionary expenses. Households with higher incomes may be able to pay more 
than 30% of their income on housing without impacting the household’s ability to 
pay for necessary non-discretionary expenses. 

§ Cost burden compares income to housing costs and does not account for 
accumulated wealth. As a result, the estimate of how much a household can afford 
to pay for housing does not include the impact of a household’s accumulated wealth. 
For example, a household of retired people may have relatively low income but may 
have accumulated assets (such as profits from selling another house) that allow them 
to purchase a house that would be considered unaffordable to them based on the 
cost burden indicator.  

  

31 Renters69 Homeowners 

24 homeowners earn 
less than $50,000 

45 homeowners earn 
more than $50,000

5 of them are
cost-burdened

20 renters earn 
less than $50,000

 14 of them are 
cost-burdened

11 renters earn 
more than $50,000

1 of them is
cost-burdened

14 of them are 
cost-burdened
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Another way of exploring the issue of financial need is to review housing affordability at 
varying levels of household income. 

Fair Market Rent for a 2-
bedroom apartment in 
Clackamas County is 
$1,330. 

Exhibit 60. HUD Fair Market Rent (FMR) by Unit Type,  
Clackamas County47, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

  

$1,026 
Studio 

$1,132 
1-Bedroom 

$1,330 
2-Bedroom 

$1,935 
3-Bedroom 

$2,343 
4-Bedroom 

 

A household must earn 
at least $25.58 per hour 
to afford a two-bedroom 
unit in Clackamas 
County. 
Before taxes, a full-time 
job at $25.58 per hour is 
an annual salary of 
$53,200. 

Exhibit 61. Affordable Housing Wage, Clackamas County, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Oregon Bureau of Labor and 
Industries. 

$25.58/hour 
Affordable Housing Wage for two-bedroom Unit in Clackamas County 

 

 

  

 

47 HUD reports 2018 fair market rents and median family income from the Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton MSA for 
Clackamas County. 
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All households need housing that is affordable to them. But what is affordable varies with 
income level. Exhibit 62 to Exhibit 66 illustrate the varying levels of housing affordability by 
income level. 

• A Clackamas County household with the median family income (MFI) of $81,400 can 
afford about $2,025 in monthly rent or a home roughly valued between $284,000 and 
$324,000.  

• A household would need to have income of about $50,000 (61% of Median Family 
Income) to afford the county’s average effective multifamily rent in 2018 or $1,253. More 
than 30% of the households in Clackamas County have income below this level. 

• A household would need to have income at least $105,000 to afford the county’s median 
sales price of $420,000 or 130% of Median Family Income. Fewer than one-quarter of 
Clackamas County’s households have income of this level or higher.  

Exhibit 62. Financially Attainable Housing, by Median Family Income (MFI) for Clackamas County 
($81,400), Clackamas County, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 2016. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001, Bureau of Labor 
Services, Portland MSA, 2018, Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for Clackamas County. 

 

If your household earns....

Then you can afford....

$41,000 $65,000 $81,000 $98,000$24,000
(30% of MFI) (50% of MFI) (80% of MFI) (100% of MFI) (120% of MFI)

$600
monthly rent

$1,018

$123,000-
$144,000

monthly rent

OR

home sales price

$1,625

$228,000-
$260,000

monthly rent

OR

home sales price

$2,025

$284,000-
$324,000

monthly rent

OR

home sales price

$2,450

$343,000-
$392,000

monthly rent

OR

home sales price

Cashier
$25,930

Teacher
$55,150

Nursing Assistant
$32,350

Postal Carrier
$42,240

Landscape 
Architect
$62,860

Police Officer
$73,400

Financial Analyst
$90,180

Electrical 
Engineer
$96,550

Real Estate
Manager
$81,830
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Exhibit 63 illustrates the types of financially attainable housing by income level in Clackamas 
County. Generally speaking, however lower-income households will be renters occupying 
existing housing. Newly built housing will be a combination of renters (most likely in 
multifamily housing) and homeowners. The types of housing affordable for the lowest income 
households is limited to government subsidized housing, manufactured housing, lower-cost 
single-family housing, and multifamily housing. The range of financially attainable housing 
increases with increased income.  

Exhibit 63. Types of Financially Attainable Housing by Median Family Income (MFI) for Clackamas 
County ($81,400), 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. Note: Clackamas County is part of the Portland 
MSA. HUD reports median household incomes for the Portland MSA for Clackamas County.  

 

 

 

  

If your household earns …

Then you can afford …

$41,000 $65,000 $81,000 $98,000$24,000
(30% of MFI) (50% of MFI) (80% of MFI) (100% of MFI) (120% of MFI)

$600
PER MONTH

$1,018 $1,625 $2,025 $2,450

Housing types generally affordable to these households are …

Common characteristics …

PER MONTH PER MONTH PER MONTH PER MONTH

Predominantly renter occupied & existing construction Predominantly owner occupied & new construction
LESS EXPENSIVE MORE EXPENSIVE

Single-Family Detached

Government subsidized

Townhomes

Multifamily
condominiumlow-amenity apartments              products (5+ units), quad-plex, tri-plex, duplex

manufactured homes in parks/on lots             cottage cluster single-family
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The following graphs show the number and percentage of households in each income category 
shown on Exhibit 62 for Clackamas County, Urban Unincorporated areas, and Rural 
Unincorporated areas.  

Over a third of Clackamas 
County households earn 
120% or more of the 
median family income of 
$81,400.   

Exhibit 64. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. Note: MFI is median family income for a family 
of four. 

 

More than 30% of Urban 
Unincorporated 
Clackamas County 
households earn 120% or 
more of the median family 
income.   

Exhibit 65. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County ($81,400), 2016 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. Note: MFI is median family income for a family 
of four. 
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Thirty-six percent of Rural 
Unincorporated 
Clackamas County 
households earn 120% or 
more of the median family 
income.  

Exhibit 66. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County ($81,400), 2016 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. Note: MFI is median family income for a family 
of four. 
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Exhibit 67, Exhibit 68, and Exhibit 69 compares the number of households by income with the 
number of units affordable to those households in Clackamas County, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, or Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County.  

Clackamas County, as a whole (Exhibit 67), currently has a deficit of housing affordable to 
households earning between $10,000 and $35,000 per year. The housing types that Clackamas 
County has a deficit of are more affordable housing types including but not limited to 
apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, townhomes, and single-
family detached housing. Clackamas County also has a deficit of high-amenity housing types 
for households earning more than $150,000 per year. High-amenity housing types could include 
single-family detached housing (including large lot single-family), townhomes, and higher-end 
multifamily products. 

Exhibit 67. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Clackamas County, 2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. Note: this 
graphic includes housing units across the Clackamas County as a whole (including dwelling units within incorporated areas). 
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Some lower-income households live in housing 
that is more expensive than they can afford 
because affordable housing is not available. 
These households are cost burdened.
 

Implication 1 Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
 

Implication 1 Implication 2
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Urban Unincorporated Clackamas currently has a deficit of housing affordable to 
households earning between $10,000 and $50,000. The housing types that Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County has a deficit of are more affordable housing types such as 
apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, townhomes, and smaller 
single-family detached housing.  

Urban Unincorporated Clackamas also has a deficit of higher-amenity housing types for 
households earning more than $150,000 per year. High-amenity housing types could include 
single-family detached housing (including large lot single-family), townhomes, and higher-end 
multifamily products. 

Exhibit 68. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for Clackamas County. 
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Some lower-income households live in housing 
that is more expensive than they can afford 
because affordable housing is not available. 
These households are cost burdened.
 

Implication 1 Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
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Rural Unincorporated Clackamas currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households 
between $10,000 and $75,000. The deficit of affordable housing in Rural Unincorporated areas is 
unlikely to be addressed in rural areas because the housing types affordable in this income are 
generally built in cities, such as duplexes, townhomes, or apartments. Affordable housing in 
Rural Unincorporated areas may be limited to older single-family detached units and 
manufactured housing.  

Exhibit 69. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for Clackamas County. 
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Some lower-incomer households live in housing 
that is more expensive than they can afford 
because affordable housing is not available. 
These households are cost-burdened.
 

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.
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Exhibit 70 and Exhibit 71 show the distribution of home sales prices by affordability range 
(median family income) for homes sold in 2016, 2017, and 2018 in Urban and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, respectively. 

The majority of housing sold in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County was affordable to 
households earning between about $65,100 to $122,000 (about 80% and 150% of the Median 
Family Income (MFI)). If trends in sales prices continue to increase (see Exhibit 46), home sales 
will be increasingly unaffordable to households with income between 80% and 120% of the MFI. 

Exhibit 70. Distribution of Home Sales Prices by Affordability Range, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2016, 2017, 2018 
Source: RLIS. 
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Most housing sold in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County was affordable to households 
earning between about $65,100 to $122,000 (about 80% to 150% of the Median Family Income 
(MFI)). Similarly to Urban Unincorporated, if trends in sales prices continue to increase (see 
Exhibit 46), home sales will be increasingly unaffordable to households with income between 
80% and 120% of the MFI. 

Exhibit 71. Distribution of Home Sales Prices by Affordability Range, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2016, 2017, 2018 
Source: RLIS. 
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Summary of the Factors Affecting Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County’s Housing Needs 
The purpose of the analysis thus far has been to provide background on the kinds of factors that 
influence housing choice. While the number and interrelationships among these factors ensure 
that generalizations about housing choice are difficult to make and prone to inaccuracies, it is a 
crucial step to informing the types of housing that will be needed in the future.  

There is no question that age affects housing type and tenure. Mobility is substantially higher 
for people aged 20 to 34. People in that age group will also have, on average, less income than 
people who are older and they are less likely to have children. These factors mean that younger 
households are much more likely to be renters, and renters are more likely to be in multifamily 
housing.  

The data illustrates what more detailed research has shown and what most people understand 
intuitively: life cycle and housing choice interact in ways that are predictable in the aggregate; 
age of the household head is correlated with household size and income; household size and 
age of household head affect housing preferences; and income affects the ability of a household 
to afford a preferred housing type. The connection between socioeconomic and demographic 
factors and housing choice is often described informally by giving names to households with 
certain combinations of characteristics: the "traditional family," the "never-marrieds," the 
"dinks" (dual-income, no kids), and the "empty-nesters."48 Thus, simply looking at the long 
wave of demographic trends can provide good information for estimating future housing 
demand.  

Still, one is ultimately left with the need to make a qualitative assessment of the future housing 
market. The following is a discussion of how demographic and housing trends are likely to 
affect housing in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas over the next 20 years:  

§ Growth in housing will be driven by growth in population. Between 2019 and 2039, 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas’ population is forecasted to grow from 97,040 to 
115,440, an increase 18,400 people (19%).49  

§ Housing affordability will be a growing challenge in the area. Housing affordability 
is a challenge in most of the region in general, and Urban Unincorporated Clackamas is 
affected by these regional trends. Housing prices are increasing faster than incomes in 
Clackamas County, which is consistent with state and national challenges. Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas has a modest share of multifamily housing (about 27% of 
the area’s housing stock), and almost half of renter households are cost burdened. 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas’ key challenge over the next 20 years is providing 

 

48 See Planning for Residential Growth: A Workbook for Oregon's Urban Areas (June 1997). 
49 This forecast is based on Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County’s certified population estimate and official 
forecast from Metro for the 2019 to 2039 period. 



ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis 80 

opportunities for development of relatively affordable housing of all types, from lower-
cost single-family housing to market-rate multifamily housing.  

§ Without substantial changes in housing policy, on average, future housing will look 
a lot like past housing. That is the assumption that underlies any trend forecast, and 
one that is important when trying to address demand for new housing.  

§ If the future differs from the past, it is likely to move in the direction, on average, of 
smaller units and more diverse housing types. Most of the evidence suggests that the 
bulk of the change will be in the direction of smaller average house and lot sizes for 
single-family housing. This includes providing opportunities for development of 
smaller single-family detached homes, townhomes, and multifamily housing. 

Key demographic and economic trends that will affect Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas’ future housing needs are the aging of the Baby Boomers and the aging of 
the Millennials. 

o The Baby Boomer’s population is continuing to age. By 2040, people 60 years and 
older will account for 27% of the population in Clackamas County (up from 24% 
in 2017). The changes that affect Clackamas County’s housing demand as the 
population ages are that household sizes and homeownership rates decrease. 
The majority of Baby Boomers are expected to remain in their homes as long as 
possible, downsizing or moving when illness or other issues cause them to move. 
Demand for specialized senior housing, such as age-restricted housing or 
housing in a continuum of care from independent living to nursing home care, 
may grow throughout the County. 

o Millennials will continue to age. By 2040, Millennials will be roughly between 40 
and 60 years old. As they age, generally speaking, their household sizes will 
increase, and their homeownership rates will peak by about age 55. Between 
2019 and 2039, Millennials will be a key driver in demand for housing for 
families with children. The ability to attract Millennials will depend on the 
County’s availability of affordable renter and ownership housing. It will also 
depend on the location of new housing in Clackamas County as many 
Millennials prefer to live in more urban environments.50 The decline in 
homeownership among the Millennial generation has more to do with financial 
barriers rather than the preference to rent.51 

In summary, population shifts and increasing housing costs, and other variables are factors that 
support the conclusion of need for smaller and less expensive units and a broader array of 
housing choices. Growth of retirees will drive demand for small single-family detached houses 
and townhomes for homeownership, townhome and multifamily rentals, age-restricted 

 

50 Choi, Hyun June; Zhu, Jun; Goodman, Laurie; Ganesh, Bhargavi; Strochak, Sarah. (2018). Millennial 
Homeownership, Why is it So Low, and How Can We Increase It? Urban Institute. 
https://www.urban.org/research/publication/millennial-homeownership/view/full_report  
51 Ibid. 
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housing, and assisted-living facilities. Growth in Millennials will drive demand for affordable 
housing types, including demand for small, affordable single-family units (many of which may 
be ownership units) and for affordable multifamily units (many of which may be rental units). 

Summary of the Factors Affecting Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County’s Housing Needs 
The factors that will affect housing needs in rural unincorporated Clackamas County as similar 
to the ones affecting housing needs in urban unincorporated Clackamas County:  

§ Growth in housing will be driven by growth in population. Between 2019 and 2039, 
Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County’s population is forecast to grow from 84,314 
to 88,865, an increase of 4,551 people (5%).52  

§ Housing affordability will be a growing challenge in Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County. Housing affordability is a challenge in most of the Portland Region 
in general, and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas is affected by these regional trends. 
Housing prices are increasing faster than incomes in Clackamas County, which is 
consistent with state and national challenges. Because of its rural nature, Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas has very little multifamily housing (about 2% of the area’s 
housing stock). Like the region, cost burden is common, with a third of renter 
households are cost burdened. New housing development in Rural Unincorporated 
areas will be predominantly single-family detached housing on relatively large lots. 

§ Given the rural nature of Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, the future is 
likely to look similar to the past. The majority of new housing in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County will be single-family detached housing, on large 
parcels. The types of housing that may be relatively affordable in Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County may be manufactured housing on individual lots.  
 
The area in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County that are different are the areas 
near Mt Hood, such as the unincorporated communities of Welches, Rhododendron, 
and Government Camp. In these areas, a wider range of housing is allowed, including 
single-family detached and some types of multifamily. Lot sizes, even for single-family 
detached housing can be relatively small, such as lot sizes about 2,000 square feet lots 
for 400 square foot units allowed in Government Camp and Rhododendron or 1,360 
square foot lots for 400 square foot units in Wemme/Welches. Given the nature of this 
area, near the Mt. Hood recreational areas, housing in these areas are likely to be 
relatively expensive (in terms of overall cost and on a cost per square foot basis), 
catering to second homes and people who prefer to live near a recreational area.  
 
However, there is need for housing that is affordable to people who work in these 
communities, often at service jobs with lower-than average pay. The County may want 

 

52 This forecast is based on Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County’s certified population estimate and official 
forecast from the Oregon Population Forecast Program for the 2019 to 2039 period. 
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to consider policies that support development of housing affordable to workers at 
businesses in these communities.  
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5. Housing Need in Unincorporated 
Clackamas County 

Project New Housing Units Needed in the Next 20 Years 
The results of the housing needs analysis are based on: (1) the official population forecast for 
growth in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County and the official household forecast for 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County over the 20-year planning period, (2) information 
about Urban and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County’s housing market relative to 
Clackamas County as a whole and (3) the demographic composition of Urban and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County existing population and expected long-term changes in the 
demographics of the County. 

Forecast for Housing Growth in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
This section describes the key assumptions and presents an estimate of new housing units 
needed in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas between 2019 and 2039. A 20-year household 
forecast (in this instance, 2019 to 2039) is the foundation for estimating needed new dwelling 
units. This section presents Metro’s forecast for household growth in Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, including future annex areas. According to Metro’s forecast, Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas will grow from 36,514 households in 201953 to 44,689 households in 
2039, an increase of 8,175.54  

Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County will 
have demand for 8,175 
new dwelling units over 
the 20-year period, with an 
annual average of 409 
dwelling units. 

Exhibit 72. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

 

53 Metro’s household forecast shows that in 2015, the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas (plus future annex areas) had 
35,068 households. We extrapolated from 2015 to get to 36,514 households in 2019 using Portland State University’s 
method, a required use.  
54 This forecast is based on Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County’s (plus future annex areas) official forecast 
from Metro for the 2019 to 2039 period.  

Household Forecast Periods
New Dwelling 

Units 
(2019-2039)

Metro Forecast 2015 35,068                
Metro Forecast 2040 45,143                
Extrapolation to 2019 36,514                
Extrapolation to 2039 44,689                
New Dwelling Units (2019-2039) 8,175                 

Annual average of new units 409                     
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Exhibit 72 presents a forecast of new housing in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas for the 2019 
to 2039 period. This section determines the needed mix and density for the development of new 
housing developed over this 20-year period in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas. 

Exhibit 79 shows that, in the future, the need for new housing developed in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas will generally include housing that is more affordable, with some 
housing located in walkable areas with access to services. More expensive housing types, such 
as executive housing, is also needed. This assumption is based on the following findings in the 
previous chapters: 

§ Demographic changes suggest moderate increases in demand for attached single-
family housing and multifamily housing. The key demographic trends that will 
affect Urban Unincorporated Clackamas’ future housing needs are: the aging of the 
Baby Boomers and the Millennials. As discussed previously, these demographic 
changes will result in increased demand for: small-lot single-family detached 
housing; accessory dwelling units; cottage housing; townhouses; lower density 
multifamily housing such as duplexes/tri-plexes/quad-plexes; smaller-scale 
multifamily housing such as garden apartments; and larger scale-multifamily 
housing including multistory apartments and condos and mixed-use developments. 

§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas has a relatively small supply of multifamily 
housing, which accounts for 27% of the area’s housing stock, and a small supply of 
single-family attached housing. About half (85%) of Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas’ multifamily buildings are five units or more, indicating a lack of missing 
middle housing types. 

§ About 36% of Urban Unincorporated Clackamas households have housing 
affordability problems. About 47% of Urban Unincorporated Clackamas renters have 
affordability problems. In 2018, about 37% of all homes sold were affordable to 
households with incomes between 80% and 120% of MFI. Another 55% of housing 
sales were affordable to households with incomes greater than 120% of MFI. These 
factors indicate that Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County needs more 
affordable housing types for homeowners. A household earning median family 
income (about $81,000) could afford a home roughly valued between $283,500 and 
$324,000, which is below the median home sales price of about $385,000 in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County.  

§ Continued increases in housing costs may increase demand for denser housing (e.g., 
multifamily housing or smaller single-family housing). To the extent that denser 
housing types are more affordable than larger housing types, continued increases in 
housing costs will increase demand for denser housing. 

These findings suggest that Urban Unincorporated Clackamas’ needed housing mix is for a 
broader range of housing types than are currently available. Exhibit 73 shows a forecast of 
needed housing in the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas during the 2019 to 2039 period based 
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on these conclusions and the requirements of OAR 660-007.55 The projection is based on the 
following assumptions: 

§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas official forecast for household growth shows new 
households will result in need for 8,175 new dwelling units over the 20-year period. 

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 73 are: 

o About 50% of new housing will be single-family detached, a category which 
includes manufactured housing. According to the American Community Survey, 
about 70% of Urban Unincorporated Clackamas housing was single-family 
detached in the 2013-2017 period.  

o Nearly 10% of new housing will be single-family attached. About 3% of Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas housing was single-family attached in the 2013-2017 
period. 

o About 40% of new housing will be multifamily. About 27% of Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas housing was multifamily in the 2013-2017 period. 

Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County’s 
forecast shows need for 
8,175 new dwelling units 
over the 20-year period. 
Fifty percent of new units 
are forecast to be single-
family detached housing. 

Exhibit 73. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. This 
analysis does not factor those units in; however, it assumes they will be replaced at the same 
site and will not create additional demand for residential land. 

 

55 OAR 660-007-0030(1) requires that “Jurisdictions other than small developed cities must either designate sufficient 
buildable land to provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new residential units to be attached single family 
housing or multiple family housing or justify an alternative percentage based on changing circumstances.” 

Variable
Needed 

Housing Mix
Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 8,175
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 50%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 4,087

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 10%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 817

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 40%

Total new multifamily 3,271
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 8,175
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Exhibit 74 allocates needed housing to plan designations in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County. The allocation is based, in part, on the types of housing allowed in zones in each plan 
designation. Exhibit 78 shows: 

§ Low Density land will accommodate new single-family detached housing, including 
manufactured dwellings on lots, and single-family attached housing. 

§ Medium Density land will accommodate single-family attached housing, multifamily 
housing (with two or more units), and manufactured housing parks. 

§ Medium High Density land will accommodate single-family attached housing and 
multifamily housing (with two or more units). 

§ High Density land will accommodate multifamily housing (with two or more units). 

This analysis was completed before House Bill 2001 was adopted. House Bill 2001 requires cities 
and counties within the Metro UGB to allow development of middle housing types in areas 
zoned for residential use that allow development of single-family dwellings. Middle housing 
types are: cottage clusters, duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, and townhouses. The allocation in 
Exhibit 74 does not assume that the County will show an allocation of middle housing types to 
the Low Density or Medium Density designations.   

Exhibit 74. Allocation of needed housing by housing type and plan designation, Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

  

Housing Type Low 
Density

Medium 
Density

Medium 
High 

Density

High 
Density

Total
Dwelling Units

Single-family detached 2,861     1,226     -         -         4,087     
Single-family attached 41          204        245        327        817        
Multifamily -         -         1,226     2,045     3,271     

Total 2,902     1,430     1,471     2,372     8,175     
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 35% 15% 0% 0% 50%
Single-family attached 1% 2% 3% 4% 10%
Multifamily 0% 0% 15% 25% 40%

Total 35% 17% 18% 29% 100%

Residential Plan Designations
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Exhibit 75 presents a forecast of future housing density based on historical densities in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County in Exhibit 18. Exhibit 75 converts between net acres56 and 
gross acres57 to account for land needed for rights-of-way based on Metro’s analysis of rights-of-
way by plan designation in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County. 

§ Low Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 
5.1 dwelling units per net acre. Consistent with Metro’s assumptions, we assume 
that development on tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres will require no land  for rights-
of-ways. For lots smaller than 0.38 acres, the future gross density will be 5.1 dwelling 
units per gross acre. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the future density will be 4.6 
dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acre the future density will 
be 4.2 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ Medium Density Residential: Future densities will range between 12.1 dwelling 
units per gross acre and 9.9 acres per gross acre. 

§ Medium High Density Residential: Future densities will range between 19.3 
dwelling units per gross acre and 15.7 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ High Density Residential: Future densities will range between 30.5 dwelling units 
per gross acre and 24.8 dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 75. Future density for housing built in the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 
2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit.  

 

  

 

56 OAR 660-024-0010(6) uses the following definition of net buildable acre. “Net Buildable Acre” “…consists of 43,560 
square feet of residentially designated buildable land after excluding future rights-of-way for streets and roads.” 
While the administrative rule does not include a definition of a gross buildable acre, using the definition above, a 
gross buildable acre will include areas used for rights-of-way for streets and roads. Areas used for rights-of-way are 
considered unbuildable. 
57 Metro’s methodology about net-to-gross assumptions are that: (1) tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for 
future streets; (2) tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets; and (3) tax lots greater 
than an acre assumes an 18.5% set aside for future streets. The analysis assumes an 18.5% assumption for future 
streets. 

Residential Plan 
Designation 

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Low Density 5.1 0% 5.1 5.1 10% 4.6 5.1 18.5% 4.2
Medium Density 12.1 0% 12.1 12.1 10% 10.9 12.1 18.5% 9.9
Medium-High Density 19.3 0% 19.3 19.3 10% 17.3 19.3 18.5% 15.7
High Density 30.5 0% 30.5 30.5 10% 27.4 30.5 18.5% 24.8

Tax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots > 0.38 and < 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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Forecast for Housing Growth in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County 
This section describes the key assumptions and presents an estimate of new housing units 
needed in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County between 2019 and 2039. The key 
assumptions are:  

§ Households. A 20-year population forecast (in this instance, 2019 to 2039) is the 
foundation for estimating needed new dwelling units. Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas will grow from 84,314 persons in 201958 to 88,865 persons in 2039, an 
increase of 4,551 people.59  

§ Household Size. OAR 660-024 established a safe harbor assumption for average 
household size—which is the figure from the most-recent decennial Census at the 
time of the analysis. According to the 2013-2017 American Community Survey, the 
average household size in Clackamas County (proper) was 2.58 people. Thus, for the 
2019 to 2039 period, we assume an average household size of 2.58 persons. 

§ Vacancy Rate. The Census defines vacancy as: "unoccupied housing units are 
considered vacant. Vacancy status is determined by the terms under which the unit 
may be occupied, e.g., for rent, for sale, or for seasonal use only." The 2010 Census 
identified vacant through an enumeration, separate from (but related to) the survey 
of households. The Census determines vacancy status and other characteristics of 
vacant units by enumerators obtaining information from property owners and 
managers, neighbors, rental agents, and others. 

Vacancy rates are cyclical and represent the lag between demand and the market’s 
response to demand for additional dwelling units. Vacancy rates for rental and 
multifamily units are typically higher than those for owner-occupied and single-
family dwelling units. 

According to the 2013-2017 American Community Survey, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas’s vacancy rate was 14%60. The majority of vacancies were for seasonal, 
recreational, or occasional use. The vacancy rate for housing vacant for rent or sale 
was 6%. For the 2019 to 2039 period, we assume a vacancy rate of 6%.  

 

58 Portland State University’s population forecast shows that in 2017, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas had 83,444 
people. We extrapolated from 2017 to get to 84,314 in 2019 using Portland State University’s method, a required use.  
59 This forecast is based on Rural Unincorporated Clackamas official forecast from the Oregon Population Forecast 
Program for the 2019 to 2039 period.  
60 According to the U.S. Census, American Community Survey (5-year estimates 2013-2017), 14% of Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County housing stock was vacant (about 4,349 units). Of these vacant units, 65% were 
vacant for Seasonal, Recreational, or Occasional Use. 
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Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas will have 
demand for 1,870 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, with an 
annual average of 94 
dwelling units. 

Exhibit 76. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

Exhibit 77 shows a forecast of future housing mix in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County. 
The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 77 are: 

§ About 97% of new housing will be single-family detached, a category which includes 
manufactured housing. The American Community Survey for the 2013-2017 period 
shows that 97% of dwelling units in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County are 
single-family detached. 

§ About 1% of new housing will be single-family attached. The American Community 
Survey for the 2013-2017 period shows that 1% of dwelling units in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County are single-family attached. A limited amount of 
single-family attached and multifamily are allowed in unincorporated communities 
near Mt. Hood.  

§ About 2% of new housing will be multifamily. About 2% of Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas housing was multifamily in the 2013-2017 period. A limited amount of 
single-family attached and multifamily are allowed in unincorporated communities 
near Mt. Hood. 

Variable

New Dwelling 
Units 

(2019-2039)
Change in persons 4,551                
Average household size 2.58                  
New occupied DU 1,764                
times  vacancy rate 6.0%
equals  Vacant dwelling units 106                   

Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 1,870                
Annual average of new dwelling units 94                     



ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis 90 

Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County’s 
forecast shows growth of 
for 1,870 new dwelling 
units over the 20-year 
period. The mix of new 
units is assumed to be 
consistent with the 
existing mix of units. 
About 97% of dwelling 
units in Rural 
Unincorporated were 
single-family detached. For 
the 2019—2039 period, 
we assume 97% of new 
units will be single-family 
detached, given there are 
few areas within Rural 
Unincorporated areas 
where multifamily is 
permitted. 

Exhibit 77. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

 

  

Variable Housing Mix

Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 1,870
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 97%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 1,813

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 1%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 19

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 2%

Total new multifamily 38
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 1,870
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Exhibit 78 allocates housing to zone designations Farm Forest 100Acre, Hoodland Residential, 
Mountain Recreational Resort, and Rural Residential (a generalized zoning designation 
including the zones listed below). Exhibit 78 shows: 

§ Farm Forest 10-Acre land has about 2% of new housing allocated to it and will 
accommodate single-family detached housing.  

§ Hoodland Residential land will accommodate new single-family detached housing. 
Hoodland Residential is located in the communities of Wemme, Welches, and 
Government Camp.  

§ Mountain Recreational Resort land will accommodate single-family detached, single-
family attached, and multifamily housing. Mountain Recreational Resort is located in 
the communities of Wemme, Welches, Rhododendron, and Government Camp.  

§ Rural Residential land includes the zone designations Rural Residential 1-Acre, Rural 
Residential 2-Acre, Recreational Residential, and Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre. 
Rural Residential land will accommodate single-family attached housing.  

Exhibit 78. Allocation of housing by housing type and plan designation, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039  
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 
  

Zone Designation Farm Forest
10-Acre 

Hoodland 
Residential

Mountain 
Recreational Resort 

Rural Residential Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 36                  505                   748                      524                   1,813    
Single-family attached -                 -                    19                        -                    19         
Multifamily -                 -                    38                        -                    38         

Total 36                  505                   805                      524                   1,870    
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 2% 27% 40% 28% 97%
Single-family attached 0% 0% 1% 0% 1%
Multifamily 0% 0% 2% 0% 2%

Total 2% 27% 43% 28% 100%
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Needed Housing by Income Level 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

The analysis in the next Exhibit is based on American Community Survey data about income 
levels in Urban and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County. Income is categorized into 
market segments consistent with HUD income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 
Median Family Income (MFI) of $81,400. The Exhibits are based on current household income 
distribution, assuming that approximately the same percentage of households will be in each 
market segment in the future.  

About 28% of Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas’ 
future households will have 
income below 50% of 
median family income (less 
than $40,700 in 2017 
dollars) and about 39% will 
have incomes between 50% 
and 120% of the county’s 
MFI (between $40,700 and 
$97,680).  
This trend shows a need for 
affordable housing types, 
such as government-
subsidized affordable 
housing, manufactured 
homes, apartments, 
duplexes, townhomes, and 
small single-family homes. 

This trend also shows a 
need for higher amenity 
housing types. 

Exhibit 79. New Housing, by Median Family Income (MFI) for 
Clackamas County ($81,400), Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2013 
ACS Table 19001. 
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About 25% of Rural 
Unincorporated 
Clackamas’s future 
households will have 
income below 50% of 
median family income (less 
than $40,700 in 2017 
dollars) and about 38% will 
have incomes between 50% 
and 120% of the county’s 
MFI (between $40,700 and 
$97,680).  
Clackamas County is not 
planning for development of 
denser housing types that 
may be more affordable or 
government-subsidized 
housing in Rural 
Unincorporated areas. 

Exhibit 80. New Housing, by Median Family Income (MFI) for 
Clackamas County ($81,400), Rural Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 
ACS Table 19001. 
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Need for Government Assisted, Farmworker, and 
Manufactured Housing 
ORS 197.303, 197.307, 197.312, and 197.314 requires cities to plan for government-assisted 
housing, farmworker housing, manufactured housing on lots, and manufactured housing in 
parks. While Unincorporated Clackamas County is not a city, this section discusses these 
housing needs, focusing on Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County.  

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government-subsidies can apply to all housing 
types (e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). Clackamas County allows 
development of government-assisted housing in all residential plan designations, 
with the same development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis 
assumes that Clackamas County will continue to allow government housing in all of 
its residential plan designations. Because government assisted housing is similar in 
character to other housing (with the exception being the subsidies), it is not 
necessary to develop separate forecasts for government-subsidized housing.  

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can also apply to all housing types and 
the County allows development of farmworker housing in all residential plan 
designations, with the same development standards as market-rate housing. This 
analysis assumes that Clackamas County will continue to allow this housing in all of 
its residential plan designations. Because it is similar in character to other housing 
(with the possible exception of government subsidies, if population restricted), it is 
not necessary to develop separate forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. Clackamas County allows manufactured homes on 
lots in the Low Density and Rural Plan Designations, which are areas which allow 
single-family detached housing. Clackamas County does not have special siting 
requirements for manufactured homes. Since manufactured homes are subject to the 
same siting requirements as site-built homes, it is not necessary to develop separate 
forecasts for manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires counties to inventory the 
manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally used for 
commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to the 
Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,61 Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County has 46 manufactured home 
parks within the City, with 3,353 spaces. Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County 
has 27 manufactured home parks, with 1,176 spaces. 

§ ORS 197.480(2) requires Clackamas County to project need for manufactured 
dwellings or manufactured dwelling parks based on: (1) population projections, (2) 
household income levels, (3) housing market trends, and (4) an inventory of 

 

61 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally used for 
commercial, industrial, or high density residential.  

o Based on Metro’s forecast for household growth, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County will have demand for 8,175 new dwelling units over the 2019 
to 2039 period. In the same time, and based on PSU’s forecast for population 
growth, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County will have demand for 1,870 
new dwelling units. 

o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 28% of Urban 
Unincorporated new households and 25% of Rural Unincorporated new 
households will be low income, earning 50% or less of the region’s median 
family income. One type of housing affordable to these households is 
manufactured housing. 

o Manufactured housing in parks accounts for about 9% (about 3,353 dwelling 
units) of Urban Unincorporated Clackamas’ current housing stock.  
Manufactured housing in parks accounts for about 4% (about 1,176 dwelling 
units) of Rural Unincorporated Clackamas’ current housing stock. 

o National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that manufactured 
housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, between 2000 
and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more than 2,700 spaces. 
Discussions with several stakeholders familiar with manufactured home park 
trends suggest that over the same period, few to no new manufactured home 
parks have opened in Oregon. Park closures can cause extreme hardship for 
homeowners of manufactured homes in parks. For example, once manufactured 
homes are installed in a manufactured home park, they can be difficult and 
expensive to move, easily costing $30,000 in transportation and basic set-up 
costs. 62 Older manufactured homes may not withstand a move, and even if than 
can, new sites are increasingly scarce.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (30% to 50% of MFI), which include 
14% of Urban Unincorporated households and 12% of Rural Unincorporated 
households. In the Portland Metropolitan Region, the households most likely to 
live in manufactured homes are those are more vulnerable to housing 
displacement. In that, these households are more likely to have: (1) at least one 
household member with a disability, (2) an older head of household, (3) higher 
rates of poverty, and (4) lower educational attainments.63 However, other 
demographics and households in other income categories may live in 
manufactured homes in parks. 
 

 

62 ECONorthwest. (June 2019). Exploring the Factors that Drive Displacement Risk in Unincorporated Clackamas 
County: with a Special Look at Manufactured Housing Communities. Draft. 
63 Ibid. 
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Manufactured home park development is an allowed use in the medium density 
residential plan designation. The national and state trends of closure of 
manufactured home parks, and the fact that no new manufactured home parks 
have opened in Oregon in over the last 15 years, demonstrate that development 
of new manufactured home parks in Clackamas County is unlikely.  
 
Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in Clackamas County (Urban or Rural Unincorporated areas) is 
unlikely over the 2019 to 2039 planning period. It is, however, likely that 
manufactured homes will continue to locate on individual lots in Clackamas 
County. The forecast of housing assumes that no new manufactured home parks 
will be opened in Clackamas County over the 2019 to 2039 period. The forecast 
includes new manufactured homes on lots in the category of single-family 
detached housing. 

o Over the next 20 years (or longer) one or more manufactured home parks may 
close in Clackamas County. This may be a result of manufactured home park 
landowners selling or redeveloping their land for uses with higher rates of 
return, rather than lack of demand for spaces in manufactured home parks. For 
example, 18% of the county’s manufactured home parks sold to different owners 
between 2013 and 2018. Of these parks, most were mid-sized (31-100 spaces), but 
one, Highland View Mobile Park, had a substantial number of space vacancies.64 
Manufactured home parks contribute to the supply of low-cost affordable 
housing options, especially for affordable homeownership. The county should 
monitor manufactured home park intent to sell notices and proactively reach out 
to owners to determine their needs and vision for their property. Of concern are 
high value sales. Between 2013 and 2018, manufactured home community sale 
prices ranged between $30,000 to $80,000 per space in Clackamas County. Prices 
outside this range warrant further investigation by staff. The buyer may be 
purchasing the manufactured home parks to acquire the land for redevelopment; 
this may be particularly true if it is zoned for non-residential uses. 
 
While there is statewide regulation of the closure of manufactured home parks 
designed to lessen the financial difficulties of this closure for park residents,65 the 
County has a role to play in ensuring that there are opportunities for housing for 
the displaced residents. The County’s primary roles are to ensure that there is 
sufficient land zoned for new multifamily housing and to reduce barriers to 
residential development to allow for development of new, relatively affordable 

 

64 ECONorthwest. (June 2019). Exploring the Factors that Drive Displacement Risk in Unincorporated Clackamas 
County: with a Special Look at Manufactured Housing Communities. Draft. 
65 ORS 90.645 regulates rules about closure of manufactured dwelling parks. It requires that the landlord must do the 
following for manufactured dwelling park tenants before closure of the park: give at least one year’s notice of park 
closure, pay the tenant between $5,000 to $9,000 for each manufactured dwelling park space, and cannot charge 
tenants for demolition costs of abandoned manufactured homes.  
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housing. The County may use a range of policies to encourage development of 
relatively affordable housing, such as allowing a wider range of moderate 
density housing (e.g., duplexes or cottages) in the R-2 and R-3 zones, designating 
more land for multifamily housing, removing barriers to multifamily housing 
development, using tax credits to support affordable housing production, 
developing an inclusionary zoning policy, or partnering with a developer of 
government-subsidized affordable housing.  
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6. Residential Land Sufficiency within 
Unincorporated Clackamas County 

This chapter presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in Urban and 
Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County to accommodate expected residential growth over the 
2019 to 2039 period. This chapter includes an estimate of residential development capacity 
(measured in new dwelling units) and an estimate of Urban Unincorporated and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County’s ability to accommodate needed new housing units for the 
2019 to 2039 period, based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis. The chapter ends with 
a discussion of the conclusions and recommendations for the housing needs analysis.  

Capacity Analysis 
The buildable lands inventory summarized in Chapter 2 (and presented in full in Appendix A) 
provides a supply analysis (buildable land by type), and Chapter 5 provided a demand analysis 
(population and growth leading to demand for more residential development). The comparison 
of supply and demand allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that not all land has the same characteristics. Factors such as zone, slope, parcel size, and 
shape can affect the ability of land to accommodate housing. Methods that recognize this fact 
are more robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the second approach: it 
estimates the ability of vacant residential lands within the UGB to accommodate new housing. 
This analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”66 can be used to evaluate different ways 
that vacant residential land may build out by applying different assumptions.  

  

 

66 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the planning area is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, 
however, cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity 
analysis,” so we use that shorthand occasionally in this report.  
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Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County Capacity Analysis Results 
The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant residential land to 
accommodate new housing, based on the needed densities by the housing type categories 
shown in Exhibit 75. Exhibit 81 shows that Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County’s vacant 
land has capacity to accommodate approximately 3,178 new dwelling units, based on the 
following assumptions:  

§ Buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start with the number of buildable 
acres in residential plan designations and zones that allow residential uses, shown in 
Exhibit 5. Exhibit 81 only allocates housing to residential plan designations.  

§ Assumed densities. The capacity analysis assumes development will occur at historic 
densities. Those densities were derived from the densities shown in Exhibit 75. 

§ Average density. Exhibit 81 shows density in gross acres. OAR 660-007 requires that 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County provide opportunity for development of 
housing at an overall average density of eight dwelling units per net acre. The average 
net density of buildable residential land in Exhibit 81 is 5.7 dwelling units per net acres 
and 5.0 dwelling units per gross acre. 
 
The current distribution of land by zone results in an overall average net density for the 
capacity analysis below the required 8.0 dwelling units per net acre required by OAR 
660-007 because about 85% of the vacant land in Urban Unincorporated areas is in the 
Low Density Plan Designation. It is clear from the analysis that the County needs more 
opportunities for development of multifamily housing in Urban Unincorporated areas 
because most higher density multifamily land has built out and there is little vacant 
commercial or mixed-use land (about 9 acres of unconstrained vacant land). 

Exhibit 81. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and  
partially vacant buildable land, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2018  
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Capacity for new housing in the Future Urban Area (shown in Exhibit 2) is not shown in Exhibit 
81. While this area has development capacity, it is not expected to develop at urban densities as 
part of unincorporated Clackamas County. A portion of this area, shown in dark pink in Exhibit 
2, is directly east of the Pleasant Valley / North Carver area. That area is expected to be annexed 
into a city, such as Happy Valley, and urban development may begin there over the next 20 
years. According to the household allocations from the 2018 Metro Urban Growth report, there 

Plan Designation 
Buildable 

Acres

Density 
Assump-

tion 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assump-

tion 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assump-

tion 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Low Density 107 5.1 545           171 4.6 788           337 4.2 1,414        615 2,747        
Medium Density 3 12.1 34             2 10.9 24             3 9.9 30             8 88             
Medium-High Density 1 19.3 18             2 17.3 40             10 15.7 150           13 208           
High Density 1 30.5 28             1 27.4 24             3 24.8 83             5 135           
Total 112 - 625           177 - 876           353 - 1,677        641 3,178        

Total, combinedTax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots < 0.38 and > 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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is capacity for about 4,000 households in this area. It is likely that preparation for annexing that 
land into a city will include additional planning work that will refine this estimate of capacity. 

The portion of the Future Urban Area further east (east of 222nd Drive), shown in light pink in 
Exhibit 2, may not begin to develop at urban densities over the 20-year planning period, 
remaining largely rural in nature. According to the household allocations from the 2018 Metro 
Urban Growth report, about 2000 dwelling units will develop in this area over through 2040. 

Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County Capacity Analysis Results 
The capacity analysis for Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County estimates the development 
potential of vacant residential land to accommodate new housing, based on minimum lot sizes 
assumptions, as allowed by each residential zone district, as described below. After assigning 
development status and evaluating contiguous ownership in the BLI, we estimated 
development capacity based on lot size assumptions for lots designated vacant and partially 
vacant.67 Exhibit 82 shows the estimated capacity for three potential capacity scenarios (low, 
medium, and high). The methodology for each scenario is described below: 

• The low scenario assumes one dwelling unit on each vacant lot and no development 
capacity on partially vacant lots, resulting in 397 units.  

• The medium scenario assumes the maximum number of dwelling units that vacant lots 
could accommodate based on designated lot size for each zone designation.68 We 
assumed that partially vacant lots would subdivide based on lot sizes two times the 
baseline lot sizes used in the high scenario, resulting in 2,307 units. We used this 
scenario for the estimate of development potential in Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County.  

o Farm Forest 10-Acre. We assumed a lot size of 10 acres per dwelling unit for lots 
in Farm Forest 10-Acre.69 

o Hoodland Residential. We assumed a lot size of 10,890 square feet per dwelling 
unit for lots in Hoodland Residential.69 

o Mountain Recreational Resort. Mountain Recreational Resort is located in the 
communities of Wemme, Welches, Rhododendron, and Government Camp. 
Since each community has a range of allowed lot sizes, we assumed a lot size of 
10,000 square feet for lots in this zone designation. 69 This assumption is based on 

 

67 We did not deduct constraints for areas in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County. These areas are outside of 
UGBs and will not develop at urban densities.  
68 For lots zoned Mountain Residential Resort in the medium scenario, we assumed a lot size of 10,000 square feet. 
69 For Farm Forest 10-Acre and Rural Residential zones, we used the minimum lot size listed in Table 316-2 of the 
Clackamas County Zoning and Development Ordinance as the assumption for dwelling unit capacity. For Hoodland 
Residential and Mountain Recreational Resort, we used the “district land area for calculating density” in Table 317-2 
of the Clackamas County Zoning and Development. Further explanation of capacity assumptions is provided in 
Chapter 6. 
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the wide range of lot sizes allowed in these areas and development trends that 
show that development lots 10,000 square feet is not uncommon. 

o Rural Residential. We assumed the following lot sizes for each zone: 69 

§ 1 acre, Rural Residential 1-Acre 

§ 2 acres, Rural Residential 2-Acre 

§ 2 acres, Recreational Residential 

§ 5 acres, Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre 

• The high scenario assumes the maximum number of dwelling units that vacant and 
partially vacant lots could accommodate based on the designated lot size for each zone 
designation.70 We subtracted 1 dwelling unit for each partially vacant lot, assuming that 
each partially vacant lot has an existing dwelling unit. The total estimated unit capacity 
in this scenario is 4,783 units.  

Exhibit 82. Potential development capacity on vacant and partially vacant land by scenario and 
zone designation, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019  
Source: Metro RLIS; Clackamas County; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 83 shows the location of unit capacity on vacant and partially vacant residential lots for 
the medium scenario.  

 

70 For lots zoned Mountain Residential Resort in the high scenario, we assumed an average of the potential lot sizes 
listed in Table 317-2 of the Clackamas County Zoning and Development Ordinance—5,204 square feet. 

Vacant
Partially 
Vacant

Total Vacant
Partially 
Vacant

Total Vacant
Partially 
Vacant

Total

Farm Forest 10-Acre 24 0 24 28 11 39 28 70 98
Hoodland Residential 60 0 60 366 252 618 366 673 1,039
Mountain Recreational Resort 52 0 52 957 33 990 1,863 176 2,039
Rural Residential

Rural Area Residential 1-Acre 12 0 12 50 11 61 50 108 158
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 14 0 14 21 39 60 21 146 167
Recreational Residential 45 0 45 111 46 157 111 195 306
Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre 190 0 190 262 120 382 262 714 976

Total 397 0 397 1,795 512 2,307 2,701 2,082 4,783

Low
Zoning Designation

HighMedium
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Exhibit 83. Medium capacity scenario estimated development capacity on vacant and partially 
vacant land, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 
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Residential Land Sufficiency in Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County 
The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County is to compare the demand for housing by residential plan designation 
(Exhibit 74) with the capacity of land by residential plan designation (Exhibit 81).  

Exhibit 84 shows that Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County has a deficit of land to 
accommodate housing development in the Low Density, Medium Density, Medium High 
Density, and High Density plan designation.  

Exhibit 84. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling units 
and land surplus or deficit, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Exhibit 84 shows a substantial deficit of capacity in each residential plan designation. Solutions 
to addressing land deficits generally include:  

• Increasing densities. The densities in Urban Unincorporated areas are consistent with 
densities in other suburban areas. The Low Density areas have historical development 
densities of 4.9 and 7.7 dwelling units per net acre, which is consistent with and in some 
cases above the densities in similar designations for single-family housing in other cities 
in the Portland Region. The historical development densities for Medium, Medium 
High, and High Density range from 12.0 to 30.9 per net acre. These too are consistent 
with densities in similar designations for multi-family housing in other cities in the 
Portland Region. 
 
An increase in densities in all plan designations of 10% would only reduce the deficit by 
300 dwelling units and an increase of 20% would reduce the deficit by 600. Such a 
changes might be accomplished through changes to the types of housing allowed in 
each plan designation through changes to the zoning code, such as: changes in allowed 
lot sizes (allowing smaller lots), in setting minimum densities in zones that are 
underperforming (such as higher density zones that allow single-family and multifamily 
housing, where a substantial amount of development in single-family detached 
housing), and other zoning code changes.  
 

Plan Designation
Capacity (Dwelling 

Units)
Demand 

(Dwelling Units)

Comparison 
(Capacity minus 

Demand)

Land Deficit
Gross Acres

Low Density 2,747 2,902 (155) (35)
Medium Density 88 1,430 (1,342) (124)
Medium-High Density 208 1,471 (1,263) (78)
High Density 135 2,372 (2,237) (86)
Total 3,178 8,175 (4,997) (323)
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Increasing the density alone will not resolve the lack of capacity in Urban 
Unincorporated areas. 

• Re-Designating and Re-zoning land. One of the main causes of the housing deficits in 
Exhibit 84 is that the County has a limited vacant land in the Medium Density, Medium 
High Density, and High Density designations. One way to accommodate more housing 
in these designations is to up-zone some land from Low Density but that will increase 
the land deficits in those areas as well. 

• Redevelopment. Metro estimates that there is 2,235 units of redevelopment capacity in 
Residential Plan Designations and about 165 units of redevelopment capacity in 
Commercial Plan Designations. The County will need to do more evaluation to 
determine whether Metro’s redevelopment analysis correctly identifies potential 
capacity. If it does, then the deficit of land for Low Density and Medium Density would 
essentially be addressed. That would still leave deficits of capacity in Standard Lot 
Single Family, Medium High Density, and High Density. 
 
Key areas for redevelopment may include manufactured home parks. While 
redevelopment of manufactured home parks may increase capacity for new housing 
(especially if land is up-zoned to allow higher density), this type of redevelopment 
would remove owner-occupied affordable housing stock which could be difficult to 
replace. The County should proceed cautiously with this type of redevelopment to 
minimize loss of affordable housing opportunities. 

• Increase opportunities for mixed-use development. In commercial land (where 
residential development is permitted) and mixed-use land only 9 acres of land are 
vacant. A key opportunity to addressing the deficits of housing is increasing 
opportunities for mixed-use development. Given the small amount of vacant land, 
increasing mixed-use will require either re-zoning land, redevelopment, or both. 
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Residential Land Sufficiency in Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County 
The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County is to compare the capacity of land by zone designation with the demand for 
housing by zone designation. 

Exhibit 85 shows that Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County has sufficient capacity to 
accommodate the demand for housing between 2019 and 2039. Farm Forest 10-Acre has a 
surplus of 3 dwelling units, Hoodland Residential has a surplus of 113 dwelling units, 
Mountain Recreational Resort has a surplus of 185 dwelling units, and the Rural Residential 
zones have a surplus of 136 dwelling units. 

Exhibit 85. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling units 
and land surplus or deficit, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest.  

 

  

Zoning Designation
Capacity 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Demand 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Comparison 
(Capacity 

minus 
Demand)

Farm Forest 10-Acre 39 36 3
Hoodland Residential 618 505 113
Mountain Recreational Resort 990 805 185
Rural Residential 660 524 136
Total 2,307 1,870 437
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Key Findings 
The following section presents conclusions about housing and sufficiency in Urban 
Unincorporated Clackamas County.  

§ Urban Unincorporated population is forecast to grow by about 18,400 people over the 
next 20 years. Urban Unincorporated is forecast to grow from 97,040 people in 2019 to 
115,440 people in 2039, an increase of 18,400 people. This population growth will occur 
at an average annual growth rate of 0.87%. 

§ Urban Unincorporated is planning for 8,175 new dwelling units. The growth of 18,400 
people will result in demand for 8,175 new dwelling units over the 20-year planning 
period, averaging 409 new dwelling units annually. This is higher than the number of 
new residential units built over the 2000 to 2016 period, of which about 298 units were 
built annually. 

§ To meet housing needs, the County will need to plan for an increasing share single-
family attached dwelling units and multifamily dwelling units in Urban 
Unincorporated areas. Historically, about 70% of Urban Unincorporated housing was 
single-family detached. While 50% of new housing in Urban Unincorporated is forecast 
to be single-family detached, the County will need to provide opportunities for 
development of new single-family attached (10% of new housing) and multifamily units 
(40% of new housing). The primary drivers of the change in housing need are changes in 
demographics (aging of the Baby Boomers and household formation for Millennials and 
younger households) and need for housing affordable at all income levels. 

§ The County will need to plan for development of a wider range of housing affordable 
to low- and middle-income households in Urban Unincorporated areas. About 36% of 
Urban Unincorporated households are cost burdened, with 47% of renters cost 
burdened and 29% of owners cost burdened. If the costs of owner-occupied housing 
continue to rise, need for rental housing will increase. In Urban Unincorporated areas, 
there is an existing deficit of nearly 4,700 dwelling units affordable to households with 
incomes of $10,000 to $49,999. This deficit of affordable units is a key reason that nearly 
half of renters in Urban Unincorporated areas are cost burdened. 

The wider range of housing Urban Unincorporated should be planning for includes 
lower cost single-family detached housing (such as smaller single-family detached 
units), cottage housing, townhouses, duplexes through quad-plexes, and all other types 
of multifamily housing 

§ The County will need to plan to comply with the requirements of House Bill 2001, 
which focuses on planning for a wider range of housing types. The County should 
plan to comply with the requirements of House Bill 2001, which cities and counties 
within the Metro UGB to allow development of middle housing types in areas zoned for 
residential use that allow development of single-family dwellings. Middle housing types 
are: cottage clusters, duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, and townhouses.  
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Allowing these housing type in zones in the Low Density plan designation may decrease 
the deficit of housing in that designation (especially if substantial cottage housing is 
developed) and may reduce the deficit of housing in the Medium Density designation if 
middle housing types locate in Low Density. 
 
The State will be developing a model code to assist cities and counties in complying with 
House Bill 2001. The model code is expected to be available by December 31, 2020 and 
the County has until June 2022 to adopt the model code or other code changes that 
comply with House Bill 2001.  

§ Urban Unincorporated has a relatively modest number of rental units. About 37% of 
Urban Unincorporated households live in rental housing. The number of rental units in 
Urban Unincorporated grew by nearly 4,900 units since 2000, growing at a slightly faster 
rate than owner-occupied units. About one-quarter of rental units are single-family 
detached and 70% are multifamily housing types. Given the increasing share of cost 
burdened households, there is need for more rental units (especially relatively 
affordable units) across Clackamas County, including in Urban Unincorporated. 

§ Clackamas County’s land base is predominantly planned in Low Density, which 
results in an overall average density of 5.7 dwelling unit per net acre. OAR 660-007 
requires that Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County provide opportunity for 
development of housing at an overall average density of eight dwelling units per net 
acre. The current distribution of land by zone results in an overall average net density 
for the capacity analysis below the required 8.0 dwelling units per net acre required by 
OAR 660-007 because about 85% of the vacant land in Urban Unincorporated areas is in 
the Low Density Plan Designation. It is clear from the analysis that the County needs 
more opportunities for development of multifamily housing in Urban Unincorporated 
areas because most higher density multifamily land has built out and there is little 
vacant commercial or mixed-use land (about 9 acres of unconstrained vacant land). 

§ The County has a deficit of land needed to accommodate expected growth over the 
next 20 years in Urban Unincorporated areas. Urban Unincorporated areas have deficits 
of land in all residential plan designations: a deficit of land for 155 dwelling units (about 
35 gross acres of land) in Low Density; 1,342 dwelling units (about 124 gross acres of 
land) in Medium Density; 1,263 dwelling units (about 78 gross acres of land) in Medium 
High Density; and 2,237 dwelling units (about 86 gross acres of land) in High Density 
Residential. Solutions to addressing land deficits generally include: 

o Increasing densities. The densities in Urban Unincorporated areas are consistent 
with densities in other suburban areas. The Low Density areas have historical 
development density of 5.0 dwelling units per net acre, which is consistent with 
and in some cases above the densities in similar designations for single-family 
housing in other cities in the Portland Region. The historical development 
densities for Medium, Medium High, and High Density range from 12.1 to 30.5 
per net acre. These too are consistent with densities in similar designations for 
single-family housing in other cities in the Portland Region. 
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An increase in densities in all plan designations of 10% would only reduce the 
deficit by 300 dwelling units and an increase of 20% would reduce the deficit by 
600. Such a changes might be accomplished through changes to the types of 
housing allowed in each plan designation through changes to the zoning code, 
such as: changes in allowed lot sizes (allowing smaller lots), in setting minimum 
densities in zones that are underperforming (such as higher density zones that 
allow single-family and multifamily housing, where a substantial amount of 
development in single-family detached housing), and other zoning code changes.  
 
Increasing the density alone will not resolve the lack of capacity in Urban 
Unincorporated areas. 

o Re-Designating and Re-zoning land. One of the main causes of the housing 
deficits in Exhibit 84 is that the County has a limited vacant land in the Medium 
Density, Medium High Density, and High Density designations. One way to 
accommodate more housing in these designations is to up-zone some land from 
Low Density but that will increase the land deficits in those areas as well. 

o Redevelopment. Metro estimates that there is 2,235 units of redevelopment 
capacity in Residential Plan Designations and about 165 units of redevelopment 
capacity in Commercial Plan Designations. The County will need to do more 
evaluation to determine whether Metro’s redevelopment analysis correctly 
identifies potential capacity. If it does, then the deficit of land for Low Density 
and Medium Density would essentially be addressed. That would still leave 
deficits of capacity in the Medium Density, Medium High Density, and High 
Density plan designations. 
 
Key areas for redevelopment may include manufactured home parks. While 
redevelopment of manufactured home parks may increase capacity for new 
housing (especially if land is up-zoned to allow higher density), this type of 
redevelopment would remove owner-occupied affordable housing stock which 
could be difficult to replace. The County should proceed cautiously with this 
type of redevelopment to minimize loss of affordable housing opportunities. 

o Increase opportunities for mixed-use development. In commercial land (where 
residential development is permitted) and mixed-use land only 9 acres of land 
are vacant. A key opportunity to addressing the deficits of housing is increasing 
opportunities for mixed-use development. Given the small amount of vacant 
land, increasing mixed-use will require either re-zoning land, redevelopment, or 
both. 

§ Urban Unincorporated has need for housing affordable to households of all incomes. 
The most substantial affordable housing needs are for housing affordable to extremely-
low, low-income households and middle-income households, as described below.  
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Opportunities to address housing affordability in Urban Unincorporated areas are likely 
related to the issues discussed in this section, such as allowing a wider range of housing 
types, evaluating opportunities for up-zoning and changes to the zoning code to remove 
barriers to development of market-rate affordable housing, and preservation of existing 
affordable housing. Addressing the housing affordability issues in Clackamas County 
will require substantial work beyond these types of policy changes. The County is 
working on developing policies to address need for affordable housing through work 
with the Housing Affordability and Homelessness Task Force. 

o Extremely-low-income and very-low income households are those who have an 
income of 50% or less of the Clackamas County Median Family Income (MFI)71 or 
$41,000 in annual household income. About 28% of Urban Unincorporated 
households fit into this category. They can afford a monthly housing cost of 
$1,018 or less.72 Development of housing affordable to households at this income 
level is generally accomplished through development of government-subsidized 
income-restricted housing. 

o Low-income households are those with income between 50% and 80% of MFI. 
About 19% Urban Unincorporated households have income in this range, 
between $41,000 to $65,000. They can afford a monthly housing cost of $1,018 to 
$1,625. They can generally afford market-rate rents for existing housing, but 
newly built housing may not be affordable. 

o Middle-income households are those who have income of 580% to 120% of 
Clackamas County’s MFI or income between $65,000 to $98,000. About 20% of 
Urban Unincorporated households fit into this category. They can afford a 
monthly housing cost of $1,625 to $2,450. The private housing market may 
develop housing affordable to households in this group, especially for the higher 
income households in the group.  

§ Clackamas County will need to consider preservation of existing affordable housing. 
As the County identified how to address the deficit of capacity for new housing, the City 
will also need to balance preservation of existing housing with plans for newly 
developed housing, which is generally not affordable to low-income households. The 
county may consider developing an inventory of blighted, multifamily, (market-rate) 
affordable housing as these developments may be subject to redevelopment (which 
could increase the risk of housing displacement). The County may also consider 
amending the Comprehensive Plan policies and zoning code to preserve manufactured 
home parks: Clackamas County could initially focus on zoning strategies to preserve 
manufactured home parks inside the UGB, as these developments face the greatest 
redevelopment pressure (potentially invite cities to coordinate/participate). Next, 

 

71 Median Family Income is determined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. In 2018, 
Clackamas County’s MFI was $81,400. 
72 This assumes that households pay less than 30% of their gross income on housing costs, including rent or 
mortgage, utilities, home insurance, and property taxes. 
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Clackamas County should help preserve the parks which are inside UGB expansion 
areas, followed by the parks located in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County.  

§ Clackamas County should work with Metro to better understand the analysis of 
redevelopment potential and ensure that the analysis makes sense in the context of 
Urban Unincorporated areas’ housing market and planning context. Metro’s forecast 
of 8,175 new units in Urban Unincorporated areas is for substantially more capacity than 
exists on vacant unconstrained land, especially given that the majority of vacant land is 
in the Low Density designation. Without re-zoning a substantial amount of land and 
increasing development densities significantly, it seems very difficult to accommodate 
the forecast of new housing in Urban Unincorporated areas.  
 
The analysis of redevelopment suggests there are is substantial capacity for 
redevelopment in the Medium Density Residential designation, with some 
redevelopment potential in Low Density, Medium-High Density and High Density 
designations. Relatively little redevelopment potential is identified in Commercial or 
Mixed Use areas. The County may want to review the analysis of redevelopment 
potential, as well as conduct other analysis of redevelopment potential to better 
understand the opportunities for redevelopment.  

§ Clackamas County will need to continue working with regional partners on planning 
for the Future Urban Area (the former Damascus area). This report identified much of 
the former Damascus area as the “Future Urban Area” and excluded much of this area 
from this analysis for unincorporated Clackamas County.73 The portions of Damascus 
that Happy Valley has annexed or is planning for in the Pleasant Valley/North Carver 
area are accounted for in the analysis by Happy Valley. The area to the east of Pleasant 
Valley/North Carver, shown in Exhibit 2 as dark pink are expected to be annexed into a 
city, such as Happy Valley, and urban development may begin there over the next 20 
years. According to the household allocations from the 2018 Metro Urban Growth 
report, there is capacity for about 4,000 households in this area. It is likely that 
preparation for annexing that land into a city will include additional planning work that 
will refine this estimate of capacity. The portion of the Future Urban Area further east 
(east of 222nd Drive), shown in light pink in Exhibit 2, may not begin to develop at 
urban densities over the 20-year planning period, remaining largely rural in nature. 
According to the household allocations from the 2018 Metro Urban Growth report, 
about 2000 dwelling units will develop in this area over through 2040. The County 
should continue to work with regional partners on planning for the remaining portions 
of the Future Urban Area. 

  

 

73 The of housing capacity in Urban Unincorporated areas (Exhibit 84) is not caused by exclusion of land in the former 
Damascus from this analysis. The forecast of growth of new housing (Exhibit 72) only includes Metro’s forecast of 
new housing in Urban Unincorporated areas. Metro forecast growth in the former Damascus separate from the 
forecast of Urban Unincorporated areas. 
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The following section presents conclusions about housing and sufficiency in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County.  

§ Rural Unincorporated population is forecast to grow by about 4,550 people over the 
next 20 years. Rural Unincorporated is forecast to grow from 84,314 people in 2019 to 
88,865 people in 2039, an increase of 4,551 people. This population growth will occur at 
an average annual growth rate of 0.26%. 

§ Rural Unincorporated is planning for 1,870 new dwelling units. The growth of 4,550 
people will result in demand for 1,870 new dwelling units over the 20-year planning 
period, averaging 94 new dwelling units annually. This is consistent with than the 
number of new units permitted over the 2015 to 2018 period of 884 units built (221 units 
built annually). 

§ Rural Unincorporated areas have enough capacity to accommodate the forecast of new 
housing. Buildable land in Rural Unincorporated areas can accommodate about 2,300 
units under the medium density scenario and demand for new housing is for about 
1,870 new units. Nearly all new housing in Rural Unincorporated areas will be single-
family detached housing, with a little attached and multifamily housing in the 
unincorporated communities near Mt. Hood.  

§ Rural Unincorporated has need for housing affordable to households of all incomes. 
The most substantial affordable housing needs are for housing affordable to extremely-
low, low-income households and middle-income households, as described above for 
Urban Unincorporated areas. About 25% of Rural Unincorporated households have 
extremely-low or very-low income; 17% have low income; and 21% have middle income. 
About 29% of Rural Unincorporated households are cost burdened, with 28% of 
homeowners cost burdened and 33% of renters cost burdened. Rural Unincorporated 
areas have a deficit of more than 5,700 units affordable to households with income 
between $10,000 and $75,000.  

Solutions to housing affordability problems in Rural Unincorporated areas will be 
different than solutions in Urban Unincorporated areas, as rural areas are generally not 
where new, denser rental housing is built. The County is working on developing 
policies to address need for affordable housing through work with the Housing 
Affordability and Homelessness Task Force. 

§ Rural Unincorporated areas near Mt. Hood may provide opportunity for development 
of housing affordable to people who live and work in these communities. The areas 
near Mt Hood provide for opportunities for development of affordable housing, such as 
the unincorporated communities of Welches, Rhododendron, and Government Camp. 
In these areas, a wider range of housing is allowed, including single-family detached 
and some types of multifamily. Lot sizes, even for single-family detached housing can be 
relatively small, such as lot sizes about 2,000 square feet lots for 400 square foot units 
allowed in Government Camp and Rhododendron or 1,360 square foot lots for 400 
square foot units in Wemme/Welches. Given the nature of this area, near the Mt. Hood 
recreational areas, housing in these areas are likely to be relatively expensive (in terms of 
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overall cost and on a cost per square foot basis), catering to second homes and people 
who prefer to live near a recreational area.  
 
However, there is need for housing that is affordable to people who work in these 
communities, often at service jobs with lower-than average pay. The County may want 
to consider policies that support development of housing affordable to workers at 
businesses in these communities. 

The County’s residential policies can impact the amount of change in the housing markets of 
both Urban Unincorporated and Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, to some degree. If 
the County adopts policies to increase opportunities to build smaller-scale single-family and 
multifamily housing types (particularly multifamily that is affordable to low- and moderate-
income households), a larger percentage of new housing developed over the next 20 years in 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas, for example, may begin to address the County’s and Metro’s 
needs. Examples of policies that the County could adopt to achieve this outcome include: 
allowing a wider range of housing types (e.g., duplex or townhouses) in single-family zones, 
ensuring that there is sufficient land zoned to allow single-family attached multifamily housing 
development, supporting development of government-subsidized affordable housing, 
preserving market-rate affordable housing, preserving manufactured housing communities, 
and incentivizing multifamily residential development in urban centers (via density bonuses or 
SDC waivers / deferrals). The degree of change in Unincorporated Clackamas’ housing market, 
however, will depend on market demand for these types of housing in Clackamas County and 
the Portland Region. 
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Appendix A – Residential Buildable Lands 
Inventory 
A key initial component of the HNA is conducting a buildable lands inventory (BLI). This 
appendix summarizes the methods ECONorthwest used to conduct the residential BLI for (1) 
the cities74 and unincorporated areas of the County inside the regional Metro UGB and (2) 
cities75 and unincorporated areas of the County outside the regional UGB. 

Oregon Administrative Rules provide guidance on conducting residential BLIs:  

OAR 660-008-0005(2):  

“Buildable Land” means residentially designated land within the urban growth boundary, including 
both vacant and developed land likely to be redeveloped, that is suitable, available and necessary for 
residential uses. Publicly owned land is generally not considered available for residential uses. Land 
is generally considered “suitable and available” unless it:  

(a) Is severely constrained by natural hazards as determined under Statewide Planning Goal 7;  

(b) Is subject to natural resource protection measures determined under Statewide Planning 
Goals 5, 6, 15, 16, 17 or 18; 

(c) Has slopes of 25 percent or greater; 

(d) Is within the 100-year flood plain; or  

(e) Cannot be provided with public facilities. 

The methods used for conducting the Clackamas County BLI are consistent with Oregon 
statutes. However, the methods used for inventorying land inside the regional UGB were 
different than that used for lands outside of the regional UGB.76  

 

74 Cities included: Gladstone, Happy Valley, Oregon City, West Linn, and Wilsonville 
75 ECONorthwest completed a BLI for the Estacada UGB and used data from the previously completed BLI for the 
Molalla UGB.  
76 Metro is required to complete a BLI for land within the regional UGB every six years. The agency is just finishing 
an updated BLI (based on 2016 data) for the 2018 Urban Growth Report (UGR). The methods used for inventorying 
Clackamas County lands within the regional UGB attempt to be consistent with Metro’s results while also updating 
the results to account for new development in the last two years and other local conditions, such as unique 
environmental constraints. 
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Definitions 
ECONorthwest completed BLIs for Clackamas County and relied on the following key 
definitions. Detailed descriptions of these definitions are included in the methodology for each 
study area but are based on the general definitions below. 

§ Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County. The area within the Metro (regional) 
UGB and outside city limits. Tax lots that fell within this area but are likely to 
develop as part of a city during the planning period were included in the relevant 
city’s BLI.  

§ Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County. The area outside the Metro (regional) 
UGB and outside other UGBs in the County. 

§ Vacant land. Tax lots that have no structures or have buildings with very little 
improvement value are considered vacant. The status of vacant lots was verified in 
aerial imagery and City and County staff review.  

§ Partially vacant land. Partially vacant tax lots are those occupied by a use, but which 
contain enough land to be developed further. Generally, these are lots that have 
more than a half-acre of buildable land, after removing constraints and developed 
land from the total acreage.77 This was refined through visual inspection of recent 
aerial photos.  

§ Buildable land. As described in the statute definition above, buildable residential 
land is the portions of vacant or partially vacant lots that have development 
capacity, less development constraints.   

The next section described the detailed methodologies used for each study area to complete the 
BLI for residential land in Clackamas County.  

Methodology for Metro Areas of Clackamas County  
The BLI for areas of Clackamas County within the regional UGB is based on the data and 
methods used by Metro. Metro is required to complete a BLI for land within the regional UGB 
every six years. The agency finished an updated BLI (based on 2016 data) in November 2018 for 
the 2018 Urban Growth Report (UGR). The methods used for inventorying Clackamas County 
lands within the regional UGB attempt to be consistent with Metro’s results while also updating 
the results to account for new development in the last two years and other local conditions, 
such as unique environmental constraints. 

 

77 Methods for defining partially vacant lots differed in the urban and rural BLI methodologies. The detailed 
methodologies describe the specific definitions for land classifications, including partially vacant land.  
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Study Area 
The BLI for Urban Clackamas County includes all residential land designated in the 
comprehensive plans for the county for cities within county.78 The BLI for areas within the 
regional UGB specifically includes all lands within tax lots identified by the Clackamas County 
Assessor’s Office that fall within the regional UGB. ECO used the tax lot shapefile from Metro’s 
2016 BLI, with attention to lots that subdivided since 2016 based on local staff identification. 
ECONorthwest assigned each tax lot to a jurisdiction based on city limit geographies available 
through Metro RLIS. City and County staff then reviewed these areas and identified lots that 
should be excluded or included for their jurisdiction based on future planning or errors in GIS 
data. 

Inventory Steps 
The BLI consists of several steps: 

1. Generating UGB “land base” 
2. Classifying land by development status 
3. Identify constraints  
4. Verify inventory results 
5. Tabulate and map results 

Step 1: Generate “land base.”  
Per Goal 10 this involves selecting all of the tax lots with residential and other non-employment 
plan designations where residential uses are planned for and allowed by the implementing 
zones.  

Step 2: Classify lands.  
In this step, ECONorthwest classified each tax lot with a plan designation that allow residential 
uses into one of four mutually exclusive categories based on development status: 

§ Vacant  

§ Partially Vacant 

§ Public or Exempt 

§ Developed 

  

 

78 Some cities provided ECONorthwest with updated local comprehensive plan information, while others approved 
use of comprehensive plan data provided in Metro RLIS. 
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ECONorthwest used the classification determined through Metro’s model, which are outlined 
below. 

Development Status Definition Statutory Authority 

Vacant Tax lots designated as vacant by Metro based 
on the following criteria: 

1) Fully vacant based on Metro aerial 
photo 

2) Tax lots with less than 2,000 
square feet developed AND 
developed area is less than 10% of 
lot 

3) Lots 95% or more vacant from GIS 
vacant land inventory 

OAR 660-008-0006(2) (2) 
“Buildable Land” means 
residentially designated land 
within the urban growth 
boundary, including both vacant 
and developed land likely to be 
redeveloped, that is suitable, 
available and necessary for 
residential uses. 

Partially Vacant Single-family tax lots that are 2.5 times larger 
than the minimum lot size and a building 
value less than $300,000 or lots that are 5 
times larger than the minimum lots size (no 
threshold for building value). These lots are 
considered to still have residential capacity. 
For this analysis, we are classifying these lots 
as Partially Vacant. We assume that 0.25 
acres of the lot is developed, and the 
remaining land is available for development, 
less constraints.   
 

OAR 660-008-0006(2) 

Public or Exempt Lands in public or semi-public ownership are 
considered unavailable for residential 
development. This includes lands in Federal, 
State, County, or City ownership as well as 
lands owned by churches and other semi-
public organizations and properties with 
conservation easements. These lands are 
identified using the Metro’s definitions and 
categories. 

OAR 660-008-0005(2) - Publicly 
owned land is generally not 
considered available for 
residential uses. 

Developed Lands not classified as vacant, partially 
vacant, or public/exempt are considered 
developed. Developed land includes lots with 
redevelopment capacity, which are also 
included in BLI. The unit capacity of 
developed but redevelopable lots is based on 
Metro’s estimates. 

OAR 660-008-0006(2) (2) 
“Buildable Land” means 
residentially designated land 
within the urban growth 
boundary, including both vacant 
and developed land likely to be 
redeveloped, that is suitable, 
available and necessary for 
residential uses. 
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Step 3: Identify constraints 
Consistent with OAR 660-008-0005(2) guidance on residential buildable lands inventories, 
ECONorthwest deducted certain lands with development constraints from vacant lands. Unless 
cities identified alternative constraints (as identified below), the constraints we used are 
summarized in the table below. 

Constraint Statutory 
Authority Threshold File name 

Goal 5 Natural Resource Constraints 

Regulated wetlands and 
habitat OAR 660-008-0005(2) 

Regionally Significant Riparian 
and Upland Wildlife habitat, 
Habitats of Concern, and 
impact areas 

Title 13-layer, Wetlands layer 

Riparian Corridors OAR 660-015-0000(5) Areas protected by the Stream 
and Floodplain Plan Title 3 layer 

Natural Hazard Constraints 

Floodways OAR 660-008-0005(2 Lands within FEMA FIRM 
identified floodway floodway_Area 

100 Year Floodplain OAR 660-008-0005(2 Lands within FEMA FIRM 100-
year floodplain floodplain_Area 

Steep Slopes OAR 660-008-0005(2 Slopes greater than 25% slopes25_Area 

 

These areas are considered as prohibitive constraints (unbuildable). These areas are deducted 
from lands that are identified as vacant to determine the buildable portion of vacant lots. In 
addition, we applied any local specific environmental constraints identified by cities that also 
prohibit the development of vacant lots. These local constraints should clearly limit 
development potential in the local development code. 

The constraints for Oregon City, Wilsonville, and Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
that differed based on local context as described below. 

§ Oregon City replaced the Title 13 inventory of regulated wetlands and habitat with 
the city’s Natural Resource Overlay District, which is the local implementation of 
Title 13. We also included the city’s geologic constraints layer as a development 
constraint. 

§ Wilsonville’s constraints include the city’s Significant Resource Overlay Zone as an 
additional constraint 
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§ Urban Unincorporated areas of Clackamas County do not include constraints for 
Upland Wildlife areas of the Title 13 inventory, consistent with local application of 
Title 13. 

The lack of access to water, sewer, power, road or other key infrastructure cannot be considered 
a prohibitive constraint unless it is an extreme condition. These tax lots that are currently 
unserviced but could potentially become serviced over the 20-year planning period. 

Step 4: Verification 
ECONorthwest used a multi-step verification process. The first verification step included a 
“rapid visual assessment” of land classifications using GIS and recent aerial photos. The rapid 
visual assessment involved reviewing classifications overlaid on recent aerial photographs to 
verify uses on the ground. We reviewed all tax lots included in the inventory using the rapid 
visual assessment methodology. The second round of verification involved City staff verifying 
the rapid visual assessment output. We amended the BLI based on City staff review and 
comments, particularly related to vacant land developed since 2016. 

Step 5: Tabulation and mapping 
The results are presented in tabular and map format in Chapter 2, Appendix A, and Appendix 
C. 

Special Considerations for Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
Based on conversations with County staff, ECONorthwest identified an area of special 
consideration (“Future Urban Area”, Exhibit 86) within Urban Unincorporated Clackamas 
County. This area, which encompasses areas in Damascus, includes both areas that will likely 
develop at urban densities over the planning period. The discussion of capacity considerations 
for this area is provided in Chapter 5.  
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Exhibit 86. Future Urban Area, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
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Methodology for Rural Areas of Clackamas County  
The BLI for areas of Clackamas County outside the regional UGB is based on 2018 data from the 
Assessment and Taxation Department, which is processed into a tax lot shapefile an made 
available through Metro RLIS. ECONorthwest completed BLIs for the Estacada UGB and Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, and the methods used to inventory these areas differed, as 
described in the next sections. We used Winterbrook Planning’s recently completed BLI for 
Molalla for the residential areas of the Molalla UGB.  

Estacada Methods and Definitions 

Study Area 
The BLI for Estacada includes all residential land designated in the comprehensive plans for the 
UGB. From a practical perspective, this means that the BLI includes all lands within tax lots 
identified by the Clackamas County Assessor’s Office that fall within the residential plan 
designations in the Estacada UGB. ECO used the 2018 tax lot shapefile from Metro RLIS.  

Inventory Steps 
The BLI consists of the following steps: 

1. Generate UGB “land base” 
2. Classify land by development status 
3. Identify constraints  
4. Verify inventory results 
5. Tabulate and map results 

STEP 1: GENERATE “LAND BASE”  
This BLI covers residential land in the Estacada UGB. ECONorthwest used the most recent tax 
lot shapefile from Metro’s RLIS for the analysis. Taxlots that represent rights-of-way or water 
were excluded. Per Goal 10, this step involves selecting all of the tax lots with residential and 
other non-employment plan designations where residential uses are planned for and allowed 
by the implementing zones.  

STEP 2: CLASSIFY LANDS 
In this step, ECONorthwest classified each tax lot with a plan designation that allows 
residential uses into one of five mutually exclusive categories based on development status: 

§ Vacant  

§ Partially Vacant 

§ Undevelopable 

§ Public or Exempt 

§ Developed 
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Development Status Definition Statutory Authority 

Vacant Land Tax lots that have no structures or have 
buildings with very little improvement value. 
For the purpose of this inventory, lands with 
improvement values of less $10,000 were 
considered vacant (not including lands that 
are identified as having mobile homes). 

OAR 660-008-0006(2) (2) 
“Buildable Land” means 
residentially designated land 
within the urban growth 
boundary, including both vacant 
and developed land likely to be 
redeveloped, that is suitable, 
available and necessary for 
residential uses. Publicly owned 
land is generally not considered 
available for residential uses. 

Partially Vacant Land Partially vacant tax lots can use safe harbor 
established in State statute: 

The infill potential of developed 
residential lots or parcels of one-half 
acre or more may be determined by 
subtracting one-quarter acre (10,890 
square feet) for the existing dwelling and 
assuming that the remainder is 
buildable land; 

OAR 660-024-0050 (2)(a) 

Undevelopable Land Vacant taxlots less than a certain size will be 
considered undevelopable. The specific size 
thresholds will be determined by the smallest 
allowed taxlots in each jurisdiction’s zoning 
code.  

No statutory definition 

Public or Exempt Land Lands in public or semi-public ownership are 
considered unavailable for development. This 
includes lands in Federal, State, County, or 
City ownership as well as lands owned by 
churches and other semi-public organizations 
and properties with conservation easements. 
Public lands will be identified using the 
Clackamas County Assessment property 
class codes. 

OAR 660-008-0005(2) - Publicly 
owned land is generally not 
considered available for 
residential uses. 

Developed Land Land that is developed at densities 
consistent with zoning and improvements 
that make it unlikely to redevelop during the 
analysis period. Lands not classified as 
vacant, partially-vacant, undevelopable or 
public or exempt are considered developed. 

No statutory definition 
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STEP 3: IDENTIFY CONSTRAINTS 
Consistent with OAR 660-008-0005(2) guidance on residential buildable lands inventories, 
ECONorthwest deducted certain lands with development constraints from vacant lands. We 
used the constraints described in the table below. 

Constraint Statutory 
Authority Source 

Goal 5 Natural Resource Constraints 

Regulated wetlands OAR 660-008-0005(2) National Wetlands Inventory, unless Local 
inventories are available.  

Streams OAR 660-008-0005(2) Calculated 50-foot buffer from Wade and Currin 
Creeks.  

Natural Hazard Constraints 

Floodways OAR 660-008-0005(2) Lands within FEMA FIRM identified floodway, as 
digitized by DLCD 

100 Year Floodplain OAR 660-008-0005(2) Lands within FEMA FIRM 100-year floodplain, 
as digitized by DLCD 

Steep Slopes OAR 660-008-0005(2) Slopes greater than 25%, derived from 
statewide 10-meter DEM.  

Landslide Hazards OAR 660-008-0005(2) DOGAMI SLIDO  

 

These areas were treated as prohibitive constraints (unbuildable). These areas are deducted 
from lands that are identified as vacant to determine the buildable portion of vacant lots.  

The lack of access to water, sewer, power, road or other key infrastructure cannot be considered 
a prohibitive constraint unless it is an extreme condition. This is because tax lots that are 
currently unserviced could potentially become serviced over the 20-year planning period. 

STEP 4: VERIFICATION 
ECONorthwest used a multi-step verification process. The first step included a “rapid visual 
assessment” of the land classification of all tax lots using GIS and recent aerial photos. The 
rapid visual assessment involved reviewing classifications overlaid on recent aerial 
photographs to verify uses on the ground. The second round of verification involved City staff 
verifying the BLI classifications and results. ECONorthwest amended the BLI based on City 
staff review and comments.  

STEP 5: TABULATION AND MAPPING 
The results are be presented in tabular and map format.  
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Rural Unincorporated Methods and Definitions 

Study Area 
The BLI for Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County includes all land designated in a 
residential plan designation outside of UGBs. From a practical perspective, this means that the 
BLI includes all lands within tax lots identified by the Clackamas County Assessor’s Office that 
fall within the residential plan designations in the County that fall outside UGBs. 
ECONorthwest used the 2018 tax lot shapefile from Metro RLIS for this analysis. 

Inventory Steps 
The BLI consists of the following steps: 

1. Generate UGB “land base” 
2. Classify land by development status 
3. Verify inventory results 
4. Identify capacity  
5. Tabulate and map results 

STEP 1: GENERATE “LAND BASE”  
This BLI covers residential land in the Rural Unincorporated areas of Clackamas County. 
ECONorthwest used the most recent tax lot shapefile from Metro’s RLIS for the analysis. Tax 
lots that represent rights-of-way or water were excluded. Per Goal 10, this step involves 
selecting all of the tax lots with residential and other non-employment plan designations where 
residential uses are planned for and allowed by the implementing zones. This step also 
included identifying the minimum lot size or district land area for each zone designation. 

STEP 2: CLASSIFY LANDS 
In this step, ECONorthwest classified each tax lot with a plan designation that allows 
residential uses into one of four mutually exclusive categories based on development status: 

§ Vacant  

§ Partially Vacant 

§ Public or Exempt 

§ Developed 
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Development Status Definition Statutory Authority 

Vacant Land Tax lots that have no structures or have 
buildings with very little improvement value. 
For the purpose of this inventory, lands with 
improvement values of less $10,000 were 
considered vacant (not including lands that 
are identified as having mobile homes). 

OAR 660-008-0006(2) (2) 
“Buildable Land” means 
residentially designated land 
within the urban growth 
boundary, including both vacant 
and developed land likely to be 
redeveloped, that is suitable, 
available and necessary for 
residential uses. Publicly owned 
land is generally not considered 
available for residential uses. 

Partially Vacant Land Tax lots that have improvements 
(improvement value greater than $10,000), 
but capacity for more than one unit based on 
allowed densities in the lot’s zoning district.  

Partially Vacant lots were assumed to have 1 
single-family dwelling unit. 

OAR 660-024-0050 (2)(a) 

Public or Exempt Land Lands in public or semi-public ownership are 
considered unavailable for development. This 
includes lands in Federal, State, County, or 
City ownership as well as lands owned by 
churches and other semi-public organizations 
and properties with conservation easements. 
Public lands will be identified using the 
Clackamas County Assessment property 
ownership. 

OAR 660-008-0005(2) - Publicly 
owned land is generally not 
considered available for 
residential uses. 

Developed Land Land that is developed at densities 
consistent with zoning and improvements 
that make it unlikely to redevelop during the 
analysis period. Lands not classified as 
vacant, partially-vacant, or public or exempt 
are considered developed. 

No statutory definition 

 

STEP 3: VERIFICATION 
ECONorthwest used a multi-step verification process. The first step included a “rapid visual 
assessment” of the land classification of all tax lots using GIS and recent aerial photos. The 
rapid visual assessment involved reviewing classifications overlaid on recent aerial 
photographs to verify uses on the ground. The second round of verification involved County 
staff verifying the BLI classifications and results. ECONorthwest amended the BLI based on 
County staff review and comments.  

STEP 4: IDENTIFY CAPACITY 
ECONorthwest estimated additional capacity on residential land for vacant and partially vacant 
land. We did not deduct environmental constraints in this analysis, based on the fact that these 
areas are not within UGBs and will not develop at urban densities. Chapter 5 and 6 describe the 
methods for calculating capacity and estimating land sufficiency for new housing in Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County. To prepare the land base for calculating capacity, we first 
determined areas with contiguous ownership, and assumed that adjacent lots with the same 
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owner and zone designation as one lot. The area for the contiguous lots was then used to 
calculate capacity. 

STEP 5: TABULATION AND MAPPING 
The results are be presented in tabular and map format in Chapter 2 and Appendix A.  

Results of Buildable Land Inventories 
The general structure of the standard method BLI analysis is based on the DLCD HB 2709 
workbook “Planning for Residential Growth – A Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas,” which 
specifically addresses residential lands. The steps and sub-steps in the supply inventory are: 

• Calculate the gross vacant acres by plan designation, including fully vacant and partially 
vacant parcels. 

1. Calculate gross buildable vacant acres by plan designation by subtracting unbuildable 
acres from total acres. 

2. Calculate net buildable acres by plan designation, subtracting land for future public 
facilities from gross buildable vacant acres. 

3. Calculate total net buildable acres by plan designation by adding redevelopable acres to 
net buildable acres.  

The methods used for this study are consistent with many others completed by ECONorthwest 
that have been acknowledged by DLCD and LCDC. A detailed discussion of the methodology 
used in this study is provided in this Appendix. ECO used the 2016 Metro BLI tax lot shapefile 
for the BLIs in areas within the Metro Urban Growth Boundary, and the 2019 RLIS tax lot 
shapefile for areas in Clackamas County outside of the UGB. The inventory then builds from the 
tax lot-level database to estimates of buildable land by plan designation. 

Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
Chapter 2 provides a summary of buildable land (Exhibit 5) in residential plan designations in 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, excluding the Future Urban Area. This section of the 
appendix provides detailed tables used to calculate buildable land, with the Future Urban Area 
included.  

Land Base 
The land base for the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County residential BLI includes all tax 
lots in the Urban Unincorporated area in residential plan designations.79 Exhibit 87 shows the 

 

79 In previous versions of the BLI, ECONorthwest reviewed buildable land for commercial and mixed use plan 
designations that allow residential uses outright. Results showed that about 9 acres of commercial or mixed use land 
were unconstrained and buildable. Additionally, in the Future Urban Area, about 6 acres (of 45 total acres) were 
unconstrained and buildable in the Rural Commercial designation. More land in these areas is likely to be 
redeveloped over the next 20 years, but was not considered in the HNA. 
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land base by generalized plan designation in the UGB. There are 25,956 tax lots in the land base, 
accounting for 13,632 acres. Of these 25,956 tax lots, 2,337 are in the Future Urban Area, 
accounting for 5,069 total acres.  

Exhibit 87. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 

Development Status 
We used the Metro BLI’s classifications (defined in the methods and definitions above) to define 
an initial development status. Then, we used a rapid visual assessment method to confirm this 
development status using aerial imagery. After city staff reviewed the classifications, we 
applied the development constraints to calculate unconstrained buildable land. Exhibit 88 
shows development status with constraints applied and resulting in buildable acres. Of the 
13,632 total acres in the land base, 8,578 are committed acres, 3,606 are constrained acres, and 
1,448 are buildable acres. Of these 1,448 buildable acres, 807 are in the Future Urban Area. 

Exhibit 88. Development status with constraints, by plan designation, 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 89 shows residential land by development status with constraints overlaid.  

 

Additionally, about 40 acres of unconstrained buildable land was located in the Rural plan designation. These areas 
are located along the boundary of Happy Valley, and will likely develop as part of the City of Happy Valley. These 
areas were not included in the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County residential BLI. 

Generalized Plan Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Residential
Low Density Residential 22,571 87% 7,425 54%
Medium Density Residential 730 3% 606 4%
Medium-High Density Residential 104 0% 199 1%
High Density Residential 214 1% 335 2%

Future Urban Area
Rural 2,011 8% 4,646 34%
Unincorporated Community Residential 326 1% 422 3%

Total 25,956 100% 13,632 100%

Generalized Plan Designation Total acres
Committed 

acres
Constrained 

acres
Buildable 

acres
Low Density Residential 7,425 5,133 1,676 615
Medium Density Residential 606 498 99 8
Medium-High Density Residential 199 125 61 13
High Density Residential 335 287 42 5

Future Urban Area
Rural 4,646 2,313 1,613 720
Unincorporated Community Residential 422 222 114 86

Total 13,632 8,578 3,606 1,448
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Exhibit 89. Residential land by development status, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
(West), 2019 
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Source: ECONorthwest; Metro 2018 BLI; RLIS
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Exhibit 90. Residential land by development status, Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
(East), 2019 
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 5 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation. Of Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County’s 
1,448 unconstrained buildable residential acres, about 36% are in tax lots classified as vacant, 
and 64% are in tax lots classified as partially vacant. Of these 1,448 acres, about 807 acres (56%) 
are in the Future Urban Area. 

Exhibit 91. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, 
Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 
Source: Metro; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 92 and Exhibit 93 show Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County’s buildable vacant 
and partially vacant residential land.  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable acres on 
partially vacant 

lots

Low Density Residential 615 254 362
Medium Density Residential 8 6 2
Medium-High Density Residential 13 13 0
High Density Residential 5 5 0

Future Urban Area
Rural 720 201 515
Unincorporated Community Residential 86 48 38

Total 1,448 527 916
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Exhibit 92. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County (West), 2019 
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Exhibit 93. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Urban Unincorporated 
Clackamas County (East), 2019 
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop. 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lots current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Clackamas County BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on 
developed lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with 
Metro staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  

Metro estimated over 2,000 units to redevelop on currently developed lots in residential plan 
designations in Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County based on the analysis described 
above. About one-third of potentially redevelopment is in the Medium Density Residential plan 
designation. Metro’s analysis identified relatively little redevelopment potential in the Medium 
High Density, High Density, or Commercial / Mixed-Use plan designations. We recommend 
that Clackamas County conduct additional analysis of redevelopment potential, focusing on 
opportunities for redevelopment in these higher density designations.  
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Rural Unincorporated 

Land Base 
The land base for the Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County residential BLI includes all tax 
lots in the city limits in residential plan designations. Exhibit 87 shows the land base by zone 
designation. There are 21,338 tax lots in the land base, accounting for 64,901 acres.80 

Exhibit 94. Residential tax lots and acres by Zone Designation, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas 
County, 2019 
Source: Metro RLIS; Clackamas County; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

  

 

80 Tax lot count and acreage is based on contiguous ownership of lots in Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, as 
described in the methodology for the BLI. 

Zoning Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Farm Forest 10-Acre 1,165 5% 8,344 13%
Future Urban 10-Acre 37 0% 108 0%
Hoodland Residential 1,321 6% 1,152 2%
Mountain Recreational Resort 269 1% 892 1%
Rural Area Residential 1-Acre 715 3% 957 1%
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 903 4% 1,775 3%
Recreational Residential 2,313 11% 2,782 4%
Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre 14,615 68% 48,890 75%

Total 21,338 100% 64,901 100%
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Development Status 
We used a rule-based classification to define an initial development status. Then, we used a 
rapid visual assessment method to confirm this development status using aerial imagery.   
shows total acres in tax lots by development status and zone designation. Of the 64,901 total 
acres in the land base, 4,460 acres are on vacant tax lots, 8,932 acres are on partially vacant tax 
lots, 46,285 acres are on developed tax lots, and 5,224 acres are on public or exempt tax lots.  

Exhibit 95. Residential acres by development status and Zone Designation, Rural Unincorporated 
Clackamas County, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 
 

Exhibit 96 shows residential land by development status. 

Zoning Designation Vacant
Partially 
Vacant

Developed
Public or 
Exempt

Total Acres
Percent of 

Total
Farm Forest 10-Acre 612 1,210 6,073 449 8,344 13%
Future Urban 10-Acre 8 0 100 0 108 0%
Hoodland Residential 111 217 350 474 1,152 2%
Mountain Recreational Resort 226 23 111 531 892 1%
Rural Area Residential 1-Acre 60 195 613 88 957 1%
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 70 448 1,124 133 1,775 3%
Recreational Residential 410 627 1,235 510 2,782 4%
Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre 2,963 6,211 36,678 3,037 48,890 75%

Total 4,460 8,932 46,285 5,224 64,901 100%
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Exhibit 96. Residential land by development status, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019 
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Vacant Land 
Exhibit 97 shows total acres on vacant and partially vacant tax lots by zone designation. Of 
Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County’s 13,392 residential acres in vacant and partially 
vacant lots, about 33% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 67% are in tax lots classified as 
partially vacant. 

Exhibit 97. Total acres on vacant and partially vacant land by zone designation, Rural 
Unincorporated Clackamas County, 2019  
Source: Metro RLIS; Clackamas County; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 98 shows vacant and partially vacant lots by zone designation.  

Zoning Designation Vacant
Partially 
Vacant

Total

Farm Forest 10-Acre 612 1,210 1,822
Future Urban 10-Acre 8 0 8
Hoodland Residential 111 217 328
Mountain Recreational Resort 226 23 249
Rural Area Residential 1-Acre 60 195 256
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 70 448 518
Recreational Residential 410 627 1,037
Rural Residential Farm Forest 5-Acre 2,963 6,211 9,175

Total 4,460 8,932 13,392
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Exhibit 98. Vacant and partially vacant residential lots, Rural Unincorporated Clackamas County, 
2019 
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Estacada 

Land Base 
The land base for the Estacada residential BLI includes all tax lots in the city limits in residential 
plan designations. Exhibit 99 shows the land base by generalized plan designation in the UGB. 
There are 1,929 tax lots in the land base, accounting for 1,463 acres. 

Exhibit 99. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, Estacada UGB, 2019 
Source: Metro RLIS; Clackamas County; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Development Status 
We used a rule-based classification to define an initial development status. Then, we used a 
rapid visual assessment method to confirm this development status using aerial imagery. After 
city staff reviewed the classifications, we applied the development constraints to calculate 
unconstrained buildable land. Exhibit 100 shows development status with constraints applied 
and resulting in buildable acres. Of the 1,463 total acres in the land base, 432 are committed 
acres, 148 are constrained acres, and 883 are buildable acres. 

Exhibit 100. Development status with constraints, by plan designation, Estacada UGB, 2019 
Source: Metro RLIS; Clackamas County; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 101 shows residential land by development status with constraints overlaid.   

Generalized Plan Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Residential
Low Density Residential 1,217 63% 1,265 87%
Medium Density Residential 466 24% 132 9%
Multi-Family Residential 75 4% 25 2%

Commercial
Residential / Commercial 31 2% 5 0%
Downtown 140 7% 36 2%

Total 1,929 100% 1,463 100%

Generalized Plan Designation Total acres
Committed 

acres
Constrained 

 acres
Buildable 

acres
Residential

Low Density Residential 1,265 305 136 824
Medium Density Residential 132 70 10 52
Multi-Family Residential 25 21 2 2

Commercial
Residential / Commercial 5 4 0 0
Downtown 36 31 0 4

Total 1,463 432 148 883
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Exhibit 101. Residential land by development status, Estacada UGB, 2019 
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 102 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation. Of Estacada’s 883 unconstrained buildable 
residential acres, about 39% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 61% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. 

Exhibit 102. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, Estacada 
UGB, 2019 
Source: Metro RLIS; Clackamas County; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 
 

Exhibit 103 shows Estacada’s buildable vacant and partially vacant residential land. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres 
on vacant lots

Buildable acres 
on partially 
vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 824 307 517
Medium Density Residential 52 30 22
Multi-Family Residential 2 2 0

Commercial
Residential / Commercial 0 0 0
Downtown 4 4 0

Total 883 344 539
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Exhibit 103. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Estacada UGB, 2019 
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Gladstone 

Land Base 
The land base for the Gladstone residential BLI includes all tax lots in the city limits in 
residential plan designations. Exhibit 104 shows the land base by generalized plan designation 
in the UGB. There are 3,271 tax lots in the land base, accounting for 863 acres. 

Exhibit 104. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, Gladstone City Limits, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

   
 

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Residential
Low Density Residential 2,071 63% 578.7 67%
Medium Density Residential 1,121 34% 173.2 20%
High Density Residential 70 2% 99.8 12%

Commercial
Central Commercial 1 0% 0.1 0%
Gerneral Commercial 4 0% 8.3 1%

Other
Open Space 4 0% 3.1 0%

Total 3,271 100% 863 100%
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Development Status 
We used the Metro BLI’s classifications (defined in the methods and definitions above) to define 
an initial development status. Then, we used a rapid visual assessment method to confirm this 
development status using aerial imagery. After city staff reviewed the classifications, we 
applied the development constraints to calculate unconstrained buildable land. Exhibit 105 
shows development status with constraints applied and resulting in buildable acres. Of the 863 
total acres in the land base, 664 are committed acres, 179 are constrained acres, and 20 are 
buildable acres. 

Exhibit 105. Development status with constraints, by plan designation, Gladstone City Limits, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 106 shows residential land by development status with constraints overlaid. 

   

Generalized Plan Designation Total acres
Committed 

acres
Constrained 

acres
Buildable 

acres
Residential

Low Density Residential 578.7 438.1 123.1 17.6
Medium Density Residential 173.2 163.6 7.4 2.2
High Density Residential 99.8 54.6 45.0 0.2

Commercial
Central Commercial 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0
Gerneral Commercial 8.3 4.9 3.4 0.0

Other
Open Space 3.1 2.6 0.5 0.0

Total 863 664 179 20
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Exhibit 106. Residential land by development status, Gladstone City Limits, 2019 
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 107 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation. Of Gladstone’s 20 unconstrained buildable 
residential acres, about 15% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 85% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. 

Exhibit 107. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, Gladstone 
City Limits, 2019 
Source: Metro; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 108 shows Gladstone’s buildable vacant and partially vacant residential land. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres 
on vacant lots

Buildable acres 
on partially 
vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 17.6 1.9 15.7
Medium Density Residential 2.2 0.4 1.8
High Density Residential 0.2 0.2 0.0

Total 20 3 17
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Exhibit 108. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Gladstone City Limits, 
2019 
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop. 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lots current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Clackamas County BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on 
developed lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with 
Metro staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  

Exhibit 109. Estimate of housing units on potentially redevelopable lots by plan designation, 
Gladstone City Limits, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI, using 2016 data to calculate redevelopment potential. 

 
 

  

Plan Designation 
Estimated 

Redevelopment 
Units

Residential
Low Density Residential 27                         
Medium Density Residential 19                         
High Density Residential 370                      

Total 416                         
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Happy Valley 

Land Base 
The land base for the Happy Valley residential BLI includes all tax lots in the city limits in 
residential plan designations. Exhibit 110 shows the land base by generalized plan designation 
in the UGB. There are 7,008 tax lots in the land base, accounting for 4,364 acres. 

Exhibit 110. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, Happy Valley City Limits, 2019  
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
  

  

Zone Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Very Low Density Residential
R 40 - 1 Unit/40,000 sq ft 470 7% 353 8%
R 20 - 1 Unit/20,000 sq ft 1,367 19% 1,099 25%
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft 382 5% 325 7%

Low Density Residential
R 10 - 1 Unit/10,000 sq ft 2,045 29% 817 19%
R 8.5 - 1 Unit/8,500 sq ft 300 4% 134 3%
R 7 - 1 Unit/7,000 sq ft 613 9% 228 5%

Medium Density Single Family
R 5 - 1 Unit/5,000 sq ft 147 2% 112 3%
Mixed-Use Residential - Single Family 795 11% 326 7%

High Density Residential - Attached
Single-Family Attached Residential 97 1% 90 2%
Mixed-Use Residential - Attached 261 4% 50 1%
Village Townhouse District 40 1% 2 0%

Mixed Use Residential - Multifamily
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Low Density 159 2% 37 1%
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Med Density 161 2% 109 2%
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family High Density 3 0% 4 0%
Mixed-Use Residential - Mixed Buildings 5 0% 8 0%

Mixed Use Commercial and Employment District
Mixed Use Commercial 31 0% 55 1%
Mixed Use Employment 8 0% 77 2%
Regional Center Mixed Use 18 0% 41 1%
Planned Mixed Use 3 0% 14 0%

Village Commercial and Village Office District
Village Commercial 5 0% 11 0%

Commercial and Industrial Districts
Community Commercial Center 14 0% 36 1%
Mixed Commercial Center 13 0% 49 1%
Employment Center 21 0% 195 4%

County Zoning (within City Limits)
Farm Forest - 10 acres 5 0% 28 1%
Future Urban 13 0% 23 1%
Rural Residential Farm Forest - 5 acres 99 1% 111 3%
Rural Commercial 1 0% 1 0%
Urban Low Density Residential 2 0% 11 0%
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 9 0% 15 0%
Village Standard Lot Residential 1 0% 2 0%

Total 7,088 100% 4,364 100%



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 149 

Development Status 
We used the Metro BLI’s classifications (defined in the methods and definitions above) to define 
an initial development status. Then, we used a rapid visual assessment method to confirm this 
development status using aerial imagery. After city staff reviewed the classifications, we 
applied the development constraints to calculate unconstrained buildable land. Exhibit 111 
shows development status with constraints applied and resulting in buildable acres. Of the 
4,364 total acres in the land base, 1,633 are committed acres, 2,195 are constrained acres, and 537 
are buildable acres. 

Exhibit 111. Development status with constraints, by plan designation, Happy Valley City Limits, 
2019 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis. 

 
 

Exhibit 112 shows residential land by development status with constraints overlaid. 

 Zone Designation Total acres
Committed 

acres
Constrained 

acres
Buildable 

acres
Very Low Density Residential

R 40 - 1 Unit/40,000 sq ft 353 142 202 9
R 20 - 1 Unit/20,000 sq ft 1,099 411 581 107
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft 325 58 219 48

Low Density Residential
R 10 - 1 Unit/10,000 sq ft 817 390 350 78
R 8.5 - 1 Unit/8,500 sq ft 134 40 80 13
R 7 - 1 Unit/7,000 sq ft 228 69 128 31

Medium Density Single Family
R 5 - 1 Unit/5,000 sq ft 112 30 46 35
Mixed-Use Residential - Single Family 326 164 161 1

High Density Residential - Attached
Single-Family Attached Residential 90 16 32 42
Mixed-Use Residential - Attached 50 16 32 2
Village Townhouse District 2 2 0 0

Mixed Use Residential - Multifamily
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Low Density 37 22 15 0
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Med Density 109 49 44 15
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family High Density 4 2 0 2
Mixed-Use Residential - Mixed Buildings 8 2 5 1

Mixed Use Commercial and Employment District
Mixed Use Commercial 55 42 12 2
Mixed Use Employment 77 14 54 10
Regional Center Mixed Use 41 15 9 17
Planned Mixed Use 14 3 11 0

Village Commercial and Village Office District
Village Commercial 11 10 0 1

Commercial and Industrial Districts
Community Commercial Center 36 19 15 2
Mixed Commercial Center 49 18 28 4
Employment Center 195 65 67 63

County Zoning (within City Limits)
Farm Forest - 10 acres 28 1 25 2
Future Urban 23 2 16 5
Rural Residential Farm Forest - 5 acres 111 25 46 40
Rural Commercial 1 1 0 0
Urban Low Density Residential 11 0 11 0
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 15 3 5 7
Village Standard Lot Residential 2 2 0 0

Total 4,364 1,633 2,195 537
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Exhibit 112. Residential land by development status, Happy Valley City Limits, 2019 
Note: Data shown for draft PVNC concept area provided by Angelo Planning Group 
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(on residential land)

N
0.9Miles

As of Date: June 10, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; Metro 2018 BLI; RLIS
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 113 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation. Of Happy Valley’s 537 unconstrained buildable 
residential acres, about 30% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 70% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. 

Exhibit 113. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, 
Happy Valley City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 114 shows Happy Valley’s buildable vacant and partially vacant residential land. 

 Zone Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Very Low Density Residential
R 40 - 1 Unit/40,000 sq ft 9 8 1
R 20 - 1 Unit/20,000 sq ft 107 47 60
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft 48 15 32

Low Density Residential
R 10 - 1 Unit/10,000 sq ft 78 6 72
R 8.5 - 1 Unit/8,500 sq ft 13 3 10
R 7 - 1 Unit/7,000 sq ft 31 12 19

Medium Density Single Family
R 5 - 1 Unit/5,000 sq ft 35 11 24
Mixed-Use Residential - Single Family 1 1 0

High Density Residential - Attached
Single-Family Attached Residential 42 0 42
Mixed-Use Residential - Attached 2 2 0
Village Townhouse District 0 0 0

Mixed Use Residential - Multifamily
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Low Density 0 0 0
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Med Density 15 0 15
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family High Density 2 2 0
Mixed-Use Residential - Mixed Buildings 1 1 0

Mixed Use Commercial and Employment District
Mixed Use Commercial 2 2 0
Mixed Use Employment 10 1 9
Regional Center Mixed Use 17 17 0
Planned Mixed Use 0 0 0

Village Commercial and Village Office District
Village Commercial 1 1 0

Commercial and Industrial Districts
Community Commercial Center 2 0 1
Mixed Commercial Center 4 4 0
Employment Center 63 19 44

County Zoning (within City Limits)
Farm Forest - 10 acres 2 0 2
Future Urban 5 0 5
Rural Residential Farm Forest - 5 acres 40 11 29
Rural Commercial 0 0 0
Urban Low Density Residential 0 0 0
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 7 0 7
Village Standard Lot Residential 0 0 0

Total 537 163 374
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Exhibit 114. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Happy Valley City Limits, 
2019 
Note: Data shown for draft PVNC concept area provided by Angelo Planning Group 
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop. 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lots current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Clackamas County BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on 
developed lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with 
Metro staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  
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Exhibit 115. Estimate of housing units on potentially redevelopable lots by plan designation, Happy 
Valley City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI, using 2016 data to calculate redevelopment potential. 

  

Zone Designation 
Estimated Redevelopable 

Units
Residential

R 40 - 1 Unit/40,000 sq ft -                                        
R 5 - 1 Unit/5,000 sq ft 223                                       
R 7 - 1 Unit/7,000 sq ft 82                                         
R 8.5 - 1 Unit/8,500 sq ft 107                                       
R 10 - 1 Unit/10,000 sq ft 250                                       
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft 93                                         
R 20 - 1 Unit/20,000 sq ft 170                                       
Mixed-Use Residential - Attached 243                                       
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Low Density 189                                       
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Med Density 1,290                                   
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family High Density -                                        
Mixed-Use Residential - Single Family 1,775                                   
Mixed-Use Residential - Mixed Buildings 433                                       
Single-Family Attached Residential 322                                       
Village Standard Lot Residential
Village Townhouse District -                                        

Commercial
Community Commercial Center 701                                       
Employment Center 2,119                                   
Mixed Commercial Center 999                                       
Mixed Use Commercial 388                                       
Mixed Use Employment 437                                       
Planned Mixed Ue 292                                       
Rural Commercial -                                        
Regional Center Mixed Use -                                        
Village Commercial -                                        

County Zoning
Farm Forest - 10 acres -                                        
Future Urban 11                                         
Rural Resiential Farm Forest - 5 acres 69                                         
Urban Low Density Residential -                                        
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 2                                           

Total 10,195                                    
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Oregon City 

Land Base 
The land base for the Oregon City residential BLI includes all tax lots in the city limits in 
residential plan designations. Exhibit 116 shows the land base by generalized plan designation 
in the UGB. There are 12,347 tax lots in the land base, accounting for 5,462 acres. 

Exhibit 116. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, Oregon City, City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis 

Development Status 
We used the Metro BLI’s classifications (defined in the methods and definitions above) to define 
an initial development status. Then, we used a rapid visual assessment method to confirm this 
development status using aerial imagery. After city staff reviewed the classifications, we 
applied the development constraints to calculate unconstrained buildable land. Exhibit 117 
shows development status with constraints applied and resulting in buildable acres. Of the 
5,457 total acres in the land base, 2,748 are committed acres, 1,770 are constrained acres, and 940 
are buildable acres. 

Generalized Plan Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Residential
Low Density Residential 9,535 77% 3,212 59%
Low Density Res.–Manuf. Homes 4 0% 4 0%
Medium Density Residential 1,378 11% 1,055 19%
High Density Residential 604 5% 242 4%

Commercial
Central Commercial 488 4% 265 5%
General Commercial 265 2% 305 6%

Other
Future Urban 0 0% 0 0%
Parks 2 0% 13 0%
Quasi-Public 71 1% 364 7%

Total 12,347 100% 5,462 100%
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Exhibit 117. Development status with constraints, by plan designation, Oregon City City Limits, 
2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 118 shows residential land by development status with constraints overlaid. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation Total acres
Committed 

acres
Constrained 

 acres
Buildable 

acres
Residential

Low Density Residential 3,212 1,875 876 460
Medium Density Residential 1,055 387 282 386
High Density Residential 242 151 72 20

Commercial
Central Commercial 265 135 58 72
General Commercial 305 38 267 1

Other
Future Urban 0 0 0 0
Parks 13 13 1 0
Quasi-Public 364 150 214 0

Total 5,457 2,748 1,770 940
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 119 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation. Of Oregon City’s 940 unconstrained buildable 
residential acres, about 37% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 63% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. 

Exhibit 119. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, 
Oregon City City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 120 shows Oregon City’s buildable vacant and partially vacant residential land. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 460 106 355
Medium Density Residential 386 163 224
High Density Residential 20 9 10

Commercial
Central Commercial 72 66 7
General Commercial 1 1 0

Other
Future Urban 0 0 0

Total 940 344 596
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop. 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lots current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Clackamas County BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on 
developed lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with 
Metro staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  

Exhibit 121. Estimate of housing units on potentially redevelopable lots by plan designation, 
Oregon City, City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI, using 2016 data to calculate redevelopment potential. 

  

Plan Designation
Estimated 

Redevelopment 
Units

Residential
Low Density Residential 660                 
Medium Density Residential 233                 
High Density Residential 733                 

Commercial
Central Commercial 1,496              
General Commercial 2,604              

Total 5,726                 
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West Linn 

Land Base 
The land base for the West Linn residential BLI includes all tax lots in the city limits in 
residential plan designations. Exhibit 122 shows the land base by generalized plan designation 
in the UGB. There are 9,465 tax lots in the land base, accounting for 3,713 acres. 

Exhibit 122. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, West Linn City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis 

Development Status 
We used the Metro BLI’s classifications (defined in the methods and definitions above) to define 
an initial development status. Then, we used a rapid visual assessment method to confirm this 
development status using aerial imagery. After city staff reviewed the classifications, we 
applied the development constraints to calculate unconstrained buildable land. Exhibit 123 
shows development status with constraints applied and resulting in buildable acres. Of the 
3,713 total acres in the land base, 1,807 are committed acres, 1,812 are constrained acres, and 94 
are buildable acres. 

Exhibit 123. Development status with constraints, by plan designation, West Linn City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 124 shows residential land by development status with constraints overlaid.  

Generalized Plan Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Residential
Low Density Residential 7,417 78% 3,074 83%
Medium Density Residential 1,390 15% 304 8%
Medium-High Density Residential 460 5% 178 5%

Commercial
Commercial 168 2% 146 4%
Mixed-Use 30 0% 11 0%

Total 9,465 100% 3,713 100%

Generalized Plan Designation Total acres
Committed 

acres
Constrained 

 acres
Buildable 

acres
Residential

Low Density Residential 3,074 1,417 1,580 77
Medium Density Residential 304 184 117 3
Medium-High Density Residential 178 116 59 4

Commercial
Commercial 146 82 55 9
Mixed-Use 11 9 2 0

Total 3,713 1,807 1,812 94
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 125 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation. Of West Linn’s 94 unconstrained buildable 
residential acres, about 30% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 70% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. 

Exhibit 125. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, 
West Linn City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 126 shows West Linn’s buildable vacant and partially vacant residential land. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 77 18 60
Medium Density Residential 3 1 2
Medium-High Density Residential 4 0 4

Commercial
Commercial 9 9 0

Total 94 28 66
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Exhibit 126. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, West Linn City Limits, 2019 
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop. 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lots current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Clackamas County BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on 
developed lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with 
Metro staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  

Exhibit 127. Estimate of housing units on potentially redevelopable lots by plan designation, West 
Linn City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI, using 2016 data to calculate redevelopment potential. 

  

Plan Designation 
Estimated 

Redevelopment 
Units

Residential
Low Density Residential 147
Medium Density Residential 22
Medium-High Density Residential 28
Commercial

Commercial 13
Total 210
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Wilsonville 

Land Base 
The land base for the Wilsonville residential BLI includes all tax lots in the city limits in 
residential plan designations. Exhibit 128 shows the land base by generalized plan designation 
in the UGB. There are 5,607 tax lots in the land base, accounting for 2,064 acres. 

Exhibit 128. Residential tax lots and acres by Plan Designation, Wilsonville City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis 

Development Status 
We used the Metro BLI’s classifications (defined in the methods and definitions above) to define 
an initial development status. Then, we used a rapid visual assessment method to confirm this 
development status using aerial imagery. After city staff reviewed the classifications, we 
applied the development constraints to calculate unconstrained buildable land. Exhibit 129 
shows development status with constraints applied and resulting in buildable acres. Of the 
2,064 total acres in the land base, 1,235 are committed acres, 659 are constrained acres, and 170 
are buildable acres. 

Generalized Plan Designation
Number of 

taxlots
Percent

Total taxlot 
acreage

Percent

Residential
0-1 du/ac 46 1% 84 4%
10-12 du/ac 646 12% 333 16%
16-20 du/ac 9 0% 92 4%
2-3 du/ac 335 6% 115 6%
4-5 du/ac 1,542 28% 450 22%
6-7 du/ac 985 18% 320 15%
Residential Neighborhood 31 1% 159 8%
Village 1,956 35% 367 18%

Commercial
Town Center 56 1% 138 7%

Other
Public 1 0% 7 0%

Total 5,607 100% 2,064 100%
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Exhibit 129. Development status with constraints, by plan designation, Wilsonville City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 130 shows residential land by development status with constraints overlaid. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation Total acres
Committed 

acres
Constrained 

acres
Buildable 

acres
Residential

0-1 du/ac 84 13 68 3
10-12 du/ac 333 210 103 20
16-20 du/ac 92 60 32 0
2-3 du/ac 115 52 62 1
4-5 du/ac 450 347 96 6
6-7 du/ac 320 206 90 25
Residential Neighborhood 159 10 49 100
Village 367 206 137 24

Commercial/Industrial
Town Center 138 127 4 7

Other
Public 7 3 4 0

Total 2,064 1,235 644 186
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Exhibit 130. Residential land by development status, Wilsonville City Limits, 2019 
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Vacant Buildable Land 
Exhibit 131 shows buildable acres (i.e., acres in tax lots after constraints are deducted) for vacant 
and partially vacant land by plan designation. Of Wilsonville’s 170 unconstrained buildable 
residential acres, about 41% are in tax lots classified as vacant, and 59% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. 

Exhibit 131. Buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by plan designation, 
Wilsonville City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro; ECONorthwest analysis 

Exhibit 132 shows Wilsonville’s buildable vacant and partially vacant residential land. 

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Residential
0-1 du/ac 3 0 3
2-3 du/ac 1 0 1
4-5 du/ac 6 0 6
6-7 du/ac 25 20 5
10-12 du/ac 20 18 1
16-20 du/ac 0 0 0
Residential Neighborhood 100 15 84
Village 24 24 0

Commercial
Town Center 7 7 0

Total 186 85 100
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Exhibit 132. Unconstrained vacant and partially vacant residential land, Wilsonville City Limits, 
2019 
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Residential 16-20 du/ac

Residential 2-3 du/ac

Residential 4-5 du/ac

Residential 6-7 du/ac

Residential Neighborhood

Village

Town Center

N
0.65 Miles

As of Date: June 21, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; Metro 2018 BLI; RLIS
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop. 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lots current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Clackamas County BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on 
developed lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with 
Metro staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  

Exhibit 133. Estimate of housing units on potentially redevelopable lots by plan designation, 
Wilsonville City Limits, 2019 

 
Source: Metro BLI, using 2016 data to calculate redevelopment potential. 

  

 Generalized Plan 
Designation 

 Estimated 
Redevelopment Units 

Residential 0-1 du/ac -                               
Residential 2-3 du/ac 3                                  
Residential 4-5 du/ac 18                                
Residential 6-7 du/ac 67                                
Residential 10-12 du/ac 282                              
Residential 16-20 du/ac -                               
Village 664                              
Commercial (PDCTC) 8                                  
Total 1,042                          
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Appendix B – Trends Affecting Housing 
Needs in Clackamas County  
Appendix B presents detailed socio-economic and housing trends in multiple community 
groupings. The groupings are: 

§ Clackamas County, the Portland Region (Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington 
County), and Oregon 

§ Gladstone, Milwaukie, Oregon City, and Wilsonville 

§ Happy Valley, Lake Oswego, and West Linn 

§ Barlow, Johnson City, and Rivergrove 

§ Canby, Estacada, Molalla, and Sandy 

Historical and Recent Development Trends 
Throughout this Appendix, we used data from multiple well-recognized and reliable data 
sources. One of the key sources for housing and household data is the U.S. Census. This report 
primarily uses data from two Census sources: 

§ The Decennial Census, which is completed every ten years and is a survey of all 
households in the U.S. The Decennial Census is considered the best available data 
for information such as demographics (e.g., number of people, age distribution, or 
ethnic or racial composition), household characteristics (e.g., household size and 
composition), and housing occupancy characteristics. As of 2010, the Decennial 
Census does not collect more detailed household information, such as income, 
housing costs, housing characteristics, and other important household information. 
Decennial Census data is available for 2000 and 2010.  

§ The American Community Survey (ACS), which is completed every year and is a 
sample of households in the U.S. From 2012 to 2016 to 2013 to 2017, the ACS sampled 
an average of 3.5 million households per year, or about 3% of the households in the 
nation. The ACS collects detailed information about households, such as: 
demographics (e.g., number of people, age distribution, ethnic or racial composition, 
country of origin, language spoken at home, and educational attainment), household 
characteristics (e.g., household size and composition), housing characteristics (e.g., 
type of housing unit, year unit built, or number of bedrooms), housing costs (e.g., 
rent, mortgage, utility, and insurance), housing value, income, and other 
characteristics. 

§ Metro’s RLIS database, which provides tax lot data for jurisdictions within the three-
county Metro Area (including Clackamas County). We use RLIS data tax lot data for 
as a proxy for building permit data for Clackamas County cities. 
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§ Building permit Databases from the City of Estacada and City of Wilsonville which 
includes information on permits issued within Estacada by housing type. 

§ Property Radar, Redfin, and Zillow databases, which are online platforms 
providing real estate and property owner data. We use these sources to collect 
housing sale price data in aggregate and by property. 

In general, this Appendix uses data from the 2012-2016 and 2013-2017 ACS for Barlow, Canby, 
Estacada, Gladstone, Happy Valley, Johnson City, Lake Oswego, Milwaukie, Molalla, Oregon 
City, Rivergrove, Sandy, West Linn, and Wilsonville. Where information is available and 
relevant, we report information from the 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census. Among other data 
points, this report includes population, income, and housing price data from the Oregon Office 
of Economic Analysis, the Oregon Bureau of Labor and Industries, the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, RLIS, Costar, Redfin, Property Radar, and 
Zillow. It also uses the Oregon Department of Housing and Community Services affordable 
housing inventory and Oregon’s Manufactured Dwelling Park inventory. 

It is worth commenting on the methods used for the American Community Survey.81 The 
American Community Survey (ACS) is a national survey that uses continuous measurement 
methods. It uses a sample of about 3.54 million households to produce annually updated 
estimates for the same small areas (census tracts and block groups) formerly surveyed via the 
decennial census long-form sample. It is also important to keep in mind that all ACS data are 
estimates that are subject to sample variability. This variability is referred to as “sampling 
error” and is expressed as a band or “margin of error” (MOE) around the estimate. 

This report uses Census and ACS data because, despite the inherent methodological limits, they 
represent the most thorough and accurate data available to assess housing needs. We consider 
these limitations in making interpretations of the data and have strived not to draw conclusions 
beyond the quality of the data. 

  

 

81 A thorough description of the ACS can be found in the Census Bureau’s publication “What Local Governments 
Need to Know.” https://www.census.gov/library/publications/2009/acs/state-and-local.html 
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Trends in Housing Mix  
This section provides an overview of changes in the mix of housing types. These trends 
demonstrate the types of housing developed in jurisdictions historically.  

Housing Mix 

About 74% of Gladstone’s 
and Oregon City’s housing 
stock is single-family 
detached.  
About 67% of Milwaukie’s 
and 41% of Wilsonville’s 
housing stock is single-family 
detached. 

Exhibit 134. Housing Mix, Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, 
Oregon City, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS Table B25024. 
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A majority of housing in West 
Linn, Lake Oswego, and 
Happy Valley is single-family 
detached housing.  
Lake Oswego has a modest 
amount of multifamily 
housing (29%). 

Exhibit 135. Housing Mix, West Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 
2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS Table B25024. 

 

Nearly all the housing in 
Barlow, Rivergrove, and 
Johnson City is single-family 
detached housing.  

Exhibit 136. Housing Mix, Barlow, Rivergrove, Johnson City, 2013-
2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS Table B25024. 
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About three quarters of the 
housing in Canby, Sandy, 
Molalla, and Estacada is 
single-family detached 
housing.  

Exhibit 137. Housing Mix, Canby, Sandy, Molalla, Estacada 2013-
2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS Table B25024. 
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Housing Development 

Over the 2000 to 2016 
period, Barlow issued 
permits for four single-
family dwelling units. 
 

Exhibit 138. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, Barlow, 2000 
through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 

4 permits issued 
 

Over the 2000 to 2018 
period, Estacada issued 
permits for 654 dwelling 
units, with an annual 
average of 36 permits 
issued. 
Of these 654 permits, 
about 88% were issued for 
single-family dwelling units 
(including stick-built units, 
manufactured homes, and 
mobile homes). 

Exhibit 139. Building Permits Issued for New Residential 
Construction by Type of Unit, Estacada, 2000 through 2018 
Source: City of Estacada. 

 

Over the 2000 to 2016 
period, Gladstone had 
construction of 415 
dwelling units, with an 
annual average of 26 units 
built. 
Of these 415 units, about 
33% were issued for single-
family dwelling units. 

 

Exhibit 140. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, Gladstone, 
2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 
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Over the 2000 to 2016 
period, Happy Valley had 
construction of 4,840 
dwelling units, with an 
annual average of 269 
built. 
Of these 395 units, about 
83% were issued for single-
family dwelling units. 

Exhibit 141. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, Happy Valley, 
2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 

 

Johnson City had 
construction of three 
single-family dwellings. 
 

Exhibit 142. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, Johnson City, 
(no date provided) 
Source: RLIS. 

3 permits issued 
 

 

Over the 2000 to 2016 
period, Molalla had 
construction of 1,109 
dwelling units, with an 
annual average of 69 units 
built. 
Of these 1,109 units, about 
81% were for single-family 
dwelling units. 

 

Exhibit 143. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, Molalla, 2000 
through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 
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Over the 2000 to 2016 
period, Oregon City had 
construction of 3,633 
dwelling units, with an 
annual average of 227 
units built. 
Of these 3,633 units, about 
93% were for single-family 
dwelling units. 

 

Exhibit 144. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, Oregon City, 
2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 

 

Over the 2000 to 2016 
period, Rivergrove had 
construction of 80 dwelling 
units, with an annual 
average of five units built. 
All 80 units built were 
single-family dwelling units. 

Exhibit 145. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, Rivergrove, 
2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 
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Over the 2000 to 2016 
period, West Linn had 
construction of 1,893 
dwelling units, with an 
annual average of 118 
units built. 
Of these 1,893 units, about 
80% were for single-family 
dwelling units. 

 

Exhibit 146. New Residential Dwelling Units Built, West Linn, 
2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. 

 

Over the 2013 to 2017 
period, Wilsonville issued 
permits for 1,352 dwelling 
units, with an annual 
average of 338 permits 
issued. 
Of these 1,352 permits, 
about 99% were issued for 
single-family dwelling units. 

Exhibit 147. Building Permits Issued for New Residential 
Construction by Type of Unit, Wilsonville, 2013 through 2017 
Source: City of Wilsonville. 

 

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

20
00
20
01
20
02
20
03
20
04
20
05
20
06
20
07
20
08
20
09
20
10
20
11
20
12
20
13
20
14
20
15
20
16

Single-Family Multifamily

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Single-Family Multifamily



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 181 

Per available data, from 
2000 to 2018, cities within 
Clackamas County 
permitted about 71 
accessory dwelling units 
(ADU). 

Exhibit 148. Accessory Dwelling Unit Permits Issued, Cities within 
Clackamas County, 2000 through 2018 (unless otherwise noted) 
Source: Metro (Sept 2018). 2018 Compliance Report, ADU zoning code audit report, 
Appendix G. 

 

 

Trends in Housing Density 
This section shows historic densities for new residential construction by housing type and by 
Plan Designation/zone. To conduct the analysis, we use one of two databases (RLIS or the city’s 
building permit database). We used RLIS for Gladstone, Happy Valley, Johnson City, Oregon 
City, Rivergrove, and West Linn. RLIS is Metro’s tax lot database for jurisdictions within the 
three-county Metro Area (including Clackamas County). RLIS data is a proxy for building 
permit data with an analysis period of 2000 to 2016. 

For Estacada and Wilsonville, we used the city’s respective building permit database. Estacada’s 
permit database represents a 2000 to 2018 analysis period. Wilsonville’s permit database 
represents a 2013 to 2017 analysis period. 

To determine net density, we take the quotient of units divided by net acres. Overall average 
net residential densities for each city, are: 

§ Barlow: The average net density in Barlow for new residential construction is 1.5 
units per net acre. 

§ Estacada: The average net density in Estacada for new residential construction is 4.3 
units per net acre. 

Total 
Permitted 

ADUs

Adoption Rate 
(ADUs per 

1,000 
population)

Notes

Barlow n/a n/a
Canby n/a n/a
Estacada n/a n/a
Gladstone 0 0
Happy Valley 10 0.57
Johnson City 0 0 ADUs are not permitted
Lake Oswego 7 0.18 From 2012-2017
Milwaukie 9 0.44
Molalla n/a n/a
Oregon City 23 0.66
Rivergrove 0 0
Sandy n/a n/a
West Linn 15 0.57 From 2012-2018
Wilsonville 7 0.32
Total 71
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§ Gladstone: The average net density in Gladstone for new residential construction is 
10.1 units per net acre. 

§ Happy Valley: The average net density in Happy Valley for new residential 
construction is 5.8 units per net acre. 

§ Johnson City: The average net density in Johnson City for new residential 
construction is 3.4 units per net acre. 

§ Molalla: The average net density in Molalla for new residential construction is 5.1 
units per net acre. 

§ Oregon City: The average net density in Oregon City for new residential 
construction is 6.7 units per net acre. 

§ Rivergrove: The average net density in Rivergrove for new residential construction 
is 3.3 units per net acre. 

§ West Linn: The average net density in West Linn for new residential construction is 
5.5 units per net acre. 

§ Wilsonville: The average net density in Wilsonville for new residential construction 
is 6.9 units per net acre. 

The following tables present net densities, by Plan Designation, for each city.  

Exhibit 149. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Barlow, 2000 to 2016 
Source: RLIS. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Exhibit 150. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Estacada, 2000 to 2018 
Source: City of Estacada. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Plan 
Designation

Single-Family 
Detached

Acres
Net Density 
(DU/Acre)

Residential 4                      2.7                   1.5                   
Total 4                      2.7                   1.5                   

Zoning Districts Units Acres
Net 

Density
Units Acres

Net 
Density

Units Acres
Net 

Density
Residential

Low Density 327 100 3.3 2 0.2 11.4 329 100 3.3
Medium Density 188 36 5.2 188 36 5.2
Multiple Family 5 1 8.1 73 2.1 35.2 78 3 29.0

Commercial
Downtown 4 0.1 34.8 4 0 34.8
Residential Commercial 1 0 8.7 1 0 8.7
General Commercial 1 0 2.9 1 0 2.9

Total 522 137 3.8 79 2.4 33.4 601 140 4.3

MultifamilySingle-Family Detached Total, Combined
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Exhibit 151. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Gladstone, 2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Exhibit 152. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Happy Valley, 2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. Note: DU is dwelling unit.  

 

Exhibit 153. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Johnson City, (no date provided) 
Source: RLIS. Note1: DU is dwelling unit. Note2: Formal Plan Designation names unknown. 

 

Zoning Districts Units Acres
Net 

Density
Units Acres

Net 
Density

Units Acres
Net 

Density
Residential

Low Density 73 20 3.7 12 0 68.4 85 20 4.3
Medium Density 56 7 7.8 8 64 7 8.9
High Density 135 2 65.0 135 2 65.0

Commercial / Industrial
Community Commercial 3 0 8.7 3 0 8.7
General Commercial 1 1 1.3 1 1 1.3
Light Industrial 123 10 11.7 123 10 11.7

Total 133 28 4.8 278 13 21.8 411 41 10.1

Single-Family Detached Multifamily Total, Combined

Plan Designations Units Acres
Net 

Density
Units Acres

Net 
Density

Units Acres
Net 

Density
Residential

Very Low Density 509        202        2.5               4             5             0.9         513        207        2.5         
Low Density 2,154     458        4.7               2,154     458        
Medium Density 765        93          8.3               765        93          
High Density 318        17          18.4             318        17          18.4       
Mixed Use Residential 274        16          17.2             409        30          13.8       683        46          15.0       

Commercial
Mixed Use Commercial 392        17          22.9       392        17          22.9       

Total 4,020     786        5.1               805        51          15.7       4,825     837        5.8         

Single-Family Detached Multifamily Total, Combined

Plan 
Designation

Dwelling 
units Acres Du / Acre

I2 2                0.86           2.3             
MR1 1                0.02           48.6           
Total 3                0.88           3.4             
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Exhibit 154. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Molalla, 2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Exhibit 155. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Oregon City, 2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Exhibit 156. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Rivergrove, 2000 through 2016 
Source: RLIS. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Exhibit 157. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, West Linn, 2000 through 2018 
Source: RLIS. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Plan Designations Units Acres
Net 

Density
Units Acres

Net 
Density

Units Acres
Net 

Density
Residential

Low Density 1,471    318        4.6         1,471    318        4.6         
Medium Density 277        56          4.9         4            0            11.0       281        57          5.0         
Medium-High Density 583        106        5.5         134        6            21.4       717        112        6.4         

Commercial / Industrial / Public
Commercial Districts 86          31          2.8         80          3            26.4       166        34          4.9         
Industrial Districts 20          14          
Public Facilities District 1            0            

Total 2,438    524        4.7         218        10          22.6       2,635    520        5.1         

Single-Family Detached Multifamily Total, Combined

Plan Designations Units Acres
Net 

Density
Units Acres

Net 
Density

Units Acres
Net 

Density
Residential

Low Density 2,434      462 5.3 14 7 2.1 2,448      468 5.2
Medium Density 495         46 10.7 20 2 12.5 515         48 10.7
High Density 412         23 18.2 196 5 37.0 608         28 21.8

Commercial
Mixed Use Corridor 23           1 21.1 24 2 12.2 47           3 15.4
Mixed Use Downtown 110 11 9.6 110         11 9.6
General Commercial 15 1 19.5 15           1 19.5

Total 3,364      532 6.3 379 28 13.6 3,743      560 6.7

Single-Family Detached Multifamily Total, Combined

Dwelling 
units Acres Du / Acre

Residential 80              24              3.3             
Total 80              24              3.3             

Zoning Districts Units Acres
Net 

Density
Units Acres

Net 
Density

Units Acres
Net 

Density
Residential

Low Density 1,123 276     4.1      12       3         4.5      1,135 279     4.1      
Medium Density 155     21       7.2      32       2         12.9    187     24       7.8      
Medium-High Density 240     15       16.5    331     26       12.5    571     41       13.9    

Total 1,518 312     4.9      375     32       11.9    1,893 344     5.5      

Single-Family Detached Multifamily Total, Combined
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Exhibit 158. Average Density of New Residential Construction Permitted by Type of Unit and Plan 
Designation, Wilsonville, 2013 through 2017 
Source: City of Wilsonville. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Trends in Tenure 
Housing tenure describes whether a dwelling is owner- or renter-occupied.  

Plan Designations Units Acres
Net 

Density
Units Acres

Net 
Density

Units Acres
Net 

Density
Village 1,148     143        8.0         6             0.1         43.3       1,154     143        8.1         
Residential 6             3             2.1         6             3             2.1         
Residential Agriculture Holding 15          5             2.7         15          5             2.7         
Planned Development 2 5             3             1.7         5             3             1.7         
Planned Development 3 22          4             5.6         22          4             5.6         
Planned Development 4 48          25          2.0         48          25          2.0         
Planned Development 5 55          6             9.3         55          6             9.3         
Total 1,299     189        6.9         6             0.1         43.3       1,305     189        6.9         

Single-Family Multifamily Total, Combined
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Within Clackamas County, 
36% of cities have a 
homeownership rate of 
71% or more, 50% of cities 
have a homeownership 
rate between 60% and 
70%, and 14% of cities 
have a homeownership 
rate under 60%. 

Exhibit 159. Housing Tenure, Clackamas County and cities within 
Clackamas County, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 
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Nearly all homeowners live 
in single-family detached 
housing.  
Wilsonville had the highest 
percentage of owners living 
in something other than 
single-family detached 
housing. In Wilsonville, 18% 
of owners lived in single 
family-attached housing.  

Exhibit 160. Types of units occupied by Homeowners, Gladstone, 
Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 

 

 
A higher percentage of 
renters live in multifamily 
housing than owners.  
In Wilsonville, 89% of 
renters live in multifamily 
housing. In Oregon City and 
Gladstone, less than 60% 
of renters lived in 
multifamily housing in 
2012-2016.  

Exhibit 161. Types of units occupied by Renters, Gladstone, 
Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 
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The vast majority of 
homeowners in West Linn, 
Lake Oswego, and Happy 
Valley live in single-family 
detached housing.  
Happy Valley had the 
highest share of 
homeowners living in 
single-family detached 
housing at 92% while Lake 
Oswego had the lowest 
share at 80%.   

Exhibit 162. Types of units occupied by Homeowners, West Linn, 
Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 

 
Unlike homeowners, most 
renters in West Linn, Lake 
Oswego, and Happy Valley 
lived in multifamily housing 
in the 2012-2016 period.  
In Lake Oswego, 72% of 
renter households lived in 
multifamily housing, 
compared to 52% in West 
Linn and 65% in Happy 
Valley.   

Exhibit 163. Types of units occupied by Renters, West Linn, Lake 
Oswego, Happy Valley, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 
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Almost 100% of 
homeowners in Barlow, 
Johnson City, and 
Rivergrove live in single-
family detached housing.  
Barlow, Johnson City, and 
Rivergrove also have very 
small numbers of owner-
occupied units. In 2012-
2016, Barlow, Johnson City, 
and Rivergrove had 38, 
279, and 155 owner 
occupied units, 
respectively.  

Exhibit 164. Types of units occupied by Homeowners, Barlow, 
Johnson City, Rivergrove, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 

 
A high percentage of 
renters in Barlow, Johnson 
City, and Rivergrove also 
live in single-family 
detached units.  
However, there are very few 
renter-occupied housing 
units in each of the three 
cities. In 2012-2016, 
Barlow had 14 renter-
occupied units, Johnson 
City had 20, and Rivergrove 
had 8 units.   

Exhibit 165. Types of units occupied by Renters, Barlow, Johnson 
City, Rivergrove, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 
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Just about all owner-
occupied units in Sandy, 
Canby, Estacada, and 
Molalla are single-family 
units.  
The housing mixes for 
owner-occupied units were 
similar for all four cities and 
single-family dwellings 
accounted for over 90% of 
owner-occupied housing 
units in all four cities.   

Exhibit 166. Types of units occupied by Homeowners, Sandy, Canby, 
Estacada, Molalla, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 

 
About half of renter-
occupied units in Sandy, 
Canby, Estacada, and 
Molalla were multifamily 
units.  
Canby and Estacada had 
the highest proportion of 
multifamily renter-occupied 
units (58%), whereas Sandy 
had the lowest (46%).   

Exhibit 167. Types of units occupied by Renters, Sandy, Canby, 
Estacada, Molalla, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25032. 
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Vacancy Rates 
The Census defines vacancy as: "Unoccupied housing units… determined by the terms under 
which the unit may be occupied, e.g., for rent, for sale, or for seasonal use only." The 2010 
Census identified vacancy through an enumeration, separate from (but related to) the survey of 
households. Enumerators are obtained using information from property owners and managers, 
neighbors, rental agents, and others.  

According to the 2013-2017 Census, vacancy rates by jurisdiction are:82 

§ Clackamas County:  6.0%  

§ Oregon:     9.3%  

§ Portland Region  5.5% 

§ Barlow:     0.0%  

§ Canby:     2.6%  

§ Estacada:     10.5%  

§ Gladstone:    5.7%  

§ Happy Valley:   1.2%  

§ Johnson City:    1.0%  

§ Lake Oswego:    5.4%  

§ Milwaukie:    5.0%  

§ Molalla:     3.7%  

§ Oregon City:    3.6%  

§ Rivergrove:    3.3%  

§ Sandy:     3.8%  

§ West Linn:    4.9%  

§ Wilsonville:    4.9% 

The vacancy exhibits that follow derive its data from Costar. Costar is an online platform that 
provides commercial real estate data, including multifamily vacancy data. We use Costar data 
to supplement vacancy data from the U.S. Census.  

 

82 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS, Table B25032. 
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From 2010 to 2018, the 
multifamily vacancy rates in 
Clackamas County, the 
Portland Region, and 
Oregon remained between 
4% and just over 6%.  

Exhibit 168. Historical Vacancy Rates, Multifamily Housing, 
Clackamas County, Portland Region, Oregon, 2010 through 
2018 
Source: Costar. 

  

From 2010 to 2018, the 
multifamily vacancy rate 
went from 4.5% to 4.4% in 
Gladstone, 5.5% to 4.9% in 
Wilsonville, 4.9% to 3.8% in 
Milwaukie, and 4.5% to 
7.3% in Oregon City. 

Exhibit 169. Historical Vacancy Rates, Multifamily Housing, 
Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, and Oregon City, 2010 
through 2018 
Source: Costar. 
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From 2010 to 2018, the 
multifamily vacancy rate 
went from 4.4% to 7.7% in 
West Linn, 5.8% to 8.6% in 
Lake Oswego, and 4.0% to 
10.9% in Happy Valley. 

Exhibit 170. Historical Vacancy Rates, Multifamily Housing, West 
Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 

 

From 2010 to 2018, the 
multifamily vacancy rate 
went from 8.5% to 5.2% in 
Sandy, 6.2% to 5.8% in 
Canby, 6.9% to 6.5% in 
Estacada, and 13.8% to 
5.1% in Molalla. 

Exhibit 171. Historical Vacancy Rates, Multifamily Housing, 
Sandy, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 
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Government-Subsidized Housing  
Governmental agencies and nonprofit organizations offer a range of housing assistance to low- 
and moderate-income households in renting or purchasing a home. Data for government-
subsidized housing developments derives from the Oregon Department of Housing and 
Community Services:83 

Clackamas County has 3,558 government-subsidized, affordable units, compared to 35,444 in 
the Portland Region, and 62,367 in Oregon.  

Canby has 316 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. The 
majority of these units 
serve seniors and 
families. One 
development serves 
agricultural workers. 

Exhibit 172. Government-Subsidized Housing, Canby UGB, 
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

Estacada has 142 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. All units 
serve families; one 
development serves 
families and seniors.  

Exhibit 173. Government-Subsidized Housing, Estacada UGB, 
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

  
 

 

83 Oregon Housing and Community Services. (2018). Affordable Housing Inventory in Oregon. Retrieved from: 
http://www.oregon.gov/ohcs/Pages/research-multifamily-housing-inventory-data.aspx.  

Development Name
Total 
Units

Total 
Affordable 

Units
Population Served

Canby Village 52 52 Senior and family
Canby West 24 24 Senior and family
Carriage Court 30 30 Senior
Casa Verde 26 25 Family and Agricultural workers
Cascade House at Hope Village 50 50 Senior
Greenbriar Apts 86 86 Family
Meadows at Hope Village 50 49 Senior
Totals 318 316

Development Name
Total 
Units

Total 
Affordable 

Units
Population Served

186 NW Zobrist St 1 1 Family
300 Main 26 26 Senior and family
377 NE Oakview Dr 1 1 Family
401 NE Oakview Dr 1 1 Family
454 SW Hawthorn Rd 1 1 Family
462 SW Hawthorn Rd 1 1 Family
507 NE Carole St 1 1 Family
Timber Grove - Estacada Village 48 48 Family
Whispering Pines Senior Village 63 62 Senior
Totals 143 142



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 195 

Gladstone has 58 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. All of 
these units serve families; 
one development serves 
families and seniors.  

Exhibit 174. Government-Subsidized Housing, Gladstone, 2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

Happy Valley has 669 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. Nearly all 
of these units are 
reserved for families.  

Exhibit 175. Government-Subsidized Housing, Happy Valley, 
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

Lake Oswego has 76 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. These 
units are reserved for 
seniors and families.  

Exhibit 176. Government-Subsidized Housing, Lake Oswego, 
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

Development Name Total Units
Total Affordable 

Units
Population Served

18320 Scott Ct 1 1 Family
18325 Tryon Ct 1 1 Family
18345 Tryon Ct 1 1 Family
18365 Tryon Ct 1 1 Family
250 E Jersey St 1 1 Family
260 E Jersey St 1 1 Family
960 Donna Lynn Way 1 1 Family
Arlington Triplex 3 3 Family
Fairfield 4-Plex 4 4 Family
River Glen Apts 44 44 Family and senior
Totals 58 58

Development Name Total Units
Total Affordable 

Units
Population Served

Acadia Gardens 41 41 Family
Chez Ami 40 40 Low income
Easton Ridge Rehabilitation 264 264 Family
Rosewood Station 212 212 Family
Town Center Courtyards 60 60 Family
Town Center Station 52 52 Family
Totals 669 669

Development Name Total Units
Total Affordable 

Units
Population Served

4968 Oakridge Rd 1 1 Family
Hollyfield Village 30 30 Family and senior
Oakridge Park 45 45 Senior
Totals 76 76
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Milwaukie has 322 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units.  The 
majority of these units are 
reserved for families.  

Exhibit 177. Government-Subsidized Housing, Milwaukie, 2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

Molalla has 152 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. These 
units are reserved for 
families and agricultural 
workers.  

Exhibit 178. Government-Subsidized Housing, Molalla UGB, 
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 
 

Development Name Total Units
Total Affordable 

Units
Population Served

11403 SE 32nd Ave 1 1 Family
11635 SE 31st Ave 1 1 Family
12205 SE 67th Ct 1 1 Family
12315 SE 65th Ct 1 1 Family
2859 SE Malcolm St 1 1 Family
4040 SE Harrison St 1 1 Family
4957 SE Harrison St 1 1 Family
5125 SE Rainbow Ln 1 1 Family
6536 SE Hemlock St 1 1 Family
6606 SE Hemlock St 1 1 Family
6662 SE Furnberg St 5 5 Family
8737 SE 28th Ave 1 1 Family
9475 SE 40th Ave 1 1 Family
9622 SE 32nd Ave 1 1 Family
9644 SE 32nd Ave 1 1 Family
9666 SE 32nd Ave 1 1 Family
B2H Duplex 2 2 Family
Hillside Manor 100 100 Senior
Hillside Park 100 100 Family
NHA Campus Redevelopment 28 28 Low income 
North Main Village 64 64 Family
Swan House 6 6 Low income 
Willard Street Duplex 2 2 Homeless
Totals 322 322

Development Name
Total 
Units

Total 
Affordable 

Units
Population Served

Arbor Terrace 25 25 Agricultural workers
Berkley 4 4 Family
Metzler 4 4 Family
Molalla Gardens 30 30 Agricultural workers
Plaza Los Robles 24 23 Family and Agricultural workers
Ridings Terrace I 20 20 Family
Ridings Terrace II 14 14 Family
Toliver Terrace 32 32 Family
Totals 153 152



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 197 

Oregon City has 610 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. All of 
these units are reserved 
for families.   

Exhibit 179. Government-Subsidized Housing, Oregon City,  
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

Development Name Total Units
Total Affordable 

Units
Population Served

1052 Birchwood Dr 1 1 Family
1054 Birchwood Dr 1 1 Family
1056 Birchwood Dr 1 1 Family
1058 Birchwood Dr 1 1 Family
1060 Birchwood Dr 1 1 Family
1062 Birchwood Dr 1 1 Family
1121 Hughes St 1 1 Family
11406 Forest Ridge Ln 1 1 Family
11677 Salmonberry Dr 1 1 Family
1314 6th St 1 1 Family
1316 6th St 1 1 Family
1318 6th St 1 1 Family
1320 6th St 1 1 Family
13316 Clairmont Way 1 1 Family
144 Molalla Ave 5 5 Family
146 Molalla Ave 1 1 Family
15141 S Redland Rd 1 1 Family
18895 Lafayette Ave 1 1 Family
18960 Lafayette Ave 1 1 Family
19354 Whitney Ln 1 1 Family
423 Latourette St 1 1 Family
459 Hilda St 1 1 Family
809 Buchanan St 1 1 Family
811 Buchanan St 1 1 Family
954 Prospect St 1 1 Family
Clackamas Heights 100 99 Family
Fisher Ridge 18 18 Family
Kingsberry Heights 260 260 Family
Meadowlark 15 15 Family
Oregon City Terrace 47 47 Family
Oregon City View Manor 100 100 Family
Our Apartment 4 4 Family
Rosewood Terrace 38 38 Family
Totals 611 610
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Sandy has 151 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. The 
majority are reserved for 
families and seniors.  

Exhibit 180. Government-Subsidized Housing, Sandy UGB, 
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

West Linn has 10 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. All of 
these units are reserved 
for families.  

Exhibit 181. Government-Subsidized Housing, West Linn, 2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 

Development Name
Total 
Units

Total 
Affordable 

Units
Population Served

18375 Dahlager St 1 1 Family
18455 Meinig Ave 1 1 Family
37390 Sandy Heights St 1 1 Family
39125 Clayton Ct 1 1 Family
39130 Clayton Ct 1 1 Family
39800 Wolf Dr 1 1 Family
39850 Wolf Dr 1 1 Family
40120 McCormick Dr 1 1 Family
40130 McCormick Dr 1 1 Family
Cedar Park Gardens 20 20 Senior
Country Garden 10 10 Senior
Evans Street Senior 28 28 Senior and disabled
Hummingbird 6 6 Senior
Sandy Vista I 30 30 Farm workers
Sandy Vista II 24 24 Farm workers and family
Timber Grove - Firwood Village 24 24 Senior, family, and disabled
Totals 151 151

Development Name Total Units
Total Affordable 

Units
Population Served

1149 Meadowview Ct 1 1 Family
2150 Nolan Ln 1 1 Family
2160 Nolan Ln 1 1 Family
2190 Nolan Ln 1 1 Family
220 SW 16th Street 1 1 Family
2200 16th St 1 1 Family
2780 Oxford St 1 1 Family
4320 Kelly St 1 1 Family
4333 Grant St 1 1 Family
4343 Grant St 1 1 Family
Totals 10 10
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Wilsonville has 449 
government-subsidized, 
affordable units. The 
majority of these units are 
reserved for families.  

Exhibit 182. Government-Subsidized Housing, Wilsonville, 
2018 
Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services. 

 
 

Manufactured Homes 
Manufactured homes provide a source of affordable housing. They also provide a form of 
homeownership that can be made available to low- and moderate-income households. Cities are 
required to plan for manufactured homes—both on lots and in parks (ORS 197.475-492). 

Generally, manufactured homes in parks are owned by the occupants who pay rent for the 
space. Monthly housing costs are typically lower for a homeowner in a manufactured home 
park for several reasons, including the fact that property taxes levied on the value of the land 
are paid by the property owner, rather than the manufactured home owner. The value of the 
manufactured home generally does not appreciate in the way a conventional home would, 
however. Manufactured homeowners in parks are also subject to the mercy of the property 
owner in terms of rent rates and increases. It is generally not within the means of a 
manufactured homeowner to relocate to another manufactured home to escape rent increases. 
Homeowners living in a park is desirable to some because it can provide a more secure 
community with on-site managers and amenities, such as laundry and recreation facilities. 

OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks sited 
in areas planned and zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial, or high-density 
residential development. This section presents the inventory of mobile and manufactured home 
parks for individual cities within Clackamas County, as applicable and as of late 2018. 

Development Name Total Units
Total Affordable 

Units
Population Served

29875 SW Montebello Dr 1 1 Family
29885 SW Montebello Dr 1 1 Family
Autumn Park 143 140 Family
Beaver State - Montebello 50 41 Family
Charleston Apts 52 52 Family
Creekside Woods 84 44 Senior
Duck Country - Wilsonville Heights 24 24 Family
Hearthstone 5 5 Low income
Montecino 34 34 Family
Rain Garden 29 29 Low income
Renaissance Court 20 20 Low income
Wiedemann Park Apts 58 58 Senior
Totals 501 449
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Canby has five 
manufactured home 
parks within the UGB. 
Within these parks, there 
are a total of 459 spaces, 
13 of which were vacant 
as of November 2018. 

Exhibit 183. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Canby UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Estacada has one 
manufactured home 
parks within the UGB. 
Within this park, there are 
a total of 48 spaces, 1 of 
which was vacant as of 
November 2018. 

Exhibit 184. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Estacada UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Gladstone has two 
manufactured home 
parks within the UGB. 
Within these parks, there 
are a total of 99 spaces, 1 
of which was vacant as of 
November 2018. 

Exhibit 185. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Gladstone UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Happy Valley has one 
manufactured home park 
within the UGB. 
Within this park, there are 
a total of 51 spaces, 1 of 
which was vacant as of 
November 2018. 

Exhibit 186. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Happy Valley UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Canby Manor 835 SE 1st St Ave 55+ 57 1 R2

Elmwood MHC 1400 S Elm St 55+ 112 1 R1

Pine Crossing 1111 SE 3rd Ave Family 74 0 R2

Redwood Estates 620 SE 2nd Ave 55+ 72 0 R2

Village on the Lochs 1655 S Elm Street Family 144 11 R1
Totals 459 13

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Altramar II Mobile Home Park 820 NW Wade St Family 48 1 R1

Totals 48 1

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Hollyview Court 1180 82nd Drive Family 19 1 LI
Tri City Mobile Park 19575 River Rd Family 80 0 n/a
Totals 99 1

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Happy Valley Homes MHP 8750 SE 155th Ave Family 51 1 R10

Totals 51 1
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Molalla has four 
manufactured home 
parks within the UGB. 
Within these parks, there 
are a total of 116 spaces, 
3 of which were vacant as 
of November 2018. 

Exhibit 187. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Molalla UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Oregon City has four 
manufactured home 
parks within the UGB. 
Within these parks, there 
are a total of 345 spaces, 
1 of which was vacant as 
of November 2018. 

Exhibit 188. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Oregon City UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Sandy has four 
manufactured home 
parks within the UGB. 
Within these parks, there 
are a total of 276 spaces, 
none of which were vacant 
as of November 2018. 

Exhibit 189. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Sandy UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

Wilsonville has two 
manufactured home 
parks within the UGB. 
Within these parks, there 
are a total of 120 spaces, 
none of which were vacant 
as of November 2018. 

Exhibit 190. Inventory of Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, 
Wilsonville UGB, November 2018 
Source: Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory. 

 

  

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Indian Oak 150 Indian Oak Ct Family 16 0  R1

Molalla Mobile Manor 138 Shirley St 55+ 28 0  R3

Triple M Mobile Villa 505 Leroy Ave 55+ 12 0  R1

Twin Firs Mobile Park 205 & 208 W Heintz St 55+ 60 3 R3

Totals 116 3

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Char-Diaz Estates 13694 Char-Diaz Dr 55+ 22 0 R 3.5

Cherry Lane 20248 Highway 213 55+ 66 0 R 3.5

Clairmont Mtg Housing Park 13531 Clairmont Way Family 189 0 R 3.5

Mount Pleasant Mobile Home Park 18780 Central Point Rd Family 68 1 R 3.5

Totals 345 1

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Hood Chalet Mobile Estates 47000 SE Hwy 26 Family 82 0 R3

Knollwood Mobile Estates 17655 Bluff Rd Sp 1 Family 59 0 R3

Swiss Meadow Village 38595 Strawbridge Pkwy Family 50 0 R3

Wunder Mobile Park 19000 SE Bornstedt Rd Family 85 0 R2

Totals 276 0

Name Location Type
Total 

Spaces
Vacant 
Spaces

Zone

Oakleaf Park 10660 SW Wilsonville 
Rd. Sp #58

Family 63 0 R

Walnut Mobile Home Park 28455 SW Boones 
Ferry Rd #A

Family 57 0 RA-H

Totals 120 0
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Regional and Local Demographic Trends 
Many demographic and socioeconomic variables affect housing choice. This section documents 
these trends to held describe housing demand, preferences for different types of housing (e.g., 
single-family detached or apartment), and the ability to pay for that housing. 

Growing Population 

Gladstone and Milwaukie 
added over 1,000 people 
to their populations, 
growing by 13% and 10%, 
respectively, from 1990 to 
2017. 
Wilsonville added almost 
16,000 growing by 222% 
and Oregon City added 
almost 20,000 growing by 
131%. 

Exhibit 191. Population, Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, 
Oregon City, 1990-2017 
Source: U.S. Decennial Census 1990, and Portland State University, Population Research 
Center. 

 

Barlow and Rivergrove 
added 17 and 206 people 
to their respective 
populations, growing by 
14% and 70% from 1990 
to 2017. 
From 1990 to 2017, 
Rivergrove’s population 
declined by 21 people or 
4%. 

Exhibit 192. Population, Barlow, Johnson City, Rivergrove, 1990-
2017 
Source: U.S. Decennial Census 1990, and Portland State University, Population Research 
Center. 

 

From 1990 to 2017, West 
Linn added 9,328 people 
to its population growing 
by 57%.  
In this same time, Lake 
Oswego added 6,914 
people and Happy Valley 
added 18,466 people to 
its population, growing by 
23% and 1,216% 

Exhibit 193. Population, Happy Valley, Lake Oswego, West Linn, 
1990-2017 
Source: U.S. Decennial Census 1990, and Portland State University, Population Research 
Center. 

 

1990 2017 Number Percent AAGR
Gladstone 10,152 11,840 1,353 13% 0.5%
Wilsonville 7,106 24,315 15,764 222% 4.8%
Milwaukie 18,692 20,550 1,813 10% 0.4%
Oregon City 14,698 34,610 19,242 131% 3.4%

Change 1990 to 2015

1990 2017 Number Percent AAGR
Barlow 118 135 17 14% 0.5%
Johnson City 586 565 -21 -4% -0.1%
Rivergrove 294 500 206 70% 2.0%

Change 1990 to 2017

1990 2017 Number Percent AAGR
West Linn 16,367 25,695 9,328 57% 1.7%
Lake Oswego 30,576 37,490 6,914 23% 0.8%
Happy Valley 1,519 19,985 18,466 1216% 10.0%

Change 1990 to 2017
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From 1990 to 2017, 
Sandy added 6,703 
people and Molalla added 
5,959 people to its 
population, both growing 
over 160%.  
In this same time, Canby 
added 6,677 people to its 
population, growing by 
85%, and Estacada added 
1,264 people to its 
population, growing by 
63%. 

Exhibit 194. Population, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, Sandy, 1990-
2017 
Source: U.S. Decennial Census 1990, and Portland State University, Population Research 
Center. 

 

 

Clackamas County’s 
population within the 
urban growth boundary is 
projected to grow by 
132,555 people between 
2019 and 2039, at an 
average annual growth 
rate of 1.2%.84 

Exhibit 195. Forecast of Population Growth, Clackamas County,  
2019–2039  
Source: Oregon Population Forecast Program, Portland State University, Population 
Research Center. 
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Barlow’s population within 
the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 9 people between 
2019 and 2039, at an 
average annual growth 
rate of 0.3%. 

Exhibit 196. Forecast of Population Growth, Barlow UGB,  
2019–2039  
Source: Oregon Population Forecast Program, Portland State University, Population 
Research Center, June 2017. 

151 160 9 6%  
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.3% AAGR 
 

Canby’s population within 
the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 6,803 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 1.6%. 

Exhibit 197. Forecast of Population Growth, Canby UGB,  
2019–2039 
Source: Oregon Population Forecast Program, Portland State University, Population 
Research Center, June 2017. 

18,546 25,349 6,803 37% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

1.6% AAGR 
 

 

84 This forecast of population growth is based on each city’s urban growth boundary official population forecast from 
the Oregon Population Forecast Program or from Metro’s 2040 Population Distribution Forecast. ECONorthwest 
extrapolated the population forecast for 2018 (to 2019) and 2040 (to 2039) based on the methodology specified in the 
following file (from the Oregon Population Forecast Program website): 
http://www.pdx.edu/prc/sites/www.pdx.edu.prc/files/Population_Interpolation_Template.xlsx 

1990 2017 Number Percent AAGR
Sandy 4,152 10,855 6,703 161% 3.6%
Canby 8,983 16,660 7,677 85% 2.3%
Estacada 2,016 3,280 1,264 63% 1.8%
Molalla 3,651 9,610 5,959 163% 3.6%

Change 1990 to 2017
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Estacada’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 1,600 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 1.6%. 

Exhibit 198. Forecast of Population Growth, Estacada UGB,  
2019–2039 
Source: Oregon Population Forecast Program, Portland State University, Population 
Research Center, June 2017. 

4,236 5,836 1,600 38% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

1.6% AAGR 
 

Gladstone’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 464 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 0.2%. 

Exhibit 199. Forecast of Population Growth, Gladstone UGB,  
2019–2039  
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

11,596 12,060 464 4%  
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.2% AAGR 

 

Happy Valley’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 8,487 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 1.9%. 

Exhibit 200. Forecast of Population Growth, Happy Valley UGB,  
2019–2039 
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

18,861 27,348 8,487 45% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

1.9% AAGR 
 

Johnson City’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
shrink by 3 people 
between 2019 and 2039. 

Exhibit 201. Forecast of Population Growth, Johnson City UGB,  
2019–2039 
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

560 557 -3 -0.5% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

-0.03% AAGR 

 

Lake Oswego’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 2,420 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 0.3%. 

Exhibit 202. Forecast of Population Growth, Lake Oswego UGB,  
2019–2039 
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

37,766 40,311 2,420 6%  
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.3% AAGR 
 

Milwaukie’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 2,130 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 0.5%. 

Exhibit 203. Forecast of Population Growth, Milwaukie UGB,  
2019–2039 
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

20,907 23,037 2,130 10% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.5% AAGR 
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Molalla’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 5,419 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 2.1%. 

Exhibit 204. Forecast of Population Growth, Molalla UGB,  
2019–2039  
Source: Oregon Population Forecast Program, Portland State University, Population 
Research Center, June 2017. 

10,336 15,783 5,419 52% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

2.1% AAGR 

 

Oregon City’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 6,410 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 0.8%. 

Exhibit 205. Forecast of Population Growth, Oregon City UGB,  
2019–2039  
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

35,098 41,508 6,410 18% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.8% AAGR 

 

Rivergrove’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 17 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 0.2%. 

Exhibit 206. Forecast of Population Growth, Rivergrove UGB,  
2019–2039  
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

518 535 17 3.3% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.2% AAGR 

 

Sandy’s population within 
the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 8,397 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 2.7%. 

Exhibit 207. Forecast of Population Growth, Sandy UGB,  
2019–2039  
Source: Oregon Population Forecast Program, Portland State University, Population 
Research Center, June 2017. 

11,966 20,363 8,397 70% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

2.7% AAGR 
 

West Linn’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 1,814 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 0.3%. 

Exhibit 208. Forecast of Population Growth, West Linn UGB,  
2019–2039  
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

25,953 27,767 1,814 7%  
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.3% AAGR 
 

Wilsonville’s population 
within the urban growth 
boundary is projected to 
grow by 3,373 people 
between 2019 and 2039, 
at an average annual 
growth rate of 0.7%. 

Exhibit 209. Forecast of Population Growth, Wilsonville UGB,  
2019–2039 
Source: Metro population forecast, 2015 

23,492 26,865 3,373 14% 
increase  

Residents in 
2019 

Residents in 
2039 

New residents 
2019-2039 

0.7% AAGR 
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Aging Population 

From 2000 to 2012-
2016, Clackamas 
County’s median age 
increased by three years. 
In this same time, 
Multnomah County’s 
median age increased by 
two years, Washington 
County’s by three years, 
and Oregon’s by three 
years. 

Exhibit 210. Median Age, Years, Oregon, Clackamas County, 
Multnomah County, Washington County, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table B01002, 2012-2016 ACS, Table 
B01002. 

 

From 2000 to 2012-
2016, the median age 
increased by four years in 
Gladstone, one year in 
Wilsonville, four years in 
Milwaukie, and five years 
in Oregon City.   

Exhibit 211. Median Age, Years, Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, 
Oregon City, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table B01002, 2012-2016 ACS, Table 
B01002. 
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Over the 2000 to 2012-
2016 period, the median 
age increased by five 
years in West Linn, four 
years in Lake Oswego, 
and two years in Happy 
Valley.  

Exhibit 212. Median Age, Years, Happy Valley, Lake Oswego, West 
Linn, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table B01002, 2012-2016 ACS, Table 
B01002. 

 

From 2000 to 2012-
2016, the median age 
increased by four years in 
Barlow, 15 years in 
Johnson City, and six 
years in Rivergrove. 

Exhibit 213. Median Age, Years, Barlow, Johnson City, Rivergrove, 
2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table B01002, 2012-2016 ACS, Table 
B01002. 
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From 2000 to 2012-
2016, the median age 
increased by three years 
in Canby, four years in 
Molalla, and one year in 
Sandy. Estacada’s 
median age remained 
the static from 2000 to 
2012-2016. 

Exhibit 214. Median Age, Years, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, Sandy, 
2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table B01002, 2012-2016 ACS, Table 
B01002. 

 

The majority of residents 
in Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, and Oregon 
City were between 20 to 
59 years old.  
Oregon City and 
Milwaukie have the 
highest proportion of 
residents over the age of 
60 (25%).  

Conversely, Gladstone 
and Wilsonville have the 
highest proportion of 
residents under 20 (26% 
and 23%, respectively).  

 

Exhibit 215. Population Distribution by Age, Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS, Table B01001. 
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In the 2012-2016 period, 
Happy Valley had the 
highest proportion of 
residents under 20 
(28%).  
The age distributions of 
West Linn and Lake 
Oswego residents were 
similar, with 54% of West 
Linn residents aged 40 or 
older and 58% of Lake 
Oswego residents aged 
40 or older.  

 

Exhibit 216. Population Distribution by Age, Happy Valley, Lake 
Oswego, West Linn, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS, Table B01001. 

 

In both Johnson City and 
Rivergrove, 63% of 
residents were over the 
age of 40 in the 2012-
2016 period.  
In Barlow, 44% of 
residents were over the 
age of 40 during the 
same period. 

 

Exhibit 217. Population Distribution by Age, Barlow, Johnson City, 
Rivergrove, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS, Table B01001. 
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In Canby, Estacada, 
Molalla, and Sandy, less 
than half of residents 
were over 40 years of 
age in the 2012-2016 
period.  
Molalla had the highest 
proportion of residents 
under age 20 at 33%. 

 

Exhibit 218. Population Distribution by Age, Canby, Estacada, 
Molalla, Sandy, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS, Table B01001. 
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The senior population in Clackamas County, and in larger regions, (aged 60 and older) grew 
faster than any other age cohort. From 2000 to the 2012-2016 period, the population aged 60 and 
older grew by 83% in Clackamas County, compared to 67% in the Portland Region, and 59% in 
Oregon (percent change). By 2040, people over 60 in Clackamas County will account for 27% of 
the population. 

Between 2000 and 2012-
2016, all age groups in 
Clackamas County grew 
in size. The most 
substantial change was 
growth in residents aged 
60 and older. 

Exhibit 219. Population Growth by Age, Clackamas County, Portland 
Region, Oregon, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table P012 and 2012-2016 ACS, Table 
B01001. 

 

By 2040, Clackamas 
County residents over the 
age of 40 will make up 
55% of the County’s total 
population. 
 

Exhibit 220. Population Growth by Age Group, Clackamas County, 
2020 to 2040 
Source: Portland State University, Population Research Center, Clackamas County Forecast, 
June 2017. 
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Increased Ethnic Diversity 
The U.S. Census Bureau forecasts that at the national level, the Hispanic and Latino population 
will continue growing faster than most other non-Hispanic population between 2019 and 2039. 
The Census forecasts that the Hispanic population will increase 93% from 2016 to 2060 and 
foreign-born Hispanic population will increase by about 40% in that same time.85  

Continued growth in the Hispanic and Latino population will affect Clackamas County’s (and 
cities within Clackamas County) housing needs in a variety of ways. Growth of first and, to a 
lesser extent, second and third generation Hispanic and Latino immigrants, will increase 
demand for larger dwelling units to accommodate the, on average, larger household sizes for 
these households. 86 Foreign-born households, including Hispanic and Latino immigrants, are 
more likely to include multiple generations, requiring more space than smaller household sizes. 
As Hispanic and Latino households integrate over generations, household size typically 
decreases, and housing needs become similar to housing needs for all households.  

According to the State of Hispanic Homeownership report from the National Association of 
Hispanic Real Estate Professionals87, Hispanics accounted for 28.6% of the nation’s household 
formation in 2017. Household formations, for Hispanic homeowners specifically, accounted for 
15% of the nation’s net homeownership growth. The rate of homeownership for Hispanics 
increased from 45.4% in 201488 to 46.2% in 2017. The only demographic that increased their rate 
of homeownership from 2016 to 2017 was Hispanics. 

The State of Hispanic Homeownership report also cites the lack of affordable housing products as a 
substantial barrier to homeownership. The report finds that Hispanic households are more 
likely than non-Hispanic households to be nuclear households, comprised of married couples 
with children, and multiple-generation households in the same home, such as parents and adult 
children living together. 

These housing preferences—affordability and larger household size—will influence the regional 
housing market as the Hispanic and Latino population continues to grow.89 Accordingly, 
growth in Hispanic and Latino households will result in increased demand for housing of all 
types, both for ownership and rentals, with an emphasis on housing that is comparatively 
affordable. 

 

85 U.S. Census Bureau, Demographic Turning Points for the United States: Population Projections for 2020 to 2060, pg. 7, 
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2018/demo/P25_1144.pdf 
86 Pew Research Center. Second-Generation Americans: A Portrait of the Adult Children of Immigrants, February 7, 2013, 
Appendix 8, http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2013/02/07/appendix-1-detailed-demographic-tables/. 
National Association of Hispanic Real Estate Professionals. 2017 State of Hispanic Homeownership Report, 2017. 
87 National Association of Hispanic Real Estate Professionals (2017). 2017 State of Hispanic Homeownership Report. 
88 National Association of Hispanic Real Estate Professionals (2014). 2014 State of Hispanic Homeownership Report. 
89 National Association of Hispanic real Estate Professionals (2017). 2017 Sate of Hispanic Homeownership Report. 
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The share of Clackamas 
County’s population that is 
Latinx increased by 3% 
between 2000 and 2012-
2016. 
Comparatively, the share of 
Latinx increased by 4% in 
the Portland Region and in 
Oregon.   

Exhibit 221. Latinx Population as a Percent of the Total Population, 
Clackamas County, Portland Region, Oregon, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table P008, 2012-2016 ACS Table 
B03002.

 

About 89% of Clackamas 
County’s population is 
White. About 4% of 
Clackamas County’s 
population identifies as 
Asian, followed by Two or 
More Races (3%), and Some 
Other Race (2%). 

Exhibit 222. Race, Excluding White Alone (89%), Clackamas County, 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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Between 2000 and 2012-
2016, the share of the 
population that is Latinx 
increased by 5% in 
Gladstone, 7% in 
Wilsonville, 4% in 
Milwaukie, and 3% in 
Oregon City.  

Exhibit 223. Latinx Population as a Percent of the Total Population, 
Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table P008, 2012-2016 ACS Table 
B03002. 

 

About 90% of Gladstone’s 
population identifies as 
White alone. Persons 
identifying as Two or More 
Races make up 3.2% of 
Gladstone’s population. The 
next largest population is 
those identifying as Asian 
alone (2.8%) followed by 
Some Other Race alone 
(2.7%). 

Exhibit 224. Race, Excluding White Alone (90%), Gladstone, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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About 85% of Wilsonville’s 
population identifies as 
White alone. Persons 
identifying as Asian alone 
make up 4.3% of 
Wilsonville’s population and 
4.2% identify as Two or 
More Races. 

Exhibit 225. Race, Excluding White Alone (85%), Wilsonville, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 

 

About 89% of Milwaukie’s 
population identifies as 
White alone. The next 
largest populations include 
those who identify as Asian 
alone (3.4%) and Two or 
More Races (3.4%). 
Approximately 2.1% of 
Milwaukie’s population 
identifies as Black or 
African American alone. 

Exhibit 226. Race, Excluding White Alone (89%), Milwaukie, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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About 90% of Oregon City’s 
population identifies as 
White alone. The next 
largest populations include 
those who identify as Two or 
More Races (3.8%) and 
Some Other Race alone 
(2.7%). Approximately 1.3% 
identify as Asian alone. 

Exhibit 227. Race, Excluding White Alone (90%), Oregon City, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 

 

Between 2000 and 2012-
2016, the share of the 
population that is Latinx 
increased by 2% in West 
Linn and Lake Oswego, and 
3% in Happy Valley.   

Exhibit 228. Latinx Population as a Percent of the Total Population, 
West Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table P008, 2012-2016 ACS Table 
B03002. 
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About 89% of West Linn’s 
population identifies as 
White alone. The next 
largest population group is 
those who identify as Asian 
alone (5.4%), followed by 
Two or More Races (2.9%), 
and then Black or African 
American alone (1.2%). 

Exhibit 229. Race, Excluding White Alone (89%), West Linn, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 

 

About 89% of Lake 
Oswego’s population 
identifies as White alone. 
Those identifying as Asian 
alone make up 6.2% of 
Lake Oswego’s population, 
followed by 3.4% of those 
who identify as Two or More 
Races. 

Exhibit 230. Race, Excluding White Alone (89%), Lake Oswego, 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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About 74% of Happy 
Valley’s population 
identifies as White alone. 
Those identifying as Asian 
alone make up 18.4% of 
Happy Valley’s population, 
followed by those 
identifying as Two or More 
Races (6.3%). 

Exhibit 231. Race, Excluding White Alone (74%), Happy Valley, 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 

 

Between 2000 and 2012-
2016, the share of the 
population that is Latinx 
increased by 34% in Barlow, 
14% in Johnson City, and 
3% in Rivergrove.  

Exhibit 232. Latinx Population as a Percent of the Total Population, 
Barlow, Johnson City, Rivergrove, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table P008, 2012-2016 ACS Table 
B03002. 
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About 76% of Barlow’s 
population identify as White 
alone. Those identifying as 
Some Other Race alone 
make up 14% of the City’s 
population and those 
identifying as Two or More 
Races make up 9.9% of the 
population. 

Exhibit 233. Race, Excluding White Alone (76%), Barlow, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 

 

About 96% of Johnson City’s 
population identifies as 
White alone. Those 
identifying as Asian alone 
make up 1.5% of the City’s 
population, followed by 
0.9% of those identifying as 
American Indian and Alaska 
Native alone. 

Exhibit 234. Race, Excluding White Alone (96%), Johnson City, 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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About 77% of Rivergrove’s 
population identify as White 
alone. Those identifying as 
Asian alone make up the 
next largest racial group at 
10.5% of Rivergrove’s 
population. Persons 
identifying as Two or More 
Races are the third largest 
group (6.2%), followed by 
Some Other Race alone 
(5.3%). 

Exhibit 235. Race, Excluding White Alone (77%), Rivergrove, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 

 

Between 2000 and 2012-
2016, the share of the 
population that is Latinx 
increased by 4% in Sandy, 
Canby, and Molalla. The 
share of the population that 
is Latinx decreased by 4% in 
Estacada over the same 
time period. 

Exhibit 236. Latinx Population as a Percent of the Total Population, 
Sandy, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 2000 to 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Table P008, 2012-2016 ACS Table 
B03002. 
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About 86% of Sandy’s 
population identify as White 
alone. Those identifying as 
Two or More Races make up 
2.7% of Sandy’s population. 
The next largest racial group 
are those who identify as 
Some Other Race alone 
(1.4%), followed by Asian 
alone (1.2%). 

Exhibit 237. Race, Excluding White Alone (86%), Sandy, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 

 

About 86% of Canby’s 
population identifies as 
White alone. Those 
identifying as Some Other 
Race alone make up 7.4% 
of Canby’s population, 
followed by the next largest 
group of those who identify 
as Two or More races 
(3.3%). 

Exhibit 238. Race, Excluding White Alone (86%), Canby, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 

 

0.4%
0.7%

1.2%

0.0%

1.4%

2.7%

0.0%

0.5%

1.0%

1.5%

2.0%

2.5%

3.0%

Black or
African

American
alone

American
Indian and

Alaska
Native
alone

Asian
alone

Native
Hawaiian
and Other

Pacific
Islander

alone

Some
other race

alone

Two or
more races

0.1%
0.6%

2.2%

0.0%

7.4%

3.3%

0.0%

1.0%

2.0%

3.0%

4.0%

5.0%

6.0%

7.0%

8.0%

Black or
African

American
alone

American
Indian and

Alaska
Native
alone

Asian
alone

Native
Hawaiian
and Other

Pacific
Islander

alone

Some
other race

alone

Two or
more races



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 222 

About 95% of Estacada’s 
population identifies as 
White alone. The next 
largest racial group are 
those who identify as Two or 
More Races (3.9%), 
followed by Some Other 
Race alone (0.6%). 

Exhibit 239. Race, Excluding White Alone (95%), Estacada, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 

 

About 91% of Molalla’s 
population identifies as 
White alone. Those who 
identify as Some Other 
Race alone make up the 
next largest racial group at 
5.9%, followed by those 
identifying as Two or More 
Races (1.3%), and then by 
those identifying as Asian 
alone (1.0%). 

Exhibit 240. Race, Excluding White Alone (91%), Molalla, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B02001. 
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Household Size and Composition 

In the 2013-2017 period, 
Happy Valley had the 
largest average household 
size at 3.03 persons per 
household and Johnson 
City had the smallest 
average household size at 
1.76 persons per 
household.  

Exhibit 241. Average Household Size, 2013-2017 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B25010. 
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Milwaukie has a larger 
share of nonfamily 
households and a smaller 
share of family households 
with children, as compared 
to Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
and Oregon City.  

Exhibit 242. Household Composition, Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table DP02. 

 

Happy Valley has a larger 
share of family households 
with children, as compared 
to West Linn and Lake 
Oswego. 

Exhibit 243. Household Composition, West Linn, Lake Oswego, 
Happy Valley, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table DP02. 
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About 60% of households in 
Johnson City are nonfamily, 
compared to 21% and 19% 
of nonfamily households in 
Barlow and Rivergrove. 

Exhibit 244. Household Composition, Barlow, Johnson City, 
Rivergrove, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table DP02. 

 

Molalla has a larger share 
of family households with 
children, compared to 
Sandy, Canby, and 
Estacada. 

Exhibit 245. Household Composition, Sandy, Canby, Estacada, 
Molalla, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table DP02. 
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Income of Residents 
Income is one of the key determinants in housing choice and households’ ability to afford 
housing.  

In the 2012-2016 period, 
Clackamas County’s median 
household income (MHI) 
was $68,915.  
Rivergrove and Happy Valley 
have the highest MHIs, 
compared to other 
Clackamas County cities, 
each over $106,000. 

Exhibit 246. Median Household Income, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B25119. 
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Wilsonville has the highest 
percentage of households 
earning $150,000 and 
above (14%). In contrast, 
Milwaukie has the highest 
percentage of households 
earning $25,000 and below 
(22%). 

Exhibit 247. Household Income, Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B19001. 

 

West Linn, Lake Oswego, 
and Happy Valley are all 
high-income areas. Nearly a 
third of households earned 
over $150,000 in each city 
during the 2012-2016 
period. 

Exhibit 248. Household Income, West Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy 
Valley, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B19001. 
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In Johnson City, 45% of 
households earned less 
than $25,000 in the 2012-
2016 period. In Barlow, 
35% of households earned 
less than $25,000 over the 
same period. 
Conversely, 39% of 
households in Rivergrove 
earned over $150,000 and 
only 8% earned less than 
$25,000 in 2012-2016. 

Exhibit 249. Household Income, Barlow, Johnson City, Rivergrove, 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B19001. 

 

The distributions of 
household incomes were 
similar in Sandy, Canby, 
Estacada and Molalla in the 
2012-2016 period. 
However, Estacada had a 
higher proportion of 
households earning less 
than $25,000 (29%) and a 
lower proportion earning 
$150,000 or more (1%) 
than its peer cities. 

Exhibit 250. Household Income, Sandy, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B19001. 
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Commuting Trends 
Each jurisdiction is part of the complex, interconnected economy of Clackamas County and the 
greater Portland region.  

Clackamas County is part 
of an interconnected 
regional economy. 
More than 90,000 people 
commute into Clackamas 
County for work, and 
nearly 120,000 people 
living in Clackamas County 
commute out of the 
County for work. About 
63,000 people both live 
and work in the County.  

Exhibit 251. Commuting Flows, Clackamas County, 2015 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census On the Map. 

 

Less than 10% of people 
both live and work in 
Gladstone, Wilsonville, and 
Milwaukie, respectively. 
Oregon City has nearly 
double the proportion of 
people working and living in 
the City relative to 
Wilsonville and Gladstone. 

Exhibit 252. Commuting Flows of People Who Live and/or Work in 
Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2015 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census On the Map. 
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A smaller share of people in 
Lake Oswego and Happy 
Valley both live and work in 
their respective cities 
compared to West Linn. 

Exhibit 253. Commuting Flows of People Who Live and/or Work in 
West Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2015  
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census On the Map. 

 

A negligible share of people 
both live and work in the 
city of Barlow, Johnson City, 
and Rivergrove; however, 
amongst the three cities, 
Johnson City has the largest 
share at 6%. 

Exhibit 254. Commuting Flows of People Who Live and/or Work in 
Barlow, Johnson City, Rivergrove, 2015 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census On the Map. 
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About 21% of people in both 
Canby and Molalla live and 
work in their respective 
cities, which is 10 
percentage points higher 
than people living and 
working in Estacada and 3 
percentage points higher 
than Sandy. 

Exhibit 255. Commuting Flows of People Who Live and/or Work in 
Sandy, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 2015 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census On the Map. 
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minutes. 
In Clackamas County, 56% 
of residents have a 
commute time of less than 
30 minutes, compared to 
62% for the Portland Region 
and 70% for Oregon. 

Exhibit 256. Commute Time by Place of Residence, Clackamas 
County, Portland Region, Oregon, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B08303. 
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The majority of residents in 
Oregon City, Milwaukie, 
Wilsonville, and Gladstone 
have commute times of less 
than 30 minutes.  
 

Exhibit 257. Commute Time by Place of Residence, Gladstone, 
Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B08303. 

 

Most residents in West Linn, 
Lake Oswego, and Happy 
Valley have a commute 
time that takes less than 30 
minutes.   
 

Exhibit 258. Commute Time by Place of Residence, West Linn, 
Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B08303. 
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Very few residents in 
Barlow, Johnson City, or 
Rivergrove had commute 
times over 44 minutes.  
In Johnson City, 71% of 
residents had commute 
times of less than 30 
minutes compared to 66% 
of Rivergrove residents and 
46% of Barlow residents.   

Exhibit 259. Commute Time by Place of Residence, Barlow, 
Johnson City, Rivergrove, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B08303. 

 

In the 2012-2016 period, 
Canby residents had the 
shortest commute times.  
59% of Canby residents had 
commute times that were 
less than half an hour, 
compared to 50% of Sandy 
residents, 42% of Molalla 
residents, and 27% of 
Estacada residents.   

Exhibit 260. Commute Time by Place of Residence, Sandy, Canby, 
Estacada, Molalla, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B08303. 
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Regional and Local Trends Affecting Affordability in 
Clackamas County 
This section describes changes in sales prices, rents, and housing affordability by jurisdiction. 

Changes in Housing Costs 

In 2018 and 2019, 
Rivergrove and West Linn 
had the highest median 
home sales prices at 
$655,000 and $552,500, 
respectively. Molalla had 
the lowest median home 
sale price at $290,000.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Exhibit 261. Median Home Sale Price, February 2019 
Source: Redfin, Property Radar. Note: Barlow’s median home sale price, from RLIS, as of 
2017 was $240k. Rivergrove’s median home sale price from September 2018. 
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Median home sales prices 
in Clackamas County, 
Multnomah County, and 
Washington County track 
one another closely and are 
significantly higher than the 
state’s median home sales 
prices.  

Exhibit 262. Median Sales Price, Clackamas County, Multnomah 
County, Washington County, Oregon, February 2015 – February 
2019 
Source: Redfin. 

 

Median home sales prices 
in Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, and Oregon City 
have climbed steadily since 
February of 2015.  
In February of 2019, 
Gladstone had a median 
home sales price of 
$377,000, Milwaukie had a 
median home sales price of 
$370,000, and Oregon City 
and Wilsonville had median 
home sales prices of 
$423,500 and $454,500, 
respectively.  

Exhibit 263. Median Sales Price, Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, 
Oregon City, February 2015 – February 2019 
Source: Redfin, Property Radar.  

 
 

$200,000

$250,000

$300,000

$350,000

$400,000

$450,000

Fe
b-

15

M
ay

-1
5

Au
g-

15

N
ov

-1
5

Fe
b-

16

M
ay

-1
6

Au
g-

16

N
ov

-1
6

Fe
b-

17

M
ay

-1
7

Au
g-

17

N
ov

-1
7

Fe
b-

18

M
ay

-1
8

Au
g-

18

N
ov

-1
8

Fe
b-

19

Clackamas County Multnomah County
Oregon Washington County

$0

$50,000

$100,000

$150,000

$200,000

$250,000

$300,000

$350,000

$400,000

$450,000

Fe
b-

15
Ap

r-1
5

Ju
n-

1
5

Au
g-

15
O

ct
-1

5
D

ec
-1

5
Fe

b-
16

Ap
r-1

6
Ju

n-
1

6
Au

g-
16

O
ct

-1
6

D
ec

-1
6

Fe
b-

17
Ap

r-1
7

Ju
n-

1
7

Au
g-

17
O

ct
-1

7
D

ec
-1

7
Fe

b-
18

Ap
r-1

8
Ju

n-
1

8
Au

g-
18

O
ct

-1
8

D
ec

-1
8

Fe
b-

19

Gladstone Wilsonville Milwaukie Oregon City

/
V v v v v
ooN



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 236 

West Linn, Lake Oswego, 
and Happy Valley have the 
highest median sales prices 
in the County. In February of 
2019, each city had a 
median home sales price 
above $400,000 with West 
Linn having the highest 
median sales price at 
$552,500.  

Exhibit 264. Median Sales Price, West Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy 
Valley, February 2015 – February 2019 
Source: Redfin. 

 

Twenty homes sold in 
Rivergrove from January 
2017 through June 2018, at 
an average selling price of 
$580,000. 

Five homes sold in Barlow 
from January 2017 through 
May 2018, at an average 
selling price of $256,000. 

 

Exhibit 265. Average Sales Price, Barlow, Rivergrove, January 2015 
– June 2018 
Source: RLIS. 
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Median home sales prices 
in Sandy, Canby, Estacada, 
and Molalla have all 
increased since February of 
2015. In February of 2019, 
Molalla had a median home 
sales price of $290,000, 
Estacada had a median 
home sales price of 
$299,000 and Sandy and 
Canby had median home 
sales prices of $342,700 
and $472,500, respectively.  

Exhibit 266. Median Sales Price, Sandy, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 
February 2015 – February 2019 
Source: Redfin, Property Radar. 

 
 

Since 2000, housing costs in nearly all Clackamas County geographies increased faster than 
incomes. In the 2012-2016 period, Clackamas County had a similar home price to income ratio 
as Oregon. Rivergrove and Lake Oswego had the highest housing to income ratios. In both 
cities, median home values were 5.7 times median incomes. Sandy and Johnson City were the 
only two cities to have their home price to income ratios fall from 2000 to 2012-2016.  

$0
$50,000
$100,000

$150,000
$200,000

$250,000
$300,000
$350,000

$400,000
$450,000

15
-F
eb

15
-M
ay

15
-A
ug

15
-N
ov

16
-F
eb

16
-M
ay

16
-A
ug

16
-N
ov

17
-F
eb

17
-M
ay

17
-A
ug

17
-N
ov

18
-F
eb

18
-M
ay

18
-A
ug

18
-N
ov

19
-F
eb

Sandy Canby Estacada Molalla



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 238 

Exhibit 267. Ratio of Median Housing Value to Median Household Income, 2000 to 2012-201690 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census, Tables HCT012 and H085, and 2012-2016 ACS, Tables B19013 and B25077. 
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Rental Costs 

The median gross rent in 
Clackamas County is 
$1,091. 
Rent in Clackamas County is 
above Oregon’s median 
gross rent of $941. Of the 
Clackamas cities, Rivergrove 
had the highest median 
gross rent at $1,667. Lake 
Oswego’s median gross rent 
was the second highest at 
$1,371. 

Exhibit 268. Median Gross Rent, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimate, Table B25064. 

 

In Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, and Oregon City, 
the majority of renters pay 
more than $800 in rent per 
month.  
About 36% of Wilsonville 
renters pay $1,250 or more 
in monthly rent, while more 
than half of Milwaukie 
renters (55%) pay less than 
$1,000 in monthly rent.  

Exhibit 269. Gross Rent, Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, 
Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25063. 
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Almost half of renters in 
West Linn, Lake Oswego, 
and Happy Valley pay 
$1,250 or more in rent. 
Rents are highest in Lake 
Oswego where 58% of 
renters paid $1,250 or more 
in rent. In West Linn and 
Happy Valley, 53% and 47% 
of renters paid more than 
$1,250 in rent, respectively.  

Exhibit 270. Gross Rent, West Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy Valley 
2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25063. 

 
 

There are very few renters in 
Barlow, Johnson City, and 
Rivergrove. 
Of those renters, 75% in 
Rivergrove pay $1,250 in 
rent or more while 57% of 
renters in Barlow pay for 
their rent in kind.  

Exhibit 271. Gross Rent, Barlow, Johnson City, Rivergrove 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25063. 
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In the 2012-2016 period, 
Sandy had the highest 
proportion of renters paying 
$1,250 or more in rent 
(43%). 
Estacada had the highest 
proportion of renters paying 
$400 or less in rent. 

Exhibit 272. Gross Rent, Sandy, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25063. 
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In 2018, Happy Valley had 
the highest average 
effective multifamily rent at 
$1,485. Estacada had the 
lowest average effective 
multifamily rent at $947.  

Exhibit 273. Average Effective Multifamily Rent, 2018 
Source: Costar. 

 

From 2010 to 2018, 
average effective rent per 
unit went from $855 to 
$1,253 in Clackamas 
County, $869 to $1,248 in 
the Portland Region, and 
$815 to $1,160 in Oregon. 

Exhibit 274. Average Effective Multifamily Rent, Clackamas 
County, Portland Region, Oregon, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 
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From 2010 to 2018, 
average effective rent per 
unit went from $843 to 
$1,271 in Gladstone, $882 
to $1,294 in Wilsonville, 
$901 to $1,282 in 
Milwaukie, and $901 to 
$1,261 in Oregon City. 

Exhibit 275. Average Effective Multifamily Rent, Gladstone, 
Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 
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unit went from $1,078 to 
$1,350 in West Linn, $928 
to $1,475 in Lake Oswego, 
and $1,039 to $1,441 in 
Happy Valley. 

Exhibit 276. Average Effective Multifamily Rent, West Linn, Lake 
Oswego, Happy Valley, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 
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From 2010 to 2018, 
average effective rent per 
unit went from $748 to 
$1,030 in Sandy, $712 to 
$1,057 in Canby, $715 to 
$947 in Estacada, and 
$694 to $952 in Molalla. 

Exhibit 277. Average Effective Multifamily Rent, Sandy, Canby, 
Estacada, Molalla, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 

 

 

In 2018, Lake Oswego had 
the highest average 
effective multifamily rent 
per square foot at $1.57. 
Sandy had the lowest 
average effective 
multifamily rent per square 
foot at $1.07.  

Exhibit 278. Average Effective Multifamily Rent per Square Foot, 
2018 
Source: Costar. 
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From 2010 to 2018, 
average effective rent per 
square foot increased from 
$0.97 to $1.41 in 
Clackamas County, $1.05 to 
$1.51 in the Portland 
Region, and $0.98 to $1.40 
in Oregon. 

Exhibit 279. Average Effective Multifamily Rent per Square Foot, 
Clackamas County, Portland Region, Oregon, 2010 through 2018 
Source: Costar. 

 

From 2010 to 2018 
average effective rent per 
square foot increased from 
$0.89 to $1.36 in 
Gladstone, $0.97 to $1.37 
in Wilsonville, $1.01 to 
$1.44 in Milwaukie, and 
$0.99 to $1.38 in Oregon 
City. 

Exhibit 280. Average Effective Multifamily Rent per Square Foot, 
Gladstone, Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2010 through 
2018 
Source: Costar. 
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From 2010 to 2018, 
average effective rent per 
square foot increased from 
$1.13 to $1.41 in West 
Linn, $0.99 to $1.56 in 
Lake Oswego, and $1.07 to 
$1.55 in Happy Valley. 

Exhibit 281. Average Effective Multifamily Rent per Square Foot, 
West Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2010-2018 
Source: Costar. 

 

From 2010 to 2018, 
average effective rent per 
square foot increased from 
$0.79 to $1.07 in Sandy, 
$0.81 to $1.22 in Canby, 
$0.84 to $1.10 in Estacada, 
and $0.90 to $1.12 in 
Molalla. 

Exhibit 282. Average Effective Multifamily Rent per Square Foot, 
Sandy, Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 2010-2018 
Source: Costar. 
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Housing Affordability 
A typical standard used to determine housing affordability is that a household should pay no 
more than a certain percentage of household income for housing, including payments and 
interest or rent, utilities, and insurance. The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s 
guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% of their income on housing 
experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on housing 
experience “severe cost burden.” Using cost burden as an indicator for housing affordability is 
consistent with the Goal 10 requirement to provide housing that is affordable to all households 
in a community. 

Renters are much more 
likely to be cost burdened 
than homeowners. 
Between the 2000 and 
2012-2016 time period, the 
share of total cost-burdened 
households rose from 26% 
in 2000 to 34% in 2012-
2016. However, the majority 
of Clackamas County 
households were not cost-
burdened in 2012-2016.  

 

 

Exhibit 283. Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Clackamas County, 
2000, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 
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Johnson City and Molalla 
had the highest shares of 
cost burdened homeowner 
households.  
In the 2012-2016 period, 
45% of Johnson City 
homeowners were cost 
burdened. Of these, 20% 
were severely cost-
burdened. In Molalla, 35% 
of homeowners were cost 
burdened and 27% were 
severely cost burdened.  

 

 

Exhibit 284. Cost Burden Rates for Homeowner Households, 2012-
2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25091. 

 

25%

8%

11%

12%

11%

9%

10%

10%

11%

11%

6%

7%

9%

8%

12%

11%

10%

20%

27%

21%

19%

18%

19%

18%

18%

16%

17%

21%

20%

17%

18%

15%

15%

11%

0% 20% 40% 60%

Johnson City

Molalla

Milwaukie

Gladstone

Barlow

Oregon City

Clackamas County

Portland Region

Sandy

Oregon

Canby

Estacada

Wilsonville

Happy Valley

Lake Oswego

West Linn

Rivergrove

Total share cost-burdened

Severely Cost Burdened Cost Burdened



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 249 

In the 2012-2016 period, 
Barlow and Gladstone had 
the highest shares of cost 
burdened renter 
households.  
All of Barlow renters were 
cost burdened, and 33% 
were severely cost 
burdened. In Gladstone, 
63% of renters were cost-
burdened and 28% of them 
were severely cost 
burdened.  

 

 

Exhibit 285. Cost Burden Rates for Renter Households, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table B25070. 
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Nearly one-third of owners 
in Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, and Oregon City 
are cost-burdened.  
 

Exhibit 286. Homeowner Housing Cost Burden, Gladstone, 
Wilsonville, Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 

 
 

In Gladstone, 63% of 
renters were cost-burdened 
in the 2012-2016 period. 
About half of the renters in 
Milwaukie and Oregon City 
and 42% of renters in 
Wilsonville were cost 
burdened. 
 

Exhibit 287. Renter Housing Cost Burden, Gladstone, Wilsonville, 
Milwaukie, Oregon City, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 
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A little under one-third of 
homeowners in West Linn, 
Lake Oswego, and Happy 
Valley were cost burdened 
in the 2012-2016 period. 

 

Exhibit 288. Homeowner Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, West 
Linn, Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 

 
 

Over 50% of renters in West 
Linn, Lake Oswego, and 
Happy Valley renters were 
cost-burdened in the 2012-
2016 period.  
 

Exhibit 289. Renter Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, West Linn, 
Lake Oswego, Happy Valley, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 
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About 45% of homeowners 
in Johnson City were cost 
burdened in the 2012-2016 
period. Under one-third of 
homeowners were cost 
burdened in Barlow and 
Rivergrove in the 2012-
2016 period. 

 

Exhibit 290. Homeowner Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Barlow, 
Johnson City, Rivergrove, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 

 
 

All (100%) of Barlow’s 
renters were cost-burdened 
in the 2012-2016 period. 
Half of Johnson City renters 
and 13% of Rivergrove 
renters were cost burdened 
in the 2012-2016 period. 

 

Exhibit 291. Renter Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Barlow, 
Johnson City, Rivergrove, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 
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Just under one-third of 
homeowners in Sandy, 
Canby, and Estacada and 
just over one-third of 
homeowners in Molalla 
were cost burdened in the 
2012-2016 period. 

 

Exhibit 292. Homeowner Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Sandy 
Canby, Estacada, Molalla, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 

  
 

About 60% of renters in 
Sandy and Estacada and 
about 50% of renters in 
Canby and Molalla were 
cost burdened in the 2012-
2016 period. 

 

Exhibit 293. Renter Housing Cost Burden by Tenure, Sandy Canby, 
Estacada, Molalla, 2012-2016 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census Table H069, 2012-2016 ACS Tables B25091 and 
B25070. 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

29%

27%

28%

35%

71%

73%

72%

65%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Sandy

Canby

Estacada

Molalla

Cost burdened Not cost burdened

58%

50%

59%

52%

42%

50%

41%

48%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Sandy

Canby

Estacada

Molalla

Cost burdened Not cost burdened



 EC
ON

or
th

w
es

t  
Cl

ac
ka

m
as

 C
ou

nt
y 

Re
gi

on
al

 H
ou

si
ng

 N
ee

ds
 A

na
lys

is
 

25
4 

E
xh

ib
it

 2
94

 s
h

ow
s 

th
e 

sh
ar

e 
of

 r
en

te
r 

h
ou

se
h

ol
d

s 
th

at
 a

re
 c

os
t b

u
rd

en
ed

, a
s 

a 
p

er
ce

n
t o

f 
al

l 
ho

u
se

ho
ld

s.
 F

or
 e

xa
m

p
le

, 6
3%

 o
f 

al
l r

en
te

rs
 in

 G
la

d
st

on
e 

ar
e 

co
st

 b
u

rd
en

ed
 a

nd
 2

4%
 o

f 
al

l 
ho

u
se

ho
ld

s 
in

 G
la

d
st

on
e 

ar
e 

co
st

 b
u

rd
en

ed
 r

en
te

rs
. 

 As
 o

f 2
01

2-
20

16
, 1

6%
 o

r 
m

or
e 

of
 re

nt
er

 h
ou

se
ho

ld
s 

in
 m

os
t C

la
ck

am
as

 C
ou

nt
y 

ci
tie

s 
w

er
e 

se
ve

re
ly

 c
os

t 
bu

rd
en

ed
 re

nt
er

s.
 

Tw
en

ty
-fi

ve
 p

er
ce

nt
 o

r m
or

e 
of

 re
nt

er
 h

ou
se

ho
ld

s 
in

 
O

re
go

n 
Ci

ty
, E

st
ac

ad
a,

 
M

ilw
au

ki
e,

 L
ak

e 
O

sw
eg

o,
 

Jo
hn

so
n 

Ci
ty

, G
la

ds
to

ne
, 

an
d 

Ba
rlo

w
 w

er
e 

se
ve

re
ly

 
co

st
 b

ur
de

ne
d 

re
nt

er
s.

 

Ex
hi

bi
t 2

94
. R

en
te

r S
ev

er
e 

Co
st

 B
ur

de
n,

 P
er

ce
nt

 o
f a

ll 
R

en
te

r 
H

ou
se

ho
ld

s,
 C

iti
es

 in
 C

la
ck

am
as

 C
ou

nt
y,

 2
01

2-
20

16
91

 
So

ur
ce

: U
.S

. C
en

su
s 

Bu
re

au
, 2

01
2-

20
16

 A
CS

 T
ab

le
s 

B2
50

91
 a

nd
 B

25
07

0.
 

 

 

91
 C

it
ie

s 
w

it
h 

p
op

u
la

ti
on

s 
>1

0,
00

0 
ar

e 
re

qu
ir

ed
, p

er
 H

B
 4

00
6,

 to
 a

ss
es

s 
“r

en
t b

u
rd

en
” 

if
 m

or
e 

th
an

 5
0%

 o
f r

en
te

rs
 a

re
 

co
st

 b
u

rd
en

ed
. F

or
 e

xa
m

p
le

, i
n 

G
la

d
st

on
e 

an
d

 a
s 

of
 th

e 
20

12
-2

01
6 

p
er

io
d

, 6
3%

 o
f t

ot
al

 r
en

te
rs

 w
er

e 
co

st
 b

u
rd

en
ed

 
an

d
 2

4%
 o

f t
ot

al
 h

ou
se

ho
ld

s 
w

er
e 

co
st

 b
u

rd
en

ed
 r

en
te

rs
. 0%

11
%16

%

16
%18

%20
%24

%

25
%

26
%

27
%29

%

29
%

34
%

67
%

0%
10

%
20

%
30

%
40

%
50

%
60

%
70

%

Ri
ve

rg
ro

ve
Ha

pp
y V

al
le

y

W
ils

on
vil

le

Ca
nb

y

Sa
nd

y

W
es

t L
in

n

M
ol

al
la

Or
eg

on
 C

ity

Es
ta

ca
da

M
ilw

au
ki

e

La
ke

 O
sw

eg
o

Jo
hn

so
n 

Ci
ty

Gl
ad

st
on

e

Ba
rlo

w



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 255 

Renter households in 
Gladstone making less than 
$50,000 per year were 
disproportionately cost-
burdened.  

Exhibit 295. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Gladstone’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 
Wilsonville has more renters 
than owners. Nearly three-
quarters of renters making 
less than $50,000 per year 
were cost-burdened, 
compared to a quarter of 
renters making $50,000 or 
more per year.  

Exhibit 296. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Wilsonville’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 

40 Renters60 Homeowners 

17 homeowners earn 
less than $50,000 

43 homeowners earn 
more than $50,000

8 of them are
cost-burdened

26 renters earn 
less than $50,000

 11 of them are 
cost-burdened

14 renters earn 
more than $50,000

3 of them are 
cost-burdened

22 of them are 
cost-burdened

56 Renters44 Homeowners 

11 homeowners earn 
less than $50,000 

33 homeowners earn 
more than $50,000

5 of them are
cost-burdened

28 renters earn 
less than $50,000

 6 of them are 
cost-burdened

28 renters earn 
more than $50,000

7 of them are
cost-burdened

20 of them are 
cost-burdened
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About a third of Oregon City 
households are renters. Of 
these households, 60% 
make less than $50,000 a 
year. Three-quarters of 
households earning 
$50,000 a year or less are 
cost-burdened.  

Exhibit 297. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Oregon City’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 

The majority of West Linn 
households are made up of 
homeowners. Both renter 
and owner households with 
lower incomes are 
disproportionately cost-
burdened.  

Exhibit 298. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of West Linn’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 

33 Renters67 Homeowners 

16 homeowners earn 
less than $50,000 

51 homeowners earn 
more than $50,000

9 of them are
cost-burdened

20 renters earn 
less than $50,000

 10 of them are 
cost-burdened

13 renters earn 
more than $50,000

1 of them is
cost-burdened

15 of them are 
cost-burdened

23 Renters77 Homeowners 

16 homeowners earn 
less than $50,000 

61 homeowners earn 
more than $50,000

9 of them are
cost-burdened

11 renters earn 
less than $50,000

 11 of them are 
cost-burdened

12 renters earn 
more than $50,000

3 of them are 
cost-burdened

8 of them are 
cost-burdened
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More than three-quarters of 
Happy Valley households 
are made up of 
homeowners earning 
$50,000 or more per year 
and less than 25% of them 
are cost-burdened.  

Exhibit 299. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Happy Valley’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 

Low-income renters are 
most likely to be cost-
burdened in Barlow. In 
2016, about half of renter 
households earning less 
than $50,000 were cost-
burdened.  

Exhibit 300. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Barlow’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 

15 Renters85 Homeowners 

8 homeowners earn 
less than $50,000 

77 homeowners earn 
more than $50,000

18 of them are
cost-burdened

6 renters earn 
less than $50,000

 4 of them are 
cost-burdened

9 renters earn 
more than $50,000

2 of them are 
cost-burdened

4 of them are 
cost-burdened

27 Renters73 Homeowners 

38 homeowners earn 
less than $50,000 

35 homeowners earn 
more than $50,000

6 of them are
cost-burdened

27 renters earn 
less than $50,000

 15 of them are 
cost-burdened

12 of them are 
cost-burdened
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If there were 100 residents 
in Johnson City, only 7 of 
them would be renters. Of 
those renters, 3 would earn 
less than $50,000 a year 
and one of them would be 
cost-burdened.  

Exhibit 301. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Johnson City’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 

The vast majority of 
households in Rivergrove 
are made up of 
homeowners who earn 
more than $50,000 a year. 
Homeowners earning less 
than $50,000 per year have 
the highest share of cost-
burden (63%).  

Exhibit 302. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Rivergrove’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 

7 Renters93 Homeowners 

67 homeowners earn 
less than $50,000 

26 homeowners earn 
more than $50,000

0 of them are
cost-burdened

3 renters earn 
less than $50,000

 42 of them are 
cost-burdened

4 renters earn 
more than $50,000

0 of them are
cost-burdened

1 of them is
cost-burdened

5 Renters95 Homeowners 

16 homeowners earn 
less than $50,000 

79 homeowners earn 
more than $50,000

9 of them are
cost-burdened

 10 of them are 
cost-burdened

5 renters earn 
more than $50,000

1 of them is
cost-burdened
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If Canby had only 100 
residents, 33 of them would 
be renters, 21 of those 
renters would earn less than 
$50,000 a year and 14 of 
those low-income renters 
would be cost-burdened.  

Exhibit 303. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Canby’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 

The majority of Estacada’s 
renters earn less than 
$50,000 a year, and about 
56% of these renters would 
be cost-burdened.  

Exhibit 304. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Estacada’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 

33 Renters67 Homeowners 

17 homeowners earn 
less than $50,000 

50 homeowners earn 
more than $50,000

10 of them are
cost-burdened

21 renters earn 
less than $50,000

 8 of them are 
cost-burdened

12 renters earn 
more than $50,000

2 of them are 
cost-burdened

14 of them are 
cost-burdened

41 Renters59 Homeowners 

14 homeowners earn 
less than $50,000 

45 homeowners earn 
more than $50,000

8 of them are
cost-burdened

36 renters earn 
less than $50,000

 7 of them are 
cost-burdened

5 renters earn 
more than $50,000

0 of them are 
cost-burdened

20 of them are 
cost-burdened
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About two-thirds of Molalla 
households are made up of 
homeowners and about a 
third are made up of 
renters. Of renters earning 
$50,000 or less per year, 
nearly 70% are cost-
burdened.  

Exhibit 305. Illustration of Cost Burden If all of Molalla’s 
Households were 100 Residents 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table S2503. 

 
 

While cost burden is a common measure of housing affordability, it does have some limitations. 
Two important limitations are:  

§ A household is defined as cost burdened if the household’s housing costs exceed 
30% of the household’s income. The remaining 70% of income is expected to be spent 
on non-discretionary expenses, such as food or medical care, and on discretionary 
expenses. Households with higher incomes may be able to pay more than 30% of 
their income on housing without impacting the household’s ability to pay for 
necessary non-discretionary expenses. 

§ Cost burden compares income to housing costs and does not account for 
accumulated wealth. As a result, the estimate of how much a household can afford 
to pay for housing does not include the impact of a household’s accumulated wealth. 
For example, a household of retired people may have relatively low income but may 
have accumulated assets (such as profits from selling another house) that allow them 
to purchase a house that would be considered unaffordable to them based on the 
cost burden indicator.  

  

36 Renters64 Homeowners 

19 homeowners earn 
less than $50,000 

45 homeowners earn 
more than $50,000

9 of them are
cost-burdened

25 renters earn 
less than $50,000

 13 of them are 
cost-burdened

11 renters earn 
more than $50,000

0 of them are 
cost-burdened

17 of them are 
cost-burdened
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Another way of exploring the issue of financial need is to review housing affordability at 
varying levels of household income. 

Fair Market Rent for a 2-
bedroom apartment in 
Clackamas County is 
$1,330. 

Exhibit 306. HUD Fair Market Rent (FMR) by Unit Type,  
Clackamas County,92 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

$1,026 
Studio 

$1,132 
1-Bedroom 

$1,330 
2-Bedroom 

$1,935 
3-Bedroom 

$2,343 
4-Bedroom 

  

A household must earn at 
least $25.58 per hour to 
afford a two-bedroom unit 
in Clackamas County. 
Before taxes, a full-time 
job at $25.58 per hour is 
an annual salary of 
$53,200. 

Exhibit 307. Affordable Housing Wage, Clackamas County, 
2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Oregon Bureau of Labor 
and Industries. 

$25.58/hour 
Affordable Housing Wage for two-bedroom Unit in Clackamas County  

 

 

  

 

92 HUD reports 2018 fair market rents and median family income from the Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton MSA for 
Clackamas County. 



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 262 

A Clackamas County household earning the median family income (MFI) of $81,400 can afford 
$2,025 in monthly rent or a home roughly valued between $284,000 and $324,000.   

Exhibit 308. Financially Attainable Housing, by Median Family Income (MFI) for Clackamas County 
($81,400), Clackamas County, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 2016. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. Note: MFI is 
Median Family Income, determined by HUD for Clackamas County. 

  

If your household earns....

Then you can afford....

$41,000 $65,000 $81,000 $98,000$24,000
(30% of MFI) (50% of MFI) (80% of MFI) (100% of MFI) (120% of MFI)

$600
monthly rent

$1,018

$123,000-
$144,000

monthly rent

OR

home sales price

$1,625

$228,000-
$260,000

monthly rent

OR

home sales price

$2,025

$284,000-
$324,000

monthly rent

OR

home sales price

$2,450

$343,000-
$392,000

monthly rent

OR

home sales price

Cashier
$25,930

Teacher
$55,150

Nursing Assistant
$32,350

Postal Carrier
$42,240

Landscape 
Architect
$62,860

Police Officer
$73,400

Financial Analyst
$90,180

Electrical 
Engineer
$96,550

Real Estate
Manager
$81,830
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Over a third of Clackamas 
County households earn 
120% or more of the 
median family income of 
$81,400.   

Exhibit 309. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 

 

Of the households in 
Barlow, 34% earn less than 
30% of the median family 
income. These households 
can afford $600 in monthly 
rent and cannot afford to 
purchase a home in the 
County.  

Exhibit 310. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Barlow, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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Of all Canby households, 
72% earn between 50% to 
120% of the Clackamas 
County median family 
income. These households 
can afford to buy or rent a 
home in the County.  

Exhibit 311. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Canby, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 

 

Nearly a third of Estacada 
households earn 30% of the 
median family income (MFI) 
or less.  

Exhibit 312. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Estacada, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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Gladstone’s households are 
rather evenly distributed 
across the income 
spectrum. The largest share 
of households earns 
between 50-80% of median 
family income (MFI) and 
can afford monthly rents 
between $1,225 and 
$1,625 and homes 
between $92,000 and 
$163,000.  

Exhibit 313. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Gladstone, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 

 

The majority of households 
in Happy Valley earn 120% 
of median family income 
(MFI) or more. These 
households can afford 
monthly rents of $2,450 or 
more and homes that are 
$310,000 or more.  

Exhibit 314. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Happy Valley, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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Nearly half (43%) of 
Johnson City households 
earn 30% of median family 
income (MFI) or less. These 
households can afford a 
monthly rent of $600 and 
cannot afford to buy a 
home in the County.   

Exhibit 315. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Johnson City, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 

 

Almost half (47%) of Lake 
Oswego households earn 
120% of median family 
income (MFI) or more. 
These households can 
afford $2,450 or more in 
monthly rent or a $310,000 
or more home.   

Exhibit 316. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Lake Oswego, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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Of all households in 
Milwaukie, 47% earn 
between 50-120% of 
median family income 
(MFI). These households can 
afford monthly rents 
between $1,225 and 
$2,450 and houses 
between $92,000 and 
$310,000.   

Exhibit 317. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Milwaukie, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 

 

A quarter of Molalla 
households earn between 
50-80% of median family 
income (MFI) and can afford 
monthly rents between 
$1,225 and $1,625 and 
homes between $92,000 
and $163,000.  

Exhibit 318. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Molalla, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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In Oregon City, more than 
half (52%) of all households 
earn 80% of the Clackamas 
County median family (MFI) 
income or more.  

Exhibit 319. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Oregon City, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 

 

Of all Rivergrove 
households, 62% earn 
120% of median family 
income (MFI) or more. 
These households can 
afford rents of $2,450 per 
month or more and homes 
of $310,000 or more.   

Exhibit 320. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Rivergrove, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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About half (48%) of 
households in Sandy make 
between 50-120% of 
median family income 
(MFI). These households can 
afford monthly rents 
between $1,225 and 
$2,450 and homes 
between $92,000 and 
$310,000.   

Exhibit 321. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Sandy, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 

 

Nearly half of households in 
West Linn earn 120% or 
more of median family 
income (MFI). These 
households can afford 
$2,450 or more in monthly 
rent and homes that cost 
$310,000 or more.   

Exhibit 322. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), West Linn, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 
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Almost a third of Wilsonville 
households earn 120% of 
more of median family 
income (MFI). These 
households can afford 
monthly rents of $2,450 or 
more and homes that cost 
$310,000 or more.   

Exhibit 323. Share of Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Wilsonville, 2018 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Clackamas County, 2018. 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS Table 19001. 

 

 
Exhibit 324 through Exhibit 334 on the following pages compare the number of households by 
income level with the number of units affordable to those households in cities within 
Clackamas County. 

  

31%

18%
21%

17%
13%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

High
Income

(>120% of
MFI)

Middle
Income

(80-120%
of MFI)

Low Income
(50-80% of

MFI)

Very Low
Income

(30-50% of
MFI)

Extremely
Low Income

(<30% of
MFI)

Sh
ar

e 
of

 H
ou

se
ho

ld
s

1,830 HH

1,555 HH

2,657 HH

1,458 HH

1,166 HH Ill



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 271 

Barlow currently has a need for housing affordable to households earning between $10,000 and 
$25,000 per year and between $35,000 and $50,000 per year. The housing types that Barlow has a 
deficit of are apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, small-lot 
single-family detached housing. 

Barlow also has a need for higher-amenity housing types for households earning more than 
$150,000 per year (e.g., single-family detached housing). 

Exhibit 324. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Barlow, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 

income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 

housing that costs less than they can afford. 

This may be the result of the household's 

preference or it may be the result of a lack 

of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 

that would better suit their preferences. 
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Some lower-income households live in housing 

that is more expensive than they can afford 

because affordable housing is not available. 

These households are cost burdened.

 

Implication 1



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 272 

Canby currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households earning between $10,000 and 
$25,000. The housing types that Canby has a deficit of are more affordable housing types such 
as apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, townhomes, and smaller 
single-family housing. Canby also has a need for higher-amenity housing types, for households 
more than $100,000 per year, such as single-family detached housing and townhomes. 

Exhibit 325. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Canby, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
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Some lower-income households live in housing 
that is more expensive than they can afford 
because affordable housing is not available. 
These households are cost burdened.
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Estacada currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households earning less than $25,000. 
The housing types that Estacada has a deficit of are more affordable housing types such as 
apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing. Estacada also has a need for 
higher-amenity housing types for households earning more than $100,000. Higher-amenity 
housing types may include single-family detached housing, townhomes, and higher-end 
multifamily products. 

Exhibit 326. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Estacada, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 

income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 

housing that costs less than they can afford. 

This may be the result of the household's 

preference or it may be the result of a lack 

of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 

that would better suit their preferences. 
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that is more expensive than they can afford 

because affordable housing is not available. 

These households are cost burdened.
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Gladstone currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households earning between $10,000 
and $35,000 per year. The housing types that Gladstone has a deficit of are more affordable 
housing types such as apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, 
townhomes, and smaller single-family housing (e.g. small-lot single family, cottages, etc.). 
Gladstone also has a need for higher-amenity housing for households earning more than 
$100,000 per year. Higher-amenity housing types may include single-family detached housing, 
townhomes, and higher-end multifamily products. 

Exhibit 327. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Gladstone, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA 
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Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
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Some lower-income households live in housing 
that is more expensive than they can afford 
because affordable housing is not available. 
These households are cost burdened.
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Happy Valley currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households earning between 
$10,000 and $35,000 per year and between $50,000 and $75,000 per year. The housing types that 
Happy Valley has a deficit of are apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured 
housing, townhomes, and single-family detached housing (e.g. cottages, small-lot, and 
traditional). Happy Valley also has a need for higher-amenity housing types such for 
households earning more than $150,000 per year (e.g. single-family detached, townhomes, and 
higher-end multifamily products).  

Exhibit 328. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Happy Valley, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some lower-income households live in 
housing that is more expensive than 
they can afford because affordable 
housing is not available. These 
households are cost burdened.
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Johnson City currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households earning between 
$15,000 and $150,000. The housing types that Johnson City has a deficit of are across the 
affordability spectrum, and include housing products such as apartments, duplexes, tri- and 
quad-plexes, manufactured housing, townhomes, and single-family detached housing (e.g. 
cottages, small-lot, traditional, and high-amenity). 

Exhibit 329. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Johnson City, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 

income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households 

choose housing that costs less than 
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Molalla currently has a deficit of housing across the affordability spectrum, particularly for 
households earning less than $25,000 per year and between $35,000 and $50,000 per year. The 
housing types that Molalla has a deficit of are more affordable housing types such as 
apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, townhomes, and single-
family housing (e.g. cottages, small-lot, and traditional). Molalla also has a need for high-
amenity housing for households earning more than $75,000 per year (e.g. single-family 
detached housing, townhomes, and higher-end multifamily products). 
 
Exhibit 330. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Molalla, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 

 

  

Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Molalla, 2018

Less than $10,000– 
$14,999

$15,000– 
$24,999

$25,000–
$34,999

$35,000– 
$49,999

$50,000–
$74,999

$75,000–
$99,999

$100,000–
$149,999

$150,000 
or more

H
o

us
in

g
 A

va
ila

b
le

50% 
MFI*

120% 
MFI

*Median Family Income for a family of four

H
o

us
in

g
 D

ef
ic

it

138 115 320 218 601 760 426 402 183# Households

-59 -62 -147 99 -73 712 -7 -313 -151
# Surplus /

 Deficit Units
% Surplus /

 Deficit Units
-43% -54% -46% 46% -12% 94% -2% -78% -82%

$10,000

100%
MFI

Household 
Income

-59 -62 -147
99

-73
712

-313-7 -151

Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
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that is more expensive than they can afford 
because affordable housing is not available. 
These households are cost burdened.
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Oregon City currently has a deficit of housing for households earning less than $25,000. The 
housing types that Oregon City has a deficit of are more affordable housing types such as 
apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, and manufactured housing. Oregon City also has a 
need for higher-amenity housing types for households earning more than $100,000. Higher-
amenity housing types may include higher-end multifamily products, townhomes, and single-
family detached housing.  

Exhibit 331. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Oregon City, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
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Some lower-income households live in housing 
that is more expensive than they can afford 
because affordable housing is not available. 
These households are cost burdened.
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Rivergrove currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households earning less than 
$150,000. The housing types that Rivergrove has a deficit of are affordable and market-rate 
housing types such as apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, 
townhomes, and single-family housing (e.g. cottages, small-lot, traditional, and high-amenity). 

Exhibit 332. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Rivergrove, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Many lower-income households live in 
housing that is more expensive than they can 
afford because affordable housing is not 
available. These households are cost 
burdened.
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West Linn currently has a deficit of housing affordable to households earning less than $50,000 
per year. The housing types that West Linn has a deficit of are affordable housing types such as 
apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, townhomes, and single-
family detached housing (e.g. cottages and small-lot). West Linn also has a need for higher-
amenity housing types for households earning more than $150,000. Higher-amenity housing 
types include as single-family detached housing, townhomes, and higher-end multifamily 
products. 

Exhibit 333. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, West Linn, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some lower-income households live in 
housing that is more expensive than 
they can afford because affordable 
housing is not available. These 
households are cost burdened.
 

Implication 1
Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
 

Implication 2
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Wilsonville currently has a deficit of housing for households earning less than $35,000. The 
housing types that Wilsonville has a deficit of are more affordable housing types such as 
apartments, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, manufactured housing, and single-family detached 
housing (e.g. cottages). Wilsonville also has a need for high-amenity housing types for 
households earning more than $150,000 per year. Higher-amenity housing types include single-
family detached housing, townhomes, and higher-end multifamily products. 

Exhibit 334. Affordable Housing Costs and Units by Income Level, Wilsonville, 2018 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 ACS. Note: MFI is Median Family Income, determined by HUD for the Portland MSA. 
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Implication 2

The types of housing available at different income levels does not always align with housing needs at those 
income levels as demonstrated by the graphic below.

Some higher-income households choose 
housing that costs less than they can afford. 
This may be the result of the household's 
preference or it may be the result of a lack 
of higher-cost and higher-amenity housing 
that would better suit their preferences. 
 

Implication 2

Implication 1

Some lower-income households live in housing 
that is more expensive than they can afford 
because affordable housing is not available. 
These households are cost burdened.
 

Implication 1
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Appendix C – Housing Needs for Cities in 
Clackamas County 
Appendix C presents memorandums summarizing the buildable lands inventories and the 
preliminary housing needs analyses cities in Clackamas County. Cities are: Estacada, Gladstone, 
Happy Valley, Molalla, Oregon City, West Linn, and Wilsonville.  

This section does not present a full housing needs analysis for each that is compliant with Goal 
10. Each memorandum includes the following: (1) summary of the results of the buildable lands 
inventory, (2) baseline forecast of housing growth and housing need, (3) baseline assessment of 
residential land sufficiency, and (4) key findings and recommendations for completing the 
housing needs analysis. The purpose of these baseline assessments of housing needs is to 
provide information for discussions with decision makers in cities in Clackamas County about 
housing needs and land sufficiency.  
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Estacada Baseline Housing Needs Analysis 

DATE:  June 14, 2018 
TO:  Glen Hamburg, County Representative for the City of Estacada 
FROM:  Beth Goodman and Sadie DiNatale, ECONorthwest 
SUBJECT: ESTACADA PRELIMINARY HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Clackamas County is developing a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA).93 The purpose of the HNA 
is to provide information to the County about Clackamas County’s housing market and to 
provide a basis for updating the County’s housing policies. The project also provides 
participating cities in Clackamas County with a baseline housing needs analysis.  

This memorandum serves as Estacada’s preliminary HNA. The City can use the information in 
the Clackamas County HNA and the information in the City’s baseline housing needs analysis 
as the basis for developing a full housing needs analysis. The preliminary HNA provides 
information to staff and decision makers about the characteristics and conditions of the city’s 
housing market and serves as a starting point for further evaluation of the city’s housing needs 
and housing policies.  

Organization of this Memorandum 
The contents of this memorandum include the following sections: 

§ Buildable Lands Inventory Results  

§ Baseline Housing Forecast 

§ Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 

§ Conclusions 

In addition, Appendix B of the Clackamas County HNA provides the factual basis for the 
analysis in the baseline housing needs analysis.  

Buildable Lands Inventory Results 
This section provides a summary of the residential buildable lands inventory (BLI) for the 
Estacada UGB. The buildable lands inventory analysis complies with statewide planning Goal 
10 policies that govern planning for residential uses. This section presents a summary of vacant 
and partially vacant land in Estacada that excludes land with constraints that limit or prohibit 

 

93 This project is funded through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). 
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development such as slopes over 25% or floodplains. The full results of the Buildable Lands 
Inventory and the methodology are presented in detail in Appendix A.94  

Exhibit 335 shows that Estacada has 878 acres of residentially zoned land and four acres of 
vacant commercially zoned land (where housing is an outright permitted use). About 39% of 
Estacada’s unconstrained buildable residential land is vacant and 61% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. About 93% of Estacada’s unconstrained buildable residential land is in the 
Low Density Residential Plan Designation. 

Exhibit 335. Unconstrained buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, Estacada UGB, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

  

 

94 Appendix A of the Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis provides an overview of the structure of the 
buildable lands (supply) analysis based on the DLCD HB 2709 workbook “Planning for Residential Growth – A 
Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas,” which specifically addresses residential lands. Appendix A also discusses the 
buildable lands inventory methods and definitions, consistent with Goal 10/OAR 660-008. 

Generalized Plan Designation
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres 
on vacant lots

Buildable acres 
on partially 
vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 824 307 517
Medium Density Residential 52 30 22
Multi-Family Residential 2 2 0

Commercial
General Commercial 0 0 0
Residential / Commercial 0 0 0
Downtown 4 4 0

Total 883 344 539
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Exhibit 336 shows the results of Estacada’s buildable lands inventory. 
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Exhibit 336. Vacant and Partially Vacant Residential Land by Development Status with Constraints, 
Estacada, 2019 

 

ESTACADA HNA BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY
Vacant and Partially Vacant Land by Plan Designation

Urban Growth Boundary
City Limits
Constraints

Comprehensive Plan Designation
Low Density Residential
Medium Density Residential 
Multi-Family Residential
Residential / Commercial
Downtown

N
0.25 Miles

As of Date: May 20, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; RLIS
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Baseline Housing Forecast for 2019 to 2039 
The purpose of Estacada’s baseline housing forecast is to estimate future housing need in 
Estacada to provide the basis for additional analysis of housing need and discussions about 
housing policies. If Estacada develops a complete Housing Needs Analysis, the baseline 
analysis in this memorandum can provide the starting point for that analysis. 

The baseline housing needs analysis is based on: (1) Portland State University’s official 
population forecast for growth in Estacada over the 20-year planning period, (2) information 
about Estacada’s housing market, and (3) the demographic composition of Estacada’s existing 
population and (4) expected long-term changes in the demographics of Clackamas County. This 
analysis pulls information about Estacada’s demographic and socioeconomic characteristics 
and housing market from Appendix B Housing Trends. 

Forecast for Housing Growth 
This section describes the key assumptions and presents an estimate of new housing units 
needed in Estacada between 2019 and 2039. The key assumptions are based on the best available 
data and may rely on safe harbor provisions, when available.95  

§ Population. A 20-year population forecast (in this instance, 2019 to 2039) is the 
foundation for estimating new dwelling units needed. Estacada UGB will grow from 
4,352 persons in 201996 to 5,890 persons in 2039, an increase of 1,538 people.97  

§ Persons in Group Quarters.98 Persons in group quarters do not consume standard 
housing units: thus, any forecast of new people in group quarters is typically derived 
from the population forecast for the purpose of estimating housing demand. Group 
quarters can have a big influence on housing in cities with colleges (dorms), prisons, or a 
large elderly population (nursing homes). In general, any new requirements for these 
housing types will be met by institutions (colleges, government agencies, health-care 
corporations) operating outside what is typically defined as the housing market. 

 

95 A safe harbor is an assumption that a city can use in a housing needs analysis that the State has said will satisfy the 
requirements of Goal 14. OAR 660-024 defines a safe harbor as “… an optional course of action that a local 
government may use to satisfy a requirement of Goal 14. Use of a safe harbor prescribed in this division will satisfy 
the requirement for which it is prescribed. A safe harbor is not the only way, or necessarily the preferred way, to 
comply with a requirement and it is not intended to interpret the requirement for any purpose other than applying a 
safe harbor within this division.” 
96 Portland State University’s population forecast shows that in 2017, the Estacada urban growth boundary had 4,102 
people. We extrapolated from 2017 to get to 4,352 in 2019 using Portland State University’s method, a required use.  
97 This forecast is based on Estacada UGB’s official forecast from the Oregon Population Forecast Program for the 
2019 to 2039 period.  
98 The Census Bureau's definition of group quarters is as follows: A group quarters is a place where people live or 
stay, in a group living arrangement, that is owned or managed by an entity or organization providing housing and/or 
services for the residents. The Census Bureau classifies all people not living in housing units (house, apartment, 
mobile home, rented rooms) as living in group quarters. There are two types of group quarters: (1) Institutional, such 
as correctional facilities, nursing homes, or mental hospitals and (2) Non-Institutional, such as college dormitories, 
military barracks, group homes, missions, or shelters. 
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Nonetheless, group quarters require residential land. They are typically built at densities 
that are comparable to that of multi-family dwellings. 

The 2013-2017 American Community Survey shows that 0.3% of Estacada’s population 
was in group quarters. For the 2019 to 2039 period, we assume that 0.3% of Estacada’s 
new population, approximately five people, will be in group quarters.  

§ Household Size. OAR 660-024 established a safe harbor assumption for average 
household size—which is the figure from the most-recent decennial Census at the time 
of the analysis. According to the 2013-2017 American Community Survey, the average 
household size in Estacada was 2.44 people. Thus, for the 2019 to 2039 period, we 
assume an average household size of 2.44 persons. 

§ Vacancy Rate. The Census defines unoccupied housing units as vacant. The Census 
determines vacancy status “by the terms under which the unit may be occupied, e.g., for 
rent, for sale, or for seasonal use only.” The 2010 Census identified vacant units through 
an enumeration, separate from (but related to) the survey of households. The Census 
determines vacancy status and other characteristics of vacant units by enumerators 
obtaining information from property owners and managers, neighbors, rental agents, 
and others. Vacancy rates are cyclical and represent the lag between demand and the 
market’s response to demand for additional dwelling units. Vacancy rates for rental and 
multifamily units are typically higher than those for owner-occupied and single-family 
dwelling units. 

OAR 660-024 established a safe harbor assumption for vacancy rate—which is the figure 
from the most-recent decennial Census. According to the 2013-2017 American 
Community Survey, Estacada’s vacancy rate was 10.5%. For the 2019 to 2039 period, we 
assume a vacancy rate of 10.5%. 

Estacada will have 
demand for 694 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, with an 
annual average of 35 
dwelling units. 

Exhibit 337. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, 
Estacada UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

Variable

New Dwelling 
Units 

(2019-2039)
Change in persons 1,538              
minus  Change in persons in group quarters 5                     
equals  Persons in households 1,533              

Average household size 2.44                
New occupied DU 628                 
times  Aggregate vacancy rate 10.5%
equals  Vacant dwelling units 66                   

Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 694                 
Annual average of new dwelling units 35                   
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Housing Units Needed 
Exhibit 337 presents a forecast of new housing in Estacada’s UGB for the 2019 to 2039 period. 
This section determines the mix and density needed to meet the housing needs of Estacada’s 
residents.  

The preliminary conclusion for Estacada is that, over the next 20-years, the need for new 
housing developed in Estacada will generally include a wider range of housing types and 
housing that is more affordable. This conclusion is consistent with housing need in other cities 
in Clackamas County, the Portland Region,99 and most cities across the State. This conclusion is 
based on the following information, found in Appendix B:100 

§ Estacada’s housing mix, like Clackamas County’s, is predominately single-family 
detached. In the 2013-2017 period, 78% of Estacada’s housing was single-family 
detached, 0% was single-family attached, and 22% was multifamily. In comparison, the 
mix of housing for the entire Portland Region was 63% single-family detached, 5% 
single-family attached, and 32% multifamily. 

§ Demographic changes across the Portland Region (and in Estacada) suggest increases in 
demand for single-family attached housing and multifamily housing. The key 
demographic trends that will affect Estacada’s future housing needs are:  

o The aging of the Baby Boomers. In 2012-2016, 17% of Estacada’s population was 
over 60 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, the share of people over 60 years old is 
expected to stay relatively constant in Clackamas County, from 26% of the 
population to 27% of the population. The aging of the Baby Boomers may have a 
smaller impact in Estacada than in some cities in the County because Estacada 
has a smaller share people over 60 years of age. However, the City will be 
affected by retirement and changing housing needs of seniors as their 
households get smaller and their lifestyles change. Some Baby Boomers may 
choose to downsize into smaller homes. Due to health or other issues, some Baby 
Boomers may be unable to stay in their current homes and will choose to move 
to multigenerational households or assisted-living facilities (at various stages of 
the continuum of care). 

o The aging of the Millennials. In 2012-2016, 32% of Estacada’s population was 
between 20 and 40 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, Millennials are expected to 
grow from 23% of Clackamas County’s population to 28% of the population, an 
increase of 5% in the share of the population. Homeownership rates for 
Millennials will increase as they continue to form their own households. 
Estacada has a larger share of Millennials than the County. As a result, the City 

 

99 The Portland Region is defined as all of Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
100 Appendix B presents detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing affordability data. This section 
summarizes key findings from Appendix B for Estacada.  
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may have increased demand for relatively affordable housing types, for both 
ownership and rent, over the planning period.  

§ Estacada’s median household income was $50,757, about $18,000 lower than Clackamas 
County’s median. Approximately 48% of Estacada’s households earn less than $50,000 
per year, compared to 35% in Clackamas County and 40% in the Portland Region. 

§ About 38% of Estacada’s households are cost burdened (paying 30% or more of their 
household income on housing costs).101 About 55% of Estacada’s renters are cost 
burdened and about 27% of Estacada’s homeowners are cost burdened. Cost burden 
rates in Estacada are very similar to those in the Portland Region.  

§ Estacada needs more housing types for renters. About 41% of Estacada’s households are 
renters, 58% of whom live in multifamily housing. Median gross rents in Estacada are 
$648 per month, compared to the $1,091 median rent for Clackamas County as a whole. 

A household can start to afford Estacada’s median rents at about 50% of Estacada’s 
median household income. A household earning 100% of Estacada’s median household 
income (about $50,000) could afford about $1,250 per month in rent, which is $602 more 
than Estacada’s median gross rent ($648). About 22% of Estacada’s housing stock is 
multifamily, compared to 32% of the housing in the Portland Region. The comparatively 
small share of multifamily units may constrain opportunities to rent in Estacada at all 
income levels. 

§ Estacada needs more affordable housing types for homeowners. Housing sales prices 
increased in Estacada over the last four years. From Feb. 2015 to Feb. 2019, the median 
housing sale price increased by $65,000 (28%), from $234,900 to $299,900. 102 At the same 
time, the median housing sale price in Clackamas County increased by 46% or 
$1367,700. 103 

A household earning 100% of Estacada’s median household income ($50,000) could 
afford a home valued between about $175,000 to $200,000, which is less than the median 
home sale price of about $299,900 in Estacada. A household can start to afford median 
home sale prices at about 170% of Estacada’s median household income.  

These factors suggest that Estacada needs a broader range of housing types with a wider range 
of price points than is currently available in the city’s housing stock. This includes providing 
opportunity for development of housing types such as: smaller single-family detached housing 
(e.g., cottages and small-lot single-family detached units), townhouses, duplexes, tri- and quad-
plexes, and (small and mid-sized) apartments.  

 

101 The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% 
of their income on housing experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on 
housing experience “severe cost burden.” 
102 Property Radar. 
103 Redfin. 
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Exhibit 338 shows a forecast of housing in the Estacada UGB during the 2019 to 2039 period. 
The projection is based on the following assumptions: 

§ Estacada’s official forecast for population growth from Portland State University shows 
that the City will add 1,538 people over the 20-year period resulting in a need for 694 
new dwelling units over the 20-year period. 

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 338 are: 

o About 70% of new housing will need to be single-family detached, a category 
which includes manufactured housing. According to 2013-2017 American 
Community Survey data from the U.S. Census, 78% of Estacada’s housing was 
single-family detached housing in 2013-2017.  

o Nearly 8% of new housing will need to be single-family attached. Estacada had 
nearly no single-family attached housing in 2013-2017. 

o About 22% of new housing will need to be multifamily. About 22% of 
Estacada’s housing was multifamily housing in 2013-2017. 

Estacada will have 
demand for 694 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, 70% of which 
are forecast to be single-
family detached housing. 

Exhibit 338. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, 
Estacada UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

 

  

Variable Needed Mix

Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 694
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 70%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 485

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 8%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 56

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 22%

Total new multifamily 153
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 694
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The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. This 
analysis does not factor those units in; it assumes they will be replaced at the same site and will 
not create additional demand for residential land. 

§  

§ Exhibit 339 allocates housing to plan designations in Estacada. The allocation is based, 
in part, on the types of housing allowed in the zoning designations in each plan 
designation by zone.  

Exhibit 339 shows: 

§ Low Density (R-1) land will accommodate new single-family detached housing and 
manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Medium Density (R-2) land will accommodate new single-family detached (including 
manufactured housing on lots), single-family attached housing, and duplexes. 

§ Multiple Family Residential (R-3) land will accommodate single-family detached 
(including manufactured housing on lots), single-family attached housing, duplexes, 
and multifamily products (e.g. triplexes, quadplexes, apartments). 

§ Commercial (D and C-2) land zoned as “C-2” will accommodate single-family 
dwellings, residential homes, manager/caretaker residences, and manufactured homes. 
Land zoned as “D” (downtown) will accommodate multifamily housing, subject to 
conditions. 

Exhibit 339. Allocation of housing by housing type and plan designation, Estacada UGB, 2019 to 
2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

§  

Housing Type Low 
Density

Medium 
Density

Multiple 
Family

Commercial 
(D and C-2)

Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 242          174          69            -            485           
Single-family attached -           -           56            -            56             
Multifamily -           14            118          21             153           

Total 242          188          243          21             694           
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 35% 25% 10% 0% 70%
Single-family attached 0% 0% 8% 0% 8%
Multifamily 0% 2% 17% 3% 22%

Total 35% 27% 35% 3% 100%

Residential Plan Designations
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§ Exhibit 340 presents a forecast of future housing density based on historical densities in 
Estacada (presented in Appendix B). Exhibit 340 shows an estimate of baseline 
densities for future development. If the City conducts a full HNA, the City may need to 
evaluate assumptions about future densities to determine whether the City is meeting 
its housing needs.  

Exhibit 340 converts between net acres and gross acres104 to account for land needed for rights-
of-way based on empirical analysis of existing rights-of-way by plan designation in Estacada.   

§ Low Density (R-1) 27% of land is in rights-of-way. The densities in these areas average 
3.3 dwelling units per net acre and 2.4 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ Medium Density (R-2) 23% of land is in rights-of-way. The densities in these areas 
average 5.2 dwelling units per net acre and 4.0 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ Multiple Family Residential (R-3) 23% of land is in rights-of-way. The densities in 
these areas average 29.0 dwelling units per net acre and 22.3 dwelling units per gross 
acre. 

§ Commercial (D and C-2) 31% of land is in rights-of-way. The densities in these areas 
average 10.5 dwelling units per net acre and 7.2 dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 340. Historical densities account for land for rights-of-way, Estacada UGB105 
Source: ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 
  

 

104 OAR 660-024-0010(6) uses the following definition of net buildable acre. “Net Buildable Acre” “…consists of 43,560 
square feet of residentially designated buildable land after excluding future rights-of-way for streets and roads.” 
While the administrative rule does not include a definition of a gross buildable acre, using the definition above, a 
gross buildable acre will include areas used for rights-of-way for streets and roads. Areas used for rights-of-way are 
considered unbuildable. 
105 The analysis of historical densities was housing developed between 2000 and 2018, as described in Appendix B. 
The analysis of land in rights-of-way is based on analysis of existing development patterns and percentages of land in 
rights-of-way in 2018. 

Plan Designation 
Average Net 

Density 
(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-Way

Average Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Low Density Residential 3.3 27% 2.4
Medium Density Residential 5.2 23% 4.0
Multiple Family Residential 29.0 23% 22.3
Commercial (D and C-2) 10.5 31% 7.2
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Housing Need by Income Level 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of the need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

The analysis in Exhibit 79 is based on American Community Survey data about income levels of 
existing households in Estacada. Income is categorized into market segments consistent with 
HUD income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 Median Family Income (MFI) of 
$81,400. The Exhibit is based on current household income distribution, assuming that 
approximately the same percentage of households will be in each market segment in the future.  

About 41% of Estacada’s 
future households will have 
income below 50% of 
Clackamas County’s 
median family income 
(MFI). About 32% will have 
incomes above 120% of the 
County’s MFI. 
This trend shows a need for 
affordable housing types, 
such as government-
subsidized affordable 
housing, manufactured 
homes, and low-amenity 
apartments. 

This trend also shows a 
substantial need for higher-
amenity housing types. 

Exhibit 341. Future (New) Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Estacada, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 
ACS Table 19001. 
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Need for Government-Assisted, Farmworker, and Manufactured Housing 
ORS 197.303 requires cities to plan for government-assisted housing, manufactured housing on 
lots, and manufactured housing in parks. 

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government subsidies can apply to all housing types 
(e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). Estacada allows development of 
government-subsidized housing in all residential plan designations, with the same 
development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that Estacada 
will continue to allow government-subsidized housing in all of its residential plan 
designations. Because government-subsidized housing is similar in character to other 
housing (with the exception being the subsidies), it is not necessary to develop separate 
forecasts for this housing type.  

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can also apply to all housing types and the 
City allows development of farmworker housing in all residential plan designations, 
with the same development standards as market-rate housing. This analysis assumes 
that Estacada will continue to allow this housing in all of its residential plan 
designations. Because it is similar in character to other housing (with the possible 
exception of government subsidies, if population restricted), it is not necessary to 
develop separate forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. Estacada allows manufactured homes on lots in the R-1, 
R-2, and R-3 zones, which are the zones where single-family detached housing is 
allowed. Estacada does not have special siting requirements for manufactured homes. 
Since manufactured homes are subject to the same siting requirements as site-built 
homes, it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for manufactured housing on 
lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory the mobile 
home or manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally 
used for commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to 
the Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,106 Estacada has one manufactured home park within the City, with 48 spaces.  

ORS 197.480(2) requires Estacada to project need for mobile home or manufactured 
dwelling parks based on: (1) population projections, (2) household income levels, (3) 
housing market trends, and (4) an inventory of manufactured dwelling parks sited in 
areas planned and zoned (or generally used) for commercial, industrial, or high density 
residential.  

o Estacada will grow by 694 dwelling units over the 2019 to 2039 period.  

o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 47% of Estacada’s new 
households will be low income, earning 50% or less of the region’s median 

 

106 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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family income. One type of housing affordable to these households is 
manufactured housing. 

o Manufactured housing in parks currently accounts for about 3.3% (about 48 
dwelling units) of Estacada’s current housing stock.  

o National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that manufactured 
housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, between 2000 
and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more than 2,700 spaces. 
Discussions with several stakeholders familiar with manufactured home park 
trends suggest that over the same period, few to no new manufactured home 
parks have opened in Oregon.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (30% to 50% of MFI), which include 
13% of Estacada households. However, households in other income categories 
may also live in manufactured homes in parks.  
 
The national and state trends of closure of manufactured home parks, and the 
fact that no new manufactured home parks have opened in Oregon in over the 
last 15 years, demonstrate that development of new manufactured home parks in 
Estacada is unlikely.  
 
Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in Estacada is unlikely over the 2019 to 2039 period. However, it is 
likely that manufactured homes will continue to locate on individual lots in 
Estacada. The forecast of housing assumes that no new manufactured home 
parks will be opened in Estacada over the 2019 to 2039 period. The forecast 
includes new manufactured homes on lots in the category of single-family 
detached housing. 

o Over the next 20 years (or longer) Estacada’s one manufactured home park may 
close. This may be a result of manufactured home park landowners selling or 
redeveloping their land for uses with higher rates of return, rather than a lack of 
demand for spaces in manufactured home parks. Manufactured home parks 
contribute to the supply of low-cost affordable housing options, especially for 
affordable homeownership.  
 
While there is statewide regulation of the closure of manufactured home parks 
designed to lessen the financial difficulties of this closure for park residents,107 
the City has a role to play in ensuring that there are opportunities for housing for 

 

107 ORS 90.645 regulates rules about closure of manufactured dwelling parks. It requires that the landlord must do the 
following for manufactured dwelling park tenants before closure of the park: give at least one year’s notice of park 
closure, pay the tenant between $5,000 to $9,000 for each manufactured dwelling park space, and cannot charge 
tenants for demolition costs of abandoned manufactured homes.  
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the displaced residents. The City’s primary roles are to ensure that there is 
sufficient housing to support former manufactured home owners and to reduce 
barriers to residential development to allow for development of new, relatively 
affordable housing. The City may use a range of policies to encourage 
development of relatively affordable housing, such as allowing a wider range of 
moderate density housing (e.g., duplexes or cottages) in the R-1 and R-2 zones, 
designating more land for multifamily housing, removing barriers to multifamily 
housing development, using tax credits to support affordable housing 
production, or partnering with developers of government-subsidized affordable 
housing.  

Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 
This section presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in Estacada to 
accommodate expected residential growth over the 2019 to 2039 period. This section includes an 
estimate of residential development capacity (measured in new dwelling units) and an estimate 
of Estacada’s ability to accommodate new housing units needed for the 2019 to 2039 period, 
based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis.  

Capacity Analysis 
The comparison of supply (buildable land) and demand (population and growth leading to 
demand for more residential development) allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that not all land has the same characteristics. Factors such as zone, slope, parcel size, and 
shape can affect the ability of land to accommodate housing. Methods that recognize this fact 
are more robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the second approach: it 
estimates the ability of vacant residential lands within the UGB to accommodate new housing. 
This analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”108 can be used to evaluate different ways 
that vacant residential land may build out by applying different assumptions.  

ESTACADA’S CAPACITY ANALYSIS RESULTS 
The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant residential land to 
accommodate new housing, based on the historic densities by plan designation shown in  

 

108 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the UGB is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, however, 
cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity analysis,” so we 
use that shorthand occasionally in this memorandum.  
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Exhibit 340. 

Exhibit 342 shows that Estacada’s vacant land has capacity to accommodate approximately 
2,261 new dwelling units, based on the following assumptions:  

§ Buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start with the number of 
buildable acres in residential plan designations and zones that allow residential uses 
outright.  

§ Assumed densities. The capacity analysis assumes development will occur at 
historic densities, shown in Exhibit 340. 

Exhibit 342. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and partially vacant buildable 
land, Estacada UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Residential Land Sufficiency 
The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Estacada to compare 
the demand for housing by plan designation (Exhibit 339) with the capacity of land by plan 
designation (Exhibit 342). 

Exhibit 343 shows that Estacada does not have sufficient land to accommodate development in 
the multiple family residential plan designation.  

• Low Density Residential has a surplus of capacity of 1,732 dwelling units, meaning the 
City has an approximate surplus of 723 gross acres of low density land, at an average 
density of 2.4 dwelling units per gross acre. 

• Medium Density Residential has a surplus of capacity of 19 dwelling units, meaning the 
City has an approximate surplus of 5 gross acres of medium density land, at an average 
density of 4.0 dwelling units per gross acre. 

• Multiple Family Residential has a deficit of capacity of 199 dwelling units, meaning the 
City has an approximate deficit of 9 gross acres of multiple family residential land, at an 
average density of 22.3 dwelling units per gross acre. 

• Commercial areas (downtown zone) has a surplus of capacity of 11 dwelling units, 
meaning the City has an approximate surplus of 2 gross acres of commercial 

Plan Designation
Total 

Unconstrained 
Buildable Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/Gross 

Acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Low Density Residential 824                   2.4                    1,978                
Medium Density Residential 52                     4.0                    207                   
Multiple Family Residential 2                        22.3                  44                     
Commercial (D and C-2) 4                        7.2                    32                     
Total 882                   - 2,261                
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(downtown) land, at an average density of 7.2 dwelling units per gross acre. Note: that 
commercial uses are likely to develop on these lands as well. 

Exhibit 343. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling units 
and land surplus or deficit, Estacada UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Next Steps 
The following section presents potential next steps for Estacada for housing planning: 

• Evaluate completing a full housing needs analysis and develop policies to support 
development of needed housing. This analysis provides a baseline housing needs 
analysis, which is intended to provide information and fuel discussion of housing needs 
in Estacada and Clackamas County. The city should consider completing a full housing 
needs analysis, which may include engaging with Metro on some of the issues identified 
above. The project could also include developing policies that encourage development of 
all types of needed housing.  

• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficit in the Multiple Family 
Residential designation shown in Exhibit 343. Estacada has a deficit of capacity for 
housing for housing in the Multiple Family Residential Designation of 199 units. This 
deficit can be explained largely by the small amount of unconstrained buildable land in 
this designation, two acres. The clearest option for addressing this deficit is to re-zone 
land from Low Density Residential (of which the City has 824 vacant unconstrained 
acres) to Multiple Family Residential. Exhibit 343 shows that Estacada’s deficit of 
Multiple Family Residential land is modest, about 9 acres.  

• Identify opportunities for development of a wider range of housing types, especially 
for rental housing. Estacada’s housing market is dominated by single-family housing 
development, which accounts for 78% of the city's existing housing stock. Between 2000 
and 2018, 88% of new housing built in Estacada was single-family detached. This 
suggests that there are relatively few opportunities for rental housing in Estacada, 
especially multifamily or townhouse rentals. Broadening the types of housing allowed in 
Estacada would be most effective if it was applied to zones Low Density and Medium 
Density designations. The City may consider allowing duplexes and cottage housing in 

Plan Designation
Capacity 

(Dwelling Units)
Demand for 

New Housing

Remaining 
Capacity

(Dwelling Units)

Land Surplus or 
(Deficit)

Gross Acres

Low Density Residential 1,978                242 1,736 723
Medium Density Residential 207                   188 19 5
Multiple Family Residential 44                     243 (199) (9)
Commercial (D and C-2) 32                     21 11 2
Total 2,261                694                   
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the Low Density designation and cottages, townhouses, and tri- and quad-plexes in the 
Medium Density designation. 

• Evaluate providing opportunity for development at higher densities in the Medium 
Density designation. Between 2000 and 2018, the average density of development in the 
Medium Density designation was 5.2 dwelling units per net acre, which results in lots 
sized at about 8,000 square feet on average. Allowing a wider range of housing types in 
Medium Density (as described above) and smaller lot sizes for these and other housing 
types in Medium Density would result in increased density for development in this plan 
designation.  

• Identify opportunities for development of housing that is affordable in the context of 
Clackamas County. Fifty-five percent of Estacada’s households are cost burdened (with 
26% severely cost burdened), compared with 49% of Clackamas County’s renter 
households (24% of whom are severely cost burdened). This high rate of cost burden may 
be explained, in part, by the relatively small amount of rental (especially multifamily 
rental) housing in Estacada. Twenty-eight percent of Estacada’s households have 
incomes of $24,000 or less (30% of Clackamas County’s Median Family Income), 
compared with 15% of Clackamas County’s households. Estacada has an existing deficit 
of housing affordable to households earning less than $25,000. Housing sales prices in 
Estacada were relatively low for Clackamas County, averaging about $300,000, which is 
comparatively affordable for the County.  
 
If the City conducts a housing needs analysis, it should identify barriers to rental housing 
and multifamily development (beyond the simple zoning barriers discussed above). It 
should propose approaches for policies to support development of more affordable 
housing of all types, including market-rate affordable housing and government-
subsidized affordable housing. 
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Gladstone Baseline Housing Needs Analysis 

DATE:  June 14, 2019 
TO: Melissa Aherns, Clackamas County Representative for City of Gladstone 
CC: Dan Chandler and Martha Fritzie, Clackamas County 
FROM:  Beth Goodman and Sadie DiNatale, ECONorthwest 
SUBJECT: GLADSTONE PRELIMINARY HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Clackamas County is developing a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA).109 The purpose of the HNA 
is to provide information to the County about Clackamas County’s housing market and to 
provide a basis for updating the County’s housing policies. The project also provides 
participating cities in Clackamas County with a baseline housing needs analysis.  

This memorandum serves as Gladstone’s preliminary HNA. The city can use the information in 
the Clackamas County HNA and the information in the City’s baseline housing needs analysis 
as the basis for developing a full housing needs analysis. The preliminary HNA provides 
information to staff and decision makers about the characteristics and conditions of the city’s 
housing market and serves as a starting point for further evaluation of the city’s housing needs 
and housing policies.  

Organization of this Memorandum 
The contents of this memorandum include the following sections: 

§ Buildable Lands Inventory Results  

§ Baseline Housing Forecast 

§ Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 

§ Conclusions 

In addition, Appendix B of the Clackamas County HNA provides the factual basis for the 
analysis in the baseline housing needs analysis.   

  

 

109 This project is funded through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). 
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Buildable Land Inventory Results 
This section provides a summary of the residential buildable lands inventory (BLI) for the 
Gladstone city limits. This buildable land inventory analysis complies with statewide planning 
Goal 10 policies that govern planning for residential uses. This section presents a summary of 
vacant and partially vacant land in Gladstone that excludes land with constraints that limit or 
prohibit development such as slopes over 25% or floodplains. The full results of the Buildable 
Land Inventory and the methodology are presented in detail in Appendix A.110 

Exhibit 344 shows Gladstone has 20 acres of residentially zoned land. About 13% of Gladstone’s 
unconstrained buildable residential land is vacant and 87% are in tax lots classified as partially 
vacant. About 88% of Gladstone’s unconstrained buildable residential land is in the Low-
Density Residential Plan Designation. 

Exhibit 344. Unconstrained buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, Gladstone city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

Exhibit 345 shows buildable acres by parcels size (e.g., acres in tax lots after constraints are 
deducted) for vacant and partially vacant land by Plan Designation. Of Gladstone’s 20 
unconstrained buildable residential acres, about half are in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres. 

Exhibit 345. Buildable acres, by size of parcel, in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, Gladstone city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

 

110 Appendix A of the Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis provides an overview of the structure of the 
buildable land (supply) analysis based on the DLCD HB 2709 workbook “Planning for Residential Growth – A 
Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas,” which specifically addresses residential lands. Appendix A also discusses the 
buildable lands inventory methods and definitions, consistent with Goal 10/OAR 660-008. 

Plan Designation
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres 
on vacant lots

Buildable acres 
on partially 
vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 18 2 16
Medium Density Residential 2 0 2
High Density Residential 0 0 0

Total 20 3 17

Plan Designation 
Tax Lots 

Smaller than 
0.38 acre

Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 
and ≤ 1.0 acre

Tax Lots larger 
than 1.0 acre

Total

Residential
Low Density Residential 8 4 6 18
Medium Density Residential 1 1 0 2
High Density Residential 0 0 0 0

Total 10 5 6 20

Buildable Acres
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Exhibit 346 shows the results of Gladstone’s buildable lands inventory.  

Exhibit 346. Vacant and Partially Vacant Residential Land by Development Status with Constraints, 
Gladstone, 2019 

 

205

GLADSTONE HNA BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY
Unconstrained Vacant and Partially Vacant Land

City Limits

Metro Urban Growth Boundary

Gladstone Plan Designations

Low Density

Medium Density

High Density

N
0.35 Miles

As of Date: May 20, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; Metro 2018 BLI; RLIS
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Gladstone additionally has redevelopment potential. Redevelopment potential deals primarily 
with developed land designated for two-family or multifamily residential use (plan 
designations LDR, MDR, and HDR) that have single family residences and where the ratio of 
improvement-to-land value is less than 1:1111. Not all, or even a majority of parcels that meet 
these criteria for redevelopment potential, will be assumed to redevelop during the planning 
period.  

As a starting point, we plotted the distribution of improvement-to-land-value ratios for all 
residential parcels classified as developed. 112 A ratio of less than 1:1 is a typical, but arbitrary, 
standard for estimating lands with redevelopment potential. Exhibit 347 presents the results of 
the analysis. Using improvement-to-land value ratios as an indicator of redevelopment 
potential suggests that redevelopment potential exists in Gladstone at this time (approximately 
416 redevelopment units).  

Exhibit 347. Potential redevelopment capacity by plan designation, Gladstone city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

  

 

111 In the context of a buildable lands inventory, we are only interested in redevelopment that increases the density or 
intensity of use. Therefore, the definition of potentially redevelopable land for this analysis includes only those 
developed parcels in designations that allow two-family or multiple family residential development (LDR, MDR, and 
HDR).  
112 Developed parcels include parcels that are fully developed, and the developed portion of partially developed 
parcels. 

Plan Designation 
Estimated 

Redevelopment 
Units

Residential
Low Density Residential 27                         
Medium Density Residential 19                         
High Density Residential 370                      

Total 416                         
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Baseline Housing Forecast for 2019 to 2039 
The purpose of Gladstone’s baseline housing forecast is to estimate future housing need in 
Gladstone to provide the basis for additional analysis of housing need and discussions about 
housing policies. If Gladstone develops complete Housing Needs Analysis, the baseline 
analysis in this memorandum can provide the starting point for that analysis. 

The baseline housing needs analysis is based on: (1) Metro’s official population forecast for 
household growth in Gladstone over the 20-year planning period, (2) information about 
Gladstone’s housing market, and (3) the demographic composition of Gladstone’s existing 
population and expected long-term changes in the demographics of Clackamas County. This 
analysis pulls information about Gladstone’s demographic and socioeconomic characteristics 
and housing market from Appendix B Housing Trends. 

Forecast for Housing Growth 
A 20-year household forecast (in this instance for 2019 to 2039) is the foundation for estimating 
the number of new dwelling units needed. The forecast for Gladstone is based on Metro’s 2040 
Household Distributed Forecast, 2016. Gladstone city limits will grow from 4,542 households in 
2019113 to 4,860 households in 2039, an increase of 318 households.114  

Gladstone will have 
demand for 318 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, with an 
annual average of 16 
dwelling units. 

Exhibit 348. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, 
Gladstone city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast, July 12, 2016. Calculations by 
ECONorthwest. 

 

 

  

 

113 Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast shows that in 2015 the Gladstone city limits had 4,481 households. The 
Metro forecast shows Gladstone growing to 4,877 households in 2040, an average annual growth rate of 0.34% for the 
25-year period. Using this growth rate, ECONorthwest extrapolated the forecast to 2019 (4,542 households) and 2039 
(4,860 households).   
114 This forecast is based on Gladstone city limits’ official household forecast from Metro for the 2019 to 2039 period.  

Variable
New Dwelling 

Units
(2019-2039)

Household Forecast 2019 4,542                   
Household Forecast 2039 4,860                   
Total New Dwelling Units (2019-2039) 318                      

Annual Average of New Dwelling Units 16                        
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Housing Units Needed 
Exhibit 337 presents a forecast of new housing in Gladstone’s city limits for the 2019 to 2039 
period. This section determines the mix and density needed to meet State requirements (OAR 
660-007) and meet the housing needs of Gladstone residents. 

The preliminary conclusion for Gladstone is that, over the next 20-years, the need for new 
housing developed in Gladstone will generally include a wider range of housing types and 
housing that is more affordable. This conclusion is consistent with housing need in other cities 
in Clackamas County, the Portland Region,115 and most cities across the State. This conclusion is 
based on the following information, found in Appendix B:116 

§ Gladstone’s housing mix, like Clackamas County’s, is predominately single-family 
detached. In the 2013-2017 period, 74% of Gladstone’s housing was single-family 
detached, 4% was single-family attached, and 22% was multifamily. In comparison, the 
mix of housing for the entire Portland Region was 63% single-family detached, 5% 
single-family attached, and 32% multifamily. 

§ Demographic changes across the Portland Region (and in Gladstone) suggest increases 
in demand for single-family attached housing and multifamily housing. The key 
demographic trends that will affect Gladstone’s future housing needs are:  

o The aging of the Baby Boomers. In 2012-2016, 22% of Gladstone’s population was 
over 60 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, the share of people over 60 years old is 
expected to stay relatively constant in Clackamas County, from 26% of the 
population to 27% of the population.117 The aging of the Baby Boomers may have 
a smaller impact in Gladstone than in some cities in the County because 
Gladstone has a smaller share of people over 60 years of age. The City will be 
affected by retirement and changing housing needs of Baby Boomers. For 
example, as these older residents’ household size decreases, some may choose to 
downsize to smaller homes, while others may be unable to stay in their current 
homes because of health or other issues.  

o The aging of the Millennials. In 2012-2016, 24% of Gladstone’s population was 
between 20 and 40 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, Millennials are expected to 
grow from 23% of Clackamas County’s population to 28% of the population, an 
increase of 5% in the share of the population.118 Homeownership rates for 

 

115 The Portland Region is defined as all of Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
116 Appendix B presents detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing affordability data. This section 
summarizes key findings from Appendix B for Gladstone. Unless otherwise noted, this information is based on the 
U.S. Census’ Decennial Census and American Community Survey. 
117 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
118 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
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Millennials will increase as they continue to form their own households. 
Gladstone has a proportionate share of Millennials to the County. As a result, the 
City may have increased demand for relatively affordable housing types, for 
both ownership and rent, over the planning period. 

o The continued growth in Latinx populations. From 2000 to the 2012-2016 period, 
the share of Gladstone’s Latinx population increased from 6% of the population 
to 11% of the population, an increase of 5% in the share of the population. In the 
same time, the share of Latinx increased by 3% in Clackamas County and 4% in 
the Portland Region. Continued growth in Latinx households will increase need 
for larger units (to accommodate larger, sometimes multigenerational 
households) and relatively affordable housing.119 

§ Gladstone households have, on average, lower incomes than the Portland Region. 
Gladstone’s median household income was $57,169, about $12,000 lower than 
Clackamas County’s median. Approximately 43% of Gladstone households earn less 
than $50,000 per year, compared to 35% in Clackamas County and 40% in the Portland 
Region. 

§ About 44% of Gladstone’s households are cost burdened (paying 30% or more of their 
household income on housing costs).120 About 63% of Gladstone’s renters are cost 
burdened and about 31% of Gladstone’s homeowners are cost burdened, compared to 
28% in the Portland Region.  

§ About 40% of Gladstone’s households are renters, 59% of whom live in multifamily 
housing. Median rents in Gladstone are $1,053 per month, which are comparable to the 
$1,091 median rent for Clackamas Count as a whole. A household earning about 60% of 
Gladstone’s median household income ($34,300) could afford about $858 per month in 
rent, meaning a household can start to afford Gladstone’s median rents at about 70% of 
Gladstone’s median household income ($57,170). About 22% of Gladstone’s housing 
stock is multifamily, compared to 32% of the housing in the Portland Region. The 
comparatively small share of multifamily units may constrain opportunities to rent in 
Gladstone. 

§ Housing sales prices increased in Gladstone over the last three years but at a slower rate 
than the entire County. From Feb. 2015 to Feb. 2019, the median housing sale price 
increased by $134,300 (55%), from $242,800 to $377,000.121 At the same time, the median 

 

119 Evidence for these conclusions are described in Appendix B, subsection titled: “Increased Ethnic Diversity.” 
120 The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying 30% or more of 
their income on housing experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on 
housing experience “severe cost burden.” 
121 Redfin. 
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housing home sale price in Clackamas County increased by $136,700 (30%), from 
$298,200 to $434,900.122 

§ A household earning about 60% of Gladstone’s median household income ($34,300) 
could afford a home valued between about $120,000 to $137,000, which is less than the 
median home sales price of about $377,000 in Gladstone.123 A household can start to 
afford median home sale prices at about 170% of Gladstone’s median household income. 

These factors suggest that Gladstone needs a broader range of housing types with a wider range 
of price points than are currently available in Gladstone’s housing stock. This includes 
providing opportunity for development of housing types such as: smaller single-family 
detached housing (e.g., cottages or small-lot single-family detached units), townhouses, 
duplexes and quad-plexes, small apartment buildings, and mid-sized apartment buildings.  

Exhibit 338 shows a forecast for housing growth in the Gladstone city limits during the 2019 to 
2039 period. The projection is based on the following assumptions: 

§ Metro’s population growth forecast for Gladstone shows that the population will 
increase by 318 households over the 20-year period, and Exhibit 337 shows the number 
of new dwelling units needed to accommodate that population growth over the 20-year 
planning period.  

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 338 are consistent with the 
requirements of OAR 660-007124: 

o About 50% of new housing will be single-family detached, a category which 
includes manufactured housing. According to 2013-2017 American Community 
Survey data from the U.S. Census, 74% of Gladstone’s housing was single-family 
detached.  

o Nearly 20% of new housing will be single-family attached. In 2013-2017, 4% of 
Gladstone’s housing was single-family attached. 

o About 30% of new housing will be multifamily. In 2013-2017, 24% of 
Gladstone’s housing was multifamily.  

 

122 Redfin. 
123 Redfin. 
124 OAR 660-007-0030(1) requires that most Metro cities “…provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new 
residential units to be attached single family housing or multiple family housing…”  
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Gladstone will have 
demand for 318 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, 50% of which 
are forecast to be single-
family detached housing. 

Exhibit 349. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, 
Gladstone city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. This 
analysis does not factor those units in; it assumes they will be replaced at the same site and will 
not create additional demand for residential land. 

Exhibit 350 allocates housing to plan designations in Gladstone. The allocation is based, in part, 
on the types of housing allowed in the zones of each plan designation.125  

Exhibit 350 shows: 

§ Low Density Residential (R-7.2) land will accommodate new single-family detached 
housing (including manufactured houses) and two-family dwellings (including 
duplexes and two single-family attached homes) on a collector or minor arterial street. 

§ Medium Density Residential (R-5) land will accommodate new single-family 
detached housing, including manufactured housing, and mobile home parks.126 

§ High Density Residential (MR) land will accommodate two-family (including 
duplexes)127, single-family attached housing, and multifamily housing. 

  

 

125 Note: Gladstone’s Development Code does not specifically address townhomes (single-family attached housing). 
Depending on the number of attached units, single-family attached housing would be allowed where, duplexes, 
triplexes, or multi-family housing are allowed.   
126 Minimum area for mobile home parks is one acre. 
127 Due to density standards, duplexes do not typically meet the minimum density requirements of this district.  

Variable

Mix of New 
Dwelling Units 
(2019-2039)

Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 318
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 50%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 159

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 20%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 64

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 30%

Total new multifamily 95
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 318
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Exhibit 350. Allocation of housing by housing type and plan designation, Gladstone city limits, 2019 
to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

Exhibit 351 presents a forecast of future housing density based on historical densities in 
Gladstone (presented in Appendix B). Exhibit 351 shows an estimate of baseline densities for 
future development. If the City conducts a full HNA, the City may need to evaluate 
assumptions about future densities to determine whether the City is meeting the requirements 
of OAR 660-007 to provide opportunity for development of housing at an overall average of 8 
dwelling units per net acre. Exhibit 351 converts between net acres and gross acres128 to account 
for land needed for rights-of-way by plan designation in Gladstone, based on Metro’s 
methodology of existing rights-of-way. 129   

§ Low Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 4.1 
dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is needed for 
rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the 
future density will be 3.7 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres 
the future density will be 3.3 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ Medium Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 
8.4 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is needed 

 

128 OAR 660-024-0010(6) uses the following definition of net buildable acre. “Net Buildable Acre” “…consists of 43,560 
square feet of residentially designated buildable land after excluding future rights-of-way for streets and roads.” 
While the administrative rule does not include a definition of a gross buildable acre, using the definition above, a 
gross buildable acre will include areas used for rights-of-way for streets and roads. Areas used for rights-of-way are 
considered unbuildable. 
129 Metro’s methodology about net-to-gross assumptions are that: (1) tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for 
future streets; (2) tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets; and (3) tax lots greater 
than an acre assumes an 18.5% set aside for future streets. The analysis assumes an 18.5% assumption for future 
streets. 

Housing Type Low 
Density

Medium 
Density

High 
Density

Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 95            64              -               159          
Single-family attached 19            29              16                64            
Multifamily 10            16              69                95            

Total 124          109            85                318          
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 30% 20% 0% 50%
Single-family attached 6% 9% 5% 20%
Multifamily 3% 5% 22% 30%

Total 39% 34% 27% 100%

Residential Plan Designations
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for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the 
future density will be 7.5 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres 
the future density will be 6.8 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ High Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 
28.6 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is 
needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 
acres the future density will be 25.8 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 
1.0 acres the future density will be 23.3 dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 351. Future housing densities and land for rights-of-way, Gladstone city limits130 
Source: ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

  

 

130 The analysis of historical densities was housing developed between 2000 and 2016, as described in Appendix B. 
The analysis of land in rights-of-way is based on analysis of existing development patterns and percentages of land in 
rights-of-way in 2018.  

Plan Designation Net Density 
(DU/net acre)

% for Rights-
of-Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for Rights-
of-Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for Rights-
of-Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Low Density Residential 4.1 0% 4.1 4.1 10% 3.7 4.1 18.5% 3.3
Medium Density Residential 8.4 0% 8.4 8.4 10% 7.5 8.4 18.5% 6.8
High Density Residential 28.6 0% 28.6 28.6 10% 25.8 28.6 18.5% 23.3

Tax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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Housing Need by Income Level 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

Exhibit 79 is based on American Community Survey data about income levels for existing 
households in Gladstone. Income is categorized into market segments consistent with HUD 
income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 Median Family Income (MFI) of 
$81,400. Exhibit 79 is based on current household income distribution, assuming that 
approximately the same percentage of households will be in each market segment in the future. 

131   

About 42% of Gladstone’s 
future households will have 
income below 50% of 
Clackamas County’s 
median family income (less 
than $40,700 in 2016 
dollars) and about 25% will 
have incomes between 50% 
and 120% of the county’s 
MFI (between $40,700 and 
$97,680).  
This trend shows a need for 
affordable housing types, 
such as government-
subsidized affordable 
housing, manufactured 
homes, apartments, 
townhomes, duplexes, and 
small single-family homes. 

Exhibit 352. Future (New) Households, by Median Family Income 
(MFI) for Clackamas County ($81,400), Gladstone, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 
ACS Table 19001. 

 

 

  

 

131 For example, 33% of Gladstone’s households had income above 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family 
Income in 2012-2016. This analysis assumes that 33% of the 318 new households that grow in Gladstone over the 
2019-2039 analysis period will have incomes over 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family Income. 
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Need for Government Assisted, Farmworker, and Manufactured Housing 
ORS 197.303, 197,307, 197.312, and 197.314 requires cities to plan for government-assisted 
housing, farmworker housing, manufactured housing on lots, and manufactured housing in 
parks. 

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government-subsidies can apply to all housing types 
(e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). Gladstone allows development of 
government-assisted housing in all residential plan designations, with the same 
development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that Gladstone 
will continue to allow government housing in all of its residential plan designations. 
Because government assisted housing is similar in character to other housing (with the 
exception being the subsidies), it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
government-subsidized housing.  

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can apply to all housing types and the City 
allows development of farmworker housing in all residential plan designations, with the 
same development standards as market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that 
Gladstone will continue to allow this housing in all of its residential plan designations. 
Because it is similar in character to other housing (with the possible exception of 
government subsidies, if population restricted), it is not necessary to develop separate 
forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. Gladstone allows manufactured homes on lots in the R-
7.2 and R-5 zones, which are the zones where single-family detached housing is allowed. 
Gladstone does not have special siting requirements for manufactured homes. Since 
manufactured homes are subject to the same siting requirements as site-built homes, it is 
not necessary to develop separate forecasts for manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory the mobile 
home or manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally 
used for commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to 
the Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,132 Gladstone has two manufactured home parks within the City, with 99 
spaces and one vacant space.  

ORS 197.480(2) requires Gladstone to project need for mobile home or manufactured 
dwelling parks based on: (1) population projections, (2) household income levels, (3) 
housing market trends, and (4) an inventory of manufactured dwelling parks sited in 
areas planned and zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial, or high density 
residential.  

 

132 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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o Exhibit 337 shows that Gladstone will need 318 dwelling units over the 2019 to 
2039 period.  

o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 42% of Gladstone’s new 
households will be low income, earning 50% or less of the region’s median 
family income. One type of housing affordable to these households is 
manufactured housing. 

o Manufactured housing in parks accounts for about 2% (about 99 dwelling units) 
of Gladstone’s current housing stock.  

o National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that manufactured 
housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, between 2000 
and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more than 2,700 spaces.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (30% to 50% of MFI), an income 
category which includes 23% of Gladstone’s households. However, households 
in other income categories may choose to live in manufactured homes in parks as 
well.  
 
The national and state trends of the closure of manufactured home parks, and the 
fact that no new manufactured home parks have opened in Oregon in over the 
last 15 years, demonstrate that development of new manufactured home parks in 
Gladstone is unlikely.  
 
Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in Gladstone City (and most of the Portland Region) over the 
planning period is unlikely over the 2019 to 2039 period. It is, however, likely 
that manufactured homes will continue to locate on individual lots in Gladstone. 
The forecast of housing assumes that no new manufactured home parks will be 
opened in Gladstone over the 2019 to 2039 period. The forecast includes new 
manufactured homes on lots in the category of single-family detached housing. 

o Over the next 20 years (or longer) one or both of Gladstone’s existing 
manufactured home parks may close. This may be a result of manufactured 
home park landowners selling or redeveloping their land for uses with higher 
rates of return, rather than lack of demand for spaces in manufactured home 
parks. Manufactured home parks contribute to the supply of low-cost affordable 
housing options, especially for affordable homeownership.  
 
While there is statewide regulation of the closure of manufactured home parks 
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designed to lessen the financial difficulties of this closure for park residents,133 
the City has a role to play in ensuring that there are opportunities for housing for 
the displaced residents. The City’s primary roles are to ensure that there is 
sufficient land zoned for new multifamily housing and to reduce barriers to 
residential development to allow for development of new, relatively affordable 
housing. The City may use a range of policies to encourage development of 
relatively affordable housing, such as allowing a wider range of moderate 
density housing, designating more land for multifamily housing, removing 
barriers to multifamily housing development, using tax credits to support 
affordable housing production, developing an inclusionary zoning policy, or 
partnering with a developer of government-subsidized affordable housing.  

Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 
This section presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in Gladstone to 
accommodate expected residential growth over the 2019 to 2039 period. This section includes an 
estimate of residential development capacity (measured in new dwelling units) and an estimate 
of Gladstone’s ability to accommodate needed new housing units for the 2019 to 2039 period, 
based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis.  

Capacity Analysis 
The comparison of supply (buildable land) and demand (population and growth leading to 
demand for more residential development) allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that all land has different characteristics – factors such as zone, slope, parcel size, and shape 
can affect the land’s ability to accommodate housing. Methods that recognize this fact are more 
robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the second approach: it estimates 
the ability of vacant residential lands within the city limits to accommodate new housing. This 
analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”134 can be used to evaluate different ways that 
vacant residential land may build out by applying different assumptions.  

 

133 ORS 90.645 regulates rules about closure of manufactured dwelling parks. It requires that the landlord must do the 
following for manufactured dwelling park tenants before closure of the park: give at least one year’s notice of park 
closure, pay the tenant between $5,000 to $9,000 for each manufactured dwelling park space, and cannot charge 
tenants for demolition costs of abandoned manufactured homes.  
134 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
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GLADSTONE CAPACITY ANALYSIS RESULTS 
The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant residential land to 
accommodate new housing, based on the needed densities by the housing type categories 
shown in Exhibit 351. 

Exhibit 353 shows that Gladstone’s vacant land has capacity to accommodate approximately 
86 new dwelling units, based on the following assumptions:  

§ Buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start with the number of 
buildable acres in residential Plan Designations and zones that allow residential 
uses.  

§ Assumed densities. The capacity analysis assumes development will occur at 
historical densities. Those densities were derived from the densities shown in Exhibit 
351. 

§ Average net density. Exhibit 353 shows capacity and densities in gross acres. OAR 
660-007 requires that Gladstone provide opportunity for development of housing at 
an overall average density of eight dwelling units per net acre. The average net 
density of buildable residential land in Exhibit 353 is 4.64 dwelling units per net 
acres and 4.29 dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 353. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and partially vacant buildable 
land, Gladstone city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

  

 

new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the city limits is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, however, 
cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity analysis,” so we 
use that shorthand occasionally in this memorandum.  

Plan Designation 
Buildable 

Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Low Density Residential 8 4.1 32 4 3.7 14 6 3.3 18 18 64
Medium Density Residential 1 8.4 11 1 7.5 6 0 6.8 0 2 17
High Density Residential 0 28.6 5 0 25.8 0 0 23.3 0 0 5
Total 10 - 48 5 - 20 6 - 18 20 86

Total, combinedTax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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Residential Land Sufficiency 
§ The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Gladstone is 

to compare the demand for housing by plan designation (Exhibit 350)with the 
capacity of land by plan designation (Exhibit 353).  

Exhibit 354 shows that Gladstone does not have sufficient land to accommodate development in 
the low density, medium density, and high-density plan designations.  

• Low Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 60 dwelling units, meaning the City 
has an approximate deficit of 15 gross acres of low-density land, at an average density of 
4.1 dwelling units per gross acre. 

• Medium Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 92 dwelling units, meaning the 
City has an approximate deficit of 11 gross acres of medium-density land, at an average 
density of 8.4 dwelling units per gross acre. 

• High Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 80 dwelling units, meaning the City 
has no surplus of high-density land (deficit of approx. three gross acres), at an average 
density of 28.6 dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 354. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling units 
and land surplus or deficit, Gladstone city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Gladstone’s total deficit of capacity (232 dwelling units) means that the City has an approximate 
deficit of 28 gross acres of suitable land for residential development. In addition, Gladstone has 
some redevelopment potential (Exhibit 347) which, if redevelopment occurs, can reduce the 
deficit of unconstrained, buildable residential acres. The City will need to evaluate and validate 
the potential redevelopment capacity. The following summary may inform that evaluation:  

§ Gladstone has potential for 27 redevelopment units in low density residential areas. At 
historic densities (3.6 dwelling units per gross acre), 27 units accounts for about seven 
gross acres. In the occurrence that 27 units redevelop, Gladstone’s low-density 
residential areas would have a deficit of about eight gross acres, up from a deficit of 15 
gross acres.  

Plan Designation
Capacity 

(Dwelling Units)
Demand 

(Dwelling Units)

Comparison 
(Capacity minus 

Demand)

Land Surplus or 
(Deficit)

Gross Acres

Low Density Residential 64                       124 (60) (15)
Medium Density Residential 17                       109 (92) (11)
High Density Residential 5                         85 (80) (3)
Total 86                       318                     (232) (28)
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§ Gladstone has potential for 19 redevelopment units in medium density residential areas. 
At historic densities (7.7 dwelling units per gross acre), 19 units accounts for about three 
gross acres. In the occurrence that 19 units redevelop, Gladstone’s medium-density 
residential areas would have a deficit of nine gross acres, up from a deficit of 11 gross 
acres. 

§ Gladstone has potential for 370 redevelopment units in high density residential areas. At 
historic densities (27.0 dwelling units per gross acre), 370 units accounts for about 14 
gross acres. In the occurrence that 370 units redevelop, Gladstone’s high-density areas 
would have a surplus of 14 gross acres. 

The City may want to pursue strategies to encourage redevelopment in specific target areas 
(close to downtown or along major corridors or transit lines). Doing so would increase land 
sufficiency in the low, medium, and/or high-density areas. 

Next Steps 
The following section presents potential next steps for Gladstone for housing planning: 

• Better understand the forecast for housing and the housing deficits shown in Exhibit 
354 shows. Metro forecasts that Gladstone will grow by 318 new units between 2019 and 
2039. At an average density of eight dwelling units per net acre,135 the land need 
(without redevelopment) would be for 48 acres of vacant, unconstrained land. Gladstone 
only has 20 acres of vacant unconstrained land, 88% of which is in the Low Density 
Residential designation, where historical development densities are 4.1 dwelling units 
per net acre. 

We recommend that Gladstone work with Metro staff as they develop the next growth 
management report and household forecast to better understand what the capacity of 
land in Gladstone is to accommodate housing. The City may need to make changes in 
how land is zoned or (if there is no change in the amount of land in each zone) the 
densities allowed in the Low Density zones to meet the requirement of planning for an 
average density of 8.0 dwelling units per net acre in OAR 660-007.  

Even if the City were able to develop all of its vacant land at 8.0 dwelling units per net 
acre, Gladstone does not have sufficient land to accommodate 318 new dwelling units. 
The city may want to work with Metro on the next forecast for household growth to 
identify less growth in Gladstone. 

• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficit in Low Density Residential 
shown in Exhibit 400. Gladstone has a deficit of land for 60 dwelling units or about 15 
acres of vacant unconstrained land in the Low Density Residential Designation. The City 

 

135 We use this density because it is the density that Gladstone is required to plan for by OAR 660-007. 
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could address this deficit in a number of ways, such as increasing density (and thus 
increasing capacity) on Low Density Residential lands or allowing a wider range of 
housing in Low Density Residential (such as townhouses, duplexes, tri or quad-plexes). 
Redevelopment in Low Density Residential could address some of the deficit but it 
would depend on new development occurring at higher densities than current 
development, which would likely require developing different housing types, such as 
duplexes or townhouses. 

• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficits of Medium and High Density 
Residential shown in Exhibit 400. Gladstone has deficits of capacity for housing all Plan 
Designations. Part of the issue is described above, that 88% of the City’s vacant 
unconstrained land is in the Low Density Designation and the City does not have 
enough land to accommodate the forecast on vacant land, with a shortage of about 15 
acres of unconstrained land in Low Density. The other significant problem is that 
Gladstone only has 2 acres of vacant unconstrained of Medium Density and 0.2 acres of 
vacant unconstrained High Density land. Exhibit 400 shows that Gladstone has a deficit 
of capacity for 92 units in Medium Density and 80 units in High Density.  

Gladstone’s options for addressing these deficiencies may be limited, given that the City 
has no room for expansion and is not adjacent to any urban reserve. Metro’s analysis of 
redevelopment potential (Exhibit 347) shows redevelopment capacity in High Density 
Residential. The City may want to evaluate opportunities for redevelopment within 
Gladstone, paying special attention for potential of displacing existing residents. The 
City’s best option may be to work with Metro to allocate less growth to Gladstone, given 
the limited land base and lack of opportunities for expansion.  

• Estacada is not able to meet the density requirements in OAR 660-007 on its existing 
inventory of vacant unconstrained land. Estacada is required by OAR 660-007 to plan 
for a minimum density of 8 dwelling units per net acre for new construction. The 
capacity analysis in Exhibit 353 shows that Gladstone’s land base will allow for 
development of 4.6 dwelling units per net acre. The primary reason that Gladstone is 
not able to meet these density requirements is that 88% of the city’s vacant land is in 
Low Density Residential, which averages a density of 4.1 dwelling units per net acre. 
If Gladstone had enough land to meet the needs shown in Exhibit 400 (about 11 
additional vacant unconstrained acres of Medium Density land and 3 additional vacant 
unconstrained acres of High Density land), the City would be able to meet the density 
requires of OAR 660-007. In other words, the problem is not the densities allowed in 
Gladstone but the limitations on the supply of vacant land. 

• Identify opportunities for development of housing that is affordable in the context of 
Clackamas County. About 63% of renters in Gladstone are cost burdened, with 34% 
severely cost burdened. In comparison, 49% of Clackamas County’s renter households 
are cost burdened and 24% are severely cost burdened. In addition, Gladstone has an 
existing deficit of housing affordable to households earning less than $35,000. The types 
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of newly built development that may affordable to households with this level of income 
(with rents at $875 per month or less) will be government-subsidized housing. Other 
newly built housing will generally not have rents affordable to these households. 
Gladstone will need to identify opportunities for development of housing affordable at 
this income and rent level to meet existing demand. In the future, more households 
Clackamas County will need housing affordable at these levels and for middle income 
households (such as those with income between $50,000 and $98,000). Gladstone may be 
able to meet some of this unmet demand through development of additional 
multifamily housing, both government-subsidized and market-rate affordable housing.  

• Evaluate completing a full housing needs analysis and develop policies to support 
development of needed housing. This analysis provides a baseline housing needs 
analysis, which is intended to provide information and fuel discussion of housing needs 
in Gladstone and Clackamas County. The city should consider completing a full housing 
needs analysis, which may include engaging with Metro on some of the issues identified 
above. The project could also include developing policies that encourage development 
of all types of needed housing.  
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Happy Valley Baseline Housing Needs Analysis 

DATE:  June 19, 2019 
TO:  Michael Walter, City of Happy Valley 
CC:  Dan Chandler and Martha Fritzie, Clackamas County 
FROM:  Beth Goodman and Sadie DiNatale, ECONorthwest 
SUBJECT: HAPPY VALLEY BASELINE HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Clackamas County is developing a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA).136 The purpose of the HNA 
is to provide information to the County about Clackamas County’s housing market and to 
provide a basis for updating the County’s housing policies. The project also provides 
participating cities in Clackamas County with a baseline housing needs analysis.  

This memorandum serves as Happy Valley’s preliminary baseline HNA. The city can use the 
information in the Clackamas County HNA and the information in the City’s baseline housing 
needs analysis as the basis for developing a full housing needs analysis. The baseline HNA 
provides information to staff and decision makers about the characteristics and conditions of 
the city’s housing market and serves as a starting point for further evaluation of the city’s 
housing needs and housing policies.  

This memorandum includes information about potential growth in the Pleasant Valley / North 
Carver (PV/NC) area based on the draft work completed to date in the Pleasant Valley / North 
Carver Comprehensive Plan (PV/NC Comprehensive Plan) project, which is still under 
development. Information about the PV/NC area is likely to change, based on continued 
development of the PV/NC Comprehensive Plan.137  

Organization of this Memorandum 
The contents of this memorandum include the following sections: 

§ Buildable Lands Inventory Results  

§ Baseline Housing Forecast 

§ Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 

§ Conclusions 

 

136 This project is funded through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). 
137 Happy Valley is moving forward with planning in the Pleasant Valley / North Carver area while the status of the 
former City of Damascus (as an incorporated city) is uncertain. 
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In addition, Appendix B of the Clackamas County HNA provides the factual basis for the 
analysis in the baseline housing needs analysis.  

Buildable Land Inventory Results138 
This section provides a summary of the residential buildable lands inventory (BLI) for the 
Happy Valley city limits. This BLI analysis complies with statewide planning Goal 10 policies 
that govern planning for residential uses. This section presents a summary of vacant and 
partially vacant land in Happy Valley that excludes land with constraints that limit or prohibit 
development such as slopes over 25% or floodplains. The full results of the Buildable Land 
Inventory and the methodology are presented in detail in Appendix A.139  

Exhibit 355 shows Happy Valley has 366 acres of residentially zoned land, 19 acres of Mixed 
Use Residential – Multifamily, 68 acres of other commercially zoned land (which allows 
residential outright), and 54 acres of land with county zoning. About 30% of Happy Valley’s 
unconstrained buildable residential land is vacant and 70% are in tax lots classified as partially 
vacant. About 64% of Happy Valley’s unconstrained buildable residential land is in a zone 
within a Residential Comprehensive Plan Designation/Zoning District.140 

Exhibit 356 shows buildable acres by size of parcels (e.g., acres in tax lots after constraints are 
deducted) for vacant and partially vacant land by Plan Designation/Zoning District. Of Happy 
Valley’s 537 unconstrained buildable residential acres, about 82% are in tax lots larger than one 
acre. 

Exhibit 355 and Exhibit 356 show buildable land within the Happy Valley city limits. 
Information about the capacity of buildable land (for new dwelling units) in the PV/NC area 
was provided by Angelo Planning Group as part of the PV/NC Comprehensive Plan project. 
This information is presented in Exhibit 366.  

Exhibit 357 shows the results of Happy Valley’s BLI, including land in the city limits and the 
PV/NC area.  

  

 

138 About 40 acres of unconstrained buildable land was located in the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County 
Rural plan designation. These areas were not included in the Urban Unincorporated Clackamas County residential 
BLI and they are areas located along the boundary of Happy Valley and will likely develop as part of the City of 
Happy Valley. When Happy Valley develops a HNA, it should include these areas within the City’s BLI. 
139 Appendix A of the Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis provides an overview of the structure of the 
buildable land (supply) analysis based on the DLCD HB 2709 workbook “Planning for Residential Growth – A 
Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas,” which specifically addresses residential lands. Appendix A also discusses the 
buildable lands inventory methods and definitions, consistent with Goal 10/OAR 660-008. 
140 Happy Valley’s Comprehensive Plan map and Zoning map are the same. In this memorandum, references to Plan 
Designations are the same as Zoning Districts. 
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Exhibit 355. Unconstrained buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation/Zoning District, Happy Valley city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

 Plan Designation
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres 
on vacant lots

Buildable acres 
on partially 
vacant lots

Very Low Density Residential 164 71 94
R 40 - 1 Unit/40,000 sq ft 9 8 1
R 20 - 1 Unit/20,000 sq ft 107 47 60
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft 48 15 32

Low Density Residential 122 20 102
R 10 - 1 Unit/10,000 sq ft 78 6 72
R 8.5 - 1 Unit/8,500 sq ft 13 3 10
R 7 - 1 Unit/7,000 sq ft 31 12 19

Medium Density Single Family 36 12 24
R 5 - 1 Unit/5,000 sq ft 35 11 24
Mixed-Use Residential - Single Family 1 1 0

High Density Residential - Attached 44 2 42
Single-Family Attached Residential 42 0 42
Mixed-Use Residential - Attached 2 2 0
Village Townhouse District 0 0 0

Mixed Use Residential - Multifamily 19 4 15
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Low Density 0 0 0
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Med Density 15 0 15
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family High Density 2 2 0
Mixed-Use Residential - Mixed Buildings 1 1 0

Mixed Use Commercial and Employment District 28 19 9
Mixed Use Commercial 2 2 0
Mixed Use Employment 10 1 9
Regional Center Mixed Use 17 17 0
Planned Mixed Use 0 0 0

Village Commercial and Village Office District 1 1 0
Village Commercial 1 1 0

Commercial and Industrial Districts 68 23 46
Community Commercial Center 2 0 1
Mixed Commercial Center 4 4 0
Employment Center 63 19 44

County Zoning (within City Limits) 54 11 43
Farm Forest - 10 acres 2 0 2
Future Urban 5 0 5
Rural Residential Farm Forest - 5 acres 40 11 29
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 7 0 7

Total 537 163 374
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Exhibit 356. Buildable acres, by size of parcel, in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation/Zoning District, Happy Valley city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

Plan Designation 

Tax Lots 
Smaller 

than 0.38 
acre

Tax Lots < 
0.38 and > 

1.0 acre

Tax Lots 
larger than 

1.0 acre
Total

Very Low Density Residential 9 27 128 164
R 40 - 1 Unit/40,000 sq ft 1 5 3 9
R 20 - 1 Unit/20,000 sq ft 7 20 80 107
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft 1 2 44 48

Low Density Residential 7 21 94 122
R 10 - 1 Unit/10,000 sq ft 4 15 59 78
R 8.5 - 1 Unit/8,500 sq ft 2 1 10 13
R 7 - 1 Unit/7,000 sq ft 2 5 25 31

Medium Density Single Family 1 9 26 36
R 5 - 1 Unit/5,000 sq ft 1 8 26 35
Mixed-Use Residential - Single Family 0 1 0 1

High Density Residential - Attached 1 2 41 44
Single-Family Attached Residential 1 2 40 42
Mixed-Use Residential - Attached 1 0 1 2
Village Townhouse District 0 0 0 0

Mixed Use Residential - Multifamily 0 1 18 19
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Low Density 0 0 0 0
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Med Density 0 1 14 15
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family High Density 0 0 2 2
Mixed-Use Residential - Mixed Buildings 0 0 1 1

Mixed Use Commercial and Employment District 1 1 27 28
Mixed Use Commercial 0 1 1 2
Mixed Use Employment 1 0 9 10
Regional Center Mixed Use 0 0 17 17
Planned Mixed Use 0 0 0 0

Village Commercial and Village Office District 0 1 0 1
Village Commercial 0 1 0 1

Commercial and Industrial Districts 0 1 67 68
Community Commercial Center 0 0 1 2
Mixed Commercial Center 0 0 4 4
Employment Center 0 1 62 63

County Zoning (within City Limits) 2 11 41 54
Farm Forest - 10 acres 0 0 1 2
Future Urban 1 1 3 5
Rural Residential Farm Forest - 5 acres 1 9 31 40
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 0 0 6 7

Total 23 73 441 537

Buildable Acres
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Exhibit 357. Vacant and Partially Vacant Residential Land by Development Status with Constraints, 
Happy Valley, 2019 

  

205

HAPPY VALLEY HNA BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY
Unconstrained Vacant and Partially Vacant Land
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Over the 20-year study period, a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a 
subset of developed lots as “redevelopable.” Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with 
the potential to redevelop.141 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB, the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lot’s current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Happy Valley BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on developed 
lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with Metro 
staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres. 

Exhibit 358 shows that Metro estimates that Happy Valley has redevelopment capacity for 
10,251 new dwelling units on lands with existing development. About 3,265 units of potential 
redevelopment capacity is identified in the residential areas (Very Low Density, Low Density, 
Medium Density, and High Density) and an additional 1,912 units of potential capacity was 
identified in Mixed Use Residential- Multifamily.  

This analysis shows a considerable amount of redevelopment potential in Happy Valley, 
especially given that the much of the development in the city is relatively new.  

  

 

141 Oregon Metro. Appendix 2: Buildable Lands Inventory. November 21, 2018. 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2018/12/03/Appendix2-BuildableLandsInventory_12032018.pdf 
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Exhibit 358. Potential redevelopment capacity by Plan Designation/Zoning District, Happy Valley 
(city limits), 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

Plan Designation 
Estimated 

Redevelopable 
Units

Percent of Total 
Redevelopment 

Potential
Very Low Density Residential 263 3%

R 20 - 1 Unit/20,000 sq ft 170 2%
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft 93 1%

Low Density Residential 439 4%
R 10 - 1 Unit/10,000 sq ft 250 2%
R 8.5 - 1 Unit/8,500 sq ft 107 1%
R 7 - 1 Unit/7,000 sq ft 82 1%

Medium Density Single Family 1,998 20%
R 5 - 1 Unit/5,000 sq ft 223 2%
Mixed-Use Residential - Single Family 1,775 17%

High Density Residential - Attached 565 6%
Single-Family Attached Residential 322 3%
Mixed-Use Residential - Attached 243 2%

Mixed Use Residential - Multifamily 1,912 19%
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Low Density 189 2%
Mixed-Use Residential - Multi-Family Med Density 1,290 13%
Mixed-Use Residential - Mixed Buildings 433 4%

Mixed Use Commercial and Employment District 1,117 11%
Mixed Use Commercial 388 4%
Mixed Use Employment 437 4%
Planned Mixed Use 292 3%

Commercial and Industrial Districts 3,819 37%
Community Commercial Center 701 7%
Mixed Commercial Center 999 10%
Employment Center 2,119 21%

County Zoning (within City Limits) 82 1%
Future Urban 11 0%
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre 2 0%
Rural Resiential Farm Forest - 5 acres 69 1%

Total 10,195 100%
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Baseline Housing Forecast for 2019 to 2039 
The purpose of Happy Valley’s baseline housing forecast is to estimate future housing need in 
Happy Valley to provide the basis for additional analysis of housing need and discussions 
about housing policies. If Happy Valley develops a complete Housing Needs Analysis, the 
baseline analysis in this memorandum can provide the starting point. 

The baseline housing needs analysis is based on: (1) Metro’s official forecast for household 
growth in Happy Valley over the 20-year planning period, (2) information about Happy 
Valley’s housing market, and (3) the demographic composition of Happy Valley’s existing 
population and expected long-term changes in the demographics of Clackamas County. This 
analysis pulls information about Happy Valley’s demographic and socioeconomic 
characteristics and housing market from Appendix B Housing Trends. 

Forecast for Housing Growth 
A 20-year household forecast (in this instance for 2019 to 2039) is the foundation for estimating 
needed new dwelling units. The forecast for Happy Valley is based on Metro’s 2040 Household 
Distributed Forecast, 2016. Happy Valley city limits will grow from 5,928 households in 2019142 to 
9,957 households in 2039, an increase of 4,029 households.143  

The forecast for the PV/NC area is for growth of 3,945 new households over the 20-year period. 
This forecast is based on a preliminary forecast for the area and may be revised as the PV/NC 
Comprehensive Plan continues to be developed.144  

 

142 Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast shows that in 2015 the Happy Valley city limits had 5,344 households. 
The Metro forecast shows Happy Valley growing to 10,219 households in 2040, an average annual growth rate of 
2.63% for the 25-year period. Using this growth rate, ECONorthwest extrapolated the forecast to 2019 (5,928 
households) and 2039 (9,957 households).   
143 This forecast is based on Happy Valley city limits’ official household forecast from Metro for the 2019 to 2039 
period.  
144 The PVNC forecast is source is: Pleasant Valley / North Carver Plan, Housing Needs Projection (Task 1.3-f) 
memorandum by FSC Group, December 5, 2018. Table 6 in the memorandum shows a forecast for PVNC, with 
growth from 1,735 households in 2015 to 5,969 households in 2040 at an average annual growth rate of 5.1%. 
ECONorthwest assumed that little or no growth would occur in the PVNC area between 2015 and 2019 and that the 
growth rate from 2019 to 2039 would be 5.1% per year.  
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Happy Valley will have 
demand for 4,029 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, with an 
annual average of 201 
dwelling units. 
Development in the PV/NC 
area is expected to be for 
about 3,945 dwelling units 
over the 20-year planning 
period. 

Exhibit 359. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Happy 
Valley city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast, July 12, 2016. Calculations by 
ECONorthwest. 
PVNC forecast is source is: Pleasant Valley / North Carver Plan, Housing Needs Projection 
(Task 1.3-f) memorandum by FSC Group, December 5, 2018.  

 

Housing Units Needed 
Exhibit 337 presents a forecast of new housing in Happy Valley’s city limits for the 2019 to 2039 
period. This section determines the mix and density needed to meet State requirements (OAR 
660-007) and meet the housing needs of Happy Valley residents. 

The conclusion from the baseline analysis for Happy Valley is that, over the next 20 years, the 
need for new housing developed in Happy Valley will generally include a wider range of 
housing types and housing that is more affordable. This conclusion is consistent with housing 
need in other cities in Clackamas County, the Portland Region,145 and most cities across the 
State. This conclusion is based on the following information, found in Appendix B:146 

§ Happy Valley’s housing mix, like Clackamas County’s, is predominately single-family 
detached. In the 2013-2017 period, 80% of Happy Valley’s housing was single-family 
detached, 6% was single-family attached, and 14% was multifamily. In comparison, the 
mix of housing for the entire Portland Region was 63% single-family detached, 5% 
single-family attached, and 32% multifamily.147 

§ Demographic changes across the Portland Region (and in Happy Valley) suggest 
increases in demand for single-family attached housing and multifamily housing. The 
key demographic trends that will affect Happy Valley’s future housing needs are:  

 

145 The Portland Region is defined as all of Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
146 Appendix B presents detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing affordability data for cities in Clackamas 
County. This section summarizes key findings from Appendix B for Happy Valley.  
147 Source of data: U.S. Census 2013-2017 American Community Survey. 

Variable
Happy Valley City 

Limits

Pleasant 
Valley/North 

Carver
Household Forecast 2019 5,928                      1,735          
Household Forecast 2039 9,957                      5,680          
Total New Dwelling Units (2019-2039) 4,029                      3,945          

Annual Average of New Dwelling Units 201                         197             

New Dwelling Units
(2019-2039)
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o The aging of the Baby Boomers. In 2012-2016, 15% of Happy Valley’s population 
was over 60 years old.148 Between 2020 and 2040, the share of people over 60 
years old is expected to stay relatively constant in Clackamas County, from 26% 
of the population to 27% of the population.149 The aging of the Baby Boomers will 
impact in Happy Valley and the City will be affected by retirement and changing 
housing needs of Baby Boomers. As their households decrease, some may choose 
to downsize into smaller homes, others may be unable to stay in their current 
homes because of health or other issues. Seniors may choose or need to move 
into multifamily housing types such as assisted living facilities or other senior-
oriented care facilities.  

o The aging of the Millennials. In 2012-2016, 24% of Happy Valley’s population 
was between 20 and 40 years old.150 Between 2020 and 2040, Millennials are 
expected to grow from 23% of Clackamas County’s population to 28% of the 
population, an increase of 5% in the share of the population.151 Homeownership 
rates for Millennials will increase as they continue to form their own households. 
Happy Valley has a proportionate share of Millennials as the County. As a result, 
the City may have increased demand for relatively affordable housing types, for 
both ownership and rent, over the planning period.  

§ Happy Valley households have, on average, higher incomes than the Portland Region. 
Happy Valley’s median household income was $106,197 (in the 2012-2016 period), about 
$37,000 higher than Clackamas County’s median. Approximately 13% of Happy Valley 
households earn less than $50,000 per year, compared to 35% in Clackamas County and 
40% in the Portland Region.152 

§ About 29% of Happy Valley’s households are cost burdened (paying 30% or more of 
their household income on housing costs).153 About 46% of Happy Valley’s renters are 
cost burdened and about 27% of Happy Valley’s homeowners are cost burdened, 
compared to 28% in the Portland Region. Cost burden rates in Happy Valley are very 
similar to those in the Portland Region.154 

 

148 Source of data: U.S. Census 2012-2016 American Community Survey. 
149 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
150 Source of data: U.S. Census 2012-2016 American Community Survey. 
151 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
152 Source of data: U.S. Census 2012-2016 American Community Survey. 
153 The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% 
of their income on housing experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on 
housing experience “severe cost burden.” 
154 Source of data: U.S. Census 2012-2016 American Community Survey. 
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§ About 15% of Happy Valley’s households are renters, 65% of whom live in multifamily 
housing. Median rents in Happy Valley are $1,282 per month, compared to the $1,091 
median rent for Clackamas County as a whole.155 

§ Housing sales prices increased in Happy Valley over the last few years. From Feb. 2015 
to Feb. 2019, the median housing sale price increased by $81,500 (21%), from $380,000 to 
$461,500. At the same time, the median housing home sale price in Clackamas County 
increased by $136,700 (46%), from $298,200 to $434,900.156 

§ While Happy Valley households have generally higher incomes, the city needs more 
affordable housing types. A household earning 60% of Happy Valley’s median 
household income ($63,718) could afford about $1,593 per month in rent, compared with 
the median gross rent of $1,315. However, about 14% of Happy Valley’s housing stock is 
multifamily, compared to 32% of the housing in the Portland Region. The comparatively 
small share of multifamily units may constrain opportunities to rent in Happy Valley. 

A household earning 100% of Happy Valley’s median household income ($106,197) 
could afford home roughly valued between about $372,000 to $425,000, which is less 
than the median home sales price of about $461,500 in Happy Valley. A household 
earning 60% of Happy Valley’s median family income ($63,718) can afford a home 
roughly valued between $191,000 to $223,000.157 

These findings indicate that Happy Valley may need a broader range of housing types with a 
wider range of price points than are currently available in Happy Valley’s housing stock. This 
includes providing opportunity for development of housing types such as: single-family 
detached housing (e.g., “traditional” and smaller forms, such as cottages or small-lot single-
family detached units), townhouses, duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, and apartment buildings. 

Exhibit 338 shows a forecast for housing growth in the Happy Valley city limits during the 2019 
to 2039 period. The projection is based on the following assumptions: 

§ Happy Valley’s official forecast for population growth shows that the City will add 4,029 
households over the 20-year period. Exhibit 337 shows Metro’s forecast for growth of 
4,029 new dwelling units over the 20-year planning period. 

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 338 are consistent with the 
requirements of OAR 660-007158: 

 

155 Source of data: U.S. Census 2012-2016 American Community Survey. 
156 Source of data: Sales Price data from Redfin. 
157 Source of data: U.S. Census 2012-2016 American Community Survey, calculations by ECONorthwest. 
158 OAR 660-007-0030(1) requires that most Metro cities “…provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new 
residential units to be attached single family housing or multiple family housing…”  
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o About 50% of new housing will be single-family detached, a category which 
includes manufactured housing. As of 2013-2017, 80% of Happy Valley’s total 
housing stock was single-family detached.  

o Nearly 10% of new housing will be single-family attached. As of 2013-2017, 6% 
of Happy Valley’s total housing stock was single-family attached. 

o About 40% of new housing will be multifamily. As of 2013-2017, 14% of Happy 
Valley’s total housing stock was multifamily.  
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Exhibit 338 also shows the forecast of new dwelling units in the PV/NC area based on 
preliminary analysis from the PV/NC Comprehensive Plan. The mix of new units in the PV/NC 
area is nearly the same as for the city limits, based on analysis for the PV/NC Comprehensive 
Plan.159 

Happy Valley will have 
demand for 4,029 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, 50% of which 
are forecast to be single-
family detached housing. 
The PV/NC area will have 
demand for 3,945 new 
dwelling units, about 50% 
of which will be single-
family detached housing. 

Exhibit 360. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Happy 
Valley city limits and Pleasant Valley / North Carver area, 2019 
to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 
PVNC forecast source: Table 17 Scenario A in the memorandum Pleasant Valley / North 
Carver Comprehensive Plan, Housing Needs Projection (Task 1.3-f) by FSC Group, 
December 5, 2018. 

 
The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. This 
analysis does not factor those units in, but redevelopment potential in  Happy Valley is 
explained later in this document. 

  

 

159 The PV/NC forecast is based on Table 17 Scenario A in the memorandum Pleasant Valley / North Carver 
Comprehensive Plan, Housing Needs Projection (Task 1.3-f) by FSC Group, December 5, 2018. 

Variable
Happy Valley 

City Limits

Pleasant 
Valley/North 

Carver
Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 4,029 3,945
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 50% 50%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 2,014 1,972

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 10% 11%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 403 434

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 40% 39%

Total new multifamily 1,612 1,539
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 4,029 3,945

Mix of New Housing Units 
(2019-2039)
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Allocation of new units to Plan Designations/Zoning Districts, Happy Valley City 
Limits 

Exhibit 78 allocates housing to generalized Plan Designations/Zoning Districts in the Happy 
Valley city limits. The allocation is based, in part, on the types of housing allowed in the zones 
of each plan designation.  

§ Very Low-Density (R-40, R-20, R-15) areas will accommodate single-family detached 
housing (including modular dwelling units or manufactured homes on lots), single-
family attached housing, duplexes, and multifamily housing are permitted uses within 
PUDs. 

§ Low Density (R-10, R-8.5, R-7) areas will accommodate single-family detached housing 
(including modular dwelling units or manufactured homes on a lots), single-family 
attached housing, duplexes, and multifamily housing are permitted uses within PUDs. 

§ Medium Density Single-Family (R-5, MUR-S) areas will accommodate single-family 
detached housing, single-family attached housing, duplexes, and triplexes are 
permitted uses within PUDs. 

§ High Density Residential-Attached (SFA, MUR-A, VTH) areas will accommodate 
single-family attached housing (townhomes or rowhouses), duplexes, and triplexes. 

§ Mixed-Use Residential-Multifamily (MUR-M, MUR-X) areas will accommodate 
single-family attached housing (townhomes and rowhouses), duplexes, and 
multifamily housing. 

Exhibit 361. Allocation of housing by housing type and plan designation, Happy Valley city limits, 
2019 to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

  

Housing Type Very Low 
Density

Low 
Density

Medium Density High 
Density

Mixed Use Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 604              806               604                -           -           2,014       
Single-family attached -               -                121                201          81            403          
Multifamily -               20                 60                  484          1,048       1,612       

Total 604              826               785                685          1,129       4,029       

Percent of Units
Single-family detached 15% 20% 15% 0% 0% 50%
Single-family attached 0% 0% 3% 5% 2% 10%
Multifamily 0% 0% 1% 12% 26% 40%

Total 15% 21% 19% 17% 28% 100%

Residential Plan Designations
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Future Densities, Happy Valley city limits 
Exhibit 362 shows an estimate of baseline densities for future development within the city 
limits. Exhibit 362 converts between net acres and gross acres to account for land needed for 
rights-of-way based on empirical analysis of existing rights-of-way by plan designation in 
Happy Valley, based on Metro’s methodology of existing rights-of-way.160   

§ Very Low Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation/Zoning 
Districts was historically 2.5 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 
acres and no land is needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots 
between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the future density will be 2.2 dwelling units per gross acre 
and for lots larger than 1.0 acres the future density will be 2.0 dwelling units per gross 
acre.  

§ Low Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation/Zoning Districts 
was historically 4.7 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and 
no land is needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 
0.38 and 1.0 acres the future density will be 4.2 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots 
larger than 1.0 acres the future density will be 3.8 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ Medium Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation/Zoning 
Districts was historically 8.3 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 
acres and no land is needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots 
between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the future density will be 7.4 dwelling units per gross acre 
and for lots larger than 1.0 acres the future density will be 6.7 dwelling units per gross 
acre. 

§ High Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation/Zoning Districts 
was historically 18.4 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and 
no land is needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 
0.38 and 1.0 acres the future density will be 16.5 dwelling units per gross acre and for 
lots larger than 1.0 acres the future density will be 15.0 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ Mixed Use: Average density in this Plan Designation/Zoning Districts was historically 
15.0 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is 
needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 
acres the future density will be 13.5 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 
1.0 acres the future density will be 12.2 dwelling units per gross acre. 

  

 

160 Metro’s methodology about net-to-gross assumptions are that: (1) tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for 
future streets; (2) tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets; and (3) tax lots greater 
than an acre assumes an 18.5% set aside for future streets. The analysis assumes an 18.5% assumption for future 
streets. 
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Exhibit 362. Future housing densities accounting for land for rights-of-way, Happy Valley city limits, 
2019 to 2039161 
Source: ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Allocation of new units to Plan Designations, Pleasant Valley / North Carver 
The PV/NC area is required to be developed at a minimum density of six dwelling units per 
acre and with at least 50% of new housing to be single-family attached or multifamily housing. 
Exhibit 9 allocates housing in the PV/NC area to Plan Designation based on the Plan 
Designations and housing types (discussed above) based on the analysis in Table 17 Scenario A 
in the memorandum Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan, Housing Needs Projection 
(Task 1.3-f) by FSC Group. For example, Table 17 Scenario A in that memorandum forecasts 
growth of 154 large-lot, single-family detached dwelling units at a density of four dwelling 
units per acre and 2,022 standard-lot, single-family detached units at a density of five dwelling 
units per acre. Exhibit 9 allocates both of those types of units to the Very Low or Low Density 
Plan Designations/Zoning Districts at approximately 5.0 dwelling units per acre.  

The information in Exhibit 9 is expected to change as the Pleasant Valley / North Carver 
Comprehensive Plan project continues to develop. The City expects that the Plan will meet the 
requirements to plan for development at a minimum density of six dwelling units per acre and 
with at least 50% of new housing in single-family attached or multifamily housing. 

  

 

161 The analysis of historical densities was housing developed between 2000 and 2017. The analysis of land in rights-
of-way is based on analysis of existing development patterns and percentages of land in rights-of-way in 2018.  

Generalized Plan 
Designations

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 

(DU/gross acre)

Very Low Density 2.5 0% 2.5 2.5 10% 2.2 2.5 18.5% 2.0
Low Density 4.7 0% 4.7 4.7 10% 4.2 4.7 18.5% 3.8
Medium Density 8.3 0% 8.3 8.3 10% 7.4 8.3 18.5% 6.7
High Density 18.4 0% 18.4 18.4 10% 16.5 18.4 18.5% 15
Mixed Use 15.0 0% 15.0 15.0 10% 13.5 15.0 18.5% 12.2

Tax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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Exhibit 363. Allocation of housing by housing type and plan designation, Pleasant Valley / North 
Carver area, 2019 to 2039 
Source: PVNC forecast source: Table 17 Scenario A in the memorandum Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan, Housing 
Needs Projection (Task 1.3-f) by FSC Group, December 5, 2018. 

 

  

Housing Type

Very Low or 
Low Density
approx 5.0 

du/ac

Medium or High 
Density

approx 12.0 
du/ac

High Density, 
MU, or Com.
approx 22.0 

du/ac

Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 1,972           -                -                 1,972       
Single-family attached -               434               -                 434          
Multifamily -               79                 1,460             1,539       

Total 1,972           513               1,460             3,945       

Percent of Units
Single-family detached 49% 0% 0% 49%
Single-family attached 0% 11% 0% 11%
Multifamily 0% 2% 36% 38%

Total 49% 13% 36% 98%
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Housing Need by Income Level, Happy Valley and PV/NC area 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

The analysis in Exhibit 79 is based on American Community Survey data about income levels 
for existing households in Happy Valley. Income is categorized into market segments consistent 
with HUD income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 Median Family Income 
(MFI) of $81,400. Exhibit 79 assumes that approximately the same percentage of households will 
be in each market segment in the future, for new households in the Happy Valley city limits and 
in PV/NC area.162   

Happy Valley’s future 
households (within the city 
limits and PV/NC together) 
will have a range of 
household incomes, from 
extremely low income to 
high income. 
About 13% of Happy Valley’s 
future households (within 
the city limits and PV/NC 
together) will have income 
below 50% of Clackamas 
County’s median family 
income (less than $40,700 
in 2016 dollars) and about 
21% will have incomes 
between 50% and 120% of 
the county’s MFI (between 
$40,700 and $97,680).  

Exhibit 364. Future (New) Households, by Median Family Income 
(MFI) for Clackamas County ($81,400), Happy Valley city limits and 
PVNC, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-
2016 ACS Table 19001.  

 

  

 

162 For example, 67% of Happy Valley’s households had income above 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family 
Income in 2012-2016. This analysis assumes that 67% of the 5,304 new households that grow in Happy Valley and the 
PV/NC area over the 2019-2039 analysis period will have incomes over 120% of the Clackamas County Median 
Family Income. 
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Need for Government Assisted, Farmworker, and Manufactured Housing, 
Happy Valley and PV/NC area 

ORS 197.303, 197.307, 197.312, and 197.314 requires cities to plan for government-assisted 
housing, farmworker housing, manufactured housing on lots, and manufactured housing in 
parks. This section describes the need for these types of housing in Happy Valley and how these 
needs may be met by developers. The City’s responsibility is to provide the opportunity for 
development of these housing types and the City may provide incentives for development of 
some housing types. However, the City rarely participates directly in housing development.  

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government-subsidies can apply to all housing types 
(e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). Happy Valley allows development of 
government-assisted housing in all residential plan designations, with the same 
development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that Happy 
Valley will continue to allow government housing in all of its residential plan 
designations. Because government-assisted housing is similar in character to other 
housing (with the exception being the subsidies), it is not necessary to develop separate 
forecasts for government-subsidized housing.  

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can also apply to all housing types and the 
City allows development of farmworker housing in all residential plan designations, 
with the same development standards as market-rate housing. This analysis assumes 
that Happy Valley will continue to allow this housing in all of its residential plan 
designations. Because it is similar in character to other housing (with the possible 
exception of government subsidies, if population restricted), it is not necessary to 
develop separate forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. Happy Valley allows manufactured homes on lots in the 
R-40, R-20, R-15, R-10, R-8.5, R-7, R-5, and MUR-S zones. Happy Valley does not have 
special siting requirements for manufactured homes on lots. Since manufactured homes 
are subject to the same siting requirements as site-built homes, it is not necessary to 
develop separate forecasts for manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory the mobile 
home or manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally 
used for commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to 
the Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,163 Happy Valley has two manufactured home parks, with 110 spaces. 

ORS 197.480(2) requires Happy Valley to project need for mobile home or manufactured 
dwelling parks based on: (1) population projections, (2) household income levels, (3) 

 

163 Michael Water, City of Happy Valley and Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured 
Dwelling Park Directory, http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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housing market trends, and (4) an inventory of manufactured dwelling parks sited in 
areas planned and zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial, or high density 
residential.  

o Exhibit 337 shows that Happy Valley will grow by 7,974 dwelling units over in 
the city limits and the PV/NC area the 2019 to 2039 period.  

o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 13% of Happy Valley’s new 
households will be low income, earning 50% or less of the region’s median 
family income. One type of housing affordable to these households is 
manufactured housing. 

o Manufactured housing in parks accounts for about 1.8% (about 110 dwelling 
units) of Happy Valley’s current housing stock.  

o National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that manufactured 
housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, between 2000 
and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more than 2,700 spaces. 
Discussions with several stakeholders familiar with manufactured home park 
trends suggest that over the same period, few to no new manufactured home 
parks have opened in Oregon.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (30% to 50% of MFI), which include 
5% of Happy Valley households. However, households in other income 
categories may live in manufactured homes in parks.  

Manufactured home park development is an allowed use in the following 
residential plan designations, if approved as part of a PUD: Very Low Density, 
Low Density, and Medium Density. The national and state trends of closure of 
manufactured home parks, and the fact that no new manufactured home parks 
have opened in Oregon in over the last 15 years, demonstrate that development 
of new manufactured home parks in Happy Valley is unlikely.  

Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in Happy Valley City (and most of the Portland Region) over the 
over the 2019 to 2039 planning period is unlikely. It is, however, likely that 
manufactured homes will continue to locate on individual lots in Happy Valley. 
The forecast of housing assumes that no new manufactured home parks will be 
opened in Happy Valley over the 2019 to 2039 period. The forecast includes new 
manufactured homes on lots in the category of single-family detached housing. 

o Over the next 20 years (or longer) Happy Valley’s manufactured home park may 
close. This may be a result of manufactured home park landowners selling or 
redeveloping their land for uses with higher rates of return, rather than lack of 
demand for spaces in manufactured home parks. Manufactured home parks 
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contribute to the supply of low-cost affordable housing options, especially for 
affordable homeownership.  

While there is statewide regulation of the closure of manufactured home parks 
designed to lessen the financial difficulties of this closure for park residents,164 
the City has a role to play in ensuring that there are opportunities for housing for 
the displaced residents. The City’s primary roles are to ensure that there is 
sufficient land zoned for new multifamily housing and to reduce barriers to 
residential development to allow for development of new, relatively affordable 
housing. The City may use a range of policies to encourage development of 
relatively affordable housing, such as allowing a wider range of moderate 
density housing in lower density plan designations, designating more land for 
multifamily housing, removing barriers to multifamily housing development, 
using tax credits to support affordable housing production, developing an 
inclusionary zoning policy, or partnering with a developer of government-
subsidized affordable housing.  

Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 
This section presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in Happy Valley 
to accommodate expected residential growth over the 2019 to 2039 period. This section includes 
an estimate of residential development capacity (measured in new dwelling units) and an 
estimate of Happy Valley’s ability to accommodate needed new housing units for the 2019 to 
2039 period, based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis.  

Capacity Analysis 
The comparison of supply (buildable land) and demand (population and growth leading to 
demand for more residential development) allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that not all land has the same characteristics. Factors such as zone, slope, natural resources, 
parcel size, and shape can affect the ability of land to accommodate housing. Methods that 
recognize this fact are more robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the 
second approach: it estimates the ability of vacant residential lands within the city limits to 

 

164 ORS 90.645 regulates rules about closure of manufactured dwelling parks. It requires that the landlord must do the 
following for manufactured dwelling park tenants before closure of the park: give at least one year’s notice of park 
closure, pay the tenant between $5,000 to $9,000 for each manufactured dwelling park space, and cannot charge 
tenants for demolition costs of abandoned manufactured homes.  
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accommodate new housing. This analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”165 can be used 
to evaluate different ways that vacant residential land may build out by applying different 
assumptions.  

Happy Valley Capacity Analysis Results 
The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant residential land to 
accommodate new housing, based on historic densities by the housing type categories shown in 
Exhibit 362. Exhibit 365 shows that Happy Valley ’s vacant land within the city has capacity to 
accommodate approximately 2,193 new dwelling units, based on the following assumptions: 

§ Buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start with the number of buildable 
acres in generalized plan designations and zones that allow residential uses.  

§ Assumed densities. The capacity analysis assumes development will occur at historical 
densities. Those densities were derived from the densities shown in Exhibit 362. 

§ Average net density. Exhibit 365 shows capacity and densities in gross density. OAR 
660-007 requires that Happy Valley provide opportunity for development of housing at 
an overall average density of eight dwelling units per net acre. The average net density 
of buildable residential land in Exhibit 365 is 6.7 dwelling units per net acres and 5.7 
dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 365. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and partially vacant buildable 
land, Happy Valley city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Pleasant Valley / North Carver Capacity Analysis Results 
Exhibit 366 shows the preliminary estimate of residential capacity in the PV/NC area from the 
Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan project. The preliminary projection of new 

 

165 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the UGB is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, however, 
cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity analysis,” so we 
use that shorthand occasionally in this memorandum.  

Generalized Plan 
Designation

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Very Low Density 9 2.5 22 27 2.2 59 128 2.0 255 164 336
Low Density 7 4.7 3 21 4.2 87 94 3.8 356 122 446
Medium Density 1 8.3 11 9 7.4 67 26 6.7 175 36 253
High Density 1 18.4 4 2 16.5 28 41 15.0 611 44 643
Mixed Use 0 15.0 285 1 13.5 12 18 12.2 218 19 515
Total 19 - 325 60 - 253 306 - 1615 385            2,193         

Tax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre Total, combined
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units is for 7,044 dwelling units, with an estimate of a maximum of 8,292 dwelling unit capacity. 
The analysis of whether there is enough housing capacity to meet demand for new housing (in 
Exhibit 369) uses the estimate of 7,044 dwelling unit capacity.  

Exhibit 366. Preliminary estimate of residential capacity in the Pleasant Valley / North Carver area, 
2019 to 2039 
Source: Angelo Planning Group, Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan project. 

 

Residential Land Sufficiency 

Happy Valley City Limits 
The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Happy Valley to 
compare the demand for housing by Plan Designation (Exhibit 361) with the capacity of land by 
Plan Designation (Exhibit 365). 

Exhibit 367 shows that Happy Valley does not have sufficient land to accommodate 
development in any Plan Designations, with the largest deficits in Medium Density and Mixed 
Use.  

 Plan Designation Projected Units  Maximum Units

Very Low Density Residential
R 15 - 1 Unit/15,000 sq ft                       672                       672 
Very Low Density Residential                       193                       242 

Low Density
Low Density Residential                       598                       818 

Medium Density
Medium Denstiy Residential                    2,148                    2,425 

Mixed Use Residential - Multifamily
Mixed Use Residential                    2,911                    3,504 

Commercial and Industrial Districts
Community Commercial Center                          83                       103 
Mixed Commercial Center                       439                       528 

Total 7,044                  8,292                  
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Exhibit 367. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling 
units, Happy Valley city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Exhibit 368 shows additional capacity within Happy Valley’s city limits for new housing. These 
types of capacity include: 

§ Capacity in the Rural Residential Farm Forest – 5 acre zone. These lands are within the 
city limits but have not yet been re-zoned. According to City staff, the following lands 
are expected to be rezoned for development: 

o About 21 acres are expected to be re-zoned to the R-15 zone, which is included 
under Very Low Density. At a density of about 2.5 dwelling units per net acre, 
this land would have capacity for 53 dwelling units (not accounting for lands for 
right-of-way). 

o About seven acres are expected to be re-zoned to the R-5 zone, which is included 
under Medium Density. At a density of about 8.3 dwelling units per net acre, this 
land would have capacity for 59 dwelling units (not accounting for lands for 
right-of-way). 

§ Mixed-use. The 500 dwelling-unit capacity in the Regional Center Mixed Use (RCMU) 
Plan Designation/Zoning District is based on planning for development in the Eagle 
Landing Master Plan. This housing is expected to be relatively dense multifamily 
development. 

§ Redevelopment. Exhibit 358 shows potential redevelopment capacity based on analysis 
by Metro. Exhibit 358 shows redevelopment capacity for more than 5,000 new dwelling 
units in the Happy Valley city limits in the residential and mixed-use Plan Designations. 

Estimating redevelopment potential is challenging because redevelopment is 
complicated. Not all parcels that meet the criteria for redevelopment potential may 
redevelop during the 20-year planning period. Ensuring that redevelopment occurs may 
take substantial effort on the part of the City, as well as the financial market, to make 

Generalized Plan Designation
Capacity of 

Buildable Land  
(Dwelling Units)

Demand 
(Dwelling Units)

Remaining 
Capacity 

(Capacity minus 
Demand)

Very Low Density 336                      604                      (268)
Low Density 446                      826                      (380)
Medium Density 253                      785                      (532)
High Density 643                      685                      (42)
Mixed Use 515                      1,129                   (614)
Total 2,193                   4,029                   
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redevelopment financially feasible. One of the key areas that City decision makers will 
need to evaluate is the degree to which the City wants to support redevelopment and 
what policies the City will to do so.  

For the sake of this analysis, Exhibit 368 assumes that 10% of the redevelopment forecast 
by Metro will occur in the planning period in the Medium Density, High Density, and 
Mixed-Use zones. The analysis assumes no redevelopment in the Very Low Density or 
Low Density zones because, if these areas have redevelopment, it is only likely to occur 
where these lands are up zoned to allow higher densities. 

Exhibit 368. Comparison of additional capacity with remaining demand for new dwelling units, 
Happy Valley city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 
Notes: Assumes 21 acres of Rural Residential Farm Forest will be rezoned to R-15. 
** Assumes that 7 acres Rural Residential Farm Forest will be rezoned to R-15. 
***Mixed Use capacity of 500 additional dwelling units is based on the Eagle Landing Master Plan. 

 

Exhibit 368 shows a remaining deficit of 980 dwelling units (268 units in Very Low Density, 380 
units in Low Density, and 322 dwelling units in the Medium Density zone). Some of these 
deficits can be addressed through re-zoning of the remaining land with County zoning within 
the City limits. For example, Exhibit 355 shows that there are 5 acres of Future Urban, 7 acres of 
Rural Area Residential 2-Acre, 40 acres Rural Residential Farm Forest, and 2 acres of Farm 
Forest 10 acres. These lands could be re-zoned to Low Density to provide an additional capacity 
of up to 250 dwelling units or if re-zoned to Medium Density up to 445 dwelling units. Further 
addressing these deficits will be an issue the City needs to work through as it continues 
developing its plans. 

Generalized Plan Designation
Other Capacity 

(Dwelling Units)

Redevelopment 
Capacity 

10% Redevelops
(Dwelling Units)

Remaining 
Capacity 

(Capacity minus 
Demand)

Very Low Density* 53 (268)
Low Density (380)
Medium Density** 59 200                      (332)
High Density 57                         15
Mixed Use*** 500 191                      77
Total 612                      448                      
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Pleasant Valley / North Carver 
Exhibit 337 shows the forecast of 3,945 new dwelling units in the PV/NC area. Exhibit 338 
shows a mix of new housing units and Exhibit 9 allocates the new units to Plan Designations.166 
A comparison of the capacity of land with demand for new units in the PV/NC area shows that 
the area has a deficit of capacity for housing in Very Low or Low Density designations and a 
surplus of capacity in the Medium/High or High/MU/Commercial designations.  
The deficits and surpluses may change based on further analysis for the PV/NC Comprehensive 
Plan project.  

Exhibit 369. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling 
units, Pleasant Valley / North Carver, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Estimate of Capacity by Angelo Planning Group, Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan project; 
Demand for units is based on: Table 17 Scenario A in the memorandum Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan, Housing 
Needs Projection (Task 1.3-f) by FSC Group, December 5, 2018. 
Analysis of land sufficiency by ECONorthwest 

 

 

  

 

166 The mix of new units and allocation of units to plan designation is based on Table 17 Scenario A in the 
memorandum Pleasant Valley / North Carver Comprehensive Plan, Housing Needs Projection (Task 1.3-f) by FSC Group, 
December 5, 2018. 

Potential Plan Designation and Density
Capacity 

(Dwelling 
Units)

Demand 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Remaining 
Capacity (Capacity 
minus Demand)

Very Low or Low Density approx 5.0 du/ac 1,463        1,972              (509)
Medium or High Density approx 12.0 du/ac 2,148        513                 1,635
High Density, MU, or Com. approx 22.0 du/ac 3,433        1,460              1,973
Total 7,044        3,945              3,099
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Next Steps 
The following section presents potential next steps for Happy Valley for housing planning: 

• Continue to develop the PV/NC Comprehensive Plan. The City will continue 
development of this plan. That will almost certainly result in changes to the analysis 
shown in this document and may change the results shown in Exhibit 369, with a deficit 
of land for housing Very Low and Low Density areas and surpluses in Medium, High, 
and Mixed-use areas.  

• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficits shown in Exhibit 367. The 
deficits in High density and Mixed Use may be addressed through redevelopment, as 
shown in Exhibit 368. The deficits of capacity in Very Low Density, Low Density, and 
Medium Density zones are unlikely to be addressed through redevelopment.  
 
Some options for addressing those deficits include assuming little future development 
will occur in Very Low Density and more will occur in Low Density and Medium 
Density areas. To address deficits, some vacant land in Very Low Density would need to 
be rezoned to Low Density or Medium Density, increasing overall capacity of existing 
lands. The city could consider other changes to zoning standards that would encased 
density in Low Density or Medium Density, such as allowing increased density is in the 
zones or setting minimum densities. 
 
Alternatively, the city may want to work with Metro on the next forecast for household 
growth to identify less growth in Happy Valley. Even with the lower forecast of growth, 
the city might need to consider assuming that less than 50% of new housing is single-
family detached (and a larger share is multifamily or single-family attached) and/or 
changes to zoning that increased density in the Low Density and Medium Density 
zones. 

• Work with Metro to better understand the analysis of redevelopment potential and 
ensure that the analysis makes sense in the context of Happy Valley's housing market 
and planning context. Metro assumes a substantial amount of redevelopment may 
occur in Very Low Density and Low Density zones where redevelopment is unlikely 
without up zoning. Metro assumes significant capacity for redevelopment in the 
Medium Density zone but it is not clear that redevelopment could occur without 
substantial incentives or other policies that support redevelopment. In addition the 
forecast for redevelopment show substantial redevelopment and mixed-use areas and in 
the commercial and industrial areas, especially Employment Center. Some of these areas 
are more oriented towards employment uses, rather than new housing uses. Residential 
redevelopment in these areas may be unlikely. 

• Identify opportunities for development of a wider range of housing types. Happy 
Valley's housing market is dominated by single-family housing development, which 
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accounts for 80% of the city's existing housing stock. This suggests that there are 
relatively few opportunities for rental housing in Clackamas County, especially 
multifamily or townhouse rentals. 

• Identify opportunities for development of housing that is affordable in the context of 
Clackamas County. Sixty-seven percent of Happy Valley's households have income at 
or above $98,000 per year (120% of Clackamas County’s Median Family Income). 
overall, 33% of the households in Clackamas County have this level of income. Happy 
Valley has an existing deficit of housing affordable to households earning between 
$50,000 and $75,000, as well as deficits for households earning between $10,000 and 
$35,000. Development in the PV/NC area may provide opportunities for development of 
housing affordable at middle incomes, such as households earning between $65,000 and 
$80,000. Encouraging development for lower income households may require policies 
that support development of government-subsidized affordable housing and low cost 
market rate affordable housing affordable to households with income between $45,000 
and $65,000.  

• Evaluate completing a full housing needs analysis and develop policies to support 
development of needed housing. This analysis provides a baseline housing needs 
analysis, which is intended to provide information and fuel discussion of housing needs 
in Happy Valley and Clackamas County. The city should consider completing a full 
housing needs analysis, which may include engaging with Metro on some of the issues 
identified above. The project could also include developing policies that encourage 
development of all types of needed housing.  
 
The full housing needs analysis could incorporate information from the PV/NC 
Comprehensive Plan and serve as the basis for a revised Housing Element in the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan. It could address issues in continued expansion and annexation of 
land beyond the PV/NC area. 
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Molalla Baseline Housing Needs Analysis 

DATE:  June 20, 2019 
TO:  Dan Huff, City of Molalla 
FROM:  Beth Goodman and Sadie DiNatale, ECONorthwest 
SUBJECT: MOLALLA PRELIMINARY HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Clackamas County is developing a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA).167 The purpose of the HNA 
is to provide information to the County about Clackamas County’s housing market and to 
provide a basis for updating the County’s housing policies. The project also provides 
participating cities in Clackamas County with a baseline housing needs analysis.  

This memorandum serves as Molalla’s preliminary HNA. The city can use the information in 
the Clackamas County HNA and the information in the City’s baseline housing needs analysis 
as the basis for developing a full housing needs analysis. The preliminary HNA provides 
information to staff and decision makers about the characteristics and conditions of the city’s 
housing market and serves as a starting point for further evaluation of the city’s housing needs 
and housing policies.  

Organization of this Memorandum 
The contents of this memorandum include the following sections: 

§ Buildable Lands Inventory Results  

§ Baseline Housing Forecast 

§ Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 

§ Conclusions 

In addition, Appendix B of the Clackamas County HNA provides the factual basis for the 
analysis in the baseline housing needs analysis.  

Buildable Land Inventory Results 
This section provides a summary of the residential buildable lands inventory (BLI) for the 
Molalla UGB. This buildable land inventory, completed by Winterbrook Planning, complies 
with statewide planning Goal 10 policies that govern planning for residential uses. The full 
buildable lands inventory completed by Winterbrook Planning is presented in Appendix D of 
the Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis report. 

 

167 This project is funded through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). 
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Exhibit 370 and Exhibit 371 show the results of the Molalla residential buildable land inventory.  

Molalla has about 77.6 buildable acres available for residential development. A majority of 
buildable acres are located on single-family (R-1) lands.  

Exhibit 370. Molalla Residential Buildable Land Inventory, 2019 
Source: Winterbrook Planning.  

  
 

Notes:  

* Lots with building value under $10,000. 

** Lots greater than or equal to one-half acre and building value greater than or equal to $10,000.  Buildable acres were calculated by 
subtracting one-quarter acre from the area of the lot, then subtracting the land constrained by wetlands. 

*** Acres removed from inventory covered by wetlands and riparian zones. 

  

Lots Acres Acres 
Developed 

Acres 
Constrained 
by Wetlands 

Gross 
Buildable 

Acres

Single-Family (R-1) 16 11.04 0.31 10.72
Two-Family (R-2) 8 5.77 0.06 5.71
Multi-Family (R-3) 76 14.22 2.1 12.12
Total 100 31.02 2.47 28.55

Single-Family (R-1) 45 47.71 11.25 2.73 33.73
Two-Family (R-2) 3 1.79 0.75 1.04
Multi-Family (R-3) 18 19.81 4.5 1.01 14.3
Total 66 69.31 16.5 3.74 49.07

Single-Family (R-1) 15 11.02 3.05
Two-Family (R-2) 1 4.38 0.06
Multi-Family (R-3) 17 16.05 3.11
Total 33 31.45 6.22

Single-Family (R-1) 61 58.75 44.45
Two-Family (R-2) 11 7.56 6.75
Multi-Family (R-3) 94 34.03 26.42
Total Buildable 168 100.34 77.62

Vacant*

Total by Residential Districts (Vacant + Infill)

Infill**

Land Constrained by Wetlands***
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Exhibit 371. Molalla Buildable Land Inventory, 2019 
Source: Winterbrook Planning.  
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Baseline Housing Forecast for 2019 to 2039 
The purpose of Molalla’s baseline housing forecast is to estimate future housing need in Molalla 
to provide the basis for additional analysis of housing need and discussions about housing 
policies. If Molalla develops a complete Housing Needs Analysis, the baseline analysis in this 
memorandum can provide the starting point for that analysis. 

The baseline housing needs analysis is based on: (1) the official population forecast for growth 
in Molalla over the 20-year planning period, (2) information about Molalla’s housing market, 
and (3) the demographic composition of Molalla’s existing population and (4) expected long-
term changes in the demographics of Clackamas County. This analysis pulls information about 
Molalla’s demographic and socioeconomic characteristics and housing market from Appendix B 
Housing Trends. 

Forecast for Housing Growth 
This section describes the key assumptions and presents an estimate of new housing units 
needed in Molalla between 2019 and 2039. The key assumptions are based on the best available 
data and may rely on safe harbor provisions, when available.168  

§ Population. A 20-year population forecast (in this instance, 2019 to 2039) is the 
foundation for estimating new dwelling units needed. Molalla UGB will grow from 
10,409 persons in 2019169 to 15,825 persons in 2039, an increase of 5,416 people.170  

§ Persons in Group Quarters171. Persons in group quarters do not consume standard 
housing units: thus, any forecast of new people in group quarters is typically derived 
from the population forecast for the purpose of estimating housing demand. Group 
quarters can have a big influence on housing in cities with colleges (dorms), prisons, 
or a large elderly population (nursing homes). In general, any new requirements for 
these housing types will be met by institutions (colleges, government agencies, 

 
168 A safe harbor is an assumption that a city can use in a housing needs analysis that the State has said will satisfy the 
requirements of Goal 14. OAR 660-024 defines a safe harbor as “… an optional course of action that a local 
government may use to satisfy a requirement of Goal 14. Use of a safe harbor prescribed in this division will satisfy 
the requirement for which it is prescribed. A safe harbor is not the only way, or necessarily the preferred way, to 
comply with a requirement and it is not intended to interpret the requirement for any purpose other than applying a 
safe harbor within this division.” 
169 Portland State University’s population forecast shows that in 2017, the Molalla urban growth boundary had 9,939 
people. We extrapolated from 2017 to get to 10,409 in 2019 using Portland State University’s method, a required use.  
170 This forecast is based on Molalla UGB’s official forecast from the Oregon Population Forecast Program for the 
2019to 2039 period.  
171 The Census Bureau's definition of group quarters is as follows: A group quarters is a place where people live or 
stay, in a group living arrangement, that is owned or managed by an entity or organization providing housing and/or 
services for the residents. The Census Bureau classifies all people not living in housing units (house, apartment, 
mobile home, rented rooms) as living in group quarters. There are two types of group quarters: (1) Institutional, such 
as correctional facilities, nursing homes, or mental hospitals and (2) Non-Institutional, such as college dormitories, 
military barracks, group homes, missions, or shelters. 
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health-care corporations) operating outside what is typically defined as the housing 
market. Nonetheless, group quarters require residential land. They are typically built 
at densities that are comparable to that of multi-family dwellings. 

The 2013-2017 American Community Survey shows that 0.7% of Molalla’s 
population was in group quarters. For the 2019 to 2039 period, we assume that 0.7% 
of Molalla’s new population, approximately 37 people, will be in group quarters.  

§ Household Size. OAR 660-024 established a safe harbor assumption for average 
household size—which is the figure from the most-recent decennial Census at the 
time of the analysis. According to the 2013-2017 American Community Survey, the 
average household size in Molalla was 2.73 people. Thus, for the 2019 to 2039 
period, we assume an average household size of 2.73 persons. 

§ Vacancy Rate. The Census defines vacancy as: "unoccupied housing units are 
considered vacant. Vacancy status is determined by the terms under which the unit 
may be occupied, e.g., for rent, for sale, or for seasonal use only." The 2010 Census 
identified vacant housing through an enumeration, separate from (but related to) the 
survey of households. The Census determines vacancy status and other 
characteristics of vacant units by enumerators obtaining information from property 
owners and managers, neighbors, rental agents, and others. 

Vacancy rates are cyclical and represent the lag between demand and the market’s 
response to demand for additional dwelling units. Vacancy rates for rental and 
multifamily units are typically higher than those for owner-occupied and single-
family dwelling units. 

OAR 660-024 established a safe harbor assumption for vacancy rate—which is the 
figure from the most-recent decennial Census. According to the 2013-2017 American 
Community Survey, Molalla’s vacancy rate was 3.7%. For the 2019 to 2039 period, 
we assume a vacancy rate of 3.7%. 

Molalla will have demand 
for 2,042 new dwelling 
units over the 20-year 
period, with an annual 
average of 102 dwelling 
units. 

Exhibit 372. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Molalla 
UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 
 

Variable

New Dwelling 
Units 

(2019-2039)
Change in persons 5,416              
minus  Change in persons in group quarters 37                   
equals  Persons in households 5,379              

Average household size 2.73                
New occupied DU 1,970              
times  Aggregate vacancy rate 3.7%
equals  Vacant dwelling units 72                   

Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,042              
Annual average of new dwelling units 102                 
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Housing Units Needed 
Exhibit 337 presents a forecast of new housing in Molalla’s city limits for the 2019 to 2039 
period. This section determines the mix and density needed to meet the housing needs of 
Molalla’s residents.  

The preliminary conclusion for Molalla is that, over the next 20-years, the need for new housing 
in Molalla will generally include a wider range of housing types and housing that is more 
affordable. This conclusion is consistent with housing need in other cities in Clackamas County, 
the Portland Region,172 and most cities across the State. This conclusion is based on the 
following information, found in Appendix B:173 

§ Molalla’s housing mix, like Clackamas County’s, is predominately single-family 
detached. In the 2013-2017 period, 76% of Molalla’s housing was single-family detached, 
4% was single-family attached, and 21% was multifamily. In comparison, the mix of 
housing for the entire Portland Region was 63% single-family detached, 5% single-
family attached, and 32% multifamily. 

§ Demographic changes across the Portland Region (and in Molalla) suggest increases in 
demand for single-family attached housing and multifamily housing. The key 
demographic trends that will affect Molalla’s future housing needs are:  

o The aging of the Baby Boomers. In 2012-2016, 15% of Molalla’s population was 
over 60 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, the share of people over 60 years old is 
expected to stay relatively constant in Clackamas County, from 26% of the 
population to 27% of the population.174 The aging of the Baby Boomers may have 
a smaller impact in Molalla than in some cities in the County because Molalla has 
a smaller share people over 60 years of age. The City will be affected by 
retirement and changing housing needs of seniors as their households get 
smaller and their lifestyles change. Some Baby Boomers may choose to downsize 
into smaller homes. Due to health or other issues, some Baby Boomers may 
become unable to stay in their current homes and will choose to live in 
multigenerational households or assisted-living facilities (at various stages of the 
continuum of care). 

o The aging of the Millennials. In 2012-2016, 26% of Molalla’s population was 
between 20 and 40 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, Millennials are expected to 
grow from 23% of Clackamas County’s population to 28% of the population, an 
increase of 5% in the share of the population.175 Homeownership rates for 

 
172 The Portland Region is defined as all of Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
173 Appendix B presents detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing affordability data. This section 
summarizes key findings from Appendix B for Molalla. Unless otherwise noted, this information is based on the U.S. 
Census’ American Community Survey. 
174 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
175 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
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Millennials will increase as they continue to form their own households. Molalla 
has a larger share of Millennials than the County. As a result, the City may have 
increased demand for relatively affordable housing types, for both ownership 
and rent, over the planning period.  

§ Molalla’s median household income was $50,082, about $14,000 lower than Clackamas 
County’s median. Approximately 44% of Molalla’s households earn less than $50,000 
per year, compared to 35% in Clackamas County and 40% in the Portland Region. 

§ About 40% of Molalla’s households are cost burdened (paying 30% or more of their 
household income on housing costs).176 About 50% of Molalla’s renters are cost 
burdened and about 35% of Molalla’s homeowners are cost burdened. Cost burden rates 
in Molalla are very similar to those in the Portland Region.  

§ About 36% of Molalla’s households are renters, 53% of whom live in multifamily 
housing. Median rents in Molalla are $957 per month, which is less than the $1,091 
median rent for Clackamas Count as a whole. A household earning 100% of Molalla’s 
median household income (about $50,000) could afford about $1,250 per month in rent, 
meaning a household can start to afford Molalla’s median rents at about 80% of 
Molalla’s median household income. About 21% of Molalla’s housing stock is 
multifamily, compared to 32% of housing in the Portland Region. The comparatively 
small share of multifamily units may constrain opportunities to rent in Molalla. 

§ Molalla needs more affordable housing types for homeowners. Housing sales prices 
increased in Molalla over the last three years but at a slower rate than the entire County. 
From Feb. 2015 to Feb. 2019, the median housing sale price increased by $75,000 (35%), 
from $215,000 to $290,000.177 At the same time, the median housing home sale price in 
Clackamas County increased by $136,700 (46%), from $298,200 to $434,900.178 

§ A household earning 100% of Molalla’s median household income (about $50,000) could 
afford home valued between about $175,000 to $200,000, which is less than the median 
home sales price of about $290,000 in Molalla.179 A household can start to afford median 
home sale prices at about 185% of Molalla’s median household income.  

These factors suggest that Molalla needs a broader range of housing types with a wider range of 
price points than are currently available in Molalla’s housing stock. This includes providing 
opportunity for development of housing types such as: single-family detached housing (e.g., 
small-lot single-family, cottages, traditional, and high-amenity), townhouses, duplexes, tri- and 
quad-plexes, and apartments.  

 
176 The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% 
of their income on housing experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on 
housing experience “severe cost burden.” 
177 Redfin. 
178 Redfin. 
179 Redfin. 
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Exhibit 338 shows a forecast of needed housing in the Molalla UGB during the 2019 to 2039 
period. The projection is based on the following assumptions: 

§ Molalla’s forecast for population growth from Portland State University shows that the 
City will add 5,416 people over the 20-year period, resulting in a need for 2,042 new 
dwelling units over the 20-year period. 

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 338 are: 

o About 65% of new housing will be single-family detached, a category which 
includes manufactured housing. According to 2013-2017 American Community 
Survey data from the U.S. Census, 76% of Molalla’s housing was single-family 
detached housing in the 2013-2017 period. 

o Nearly 15% of new housing will be single-family attached. About 3% of 
Molalla’s housing was single-family attached housing in the 2013-2017 period. 

o About 20% of new housing will be multifamily. About 21% of Molalla’s 
housing was multifamily housing in the 2013-2017 period. 

Molalla will have demand 
for 2,042 new dwelling 
units over the 20-year 
period, 65% of which will 
be single-family detached 
housing. 

Exhibit 373. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Molalla 
UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. This 
analysis does not factor those units in; however, it assumes they will be replaced at the same 
site and will not create additional demand for residential land. 

Exhibit 374 allocates needed housing to plan designations in Molalla. The allocation is based, in 
part, on the types of housing allowed in the zoning designations in each plan designation by 
zone. Exhibit 374 shows: 

§ Low Density (R-1) land will accommodate single-family detached housing, including 
manufactured homes, and duplexes. 

Variable Needed Mix

Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,042
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 65%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 1,327

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 15%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 306

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 20%

Total new multifamily 409
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,042
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§ Medium Density (R-2) land will accommodate single-family detached housing, 
(including manufactured homes), single-family attached housing, duplexes, and 
multifamily housing. 

§ Medium-High Density (R-3) land will accommodate small-lot single-family detached 
housing, (including manufactured homes), single-family attached housing, duplexes, 
multifamily housing, and manufactured housing parks. 

Exhibit 374. Allocation of needed housing by housing type and zone, Molalla UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

Exhibit 375 shows the density of housing developed over the 2014 to 2018 period. Exhibit 375 
shows that residential development occurred at densities ranging from 4.7 dwelling units per 
gross acre to 7.5 dwelling units per gross acre. Appendix B presents an analysis of densities for 
development that occurred over the 2000 to 2016 period, which showed that development in 
Molalla occurred at lower densities than those shown in Exhibit 375 shows. 

For this analysis, we assume future densities will be more like those in Exhibit 375.   

Exhibit 375. Historical densities for housing built in the Molalla UGB, 2014 to 2018 
Source: Winterbrook Planning. Note DU is dwelling unit. 

 

  

Housing Type
Low Density Medium 

Density
Medium-High 

Density Total
Dwelling Units

Single-family detached 816          306            205            1,327      
Single-family attached -           122            184            306         
Multifamily 41            163            205            409         

Total 857          591            594            2,042      
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 40% 15% 10% 65%
Single-family attached 0% 6% 9% 15%
Multifamily 2% 8% 10% 20%

Total 42% 29% 29% 100%

Zones in Residential Plan Designation

Plan / Zone Dwelling Units
Gross 
Acres

Gross Density 
(DU/Gross 

Acre)
Low Density Residential (R-1) 86                     18.1                 4.7                    
Medium Density Residential (R-2) 81                     10.8                 7.5                    
Medium-High Density Residential (R-3) 117                  15.5                 7.5                    
Total 284                  44.5                 6.4                    
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Needed Housing by Income Level 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

Exhibit 79 is based on American Community Survey data about income levels for existing 
households in Molalla. Income is categorized into market segments consistent with HUD 
income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 Median Family Income (MFI) of 
$81,400. The Exhibit is based on current household income distribution, assuming that 
approximately the same percentage of households will be in each market segment in the future.  

About 36% of Molalla’s 
future households will have 
income below 50% of 
Clackamas County’s 
median family income 
(less than $40,700 in 
2016 dollars) and about 
44% will have incomes 
between 50% and 120% of 
the county’s MFI (between 
$40,700 and $97,680).  
This trend shows a 
substantial need for 
housing types across the 
affordability spectrum. 

 

Exhibit 376. Future (New) Households, by Median Family Income 
(MFI) for Clackamas County ($81,400), Molalla, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 
ACS Table 19001. 
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Need for Government-Assisted, Farmworker, and Manufactured Housing 
ORS 197.303 requires cities to plan for government-assisted housing, manufactured housing on 
lots, and manufactured housing in parks. 

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government-subsidies can apply to all housing types 
(e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). Molalla allows development of 
government-assisted housing in all residential plan designations, with the same 
development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that Molalla will 
continue to allow government-assisted housing in all of its residential plan designations. 
Because government-assisted housing is similar in character to other housing (with the 
exception being the subsidies), it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
government-subsidized housing.  

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can also apply to all housing types and the 
City allows development of farmworker housing in all residential plan designations, 
with the same development standards as market-rate housing. This analysis assumes 
that Molalla will continue to allow this housing in all of its residential plan designations. 
Because it is similar in character to other housing (with the possible exception of 
government subsidies, if population restricted), it is not necessary to develop separate 
forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. Molalla allows manufactured homes on lots in the R-1, 
R-2, R-3, and R-5 zones. Molalla does not have special siting requirements for 
manufactured homes. Since manufactured homes are subject to the same siting 
requirements as site-built homes, it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory the mobile 
home or manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally 
used for commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to 
the Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,180 Molalla has four manufactured home parks within the City, with 116 
spaces.  

ORS 197.480(2) requires Molalla to project need for mobile home or manufactured 
dwelling parks based on: (1) population projections, (2) household income levels, (3) 
housing market trends, and (4) an inventory of manufactured dwelling parks sited in 
areas planned and zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial, or high density 
residential.  

o Molalla will grow by 2,042 dwelling units over the 2019 to 2039 period.  

o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 36% of Molalla’s new 
households will be low income, earning 50% or less of the region’s median 

 
180 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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family income. One type of housing affordable to these households is 
manufactured housing. 

o Manufactured housing in parks accounts for about 3.4% (about 116 dwelling 
units) of Molalla’s current housing stock.  

o Molalla allows manufactured housing parks in its Medium-High Density 
residential zone. National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that 
manufactured housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, 
between 2000 and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more 
than 2,700 spaces. Discussions with several stakeholders familiar with 
manufactured home park trends suggest that over the same period, few to no 
new manufactured home parks have opened in Oregon.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (30% to 50% of MFI), which include 
18% of Molalla’s households. However, households in other income categories 
may live in manufactured homes in parks.  
 
The national and state trends of closure of manufactured home parks, and the 
fact that no new manufactured home parks have opened in Oregon in over the 
last 15 years, demonstrate that development of new manufactured home parks in 
Molalla is unlikely.  
 
Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in Molalla over the planning period is unlikely over the 2019 to 2039 
period. It is, however, likely that manufactured homes will continue to locate on 
individual lots in Molalla. The forecast of housing assumes that no new 
manufactured home parks will be opened in Molalla over the 2019 to 2039 
period. The forecast includes new manufactured homes on lots in the category of 
single-family detached housing. 

o Over the next 20 years (or longer) one or more manufactured home parks in 
Molalla may close. This may be a result of a manufactured home park landowner 
selling or redeveloping their land for uses with higher rates of return, rather than 
lack of demand for spaces in manufactured home parks. Manufactured home 
parks contribute to the supply of low-cost affordable housing options, especially 
for affordable homeownership.  
 
While there is statewide regulation of the closure of manufactured home parks 
designed to lessen the financial difficulties of this closure for park residents,181 

 
181 ORS 90.645 regulates rules about closure of manufactured dwelling parks. It requires that the landlord must do the 
following for manufactured dwelling park tenants before closure of the park: give at least one year’s notice of park 
closure, pay the tenant between $5,000 to $9,000 for each manufactured dwelling park space, and cannot charge 
tenants for demolition costs of abandoned manufactured homes.  
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the City has a role to play in ensuring that there are opportunities for housing for 
the displaced residents. The City’s primary roles are to ensure that there is 
sufficient land zoned for new multifamily housing and to reduce barriers to 
residential development to allow for development of new, relatively affordable 
housing. The City may use a range of policies to encourage development of 
relatively affordable housing, such as removing barriers to multifamily housing 
development, using tax credits to support affordable housing production, or 
partnering with a developer of government-subsidized affordable housing.  

Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 
This section presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in Molalla to 
accommodate expected residential growth over the 2019 to 2039 period. This section includes an 
estimate of residential development capacity (measured in new dwelling units) and an estimate 
of Molalla’s ability to accommodate needed new housing units for the 2019 to 2039 period, 
based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis.  

Capacity Analysis 
The comparison of supply (buildable land) and demand (population and growth leading to 
demand for more residential development) allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that not all land has the same characteristics. Factors such as zone, slope, parcel size, and 
shape can affect the ability of land to accommodate housing. Methods that recognize this fact 
are more robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the second approach: it 
estimates the ability of vacant residential lands within the UGB to accommodate new housing. 
This analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”182 can be used to evaluate different ways 
that vacant residential land may build out by applying different assumptions.  

MOLALLA’S CAPACITY ANALYSIS RESULTS 
The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant residential land to 
accommodate new housing, based on the historical densities by the housing type categories 
shown in Exhibit 375. 

 
182 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the UGB is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, however, 
cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity analysis,” so we 
use that shorthand occasionally in this memorandum.  
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Exhibit 377 shows that Molalla’s vacant land has capacity to accommodate approximately 422 
new dwelling units, based on the following assumptions:  

§ Buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start with the number of 
buildable acres in residential Plan Designations and zones that allow residential, as 
shown in Appendix D.  

§ Historical densities. The capacity analysis assumes development will occur at 
historical densities, shown in Exhibit 375. 

§ Land needed for group quarters. To account for land needed for group quarters, 4.9 
gross acres was removed from Medium-High Density Residential (R-3) to 
accommodate the 37 group quarters at 7.5 units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 377. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and partially vacant buildable 
land, Molalla, UGB 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

  

Plan Designation

Total 
Unconstrained 
Buildable Gross 

Acres

Density 
Assumption 

(DU/Gross Acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Low Density Residential (R-1) 44                      4.7                     210                    
Medium Density Residential (R-2) 7                        7.5                     50                      
Medium-High Density Residential (R-3) 22                      7.5                     162                    
Total 73                      5.8                     422                    
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Residential Land Sufficiency 
The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Molalla is to compare 
the demand for housing by designation (Exhibit 374) with the capacity of land by zone (Exhibit 
377). 

Exhibit 378 shows that Molalla does not have sufficient land to accommodate development in 
the low density, medium density, and medium-high density zones.  

• Low Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 647 dwelling units, meaning the City 
has an approximate deficit of 136 gross acres of R-1 zoned land. 

• Medium Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 541 dwelling units, meaning the 
City has an approximate deficit of 72 gross acres of R-2 zoned land. 

• Medium-High Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 432 dwelling units, 
meaning the City has an approximate deficit of 57 gross acres of R-3 zoned land. 

Exhibit 378. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling units 
and land surplus or deficit, Molalla UGB, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Molalla’s total deficit of capacity (1,620 dwelling units) means that the City has an approximate 
deficit of 266 gross acres of suitable land for residential development. 

Next Steps 
The following section presents potential next steps for Molalla for housing planning: 

• Evaluate completing a full housing needs analysis and develop policies to support 
development of needed housing. This analysis provides a baseline housing needs 
analysis, which is intended to provide information and fuel discussion of housing needs 
in Molalla and Clackamas County. The city should consider completing a full housing 
needs analysis, which may include engaging with Metro on some of the issues identified 
above. The project could also include developing policies that encourage development 
of all types of needed housing.  

• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficit in the Multiple Family 
Residential designation shown in Exhibit 378. Molalla has a deficit of capacity for 
housing in all plan designations. As the City considers how to address the deficits of 
land, it should consider the following: 

Plan Designation
Capacity 

(Dwelling Units)
Demand 

(Dwelling Units)

Comparison 
(Capacity minus 

Demand)

Land Surplus 
or (Deficit)

Gross Acres
Low Density Residential (R-1) 210                    857 (647) (136)
Medium Density Residential (R-2) 50                      591 (541) (72)
Medium-High Density Residential (R-3) 162                    594 (432) (57)
Total 422                    2,042                (1,620) (266)
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o About two-thirds of Molalla’s land supply is infill of lots with existing housing 
where the lot is at least one-half acre. The subdivision of infill lots creates 
opportunities for more efficient use of land within the UGB but infill 
development may occur more slowly than development of vacant lots and is less 
likely to produce housing affordable to middle-income (much less lower-income) 
households. This large amount of infill potential may constrain the supply of 
land for development, given that landowners make individual choices about 
when (if ever) to subdivide their lot. 

o The deficit of capacity in the Low Density Residential designation is largely a 
matter of the amount of land. This deficit is nearly inevitable given that only 44 
acres in this zone, a forecast for growth of about 2,000 new dwelling units, and 
the fact that Molalla’s housing market is dominated with single-family detached 
housing (even if this analysis assumed a moderate increase in production of 
single-family attached and multifamily housing.)  

o The deficit of capacity in the Medium Density Residential designation is largely a 
matter of the small number of acres in this zone, 7 unconstrained buildable acres. 
As Molalla evaluates how to accommodate the forecast of housing, the City may 
consider allowing for development of a wider range of housing at higher 
densities in this designation, such as cottage housing, townhouses, tri-plexes and 
quad-plexes, and garden apartments. The average development densities, 7.5 
dwelling units per gross acre, could be increased to allow densities closer to 10 or 
12 dwelling units per gross acre.  

o The deficit of capacity in the Medium-High Density Residential designation is a 
matter of the small number of acres in this zone, 22 unconstrained buildable 
acres, and the average density in this zone, 7.5 dwelling units per gross acre. As 
Molalla evaluates how to accommodate the forecast of housing, the City may 
consider allowing for development of denser housing types at higher densities, 
such as three story multifamily housing, which can be developed at 25 to 30 
dwelling units an acre. The City may also consider limiting development of 
single-family detached housing in this designation, either through setting a 
minimum density (such as 10 or 12 dwelling units an acre) or eliminating single-
family detached housing as an allowed use in this designation.  

o Molalla has been seeing higher density development in recent years, as a result 
in the 2017 update to Molalla’s zoning code. 183 Most of the recent development 
shown in this document was processed under the old code, but consistent with 
the increased plan densities. As discussed above, the City will likely need 
development at higher densities than those used in this analysis to accommodate 
the forecast of housing. If the City conducts a full housing needs analysis, the 
City should update the analysis of future densities based on the changes to the 

 
183 Molalla updated its development code in 2017. The update is based on model code and is consistent with 
increased comprehensive plan densities adopted in 2014. 
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zoning code and a ground-truthing of the new assumptions about densities with 
decision makers, stakeholders, and the development community.  

• Identify opportunities for development of a wider range of housing types, especially 
for rental housing. Molalla’s housing market is dominated by single-family housing 
development, which accounts for 76% of the city's existing housing stock. Between 2000 
and 2016, 81% of new housing built in Molalla’s was single-family detached. This 
suggests that there are relatively few opportunities for rental housing in Molalla, 
especially multifamily or townhouse rentals. Molalla’s newly adopted development 
code update (2017)184 provides opportunities for a variety of housing types that were not 
previously allowed. The City should monitor development to determine if these types of 
housing are developed in Molalla. 

• Identify opportunities for development of housing that is affordable in the context of 
Clackamas County. Fifty-two percent of Molalla’s renter households are cost burdened 
(with 23% severely cost burdened), compared with 55% of Clackamas County’s renter 
households (26% of whom are severely cost burdened). This high rate of cost burden 
may be explained, in part, by the relatively small amount of rental (especially 
multifamily rental) housing in Molalla. Eighteen percent of Molalla’s households have 
incomes of $24,000 or less (30% of Clackamas County’s Median Family Income), 
compared with 15% of Clackamas County’s households. Molalla has an existing deficit 
of housing affordable to households earning less than $25,000. Housing sales prices in 
Molalla were relatively low for Clackamas County, averaging about $290,000, which is 
comparatively affordable for the County.  
 
If the City conducts a housing needs analysis, it should identify barriers to rental 
housing and multifamily development (beyond simple zoning barriers). It should 
propose approaches for policies to support development of more affordable housing of 
all types, including market-rate affordable housing and government-subsidized 
affordable housing. 

 

 

 
184 Molalla updated its development code in 2017. The update is based on model code and is consistent with 
increased comprehensive plan densities adopted in 2014. 
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Oregon City Baseline Housing Needs Analysis 

DATE:  June 26, 2019 
TO:  Peter Walter, City of Oregon City 
CC: Dan Chandler and Martha Fritzie, Clackamas County 
FROM:  Beth Goodman and Sadie DiNatale, ECONorthwest 
SUBJECT: OREGON CITY BASELINE HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Clackamas County and a few cities within the county have worked together to develop a 
Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) and Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI).185 The purpose of the 
project is to provide information to the County about Clackamas County’s housing market and 
to provide a basis for updating the County’s housing policies. The project also provides 
participating cities in Clackamas County with a baseline housing needs analysis.  

This memorandum serves as Oregon City’s preliminary HNA. The City can use the information 
in the Clackamas County HNA and the information in the City’s baseline housing needs 
analysis as the basis for developing a full housing needs analysis, which would include more 
information about housing needs by income and more information about demographics and the 
housing market. This baseline HNA memorandum provides information to staff and decision 
makers about the characteristics and conditions of the city’s housing market and serves as a 
starting point for further evaluation of the city’s housing needs and housing policies. To 
complete a full HNA, the City will need to have discussions with decision makers about the key 
issues identified in this memorandum about housing need in Oregon City and decide on policy 
directions for addressing the issues. 

Oregon City is currently in the final stages of adopting development and housing code 
amendments with the intent of removing barriers to equitable housing. Oregon City will use the 
information in this baseline HNA to augment, inform, and refine the existing code amendment 
analysis. The City is about to embark on an update of its Comprehensive Plan, which will 
provide an opportunity for continuing discussions of Oregon City’s housing needs. 

This analysis demonstrates that Oregon City has a surplus of capacity of vacant land zoned for 
residential uses within the Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) over the next 20 years, except 
for High Density Residential. The City will need to identify opportunities to meet the need for 
multifamily housing that can not be accommodated in High Density Residential through 
policies such as those that support redevelopment, development of more multifamily in mixed 
use commercial areas, increases in multifamily density, rezoning land to the High Density 
Residential designation, or a combination of one or more of these approaches.  

 
185 This project is funded through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). 
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The City does have a sufficient supply of projected housing within Oregon City and the 
adjacent UGB to accommodate the housing needs for the next 20 years. As a best practice, the 
City should consider a long-term approach to maintain an adequate supply by striving for a 
greater variety of housing types and affordability as identified in the Comprehensive Plan.  

Organization of this Memorandum 
The contents of this memorandum include the following sections: 

§ Comprehensive Plan and other Background  

§ Baseline Housing Forecast 

§ Buildable Lands Inventory Results   

§ Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 

§ Next Steps 

In addition, Appendix B of the Clackamas County HNA provides the factual basis for the 
analysis in the baseline housing needs analysis.  

Comprehensive Plan and other Background 
The Oregon City Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2004 and provides citywide goals and 
policies related to housing. Based on the Housing Technical Report from 2002, the plan 
generally identifies a need for providing and maintaining a variety of housing types, lot sizes, 
and affordable housing. Though housing and associated infrastructure is discussed throughout 
the document, a majority of the discussion may be found in Section 2 and 10.  

The population of homeless residences in Oregon City has increased significantly over the past 
few years. Though the associated statistics are sparse and not statistically accounted for in this 
analysis, point in time counts confirm an increasing trend. The City Commission has approved 
Resolutions over the past few years to allow overnight warming shelters from 7am – 7pm 
during the winter months each day that the outside temperature is 33 degrees or below, 
including wind chill factor, as measured by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration. For the 2018-2019 winter season there were 9,095 total bed nights across the 
Clackamas County warming shelter system of 5 warming shelter sites. Two of the sites were in 
Oregon City and accounted for 3,594 bed nights, or 39.5% of the total County facilities. 

The City Commission has identified housing and homelessness as a top priority. The 2017-2019 
City Commission goals included identification of partnerships, programs, and funding to 
address homelessness, working with regional partners to identify tools and programs to 
increase affordable housing and housing affordability, and review local regulations and 
processes to remove barriers and provide incentives to additional housing opportunities. The 
2019-2021 goals included working with regional partners to identify additional funding and 
provide increased education on resources available to reduce and prevent homelessness in the 
community and review the potential implementation of an affordable housing construction 
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excise tax and how revenues could be distributed and invested into programs and projects to 
reduce housing costs and provide affordable housing opportunities. 

Baseline Housing Forecast for 2019 to 2039 
The purpose of Oregon City’s baseline housing forecast is to estimate future housing need in 
Oregon City to provide the basis for additional analysis of housing need and discussions about 
housing policies. If Oregon City develops a complete Housing Needs Analysis, the baseline 
analysis in this memorandum can provide the starting point for that analysis.  

The baseline housing needs analysis is based on: (1) Metro’s official forecast for household 
growth in Oregon City over the 20-year planning period, (2) information about Oregon City’s 
housing market, and (3) the demographic composition of Oregon City’s existing population and 
expected long-term changes in the demographics of Clackamas County. This analysis pulls 
information about Oregon City’s demographic and socioeconomic characteristics and housing 
market from Appendix B Housing Trends. 

Forecast for Housing Growth 
A 20-year household forecast (in this instance for 2019 to 2039) is the foundation for estimating 
needed new dwelling units. The forecast for Oregon City is based on Metro’s 2040 Household 

Distributed Forecast, 2016. Exhibit 337 shows Oregon City will grow from 13,189 households in 
2019186 to 16,047 households in 2039, an increase of 2,858 households.187 According to Metro, this 
is a forecast for the city limits for Oregon City. However, Oregon City generally plans for the 
area within the city limits and areas outside the city limits to the Metro UGB. It is reasonable to 
assume that most (and likely all) of this area (within the city limits and to the Metro UGB) is 
included in this forecast.188 Throughout this memorandum, when we refer to Oregon City, we 
mean this geography (as shown in Exhibit 386). 

While the forecast in Exhibit 337 is a forecast for new households, we assume that each 
household will need a dwelling unit. The new 2,858 households in Exhibit 337 will result in a 

 
186 Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast shows that in 2015 the Oregon City’s city limits had 12,682 
households. The Metro forecast shows Oregon City growing to 16,206 households in 2040, an average annual growth 
rate of 0.97% for the 25-year period. Using this growth rate, ECONorthwest extrapolated the forecast to 2019 (13,189 
households) and 2039 (16,047 households). 
 
Oregon City’s Transportation Systems Plan (TSP) uses a different forecast for housing. The forecast in this document 
is based on the most recent forecast for growth in Oregon City. It is the forecast that the City is required to use in a 
housing needs analysis.  
187 This forecast is based on Oregon City’s (city limits) official household forecast from Metro for the 2019 to 2039 
period.  
188 The Metro forecast builds from a forecast of household growth by transportation analysis zones (TAZ). There are a 
number of TAZ that include land within the city limits and land between the city limits and Metro UGB. We assume 
the growth within these TAZ is included in the Metro forecast in Exhibit 337. Only TAZ 733 is adjacent to Oregon 
City and completely outside the city limits but within the Metro UGB. The forecast for growth in TAZ 733 is 
relatively small and may be included in the forecast for Oregon City’s city limits.  
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need for 2,858 new dwelling units in the Oregon City Planning Area. Throughout the remainder 
of this memorandum, we refer to this growth as growth in dwelling units. 

Oregon City will have 
demand for 2,858 new 
dwelling units over the 
20-year period, with an 
annual average growth of 
143 dwelling units. 

Exhibit 379. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Oregon 
City, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast, July 12, 2016. Calculations by 
ECONorthwest. 

 

Housing Units Needed  
Exhibit 337 presents a forecast of new housing in Oregon City for the 2019 to 2039 period. This 
section determines the mix and density needed to meet State requirements (OAR 660-007) and 
meet the housing needs of Oregon City residents.  

The preliminary conclusion for Oregon City is that, over the next 20-years, the need for new 
housing in Oregon City will generally include a wider range of housing types and housing that 
is more affordable. This conclusion is consistent with housing need in other cities in Clackamas 
County, the Portland Region,189 most cities across the State, and the recommendations of 
Oregon City’s own Equitable Housing project.190 This conclusion is based on the following 
information, found in Appendix B:191 

§ Oregon City’s housing mix, like Clackamas County’s, is predominately single-family 
detached. In the 2013-2017 period, 74% of Oregon City’s housing was single-family 
detached, 6% was single-family attached, and 20% was multifamily. In comparison, the 
mix of housing for the entire Portland Region was 63% single-family detached, 5% 
single-family attached, and 32% multifamily. 

§ Demographic changes across the Portland Region (and in Oregon City) suggest 
increases in demand for single-family attached housing and multifamily housing. The 
key demographic trends that will affect Oregon City’s future housing needs are:  

o The aging of the Baby Boomers. In 2012-2016, 18% of Oregon City’s population 
was over 60 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, the share of people over 60 years 
old is expected to stay relatively constant in Clackamas County, from 26% of the 

 
189 The Portland Region is defined as all of Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
190 https://www.orcity.org/planning/equitable-housing  
191 Appendix B presents detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing affordability data. This section 
summarizes key findings from Appendix B for Oregon City.  

Variable
New Dwelling Units

(2019-2039)
Household Forecast 2019 13,189                    
Household Forecast 2039 16,047                    
Total New Dwelling Units (2019-2039) 2,858                      

Annual Average of New Dwelling Units 143                         
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population to 27% of the population.192 The aging of the Baby Boomers may have 
a smaller impact in Oregon City than in some cities in the County because 
Oregon City has a smaller share of people over 60 years of age. The City will be 
affected by retirement and the changing housing needs of Baby Boomers as their 
households become smaller and some choose to downsize into smaller homes or 
are unable to stay in their current homes because of health or other issues.  

o The aging of the Millennials. In 2012-2016, 28% of Oregon City’s population was 
between 20 and 40 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, Millennials are expected to 
grow from 23% of Clackamas County’s population to 28% of the population, an 
increase of 5% in the share of the population.193 Homeownership rates for 
Millennials will increase as they continue to form their own households. Oregon 
City has a larger share of Millennials than the County. As a result, the City may 
have increased demand for relatively affordable housing types, for both 
ownership and rent, over the planning period.  

o The continued growth in Latinx populations. From 2000 to the 2012-2016 period, 
the share of Oregon City’s Latinx population increased from 5% of the 
population to 8% of the population, an increase of 3% in the share of the 
population. At the same time, the share of Latinx increased by 3% in Clackamas 
County and 4% in the Portland Region. Continued growth in Latinx households 
will increase need for larger units (to accommodate larger, sometimes 
multigenerational households) and relatively affordable housing.  

§ Oregon City’s median household income was $65,548, about $3,400 lower than 
Clackamas County’s median. Approximately 36% of Oregon City households earn less 
than $50,000 per year, compared to 35% in Clackamas County and 40% in the Portland 
Region. 

§ About 35% of Oregon City’s households are cost burdened (paying 30% or more of their 
household income on housing costs).194 About 50% of Oregon City’s renters are cost 
burdened and about 28% of Oregon City’s homeowners are cost burdened. Cost burden 
rates in Oregon City are very similar to those in the Portland Region.  

§ About 33% of Oregon City’s households are renters, 58% of whom live in multifamily 
housing. Median rents in Oregon City are $1,053 per month, compared to the $1,091 
median rent for Clackamas County as a whole.  

A household earning 60% of Oregon City’s median household income ($39,329) could 
afford about $983 per month in rent, compared with the median gross rent of $1,053. 
However, about 20% of Oregon City’s housing stock is multifamily, compared to 32% of 

 
192 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
193 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
194 The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% 
of their income on housing experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on 
housing experience “severe cost burden.” 
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the housing in the Portland Region. The comparatively small share of multifamily units 
may constrain opportunities to rent in Oregon City.  

§ Housing sales prices increased in Oregon City over the last three years but at a slower 
rate than the entire County. From February 2015 to February 2019, the median housing 
sale price increased by $159,600 (60%), from $264,000 to $423,500.195 At the same time, 
the median housing home sale price in Clackamas County increased by $136,700 (46%), 
from $298,000 to $435,500.196 Oregon City has a lower average rent and home price than 
many other nearby jurisdictions. Because of the relatively lower cost of housing 
compared to other cities within the region and the increase in jobs and amenities 
anticipated over the next 20 years, Oregon City may be an increasingly desirable place to 
locate. 

a. A household earning 60% of Oregon City’s median household income could afford a 
home valued between about $138,000 to $157,000, which is less than the median home 
sales price of about $395,000 in Oregon City. A household earning median income 
($65,548) could afford a home valued between about $229,000 to $262,000, which is also 
less than the median home sales price of about $395,000 in Oregon City. A household 
can start to afford median home sale prices at about 155% of Oregon City’s median 
household income. 

These factors suggest that Oregon City needs a broader range of housing types with a wider 
range of price points than are currently available in Oregon City’s housing stock. This includes 
providing opportunity for development of housing types such as: smaller single-family 
detached housing (e.g., cottages or small-lot single-family detached units), townhouses, 
duplexes and quad-plexes, small apartment buildings, and larger apartment buildings.  

  

 
195 Property Radar. 
196 Property Radar. 
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Exhibit 338 shows a forecast for housing growth in the Oregon City during the 2019 to 2039 
period. The projection is based on the following assumptions: 

§ Exhibit 337 shows that Metro forecasts growth 2,858 new dwelling units in Oregon City 
over the 20-year period. 

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 338 are consistent with the 
requirements of OAR 660-007:197 

o About 50% of new housing will be single-family detached, in medium and 
low-density areas, a category which includes manufactured housing and cottage 
clusters. In 2013-2017, 74% of Oregon City’s housing was single-family detached. 
Single-family detached housing includes traditional single-family detached units, 
manufactured homes (on individual lots and in parks), accessory dwelling units, 
and other detached housing types such as cottage housing. 

o Nearly 20% of new housing will be single-family attached units in medium 
and high-density areas. In 2013-2017, 6% of Oregon City’s housing was single-
family attached. Single-family attached housing is townhouse or a row house 
type of housing. 

o About 30% of new housing will be multifamily in high density and mixed-use 
areas. In 2013-2017, 20% of Oregon City’s housing was multifamily. Multifamily 
housing includes duplexes, tri- and quad-plexes, and all structures with five or 
more units.  

The City is in the process of updating the zoning code to allow for a greater variety of housing 
types such as duplexes, tri-plexes, and quad-plexes in low and medium density areas. Under 
the new changes, duplexes will be considered a type of single-family attached housing, but for 
this analysis, we grouped duplexes with multifamily housing for consistency with the other 
housing needs analysis in the project. In addition, the proposed code redefines multifamily 
housing as structures with three or more units, but it is changing the definition to five or more 
units per lot, and separating redefining tri- and quad-plexes as single-family attached housing. 
Tri-plexes and quad-plexes will be defined separately under the zoning code. This analysis 
assumes that duplexes, tri-plexes, and quad-plexes are part of the forecast for multifamily 
housing and that townhouses are part of the forecast for single-family attached housing.  

 
197 OAR 660-007-0030(1) requires that most Metro cities “…provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new 
residential units to be attached single family housing or multiple family housing…”  
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Oregon City will have 
demand for 2,858 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, 50% of which 
are forecast to be single-
family detached housing. 

Exhibit 380. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, Oregon 
City, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. 
However, we describe redevelopment potential later in the document. 

Exhibit 381 allocates housing to plan designations in Oregon City. The allocation is based, in 
part, on the types of housing allowed in the zoning designations in each plan designation by 
zone. Exhibit 381 shows: 

§ Low Density Residential (R-10, R-8, R-6) land will accommodate new single-family 
detached housing, accessory dwelling units, and cluster housing. The City is in the 
process of making code amendments to allow corner lot duplexes on low density 
residential lands.  

§ Medium Density Residential (R-3.5, R-5) land will accommodate new single-family 
detached housing, accessory dwelling units, and cottage housing. R-3.5 will also 
accommodate single-family attached housing and duplexes. The City is in the process 
of making code amendments to allow manufactured homes and parks, single-family 
attached housing, corner duplexes, and tri- and quad-plexes in areas zoned R-3.5. Code 
amendments will allow cluster housing on Medium Density residential lands. 

§ High Density Residential (R-2) land will accommodate multifamily housing and 
live/work units. The City is in the process of making code amendments to allow 
accessory dwelling units (for existing single-family detached housing), duplexes 
(including corner duplexes), single-family attached housing, tri- and quad-plexes, 
multifamily housing, and cluster housing. 

§ Commercial (MUD, MUC 1, MUC 2, NC, HC) land, depending on the zone, will 
accommodate single-family detached, single-family attached, duplexes, multifamily, 
live/work units, and accessory dwelling units. 

Variable
Mix of New Housing 
Units (2019-2039)

Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,858
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 50%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 1,429

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 20%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 572

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 30%

Total new multifamily 857
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,858



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 374 

Exhibit 381. Allocation of housing by housing type and plan designation, Oregon City (city limits), 
2019 to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

§  

§ Exhibit 340 presents a forecast of future housing density based on historical densities in 
Oregon City (presented in Appendix B).  

§ Exhibit 340 shows an estimate of baseline densities for future development.  

Exhibit 340 converts between net acres and gross acres198 to account for land needed for rights-
of-way based on empirical analysis of existing rights-of-way by plan designation in Oregon 
City.  

§ Low Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 5.2 
dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is needed for 
rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the 
future density will be 4.7 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres 
the future density will be 4.3 dwelling units per gross acre.  

§ Medium Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 
10.7 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is 
needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 
acres the future density will be 9.7 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 
1.0 acres the future density will be 8.7 dwelling units per gross acre.  

§ High Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 
21.8 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is 
needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 

 
198 Metro’s methodology about net-to-gross assumptions are that: (1) tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for 
future streets; (2) tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets; and (3) tax lots greater 
than an acre assumes an 18.5% set aside for future streets. The analysis assumes an 18.5% assumption for future 
streets. 

Comprehensive Plan 
Designation

Low Density Medium 
Density

High Density Commercial 
Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 999          430            -               -           1,429      
Single-family attached -           429            114              29            572         
Multifamily 17            28              715              97            857         

Total 1,016       887            829              126          2,858      
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 35% 15% 0% 0% 50%
Single-family attached 0% 15% 4% 1% 20%
Multifamily 1% 1% 25% 3% 30%

Total 36% 31% 29% 4% 100%

Residential Plan Designations
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acres the future density will be 19.6 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 
1.0 acres the future density will be 17.7 dwelling units per gross acre.  

§ Commercial: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 11.3 dwelling 
units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is needed for rights-
of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the future 
density will be 10.1 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres the 
future density will be 9.2 dwelling units per gross acre.  

Exhibit 382. Future housing densities accounting for land for rights-of-way, Oregon City (city 
limits)199 
Source: ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

  

 
199 The analysis of historical densities was housing developed between 2000 and 2018. The analysis of land in rights-
of-way is based on analysis of existing development patterns and percentages of land in rights-of-way in 2018. 

Residential Plan 
Designation 

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Low Density Residential 5.2 0% 5.2 5.2 10% 4.7 5.2 18.5% 4.3
Medium Density Residential 10.7 0% 10.7 10.7 10% 9.7 10.7 18.5% 8.7
High Density Residential 21.8 0% 21.8 21.8 10% 19.6 21.8 18.5% 17.7
Commercial 11.3 0% 11.3 11.3 10% 10.1 11.3 18.5% 9.2

Tax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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Housing Need by Income Level 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

The analysis in Exhibit 79 is based on American Community Survey data about income levels 
for existing households in Oregon City. Income is categorized into market segments consistent 
with HUD income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 Median Family Income 
(MFI) of $81,400. The Exhibit is based on current household income distribution, assuming that 
approximately the same percentage of households will be in each market segment in the 
future.200  

About 27% of Oregon City’s 
future households will have 
income below 50% of 
Clackamas County’s 
median family income (less 
than $40,700 in 2016 
dollars) and about 31% will 
have incomes between 
50% and 120% of the 
county’s MFI (between 
$40,700 and $97,680).  
This trend shows a 
substantial need for higher-
amenity housing types and 
for more affordable housing 
types (government-
subsidized, apartments, 
townhomes, duplexes, and 
single-family homes 
(manufactured housing, 
cottage clusters, and small-
lot single-family)). 

Exhibit 383. Future (New) Households, by Median Family Income 
(MFI) for Clackamas County ($81,400), percentages based on 
existing households by income in Oregon City, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 
ACS Table 19001. 

 

 

  

 
200 For example, 41% of Oregon City’s households had income above 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family 
Income in 2012-2016. This analysis assumes that 41% of the 2,858 new households that grow in Oregon City 2019-
2039 will have incomes over 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family Income. 
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Need for Government Assisted, Farmworker, and Manufactured Housing 
ORS 197.303, 197.307, 197.312, and 197.314 requires cities to plan for government-assisted 
housing, farmworker housing, manufactured housing on lots, and manufactured housing in 
parks. 

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government subsidies can apply to all housing types 
(e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). Oregon City allows development of 
government-assisted housing in all residential plan designations, with the same 
development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that Oregon City 
will continue to allow government housing in all of its residential plan designations. 
Because government assisted housing is similar in character to other housing (with the 
exception being the subsidies), it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
government-subsidized housing. Clackamas County has 610 units of government-
subsidized housing.201 In addition, a 24-unit project currently under construction on 
Pleasant Avenue will provide housing for chronically homeless and severely low-
income veterans and their families at or below 30% AMI. 

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can also apply to all housing types and the 
City allows development of farmworker housing in all residential plan designations, 
with the same development standards as market-rate housing. This analysis assumes 
that Oregon City will continue to allow this housing in all of its residential plan 
designations. Because it is similar in character to other housing (with the possible 
exception of government subsidies, if population restricted), it is not necessary to 
develop separate forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. Oregon City allows manufactured homes on lots in the 
zones which single-family detached housing is allowed. Oregon City does not have 
special siting requirements for manufactured homes. Since manufactured homes are 
subject to the same siting requirements as site-built homes, it is not necessary to develop 
separate forecasts for manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory the mobile 
home or manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally 
used for commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to 
the Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,202 Oregon City has four manufactured home parks within city limits,203 with 
345 spaces. Oregon City has two manufactured home parks within the UGB,204 with 540 

 
201 According to the Oregon Housing and Community Services database of government-subsidized housing.  
202 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
203 Clairmont, Mt. Pleasant, Cherry Lane, and Char Diaz Estate 
204 Forest Park, Country Village 
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spaces.205 The proposed code amendments will allow an opportunity for new 
manufactured housing parks to be created as well as expansion of existing facilities. 

ORS 197.480(2) requires Oregon City to project need for manufactured dwelling parks 
based on: (1) population projections, (2) household income levels, (3) housing market 
trends, and (4) an inventory of manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and 
zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial, or high density residential.  

o Exhibit 337 shows that Oregon City will need 2,858 dwelling units over the 2019 
to 2039 period.  

o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 27% of Oregon City’s new 
households will be extremely- or very-low income, earning 50% or less of the 
region’s median family income. One type of housing affordable to these 
households is manufactured housing. 

o Manufactured housing in parks accounts for about 2.6% (about 345 dwelling 
units) of Oregon City’s current housing stock.  

o National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that manufactured 
housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, between 2000 
and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more than 2,700 spaces. 
Discussions with several stakeholders familiar with manufactured home park 
trends suggest that over the same period, few to no new manufactured home 
parks have opened in Oregon.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (between 30% to 50% of MFI), which 
include 20% of Oregon City’s households. However, households in other income 
categories may live in manufactured homes in parks.  
 
The national and state trends of closure of manufactured home parks, and the 
fact that no new manufactured home parks have opened in Oregon in over the 
last 15 years, demonstrate that development of new manufactured home parks in 
Oregon City is unlikely.  
 
Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in Oregon City (and most of the Portland Region) over the planning 
period is unlikely over the 2019 to 2039 period. It is, however, likely that 
manufactured homes will continue to locate on individual lots in Oregon City 
and that existing parks may add additional units. The forecast of housing 
assumes that no new manufactured home parks will be opened in Oregon City 
over the 2019 to 2039 period. The forecast includes new manufactured homes on 
lots in the category of single-family detached housing. 

 
205 City of Oregon City, with space count from Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured 
Dwelling Park Directory, http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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o Over the next 20 years (or longer) one or more manufactured home parks may 
close in Oregon City. This may be a result of manufactured home park 
landowners selling or redeveloping their land for uses with higher rates of 
return, rather than lack of demand for spaces in manufactured home parks. 
Manufactured home parks contribute to the supply of low-cost affordable 
housing options, especially for affordable homeownership.  
 
In addition to statewide regulation of the closure of manufactured home parks 
designed to lessen the financial difficulties of this closure for park residents,206 
Oregon City also has locally adopted manufactured home park closure 
regulations.207 In the case of manufactured home park closures, the City has a 
role to play in ensuring that there are opportunities for housing for the displaced 
residents. The City’s primary roles are to ensure that there is sufficient land 
zoned for new multifamily housing and to reduce barriers to residential 
development to allow for development of new, relatively affordable housing. 
The City may use a range of policies to encourage development of relatively 
affordable housing, such as allowing a wider range of moderate density housing 
(e.g., duplexes or 3-4 plexes) in the Low-Density and Medium-Density zones, 
designating more land for multifamily housing, removing barriers to multifamily 
housing development, using tax credits to support affordable housing 
production, developing an inclusionary zoning policy, or partnering with a 
developer of government-subsidized affordable housing.  

  

 
206 ORS 90.645 regulates rules about closure of manufactured dwelling parks. It requires that the landlord must do the 
following for manufactured dwelling park tenants before closure of the park: give at least one year’s notice of park 
closure, pay the tenant between $5,000 to $9,000 for each manufactured dwelling park space, and cannot charge 
tenants for demolition costs of abandoned manufactured homes.  
207 
https://library.municode.com/or/oregon_city/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT15BUCO_CH15.52MAHOPACL 
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Buildable Land Inventory 
This section provides a summary of the residential buildable lands inventory (BLI) for Oregon 
City (city limits and adjacent Urban Growth Boundary). This buildable land inventory analysis 
complies with statewide planning Goal 10 policies that govern planning for residential uses. 
This section presents a summary of existing vacant and partially vacant land in Oregon City 
that excludes land with constraints that limit or prohibit development such as slopes over 25% 
or floodplains.  

The City does have a variety of plan designations which allow residential as well as non-
residential uses.208 As the inventory is intended to identify the amount of land available for 
residential land, the land zoned for mixed use was included, such as the Mixed Use Corridor 
zone, which are within the Central Commercial and General Commercial designations. The 
inventory does not include redevelopable land but it does summarize redevelopment potential 
in terms of dwelling units. The Buildable Land Inventory and the methodology are presented 
in more detail in Appendix A. 

Vacant and Partially Vacant Land 
Exhibit 384 shows Oregon City has 866 unconstrained buildable acres of residentially zoned 
land and 73 acres of vacant Commercial land (where housing is an outright permitted use). 
About 37% of Oregon City’s unconstrained buildable residential land is vacant and 63% are in 
tax lots classified as partially vacant. About 49% of Oregon City’s unconstrained buildable 
residential land is in the Low-Density Residential Plan Designation. 

  

 
208 The BLI included the following Plan Designations: Low Density Residential, Low Density Residential – 
Manufactured Homes, Medium Density Residential, High Density Residential, Central Commercial, General 
Commercial, Future Urban, Parks, and Quasi-Public. 
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Exhibit 384. Unconstrained buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, Oregon City (city limits and adjacent UGB), 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

Exhibit 385 shows buildable acres by size of parcels (e.g., acres in tax lots after constraints are 
deducted) for vacant and partially vacant land by Plan Designation. Of Oregon City’s 940 
unconstrained buildable residential acres, about 73% are in tax lots larger than one acre. 

Exhibit 385. Buildable acres, by size of parcel, in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, Oregon City (city limits and adjacent UGB), 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

Exhibit 386 show the results of Oregon City’s BLI. Much of the land is located within urban 
growth boundary expansion areas with other properties identified in the Park Place 
neighborhood, and the southern half of the City. 
 
 
  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 460 106 355
Medium Density Residential 386 163 224
High Density Residential 20 9 10

Commercial
Central Commercial 72 66 7
General Commercial 1 1 0

Other
Future Urban 0 0 0

Total 940 344 596

Plan Designation 
Tax Lots 

Smaller than 
0.38 acre

Tax Lots ≥ 
0.38 and ≤ 

1.0 acre

Tax Lots 
larger than 

1.0 acre
Total

Residential
Low Density Residential 78 97 286 460
Medium Density Residential 23 38 325 386
High Density Residential 2 1 17 20
Commercial

Central Commercial 3 9 61 72
General Commercial 1 0 0 1
Other

Future Urban 0 0 0 0
Total 105 145 690 940
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Redevelopment Potential 
Over the 20-year study period, a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop within new 
buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro, our regional 
government, models the likelihood of properties to redevelop. Though the details are described 
in Metro’s Buildable Lands Inventory dated November 21, 2018, two “filters” are used to 
identify lots with the potential to redevelop.209 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result 
in a net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The 
method uses property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to 
redevelop at this intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB, the threshold is 
$10 per square foot of property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square 
foot for mixed use structures. If a lot’s current property value is below these 
thresholds, it is assumed to have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probability of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped 
within the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned 
capacity of the lot to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Oregon City BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on developed 
lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with Metro 
staff. 

Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres. As the inventory is intended to identify the amount of land 
available for residential land, the land zoned for mixed use was included.  

Exhibit 387 shows that Metro estimates that Oregon City has redevelopment capacity for 5,726 
new dwelling units on lands with existing development. About 1,626 units of potential 
redevelopment capacity is identified in the residential areas (Low Density, Medium Density, 
and High Density) and an additional 4,100 units of potential capacity were identified in 
Commercial zones.  

This analysis shows a considerable amount of redevelopment potential in Oregon City, 
especially in commercial areas. The City may want to do further analysis to provide more local 
context for understanding the financial feasibility and other potential impacts of redevelopment 
within the city. For example, the effect of financial incentive policies or programs necessary to 
support redevelopment in particular areas such as Opportunity Zones and Vertical Housing 
Development Zones. Redevelopment can be complicated and expensive and may require 

 
209 Oregon Metro. Appendix 2: Buildable Lands Inventory. November 21, 2018. 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2018/12/03/Appendix2-BuildableLandsInventory_12032018.pdf 
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additional effort from the City to achieve the amounts of redevelopment presented in Exhibit 
387 over the 20-year planning period. 

Exhibit 387. Potential redevelopment capacity by plan designation,  
Oregon City (city limits and adjacent UGB), 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

This memorandum does not assume that all of the redevelopment potential in Exhibit 387 will 
materialize over the 20-year planning period. We recommend that the City conduct further 
analysis about redevelopment potential to better understand where redevelopment may occur 
and how much redevelopment is likely over the 20-year planning period. This analysis may 
include a more detailed review of Metro’s redevelopment analysis, evaluation of historical 
redevelopment trends, and analysis of areas where redevelopment is more likely to occur in 
Oregon City. In addition, the City may want to consider what, if any, policies it will use to 
support redevelopment, such as urban renewal.  

  

Plan Designation
Estimated 

Redevelopment 
Units

Residential
Low Density Residential 660                 
Medium Density Residential 233                 
High Density Residential 733                 

Commercial
Central Commercial 1,496              
General Commercial 2,604              

Total 5,726                 
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Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 
This section presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in Oregon City 
to accommodate expected residential growth over the 2019 to 2039 period. This section includes 
an estimate of residential development capacity (measured in new dwelling units) and an 
estimate of Oregon City’s ability to accommodate needed new housing units for the 2019 to 
2039 period, based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis.  

Capacity Analysis 
The comparison of supply (buildable land) and demand (population and growth leading to 
demand for more residential development) allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that not all land has the same characteristics. Factors such as zone, slope, parcel size, and 
shape can affect the ability of land to accommodate housing. Methods that recognize this fact 
are more robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the second approach: it 
estimates the ability of vacant residential lands within the city limits to accommodate new 
housing. This analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”210 can be used to evaluate 
different ways that vacant residential land may build out by applying different assumptions.  

OREGON CITY CAPACITY ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR VACANT AND PARTIALLY VACANT LAND 
The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant residential land to 
accommodate new housing, based on the needed densities by the housing type categories 
shown in  

Exhibit 340. 

Exhibit 388 shows that Oregon City’s vacant land has capacity to accommodate approximately 
6,573 new dwelling units, based on the following assumptions:  

§ Vacant and partially vacant buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start 
with the number of buildable acres in residential Plan Designations and zones that 
allow residential uses from Exhibit 384. 

§ Assumed densities. The capacity analysis assumes development will occur at 
historic densities. Those densities were derived from the needed densities shown in  

 
210 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the UGB is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, however, 
cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity analysis,” so we 
use that shorthand occasionally in this memorandum.  
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§ Exhibit 340. 

§ Average net density. Exhibit 388 shows capacity and densities in gross density. OAR 
660-007 requires that Oregon City provide opportunity for development of housing 
at an overall average density of eight dwelling units per net acre. The average net 
density of buildable residential land in Exhibit 388 is 9.0 dwelling units per net acres 
and 7.6 dwelling units per gross acre. Oregon City is able to meet the requirements 
for OAR 660-007 on its existing land base and within historical development 
densities. 

Exhibit 388. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and partially vacant buildable 
land, Oregon City (city limits), 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

  

Plan Designation 
Buildable 

Acres

Density 
Assump-

tion 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assump-

tion 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assump-

tion 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Capacity 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Low Density Residential 78 5.2 405         97 4.7 454         286 4.3 1,228     460 2,087     
Medium Density Residential 23 10.7 241         38 9.7 371         325 8.7 2,831     386 3,443     
High Density Residential 2 21.8 35           1 19.6 14           17 17.7 308        20 357        
Commercial 3 11.3 36           9 10.1 88           61 9.2 562        73 686        
Total 105 - 717         145 - 927         690 - 4,929     867 6,573     

Total, combinedTax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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Residential Land Sufficiency 
§ The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Oregon City is 

to compare the demand for housing by plan designation ( 

Exhibit 340) with the capacity of vacant and partially vacant land by plan designation (Exhibit 
388). 

Exhibit 389 shows that Oregon City does not have sufficient land to accommodate development 
in the high density residential plan designation.  

• Low Density Residential has a surplus of capacity (1,071 dwelling units), meaning the 
City has an approximate surplus of 206 gross acres of low-density land. 

• Medium Density Residential has a surplus of capacity (2,556 dwelling units), meaning 
the City has an approximate surplus of 239 gross acres of medium-density land. 

• High Density Residential has a deficit of capacity (472 dwelling units), meaning the City 
has an approximate deficit of 22 gross acres of medium-high density land. 

• Commercial has a surplus of capacity (560 dwelling units), meaning the City has an 
approximate surplus of 50 gross acres of high-density land. Although, this plan 
designation will accommodate uses other than housing.  

§ These land surpluses and deficits are, in part, based on the housing densities presented 
in  

Exhibit 340. 

Exhibit 389. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling units 
and land surplus or deficit, Oregon City (city limits), 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Oregon City will need to identify opportunities to address the deficit of capacity in the High 
Density Residential zone. This deficit may be accommodated in the following ways: 

§ The zoning code changes the City is currently working on may shift where less dense 
multifamily and attached housing is located, providing more opportunity for 
development of structures with two to four units in the Medium Density designation. 

Plan Designation
Capacity 

(Dwelling 
Units)

Demand 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Comparison 
(Capacity 

minus 
Demand)

Land Surplus 
or (Deficit)

Gross Acres

Low Density Residential 2,087 1,016 1,071 206
Medium Density Residential 3,443 887 2,556 239
High Density Residential 357 829 (472) (22)
Commercial 686 126 560 50
Total 6,573 2,858
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The zoning code changes may result in opportunities for increasing density in the High 
Density zone, as well as other changes to increase capacity in the High Density 
designation.  

§ Commercial areas may provide opportunities for new higher-density multifamily mixed 
use development. A substantial amount of higher density mixed-use housing has 
developed in the city over recent years. For example, the following multifamily 
developments were built in mixed use zones in Oregon City since 2014: The Cove Phase 
I project resulted in 220 units built at 20 dwelling units per acre, The Cove Phase II 
resulted in 404 dwelling units at 46 dwelling units per acre, and Beavercreek Road 
Apartments resulted in 183 units at 18.8 dwelling units per acre. The City could resolve 
the deficit of High Density Residential land through policies and planning that continue 
to support higher-density mixed use development in Commercial areas.  

§ Up-zoning vacant unconstrained land from Medium or Low Density Residential 
designations to a High Density Residential designation can provide more capacity for 
housing in High Density Residential. The City should carefully evaluate what, if any, 
land is appropriate for up-zoning, ensuring that multifamily housing would be 
compatible with surrounding uses and that transportation access to the site is sufficient 
to support multifamily housing. The City should be thoughtful when considering 
zoning designations from commercial to High Density residential, as there are many 
factors. 

§ Metro’s analysis of redevelopment capacity (Exhibit 387) shows substantial capacity for 
redevelopment that increases capacity in High Density Residential and some 
Commercial zones. If 10% to 15% of the redevelopment potential in these areas can be 
realized over the next 20-years, the deficit of capacity in High Density Residential would 
be addressed. The City may want to pursue strategies to encourage redevelopment in 
specific target areas, such as areas close to downtown or along major corridors or transit 
lines.  

The City can use some or all of these approaches to address the deficit of capacity in the High 
Density Residential designation.  
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Next Steps  
This baseline HNA shows that Oregon City is able to meet the State requirements in OAR 660-
007 to provide for opportunity for development of 50% of new housing in single-family 
attached and multifamily housing types, as shown in the forecast of new housing in Exhibit 338. 
The City is also able to meet the OAR 660-007 requirement to provide opportunity for 
development of housing at an overall average density of eight dwelling units per net acre. The 
average net density of buildable residential land in Exhibit 388 is 9.0 dwelling units per net 
acres.  

The following section presents potential next steps for Oregon City to plan for future housing: 

• Continue with revisions to the City’s zoning code. The City is in the final stages of 
adopting development and housing code amendments with the intent of removing 
barriers to equitable housing. This analysis in this memorandum and the broader report 
provides information to augment, inform, and refine the analysis that has been 
completed for the code update.  

• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficits shown in Exhibit 389. The deficit 
in High Density Residential can be addressed through one or more of the following 
ways: (1) proceed with changes to the zoning code that would increase opportunity for 
development of duplex/tri-plex/quad-plex units in the Medium Density designation, 
which would shift some demand from High to Medium Density zones; (2) up zone land 
from Medium or Low Density Residential zones to a High Density Residential zone; (3) 
plan to accommodate more multifamily housing in mixed use areas in Commercial 
designations, and (4) implement policies to support redevelopment potential in High 
Density Residential and some Commercial zones.  

• Refine the analysis of commercial land development, especially for mixed use 
development. The analysis of historical densities of development in Oregon City for 
development occurring between 2000 and 2016 (shown in Appendix B) shows 
residential development in Commercial designations occurring at 11.3 dwelling units 
per net acre. More detailed analysis of recent mixed-use development may show mixed-
use development occurring at considerably higher densities.  

• Refine the analysis of redevelopment potential and ensure that the analysis makes 
sense in the context of Oregon City’s housing market and planning context. Metro 
assumes a significant capacity for redevelopment in the High Density Residential 
designation and some Commercial zones. The City may want to do further analysis to 
identify key opportunities for redevelopment (considering Metro’s analysis of the 
location of potential redevelopment) and to determine whether that redevelopment 
could occur without incentives or other policies that support redevelopment.  

• Continue to identify opportunities for development of housing that is affordable in 
the context of Clackamas County. Forty-one percent of Oregon City’s households have 
income at or above $98,000 per year (120% of Clackamas County’s Median Family 
Income). Overall, 33% of the households in Clackamas County have this level of income. 
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About 50% of renters and 28% of homeowners are cost burdened, paying 30% or more of 
their income on housing costs, which is consistent with County averages. Oregon City 
has an existing deficit of housing affordable to households earning less than $25,000. 
Housing that is affordable to these households cannot be built at market rate rents, given 
that these households can afford about $600 or less per month in gross rent. Supporting 
development of housing affordable to these households will require policies that 
support development of government-subsidized affordable housing. The City should 
also look at policies that support cost market rate affordable housing affordable to 
households with income between $45,000 and $65,000, where households can afford 
rents of between $1,000 and about $1,600 per month.  

• Evaluate completing a full housing needs analysis, as part of the upcoming revision to 
the City’s Comprehensive Plan and develop policies to support development of 
needed housing. This analysis provides a baseline housing needs analysis, which is 
intended to provide information and fuel discussion of housing needs in Oregon City 
and Clackamas County. This baseline analysis provides information that can inform the 
beginning discussions about revisions to the Comprehensive Plan. This analysis did not 
include an analysis of policies necessary to support development of needed housing and 
resolve the City’s deficit of capacity for multifamily in High Density Residential. It also 
did not include analysis of policies for other key issues, such as policies to support 
mixed-use development or redevelopment. A full housing needs analysis, with 
development of a housing policy analysis, can provide information for discussion of 
these and other issues that may arise in the update to the Comprehensive Plan. The 
project could also include developing policies that encourage development of all types 
of needed housing, beyond the zoning changes that the City is currently making. 
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West Linn Baseline Housing Needs Analysis 

DATE:  June 14, 2019 
TO: John Boyd, City of West Linn 
CC:  Martha Fritzie and Dan Chandler, Clackamas County 
FROM:  Beth Goodman and Sadie DiNatale, ECONorthwest 
SUBJECT: WEST LINN PRELIMINARY HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Clackamas County is developing a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA).211 The purpose of the HNA 
is to provide information to the County about Clackamas County’s housing market and to 
provide a basis for updating the County’s housing policies. The project also provides 
participating cities in Clackamas County with a baseline housing needs analysis.  

This memorandum serves as West Linn’s preliminary HNA. The city can use the information in 
the Clackamas County HNA and the information in the City’s baseline housing needs analysis 
as the basis for developing a full housing needs analysis. The preliminary HNA provides 
information to staff and decision makers about the characteristics and conditions of the city’s 
housing market and serves as a starting point for further evaluation of the city’s housing needs 
and housing policies.  

Organization of this Memorandum 
The contents of this memorandum include the following sections: 

§ Buildable Lands Inventory Results  

§ Baseline Housing Forecast 

§ Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 

§ Conclusions 

In addition, Appendix B of the Clackamas County HNA provides the factual basis for the 
analysis in the baseline housing needs analysis.  

  

 
211 This project is funded through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). 
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Buildable Land Inventory Results 
This section provides a summary of the residential buildable lands inventory (BLI) for the West 
Linn city limits. This buildable land inventory analysis complies with statewide planning Goal 
10 policies that govern planning for residential uses. This section presents a summary of vacant 
and partially vacant land in West Linn that excludes land with constraints that limit or prohibit 
development such as slopes over 25% or floodplains. The full results of the Buildable Land 
Inventory and the methodology are presented in detail in Appendix A.212  

Exhibit 390 shows that West Linn has 84 acres of residentially zoned land and nine acres of 
vacant commercially zoned land (where housing is an outright permitted use). About 30% of 
West Linn’s unconstrained buildable residential land is vacant and 70% are in tax lots classified 
as partially vacant. About 82% of West Linn’s unconstrained buildable residential land is in the 
Low-Density Residential Plan Designation. 

Exhibit 390. Unconstrained buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, West Linn city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

  

 
212 Appendix A of the Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis provides an overview of the structure of the 
buildable land (supply) analysis based on the DLCD HB 2709 workbook “Planning for Residential Growth – A 
Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas,” which specifically addresses residential lands. Appendix A also discusses the 
buildable lands inventory methods and definitions, consistent with Goal 10/OAR 660-008. 

Generalized Plan Designation
Total buildable 

acres
Buildable acres 
on vacant lots

Buildable acres 
on partially 
vacant lots

Residential
Low Density Residential 77 18 60
Medium Density Residential 3 1 2
Medium-High Density Residential 4 0 4

Commercial
Commercial 9 9 0

Total 94 28 66
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Exhibit 391 shows buildable acres by size of parcels (e.g., acres in tax lots after constraints are 
deducted) for vacant and partially vacant land by Plan Designation. Of West Linn’s 94 
unconstrained buildable residential acres, about 57% are in tax lots larger than one acre. 

Exhibit 391. Buildable acres, by size of parcel, in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, West Linn city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

Exhibit 392 shows the results of West Linn’s buildable lands inventory. The inventory show 
lands with and without constraints (such as floodplains). Vacant land without constraints is 
considered buildable. While vacant land with constraints is not considered buildable in the 
HNA, cities may allow development to occur in constrained areas, such as floodplains. West 
Linn has approved development (that is not yet been built) on some land shown in Exhibit 392 
as constrained.  

Plan Designation 
Tax Lots 

Smaller than 
0.38 acre

Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 
and ≤ 1.0 acre

Tax Lots larger 
than 1.0 acre

Total

Residential
Low Density Residential 11 26 41 77
Medium Density Residential 2 1 0 3
Medium-High Density Residential 0 0 3 4

Commercial
Commercial 0 0 9 9

Total 14 27 53 94

Buildable Acres
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West Linn additionally has redevelopment potential (Exhibit 393). Over the 20-year study 
period a share of developed lots are likely to redevelop with new buildings. To account for the 
development capacity on these developed lots, Metro identifies a subset of developed lots as 
“redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to identify lots with the potential to 
redevelop213: 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result in a 
net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The method uses 
property value thresholds where it is economically viable to for a lot to redevelop at this 
intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is $10 per square foot of 
property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square foot for mixed use 
structures. If a lots current property value is below these thresholds, it is assumed to 
have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probably of a lot redeveloped 
based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped within the region. The 
probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned capacity of the lot to determine 
the likely future residential capacity. 

For the West Linn BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on developed 
lots, as identified based on the Threshold method, which is based on discussion with Metro 
staff. Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres.  

Exhibit 393 shows that Metro estimates that West Linn has redevelopment capacity for 210 new 
dwelling units on lands with existing development. Most of the redevelopment capacity is in 
the Low Density Residential designation. The City may want to work with Metro to understand 
the assumptions underlying this analysis and whether redevelopment is likely while land is 
zoned for low density development.   

  

 
213 Oregon Metro. Appendix 2: Buildable Lands Inventory. November 21, 2018. 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2018/12/03/Appendix2-BuildableLandsInventory_12032018.pdf 
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Exhibit 393. Potential redevelopment capacity by plan designation, West Linn city limits, 2019 
Source: Metro BLI, using 2016 data to calculate redevelopment potential. 

 

  

Plan Designation 
Estimated 

Redevelopment 
Units

Residential
Low Density Residential 147
Medium Density Residential 22
Medium-High Density Residential 28
Commercial

Commercial 13
Total 210
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Baseline Housing Forecast for 2019 to 2039 
The purpose of West Linn’s baseline housing forecast is to estimate future housing need in West 
Linn to provide the basis for additional analysis of housing need and discussions about 
housing policies. If West Linn develops a complete Housing Needs Analysis, the baseline 
analysis in this memorandum can provide the starting point for that analysis. 

The baseline housing needs analysis is based on: (1) Metro’s official forecast for household 
growth in West Linn over the 20-year planning period, (2) information about West Linn’s 
housing market, and (3) the demographic composition of West Linn’s existing population and 
expected long-term changes in the demographics of Clackamas County. This analysis pulls 
information about West Linn’s demographic and socioeconomic characteristics and housing 
market from Appendix B Housing Trends. 

Forecast for Housing Growth 
A 20-year household forecast (in this instance for 2019 to 2039) is the foundation for estimating 
needed new dwelling units. The forecast for West Linn is based on Metro’s 2040 Household 
Distributed Forecast, 2016. West Linn city limits will grow from 9,911 households in 2019214 to 
10,909 households in 2039, an increase of 998 households.215 

West Linn will have 
demand for 998 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, with an 
annual average of 50 
dwelling units. 
The city's average housing 
starts is between 30 and 
35 units a year. 

Exhibit 394. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, West 
Linn city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast, July 12, 2016. Calculations by 
ECONorthwest. 

 

 

  

 
214 Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast shows that in 2015, the West Linn city limits had 9,723 households. 
The Metro forecast shows West Linn city limits growing to 10,962 households in 2040, an average annual growth rate 
of 0.48% for the 25-year period. Using this growth rate, ECONorthwest extrapolated the forecast to 2019 (9,911 
households) and 2039 (10,909 households).   
215 This forecast is based on West Linn city limits’ official household forecast from Metro for the 2019 to 2039 period.  

Variable
New Dwelling Units

(2019-2039)
Household Forecast 2019 9,911                      
Household Forecast 2039 10,909                    
Total New Dwelling Units (2019-2039) 998                         

Annual Average of New Dwelling Units 50                           
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Housing Units Needed 
Exhibit 337 presents a forecast of new housing in West Linn’s city limits for the 2019 to 2039 
period. This section determines the mix and density needed to meet State requirements (OAR 
660-007) and meet the housing needs of West Linn residents. 

The preliminary conclusion for West Linn is that, over the next 20-years, the need for new 
housing developed in West Linn will generally include a wider range of housing types and 
housing that is more affordable. This conclusion is consistent with housing need in other cities 
in Clackamas County, the Portland Region,216 and most cities across the State. This conclusion is 
based on the following information, found in Appendix B:217 

§ West Linn’s housing mix, like Clackamas County’s, is predominately single-family 
detached. In the 2013-2017 period, 78% of West Linn’s housing stock was single-family 
detached, 7% was single-family attached, and 15% was multifamily. In comparison, the 
mix of housing for the entire Portland Region was 63% single-family detached, 5% 
single-family attached, and 32% multifamily. 

§ Demographic changes across the Portland Region (and in West Linn) suggest increases 
in demand for single-family attached housing and multifamily housing. The key 
demographic trends that will affect West Linn’s future housing needs are:  

o The aging of the Baby Boomers. In 2012-2016, 23% of West Linn’s population was 
over 60 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, the share of people over 60 years old is 
expected to stay relatively constant in Clackamas County, from 26% of the 
population to 27% of the population.218 The aging of the Baby Boomers may have 
a smaller impact in West Linn than in some cities in the County because West 
Linn has a smaller share people over 60 years of age. The City will still be 
affected by retirement and changing housing needs of Baby Boomers. As their 
households decrease, some may choose to downsize into smaller homes, others 
may be unable to stay in their current homes because of health or other issues. 
Downsizing in West Linn may be unaffordable for households that have recently 
purchased or refinanced their house, as they may not have enough equity in their 
house to afford to purchase a smaller unit, which may be as or more expensive 
than their current unit.  

o The aging of the Millennials. In 2012-2016, 20% of West Linn’s population was 
between 20 and 40 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, Millennials are expected to 
grow from 23% of Clackamas County’s population to 28% of the population, an 

 
216 The Portland Region is defined as all of Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
217 Appendix B presents detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing affordability data. This section 
summarizes key findings from Appendix B for West Linn. Unless otherwise noted, this information is based on the 
U.S. Census’ Decennial Census and American Community Survey. 
218 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
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increase of 5% in share of the population.219 Homeownership rates for Millennials 
will increase as they continue to form their own households. The aging of 
Millennials may have a smaller impact in West Linn than in some cities in the 
County because West Linn has a smaller share of Millennials. West Linn will still 
likely have increased demand for relatively affordable housing types, for both 
ownership and rent, over the planning period. 

§ West Linn households have, on average, higher incomes than the Portland Region. West 
Linn’s median household income (MHI) was $89,806, about $21,000 higher than 
Clackamas County’s median. About 27% of West Linn households earn less than $50,000 
per year, compared to 35% in Clackamas County and 40% in the Portland Region. 

§ About 32% of West Linn’s households are cost burdened (paying 30% or more of their 
household income on housing costs). 220 About 51% percent of West Linn’s renters are 
cost burdened and about 26% percent of West Linn’s homeowners are cost burdened, 
compared to 28% in the Portland Region. Cost burden rates in West Linn are similar to 
those in the Portland Region.  

House Bill 2006 (2018) requires that cities evaluate the percentage of renter households 
who are severely cost burdened (paying 50% or more of their income on housing). 
About 20% of West Linn’s renter households were severely cost burdened, compared 
with 24% of Clackamas County’s renter households.  

§ About 23% of West Linn’s households are renters, 52% of whom live in multifamily 
housing. Median rents in West Linn are $1,371 per month, compared to the $1,091 
median rent for Clackamas County as a whole. 

A household earning 60% of West Linn’s median household income ($53,884) could 
afford about $1,347 per month in rent. A household with median income in West Linn 
($89,806) could afford $2,245 rent per month, compared with the median gross rent of 
$1,315. However, about 15% of West Linn’s housing stock is multifamily, compared to 
32% of the housing in the Portland Region. The comparatively small share of 
multifamily units may constrain opportunities to rent in West Linn. 

§ West Linn has one of the highest median home sale prices compared to all other cities in 
Clackamas County. Housing sales prices increased in West Linn over the last three years 
but at a slower rate than the entire County. From Feb. 2015 to Feb. 2019, the median 
housing sale price increased by $110,500 (25%), from $442,000 to $552,500.221 At the same 
time, the median housing home sale price in Clackamas County increased by $136,700 
(30%), from $298,200 to $434,900.222 

 
219 Population Research Center, Portland State University, June 30, 2017. 
220 The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% 
of their income on housing experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on 
housing experience “severe cost burden.”  
221 Redfin. 
222 Redfin. 



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 400 

b. A household earning 60% of West Linn’s median household income ($53,884) could 
afford a home valued between about $189,000 to $216,000, which is less than the median 
home sales price of about $529,950 in West Linn. A household earning median income 
could afford a home valued between about $314,000 to $359,000, which is also less than 
the median home sales price of about $552,500 in West Linn. A household can start to 
afford West Linn’s median home sale prices at about 165% of West Linn’s median 
household income. 

These factors suggest that West Linn needs a broader range of housing types with a wider range 
of price points than are currently available in the City’s housing stock. This includes providing 
opportunity for development of housing types such as: single-family detached housing (e.g., 
“traditional” as well as cottages or small-lot single-family detached units), townhouses, 
duplexes, tri-plexes and quad-plexes, small apartment buildings, and mid-sized apartment 
buildings.  

Exhibit 338 shows a forecast for housing growth in the West Linn city limits during the 2019 to 
2039 period. The projection is based on the following assumptions: 

§ West Linn’s forecast for population growth from Metro shows that the City will add 998 
households over the 20-year period. Exhibit 337 shows Metro’s forecast for growth of 
998 new dwelling units over the 20-year planning period. 

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 338 are consistent with the 
requirements of OAR 660-007223: 

o About 50% of new housing will be single-family detached, a category which 
includes manufactured housing. According to 2013-2017 American Community 
Survey data from the U.S. Census, 78% of West Linn’s housing was single-family 
detached.  

o Nearly 25% of new housing will be single-family attached. In 2013-2017, 7% of 
West Linn’s housing was single-family attached. 

o About 25% of new housing will be multifamily. In 2013-2017, 15% of West 
Linn’s housing was multifamily.  

 
223 OAR 660-007-0030(1) requires that most Metro cities “…provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new 
residential units to be attached single family housing or multiple family housing…”  
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West Linn will have 
demand for 998 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, 50% of which 
are forecast to be single-
family detached housing. 

Exhibit 395. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, West 
Linn city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. This 
analysis does not factor those units in, but redevelopment potential in West Linn is explained 
later in this document.Exhibit 78Exhibit 396 allocates housing to plan designations in West 
Linn. The allocation is based, in part, on the types of housing allowed in the zoning 
designations. Exhibit 396 shows: 

§ Low Density Residential (R-40, R-20, R-15, and R-7) land will accommodate new 
single-family detached housing, including manufactured houses. R-7 will also 
accommodate single-family attached housing. 

§ Medium Density Residential (R-5 and R-4.5) land will accommodate new single-
family detached (including manufactured housing), single-family attached housing, 
and duplexes.  

§ Medium High Density Residential (R-3 and R-2.1) land will accommodate dense 
single-family detached housing, single-family attached housing, duplexes, and 
multifamily housing. 

 
  

Variable
Mix of New Housing 
Units (2019-2039)

Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 998
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 50%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 498

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 25%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 250

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily 25%

Total new multifamily 250
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 998
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Exhibit 396. Allocation of housing by housing type and plan designation, West Linn city limits, 2019 
to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

 

Exhibit 340 shows an estimate of baseline densities for future development. If the City conducts 
a full HNA, the City may need to evaluate assumptions about future densities to determine 
whether the City is meeting the requirements of OAR 660-007 to provide opportunity.  

 

Exhibit 340 also converts between net acres and gross acres224 to account for land needed for 
rights-of-way by plan designation in West Linn, based on Metro’s methodology of existing 
rights-of-way.225   

§ Low Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 4.1 
dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is needed for 
rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the 
future density will be 3.7 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres 
the future density will be 3.3 dwelling units per gross acre.  

 
224 OAR 660-024-0010(6) uses the following definition of net buildable acre. “Net Buildable Acre” “…consists of 43,560 
square feet of residentially designated buildable land after excluding future rights-of-way for streets and roads.” 
While the administrative rule does not include a definition of a gross buildable acre, using the definition above, a 
gross buildable acre will include areas used for rights-of-way for streets and roads. Areas used for rights-of-way are 
considered unbuildable. 
225 Metro’s methodology about net-to-gross assumptions are that: (1) tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for 
future streets; (2) tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets; and (3) tax lots greater 
than an acre assumes an 18.5% set aside for future streets. The analysis assumes an 18.5% assumption for future 
streets. 

Plan Designations Low 
Density

Medium 
Density

Medium High 
Density Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 403           70             25             498           
Single-family attached 20             150           80             250           
Multifamily -            -            250           250           

Total 423           220           355           998           
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 40% 7% 3% 50%
Single-family attached 2% 15% 8% 25%
Multifamily 0% 0% 25% 25%

Total 42% 22% 36% 100%

Residential Plan Designations
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§ Medium Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was historically 
7.8 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no land is needed 
for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres the 
future density will be 7.0 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres 
the future density will be 6.4 dwelling units per gross acre. 

§ Medium High Density Residential: Average density in this Plan Designation was 
historically 13.9 dwelling units per gross acre in tax lots smaller than 0.38 acres and no 
land is needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. For lots between 0.38 
and 1.0 acres the future density will be 12.6 dwelling units per gross acre and for lots 
larger than 1.0 acres the future density will be 11.4 dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 397. Future housing densities accounting for land for rights-of-way, West Linn city limits226 
Source: ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

  

 
226 The analysis of historical densities was housing developed between 2000 and 2016, as described in Appendix B. 
The analysis of land in rights-of-way is based on analysis of existing development patterns and percentages of land in 
rights-of-way in 2018. 

Plan Designation 
Net 

Density 
(DU/net acre)

% for Rights-
of-Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for Rights-
of-Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for Rights-
of-Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Low Density Residential 4.1 0% 4.1 4.1 10% 3.7 4.1 18.5% 3.3
Medium Density Residential 7.8 0% 7.8 7.8 10% 7.0 7.8 18.5% 6.4
Medium-High Density Residential 13.9 0% 13.9 13.9 10% 12.6 13.9 18.5% 11.4

Tax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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Housing Need by Income Level 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

The analysis in Exhibit 79 is based on American Community Survey data about income levels 
for existing households in West Linn. Income is categorized into market segments consistent 
with HUD income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 Median Family Income 
(MFI) of $81,400. Exhibit 79 is based on current household income distribution, assuming that 
approximately the same percentage of households will be in each market segment in the 
future.227  

About 26% of West Linn’s 
future households will have 
income below 50% of 
Clackamas County’s 
median family income 
(less than $40,700 in 2016 
dollars) and about 17% will 
have incomes between 
50% and 120% of the 
county’s MFI (between 
$40,700 and $97,680).  
 

Exhibit 398. Future (New) Households, by Median Family Income 
(MFI) for Clackamas County ($81,400), West Linn, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 
ACS Table 19001. 

 

 

  

 
227 For example, 57% of West Linn’s households had income above 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family 
Income in 2012-2016. This analysis assumes that 57% of the 998 new households that grow in West Linn over the 
2019-2039 analysis period will have incomes over 120% of the Clackamas County Median Family Income. 
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Need for Government Assisted, Farmworker, and Manufactured Housing 
ORS 197.303, 197.307, 197.312, and 197.314 requires cities to plan for government-assisted 
housing, farmworker housing, manufactured housing on lots, and manufactured housing in 
parks. 

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government-subsidies can apply to all housing types 
(e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). West Linn allows development of 
government-assisted housing in all residential plan designations, with the same 
development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that West Linn 
will continue to allow government housing in all of its residential plan designations. 
Because government assisted housing is similar in character to other housing (with the 
exception being the subsidies), it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
government-subsidized housing.  

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can also apply to all housing types and the 
City allows development of farmworker housing in all residential plan designations, 
with the same development standards as market-rate housing. This analysis assumes 
that West Linn will continue to allow this housing in all of its residential plan 
designations. Because it is similar in character to other housing (with the possible 
exception of government subsidies, if population restricted), it is not necessary to 
develop separate forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. West Linn allows manufactured housing in R-40, R-20, 
R-15, R-7, R-5, R-4,5, and R-3 zones, which are the zones where single-family detached 
housing is allowed. West Linn does not have special siting requirements for 
manufactured homes. Since manufactured homes are subject to the same siting 
requirements as site-built homes, it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory the mobile 
home or manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally 
used for commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to 
the Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,228 West Linn has no manufactured home parks within the City.  

ORS 197.480(2) requires West Linn to project need for mobile home or manufactured 
dwelling parks based on: (1) population projections, (2) household income levels, (3) 
housing market trends, and (4) an inventory of manufactured dwelling parks sited in 
areas planned and zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial, or high density 
residential.  

o Exhibit 337 shows that West Linn will need 998 dwelling units over the 2019 to 
2039 period.  

 
228 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 26% of West Linn’s new 
households will be extremely or very low-income, earning 50% or less of the 
region’s median family income. One type of housing affordable to these 
households is manufactured housing. 

o Mobile/manufactured housing stock accounts for about 1% (about 67 dwelling 
units) of West Linn’s current housing stock.  

o National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that manufactured 
housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, between 2000 
and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more than 2,700 spaces. 
Discussions with several stakeholders familiar with manufactured home park 
trends suggest that over the same period, few to no new manufactured home 
parks have opened in Oregon.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (30% to 50% of MFI), which include 
16% of West Linn households. However, households in other income categories 
may choose to live in manufactured homes in parks.  

The national and state trends of closure of manufactured home parks, and the 
fact that no new manufactured home parks have opened in Oregon in over the 
last 15 years, demonstrate that development of new manufactured home parks in 
West Linn is unlikely.  

Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in West Linn City (and most of the Portland Region) over the 
planning period is unlikely over the 2019 to 2039 period. It is, however, possible 
that manufactured homes will continue to locate on individual lots in West Linn. 
The forecast of housing assumes that no new manufactured home parks will 
open in West Linn over the 2019 to 2039 period. The forecast includes new 
manufactured homes on lots in the category of single-family detached housing. 
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Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 
This section presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in West Linn to 
accommodate expected residential growth over the 2019 to 2039 period. This section includes an 
estimate of residential development capacity (measured in new dwelling units) and an estimate 
of West Linn’s ability to accommodate needed new housing units for the 2019 to 2039 period, 
based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis.  

Capacity Analysis 
The comparison of supply (buildable land) and demand (population and growth leading to 
demand for more residential development) allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that not all land has the same characteristics. Factors such as zone, slope, parcel size, and 
shape can affect the ability of land to accommodate housing. Methods that recognize this fact 
are more robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the second approach: it 
estimates the ability of vacant residential lands within the city limits to accommodate new 
housing. This analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”229 can be used to evaluate 
different ways that vacant residential land may build out by applying different assumptions.  

WEST LINN CAPACITY ANALYSIS RESULTS 
The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant residential land to 
accommodate new housing, based on the historical densities by the housing type categories 
shown in  

Exhibit 340. 

Exhibit 399 shows that West Linn ’s vacant land has capacity to accommodate approximately 
341 new dwelling units, based on the following assumptions: 

§ Buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start with the number of buildable 
acres in residential Plan Designations and zones that allow residential uses.  

§ Assumed densities. The capacity analysis assumes development will occur at historical 
densities. Those densities were derived from the densities shown in  

§ Exhibit 340. 

 
229 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the city limits is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, however, 
cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity analysis,” so we 
use that shorthand occasionally in this memorandum.  
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§ Average net density. Exhibit 399 shows capacity and densities in gross density. OAR 
660-007 requires that West Linn provide opportunity for development of housing at an 
overall average density of 8 dwelling units per net acre. The average net density of 
buildable residential land in Exhibit 399 is 4.67 dwelling units per net acres and 4.03 
dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 399. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and partially vacant buildable 
land, West Linn city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Residential Land Sufficiency 
The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within West Linn to compare 
the demand for housing by plan designation (Exhibit 396) with the capacity of land by plan 
designation (Exhibit 399).Exhibit 367 shows that West Linn does not have sufficient land to 
accommodate development in the low density, medium density, and medium-high density plan 
designations.  

• Low Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 151 dwelling units, meaning the City 
has an approximate deficit of 37 gross acres of low-density land, at an average density of 
4.1 dwelling units per gross acre. 

• Medium Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 196 dwelling units, meaning the 
City has an approximate deficit of 25 gross acres of medium-density land, at an average 
density of 7.8 dwelling units per gross acre. 

• Medium-High Density Residential has a deficit of capacity of 310 dwelling units, 
meaning the City has an approximate deficit of 22 gross acres of high-density land, at an 
average density of 13.9 dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 400. Comparison of capacity of existing residential land with demand for new dwelling units 
and land surplus or deficit, West Linn city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

West Linn’s total deficit of capacity (657 dwelling units) means that the City has an approximate 
deficit of 146 gross acres of suitable land for residential development. In addition, West Linn 

Plan Designation 
Buildable 

Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Density 
Assumption 
(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Buildable 
Acres

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Low Density Residential 11 4.1 43 26 3.7 95 41 3.3 134 77 272
Medium Density Residential 2 7.8 17 1 7.0 7 0 6.4 0 3 24
Medium-High Density Residential 0 13.9 6 0 12.6 0 3 11.4 39 4 45
Total 13 - 66 27 - 102 44 - 173 85 341

Total, combinedTax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre

Plan Designation
Capacity 

(Dwelling Units)
Demand 

(Dwelling Units)

Comparison 
(Capacity minus 

Demand)

Land Surplus or 
(Deficit)

Gross Acres
Low Density Residential 272                       423                       (151) (37)
Medium Density Residential 24                         220                       (196) (25)
Medium High Density Residential 45                         355                       (310) (22)
Total 341                       998                       (657) (146)
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has some redevelopment potential (Exhibit 393) which, if redevelopment occurs, can reduce the 
deficit of unconstrained, buildable residential acres. The City will need to evaluate and validate 
the potential redevelopment capacity.  

The City may want to pursue strategies to encourage redevelopment in specific target areas 
(close to downtown or along major corridors or transit lines). Doing so would increase land 
sufficiency in the low, medium, and/or medium-high density areas. 

Next Steps 
The following section presents potential next steps for West Linn for housing planning: 

• Better understand the forecast for housing and the housing deficits shown in Exhibit 
400. Metro forecasts that West Linn will grow by 998 new units between 2019 and 2039. 
At an average density of eight dwelling units per net acre,230 the land need (without 
redevelopment) would be for 125 acres of vacant, unconstrained land. West Linn only 
has 85 acres of vacant unconstrained land, 91% of which is in the Low Density 
Residential designation, where historical development densities are 4.1 dwelling units 
per net acre. 

We recommend that West Linn work with Metro staff as they develop the next growth 
management report and household forecast to better understand what the capacity of 
land in West Linn is to accommodate housing. The City may need to make changes in 
how land is zoned or (if there is no change in the amount of land in each zone) the 
densities allowed in the Low Density zones to meet the requirement of planning for an 
average density of 8.0 dwelling units per net acre in OAR 660-007.  

Even if the City were able to develop all of its vacant land at 8.0 dwelling units per net 
acre, West Linn does not have sufficient land to accommodate 998 new dwelling units. 
The city may want to work with Metro on the next forecast for household growth to 
identify less growth in West Linn. 

• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficit in Low Density Residential 
shown in Exhibit 400. West Linn has a deficit of land for 151 dwelling units or about 37 
acres of vacant unconstrained land in the Low Density Residential Designation. The City 
could address this deficit in a number of ways, such as increasing density (and thus 
increasing capacity) on Low Density Residential lands, annexing land in County zoning 
that is expected to be brought into the city limits (but this is a limited amount of land), 
allowing a wider range of housing in Low Density Residential (such as townhouses, 
duplexes, tri or quad-plexes), or through expansion of the city limits and Metro UGB. 
Redevelopment in Low Density Residential could address the deficit but it would 
depend on new development occurring at higher densities than current development, 
which would likely require developing different housing types, such as duplexes or 
townhouses. 

 
230 We use this density because it is the density that West Linn is required to plan for by OAR 660-007. 
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• Identify opportunities to address the housing deficits of Medium and Medium High 
Density Residential shown in Exhibit 400. West Linn has deficits of capacity for 
housing Medium and Medium High Density Residential Designations. Part of the issue 
is described above, that 91% of the City’s vacant unconstrained land is in the Low 
Density Designation and the City does not have enough land to accommodate the 
forecast on vacant land, with a shortage of about 40 acres of unconstrained land. The 
other significant problem is that West Linn only has 3 acres of vacant unconstrained of 
Medium Density and 4 acres of vacant unconstrained Medium High Density land. 
Exhibit 400 shows that West Linn has a deficit of capacity for 196 units in Medium 
Density and 310 units in Medium High Density. These deficits cannot be accounted for 
through the redevelopment opportunities shown in Exhibit 393.  

To address deficits, some vacant land in Low Density could be rezoned to Medium 
Density and Medium High Density, increasing overall capacity of existing lands. If less 
development occurred in Low Density in the future (and more in Medium Density and 
Medium High Density), overall capacity within vacant lands would be increased. The 
city could consider other changes to zoning standards that would increase density in 
Medium Density and Medium High Density, such as allowing increased density is in the 
zones or setting minimum densities. 

Even if the City works with Metro on the next forecast for household growth to identify 
less growth in West Linn, the city might need to consider assuming that less than 50% of 
new housing is single-family detached (and a larger share is multifamily or single-family 
attached) and/or changes to zoning that increased density in the Medium Density and 
Medium High Density zones. 

• West Linn is not able to meet the density requirements in OAR 660-007 on its existing 
inventory of vacant unconstrained land. West Linn is required by OAR 660-007 to plan 
for a minimum density of 8 dwelling units per net acre for new construction. The 
capacity analysis in Exhibit 399 shows that West Linn’s land base will allow for 
development of 4.7 dwelling units per net acre. The primary reason that West Linn is 
not able to meet these density requirements is that 91% of the city’s vacant land is in 
Low Density Residential, which averages a density of 4.1 dwelling units per net acre. 
If West Linn had enough land to meet the needs shown in Exhibit 400 (about 25 
additional vacant unconstrained acres of Medium Density land and 22 additional vacant 
unconstrained acres of Medium High Density land), the City would be able to meet the 
density requires of OAR 660-007. In other words, the problem is not the densities 
allowed in West Linn but the limitations on the supply of vacant land. 

• Identify opportunities for development of a wider range of housing types, especially 
for rental housing. West Linn's housing market is dominated by single-family housing 
development, which accounts for 78% of the city's existing housing stock. Between 2000 
and 2016, 80% of new housing built in West Linn was single-family detached. This 
suggests that there are relatively few opportunities for rental housing in West Linn, 
especially multifamily or townhouse rentals. Broadening the types of housing allowed 
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in West Linn would be most effective if it was applied to zones Low Density Residential, 
where the majority of vacant land is located.  

• Identify opportunities for development of housing that is affordable in the context of 
Clackamas County. Forty-six percent of West Linn’s households have income at or 
above $98,000 per year (120% of Clackamas County’s Median Family Income). Overall, 
33% of the households in Clackamas County have this level of income. West Linn has an 
existing deficit of housing affordable to households earning less than $50,000. The types 
of newly built development that may affordable to households with this level of income 
(with rents at $1,200 per month or less) will be government-subsidized housing. Other 
newly built housing will generally not have rents affordable to these households. West 
Linn will need to identify opportunities for development of housing affordable at this 
income and rent level to meet existing demand. In the future, more households 
Clackamas County will need housing affordable at these levels and for middle income 
households (such as those with income between $50,000 and $98,000). Single-family 
detached housing is not affordable for households with these incomes in West Linn and 
new multifamily housing is unlikely to have rents at these levels that would be 
affordable.  

• Evaluate completing a full housing needs analysis and develop policies to support 
development of needed housing. This analysis provides a baseline housing needs 
analysis, which is intended to provide information and fuel discussion of housing needs 
in West Linn and Clackamas County. The city should consider completing a full housing 
needs analysis, which may include engaging with Metro on some of the issues identified 
above. The project could also include developing policies that encourage development 
of all types of needed housing.  
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Wilsonville Baseline Housing Needs Analysis 

DATE:  June 27, 2019 
TO:  Miranda Bateschell, City of Wilsonville 
FROM:  Beth Goodman and Sadie DiNatale, ECONorthwest 
SUBJECT: WILSONVILLE BASELINE HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

Clackamas County is developing a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA).231 The purpose of the HNA 
is to provide information to the County about Clackamas County’s housing market and to 
provide a basis for updating the County’s housing policies. The project also provides 
participating cities in Clackamas County with a baseline housing needs analysis.  

This memorandum serves as Wilsonville’s preliminary baseline HNA, as an update to the HNA 
completed by the City in 2014.232 The City can use the information in the Clackamas County 
HNA and the information in the City’s baseline housing needs analysis as the basis for 
developing a full housing needs analysis. The preliminary HNA provides information to staff 
and decision makers about the characteristics and conditions of the city’s housing market and 
serves as a starting point for further evaluation of the city’s housing needs and housing policies.  

Organization of this Memorandum 
The contents of this memorandum include the following sections: 

§ Buildable Lands Inventory Results  

§ Baseline Housing Forecast 

§ Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 

§ Conclusions 

In addition, Appendix B of the Clackamas County HNA provides the factual basis for the 
analysis in the baseline housing needs analysis.  

Buildable Land Inventory Results 
This section provides a summary of the residential buildable lands inventory (BLI) for the 
Wilsonville planning area, which includes the city limits and the Frog Pond West area. This 
buildable land inventory analysis complies with statewide planning Goal 10 policies that 
govern planning for residential uses. This section presents a summary of vacant and partially 
vacant land in Wilsonville that excludes land with constraints that limit or prohibit 

 
231 This project is funded through a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). 
232 Wilsonville Residential Land Study: Technical Report, May 2014, ECONorthwest 
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development, such as slopes over 25% or floodplains. The full results of the Buildable Land 
Inventory and the methodology are presented in detail in Appendix A.233  

Wilsonville has 1,920 acres of residentially zoned land. Exhibit 401 shows that Wilsonville has 
186 unconstrained vacant acres in designations that outright allow housing, including in Town 
Center. About 46% of Wilsonville’s unconstrained buildable residential land is vacant and 54% 
are in tax lots classified as partially vacant. 

Note: Residential Neighborhood is Frog Pond West and Village is Villebois. 

Exhibit 401. Unconstrained buildable acres in vacant and partially vacant tax lots by Plan 
Designation, Wilsonville city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding.  

  

  

 
233 Appendix A of the Clackamas County Housing Needs Analysis provides an overview of the structure of the 
buildable land (supply) analysis based on the DLCD HB 2709 workbook “Planning for Residential Growth – A 
Workbook for Oregon’s Urban Areas,” which specifically addresses residential lands. Appendix A also discusses the 
buildable lands inventory methods and definitions, consistent with Goal 10/OAR 660-008. 

Generalized Plan Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Residential
0-1 du/ac 3 0 3
2-3 du/ac 1 0 1
4-5 du/ac 6 0 6
6-7 du/ac 25 20 5
10-12 du/ac 20 18 1
16-20 du/ac 0 0 0
Residential Neighborhood 100 15 84
Village 24 24 0

Town Center
Town Center 7 7 0

Total 186 85 100
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Exhibit 402 shows buildable acres by size of parcels (e.g., acres in tax lots after constraints are 
deducted) for vacant and partially vacant land by Plan Designation. Of Wilsonville’s 186 
unconstrained buildable residential acres, about 89% are in tax lots larger than one acre. 

Exhibit 402. Unconstrained buildable acres, by size of parcel, in vacant and partially vacant tax lots 
by Plan Designation, Wilsonville city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum to the total as a result of rounding.  

  

Exhibit 403 shows the results of Wilsonville’s BLI by plan designation and by plan designation 
and planned density range.  
  

Generalized Plan Designation
Total 

buildable 
acres

Buildable 
acres on 

vacant lots

Buildable 
acres on 
partially 

vacant lots

Residential
0-1 du/ac 3 0 3
2-3 du/ac 1 0 1
4-5 du/ac 6 0 6
6-7 du/ac 25 20 5
10-12 du/ac 20 18 1
16-20 du/ac 0 0 0
Residential Neighborhood 100 15 84
Village 24 24 0

Town Center
Town Center 7 7 0

Total 186 85 100
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Exhibit 403. Vacant and Partially Vacant Residential Land by Plan Designation with Constraints, 
Wilsonville, 2019 

 
  

5

WILSONVILLE HNA BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY
Unconstrained Vacant and Partially Vacant Land

City Limits

Metro Urban Growth Boundary

Wilsonville Frog Pong East/South

Wilsonville Plan Designations
Residential 0-1 du/ac

Residential 10-12 du/ac

Residential 16-20 du/ac

Residential 2-3 du/ac

Residential 4-5 du/ac

Residential 6-7 du/ac

Residential Neighborhood

Village

Town Center

N
0.65 Miles

As of Date: June 21, 2019
Source: ECONorthwest; Metro 2018 BLI; RLIS
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Over the 20-year study period, some lots with existing development are likely to redevelop 
within new buildings. To account for the development capacity on these developed lots, Metro 
identifies a subset of developed lots as “redevelopable”. Metro has created two “filters” to 
identify lots with the potential to redevelop.234 

§ Threshold Method. This method identifies lots where redevelopment would result in a 
net increase of 50% more than the current number of units on the site. The method uses 
property value thresholds where it is economically viable for a lot to redevelop at this 
intensity. For suburban areas in the regional UGB the threshold is $10 per square foot of 
property value for multifamily structures and $12 per square foot for mixed use 
structures. If a lot’s current property value is below these thresholds, it is assumed to 
have the potential to redevelop. 

§ Historic Probability Method. This method determines the probability of a lot 
redeveloped based on a statistical analysis of lots that historically redeveloped within 
the region. The probability for each lot is multiplied by the total zoned capacity of the lot 
to determine the likely future residential capacity. 

For the Wilsonville BLI, ECONorthwest used the estimate of redevelopable units on developed 
lots, as identified based on the Threshold Method, which is based on discussion with Metro 
staff. The analysis of redevelopment potential in Exhibit 404 does not take into account the City 
redevelopment plans for Town Center, as documented in the Town Center Plan, adopted in 
2019. 

Exhibit 404. Potential redevelopment capacity by  
plan designation, Wilsonville city limits, 2019 
Source: ECONorthwest Note: The numbers in the table may not sum 
 to the total as a result of rounding. 

 

 
234 Oregon Metro. Appendix 2: Buildable Lands Inventory. November 21, 2018. 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2018/12/03/Appendix2-BuildableLandsInventory_12032018.pdf 

 Generalized Plan 
Designation 

 Estimated 
Redevelopment Units 

Residential 0-1 du/ac -                               
Residential 2-3 du/ac 3                                  
Residential 4-5 du/ac 18                                
Residential 6-7 du/ac 67                                
Residential 10-12 du/ac 282                              
Residential 16-20 du/ac -                               
Village 664                              
Town Center 8                                  
Total 1,042                          
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Note, the capacity of partially vacant lots (where the lot could be further developed under 
current development standards without demolishing existing structures) is accounted for in the 
unconstrained buildable acres. 

Baseline Housing Forecast for 2019 to 2039 
The purpose of Wilsonville’s housing forecast is to estimate future housing need in Wilsonville 
to provide the basis for additional analysis of housing need and discussions about housing 
policies.  

The baseline housing needs analysis is based on: (1) Metro’s official population forecast for 
household growth in Wilsonville over the 20-year planning period, (2) information about 
Wilsonville’s housing market, and (3) the demographic composition of Wilsonville’s existing 
population and expected long-term changes in the demographics of Clackamas County. This 
analysis pulls information about Wilsonville’s demographic and socioeconomic 
characteristics and housing market from Appendix B Housing Trends. 

Forecast for Housing Growth 
A 20-year household forecast (in this instance for 2019 to 2039) is the foundation for estimating 
needed new dwelling units. Metro forecasts growth of new households and this analysis 
assumes one household is equal to need for one dwelling unit. The forecast for Wilsonville 
Planning Area is based the following geographies: 

§ Wilsonville city limits. Wilsonville’s city limits will grow from 9,883 households in 
2019235 to 11,635 households in 2039, an increase of 1,752 households.236 This forecast is 
based on Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast, 2016. It also includes the household 
forecast for TAZ 973 (the Coffee Creek area) of 24 new households, based on Metro’s 

2040 TAZ Forecast, 2016.237  

§ Wilsonville’s Urban Growth Boundary expansion area. Frog Pond West will grow 
from 40 households in 2019 to 754 households in 2039, an increase of 724 households. 
The forecast for Frog Pond West is based on Metro’s 2040 TAZ Forecast, 2016, which is 
different from the Frog Pond West Master Plan.238  

 
235 Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast shows that in 2015 the Wilsonville’s city limits had 9,553 households. 
The Metro forecast shows Wilsonville growing to 11,706 households in 2040, at an average annual growth rate of 
0.82% for the 25-year period. Using this growth rate, ECONorthwest extrapolated the forecast to 2019 (9,869 
households) and 2039 (11,611 households). 
236 This forecast is based on Wilsonville’s (city limits) official household forecast from Metro for the 2019 to 2039 
period.  
237 Per Jim Cser: Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast, 2016 is based on the Portland State University city 
population estimates as of July 1, 2015. At the time of the forecast, TAZ 973 was not annexed into the city limits. 
Therefore, to account for annex today, ECONorthwest included the household forecast for TAZ 973 into the forecast 
for Wilsonville City limits. 
238 Metro’s 2040 TAZ Forecast (released November 6, 2015 and revised January 22, 2016) shows Frog Pond West (TAZ 
976) had 22 households in 2015. The Metro forecast shows Frog Pond West growing to 878 households in 2040, at an 
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§ Frog Pond East and South. The forecast for Frog Pond East and South is based on Metro 
Ordinance 18-1427239 which says Wilsonville must plan for a minimum of 1,325 dwelling 
units in Frog Pond East and South. However, we do not include Frog Pond East and 
South housing growth in the forecast for Wilsonville Planning Area because this UGB 
expansion has not yet been acknowledged by the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission. 

While the forecast in Exhibit 405 is a forecast for new households, we assume that each 
household will need a dwelling unit. The new 2,476 households in Exhibit 405 will result in a 
need for 2,476 new dwelling units in the Wilsonville Planning Area. Throughout the remainder 
of this memorandum, we refer to this growth as growth in dwelling units. 

Exhibit 405. Forecast for new households and dwelling units, Wilsonville Planning Area, 2019 to 
2039 
Source: Metro’s 2040 Household Distributed Forecast, July 12, 2016. Metro’s 2040 TAZ Forecast (released November 6, 2015 and 
revised January 22, 2016). Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

Wilsonville is forecast to grow by 2,476 new dwelling units over the 20-year period, with an 
annual average of 124 dwelling units. 

  

 

average annual growth rate of 15.89% for the 25-year period. Using this growth rate, ECONorthwest extrapolated the 
forecast to 2019 (40 households) and 2039 (754 households). 
239 http://rim.oregonmetro.gov/Webdrawer/Record/558717 

Variable
Wilsonville 
City Limits

Frog Pond 
West

Wilsonville 
Planning Area

(Dwelling Units, 
2019-2039)

Household Forecast 2019 9,883              40                   9,923                  
Household Forecast 2039 11,635            764                 12,399                
Total New Dwelling Units (2019-2039) 1,752              724                 2,476                  

Annual Average of New Dwelling Units 88                   36                   124                     
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Housing Units Needed 
Exhibit 405 presented a forecast of new housing in Wilsonville planning area for the 2019 to 
2039 period. This section determines the mix and density needed to meet State requirements 
(OAR 660-007) and meet the housing needs of Wilsonville residents.  

The preliminary conclusion for Wilsonville is that, over the next 20 years, the need for new 
housing developed in Wilsonville will generally include a wider range of housing types and 
housing that is more affordable. This conclusion is consistent with housing need in other cities 
in Clackamas County, the Portland Region,240 and most cities across the State. This conclusion is 
based on the following information, found in Appendix B:241 

§ Wilsonville’s housing mix is unlike Clackamas County’s in that over half of 
Wilsonville’s housing stock is multifamily housing. In the 2013-2017 period, 41% of 
Wilsonville’s housing was single-family detached, 8% was single-family attached, and 
51% was multifamily. Between 2013 and 2017, Wilsonville issued building permits for 
1,352 dwelling units, 99% of which were for single-family detached units.  

§ Demographic changes across the Portland Region (and in Wilsonville) suggest increases 
in demand for single-family attached housing and multifamily housing. The key 
demographic trends that will affect Wilsonville’s future housing needs are:  

o The aging of the Baby Boomers. In 2012-2016, 20% of Wilsonville’s population 
was over 60 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, the share of people over 60 years 
old is expected to stay relatively constant in Clackamas County, from 26% of the 
population to 27% of the population. The aging of the Baby Boomers may have a 
smaller impact in Wilsonville than in some cities in the County because 
Wilsonville has a smaller share of people over 60 years of age. The City will be 
affected by retirement and changing housing needs of seniors as their 
households get smaller and their lifestyles change. Some Baby Boomers may 
choose to downsize into smaller homes. Due to health or other issues, some Baby 
Boomers may become unable to stay in their current homes and will choose to 
live in multigenerational households or assisted-living facilities (at various stages 
of the continuum of care). 

o The aging of the Millennials. In 2012-2016, 32% of Wilsonville’s population was 
between 20 and 40 years old. Between 2020 and 2040, Millennials are expected to 
grow from 23% of Clackamas County’s population to 28% of the population, an 
increase of 5% in the share of the population. Homeownership rates for 
Millennials will increase as they continue to form their own households. 
Wilsonville has a larger share of Millennials than the County. As a result, the 

 
240 The Portland Region is defined as all of Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County. 
241 Appendix B presents detailed demographic, socioeconomic, and housing affordability data. This section 
summarizes key findings from Appendix B for Wilsonville. For the most part, data sources included in these findings 
(and cited in Appendix B) derive from: United States Decennial Census, United States American Community Survey, 
Portland State University’s Population Research Center, Redfin, and Property Radar. 
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City may have increased demand for relatively affordable housing types, for 
both ownership and rent, over the planning period.  

o The continued growth in Latinx populations. From 2000 to the 2012-2016 period, 
the share of Wilsonville’s Latinx population increased from 7% of the population 
to 14%, an increase of 7% in the share of the population. At the same time, the 
share of Latinx increased by 3% in Clackamas County and 4% in the Portland 
Region. Continued growth in Latinx households will increase need for larger 
units (to accommodate larger, sometimes multigenerational households) and 
relatively affordable housing.  

§ Wilsonville’s median household income was $63,097, about $5,800 lower than 
Clackamas County’s median. Approximately 38% of Wilsonville’s households earn less 
than $50,000 per year, compared to 35% in Clackamas County and 40% in the Portland 
Region. 

§ About 35% of Wilsonville’s households are cost burdened (paying 30% or more of their 
household income on housing costs).242 About 42% of Wilsonville’s renters are cost 
burdened and about 27% of Wilsonville’s homeowners are cost burdened. Cost burden 
rates in Wilsonville are similar to those in the Portland Region.  

§ About 56% of Wilsonville’s households are renters, 89% of whom live in multifamily 
housing. Median rents in Wilsonville are $1,127 per month, compared to the $1,091 
median rent for Clackamas County as a whole.  

A household earning 100% of Wilsonville’s median household income ($63,000) could 
afford about $1,577 per month in rent, compared with the median gross rent of $1,127. A 
household can start to afford Wilsonville’s median rents at about 70% of Wilsonville’s 
median household income. However, Wilsonville’s higher proportion of renters who are 
cost burdened signals housing affordability issues. This suggests that many households 
who are currently renting in Wilsonville have income below the median family income.  

§ Housing sales prices increased in Wilsonville over the last three years. From February 
2015 to February 2019, the median housing sale price increased by about $126,600 (39%), 
from $328,000 to $454,500.243 At the same time, the median housing home sale price in 
Clackamas County increased by $136,700 (46%), from $298,000 to $435,500. Median sales 
prices in Wilsonville were about $19,000 or about 4% higher than the County average in 
February 2019. 

A household earning 100% of Wilsonville’s median household income ($63,000) could 
afford a home valued between about $221,000 to $252,000, which is less than the median 
home sales price of about $454,500 in Wilsonville. A household can start to afford 

 
242 The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s guidelines indicate that households paying more than 30% 
of their income on housing experience “cost burden,” and households paying more than 50% of their income on 
housing experience “severe cost burden.” 
243 Property Radar. 
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Wilsonville’s median home sale prices at about 185% of Wilsonville’s median household 
income.  

These factors suggest that Wilsonville continues to need a broad range of housing types with a 
wide range of price points. This includes providing opportunity for development of housing 
types such as: small single-family detached housing (e.g., small-lot single-family and cottages), 
townhouses, duplexes and quad-plexes, and apartments. Wilsonville is planning for these types 
housing types in areas like Villebois and Town Center. 

Exhibit 338 shows a forecast for housing growth in the Wilsonville city limits during the 2019 to 
2039 period. The projection is based on the following assumptions: 

§ Metro’s official forecast for Wilsonville shows that the City will add 2,476 households 
over the 20-year period. Exhibit 405 shows that Metro’s growth forecast results in 2,476 
new dwelling units over the 20-year period. 

§ The assumptions about the mix of housing in Exhibit 338 are consistent with the 
requirements of OAR 660-007244: 

o About 50% of new housing will be single-family detached, a category which 
includes manufactured housing. According to 2013-2017 American Community 
Survey data from the U.S. Census, 41% of Wilsonville’s housing was single-
family detached.  

o Nearly 10% of new housing will be single-family attached. In 2013-2017, 8% of 
Wilsonville’s housing was single-family attached. 

o About 40% of new housing will be multifamily. In 2013-2017, 51% of 
Wilsonville’s housing was multifamily.  

 
244 OAR 660-007-0030(1) requires “(1) Jurisdictions other than small developed cities must either designate sufficient 
buildable land to provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of new residential units to be attached single family 
housing or multiple family housing or justify an alternative percentage based on changing circumstances. Factors to 
be considered in justifying an alternate percentage shall include but need not be limited to: (a) Metro forecasts of 
dwelling units by type; (b) Changes in household structure, size, or composition by age; (c) Changes in economic 
factors impacting demand for single family versus multiple family units; and (d) Changes in price ranges and rent 
levels relative to income levels. (2) The considerations listed in section (1) of this rule refer to county-level data within 
the UGB and data on the specific jurisdiction.” 
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Wilsonville will have 
demand for 2,476 new 
dwelling units over the 20-
year period, 50% of which 
are forecast to be single-
family detached housing. 

Exhibit 406. Forecast of demand for new dwelling units, 
Wilsonville Planning Area, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 

 

The forecast of new units does not include dwellings that will be demolished and replaced. This 
analysis does not factor those units in, but redevelopment potential in Wilsonville is explained 
in this document.Exhibit 78 and Exhibit 408 allocate needed housing to generalized planning 
designations in Wilsonville. The allocation is based, in part, on the types of housing allowed in 
planned development ranges and in each plan designation.Exhibit 78 shows: 

§ Residential (PDR 1 through 6245) land will accommodate single-family detached 
housing (including manufactured houses) and multifamily. 

§ Village (V) Villebois land will accommodate single-family detached housing, single-
family attached housing, duplexes, row houses, multifamily housing, and cluster 
housing. Allocation (demand) matches capacity in Villebois. 

§ Town Center land will predominately accommodate multifamily housing with some 
single-family attached housing. Allocation (demand) matches capacity in Town Center, 
as described in the Town Center Plan. 

§ Residential Neighborhood (RN) Frog Pond West land will accommodate single-
family detached housing (including manufactured houses), single-family attached 
housing, and duplexes. Allocation (demand) matches capacity in Frog Pond West. 

 

 
245 Wilsonville has no buildable land in PDR 7 (20+ du/acre). 

Variable

Mix of New 
Housing Units 
(2019-2039)

Needed new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,476
Dwelling units by structure type

Single-family detached
Percent single-family detached DU 50%
equals  Total new single-family detached DU 1,238

Single-family attached
Percent single-family attached DU 10%
equals  Total new single-family attached DU 248

Multifamily 
Percent multifamily DU 40%

Total new multifamily DU 990
equals Total new dwelling units (2019-2039) 2,476
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Exhibit 407. Allocation of needed housing by housing type and generalized planning designation, 
Wilsonville (city limits), 2019 to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest.  

 

Notes: 

Per the City of Wilsonville, as of February 2019, outstanding development potential in Villebois (Village Zone and Comprehensive Plan 
designation) consists of the following assumed uses: 173 single family detached units, 30 row houses/single-family attached units, 
and 235 multifamily units (including apartments and stacked condominiums. Due to rounding, the allocation table shows 234 
multifamily units. 

Per Wilsonville Town Center Master Plan (March 2019),246 potential future development in Town Center is 880 units (page 41, table 
3.1). The City of Wilsonville indicated that Town Center will be predominately composed of multifamily housing with some single-
family attached housing. 

Frog Pond West planning area is located in transportation analysis zone (TAZ) 976, which is forecast to grow by 724 
households/dwelling units between 2019 and 2039. The 2040 TAZ forecast for households is from Metro, released November 6, 
2015 and revised January 22, 2016, which is different from the Frog Pond West Master Plan. 

  

 
246 
https://www.ci.wilsonville.or.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_commission/meeting/packets/88931/ii.a.
_town_center_plan_90_minutes.pdf 

Housing Types Residential Village
(Villebois)

Commercial 
(Town Center)

Residential 
Neighborhod 
(Frog Pond 

West)

Total

Dwelling Units
Single-family detached 435              173              -               630              1,238           
Single-family attached -               30                124              94                248              
Multifamily -               234              756              -               990              

Total 435              437              880              724              2,476           
Percent of Units

Single-family detached 18% 7% 0% 25% 50%
Single-family attached 0% 1% 5% 4% 10%
Multifamily 0% 9% 31% 0% 40%

Total 18% 18% 36% 29% 100%

Generalized Plan Designation
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Exhibit 408. Allocation subset (Residential) of needed housing by housing type, Wilsonville (city 
limits), 2019 to 2039 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

 

Exhibit 409 shows an estimate of baseline densities for future development. If the City conducts 
a full HNA, the City may need to evaluate assumptions about future densities to determine 
whether the City is meeting the requirements of OAR 660-007 to provide opportunity for 
housing. 

Exhibit 409 also converts between net acres and gross acres247 to account for land needed for 
rights-of-way by plan ranges within Residential in Wilsonville, based on Metro’s methodology 
of existing rights-of-way.248  Exhibit 409 uses the mathematical average of permitted housing 
density by planned development range informed the baseline density (with the exception of the 
0-1 du/acre range, where we use one dwelling unit per acre). For example, the average density 
in the 2-3 du/acre range, will be 2.5 dwelling units per gross acre, in tax lots smaller than 0.38 
acres as no land is needed for rights-of-ways based on Metro’s assumptions. In this planned 
development range, for lots between 0.38 and 1.0 acres, the future density will be 2.3 dwelling 
units per gross acre and for lots larger than 1.0 acres the future density will be 2.0 dwelling 
units per gross acre. 

  

 
247 OAR 660-024-0010(6) uses the following definition of net buildable acre. “Net Buildable Acre” “…consists of 43,560 
square feet of residentially designated buildable land after excluding future rights-of-way for streets and roads.” 
While the administrative rule does not include a definition of a gross buildable acre, using the definition above, a 
gross buildable acre will include areas used for rights-of-way for streets and roads. Areas used for rights-of-way are 
considered unbuildable. 
248 Metro’s methodology about net-to-gross assumptions are that: (1) tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for 
future streets; (2) tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets; and (3) tax lots greater 
than an acre assumes an 18.5% set aside for future streets. The analysis assumes an 18.5% assumption for future 
streets. 

Housing Types 0-1 
DU/Acre

2-3 
DU/Acre

4-5 
DU/Acre

6-7 
DU/Acre

10/12 
DU/Acre

16-20 
DU/Acre

Total
Dwelling Units

Single-family detached -          -          207         208         20           -          435         
Single-family attached -          -          -          -          -          -          -          
Multifamily -          -          -          -          -          -          -          

Total -          -          207         208         20           -          435         

Residential
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Exhibit 409. Future Housing Densities in Residential Accounting for land for rights-of-way, 
Wilsonville city limits, 2013 to 2017249 
Source: ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Housing Need by Income Level 
The next step in the housing needs analysis is to develop an estimate of need for housing by 
income and housing type. This analysis requires an estimate of the income distribution of 
current and future households in the community. Estimates presented in this section are based 
on (1) secondary data from the Census, and (2) analysis by ECONorthwest. 

The analysis in Exhibit 79 is based on American Community Survey data about income levels of 
existing households in Wilsonville. Income is categorized into market segments consistent with 
HUD income level categories, using Clackamas County’s 2018 Median Family Income (MFI) of 
$81,400. The percentages used in Exhibit 79 are based on current household income distribution, 
assuming that approximately the same percentage of households will be in each market 
segment in the future.  

  

 
249 The analysis of historical densities was housing developed between 2013 and 2017. The analysis of land in rights-
of-way is based on analysis of existing development patterns and percentages of land in rights-of-way in 2018.  

Plan 
Designation 
and Planned 
Development 

Range

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Net 
Density 

(DU/net 
acre)

% for 
Rights-of-

Way

Gross 
Density 
(DU/gross 

acre)

Residential
0-1 du/ac 1.0 0% 1.0 1.0 10% 0.9 1.0 18.5% 0.8
2-3 du/ac 2.5 0% 2.5 2.5 10% 2.3 2.5 18.5% 2.0
4-5 du/ac 4.5 0% 4.5 4.5 10% 4.1 4.5 18.5% 3.7
6-7 du/ac 6.5 0% 6.5 6.5 10% 5.9 6.5 18.5% 5.3
10-12 du/ac 11.0 0% 11.0 11.0 10% 9.9 11.0 18.5% 9.0

Tax Lots Smaller than 0.38 acre Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and ≤ 1.0 acre Tax Lots larger than 1.0 acre
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About 37% of Wilsonville’s 
future households will have 
income below 50% of 
Clackamas County’s 
median family income (less 
than $40,700 in 2016 
dollars) and about 23% will 
have incomes between 50% 
and 120% of the county’s 
MFI (between $40,700 and 
$97,680).  
This trend shows a 
substantial need for more 
affordable housing types, as 
well as housing types 
affordable to households 
earning more than 120% of 
MFI. 

Exhibit 410. Future (New) Households, by Median Family Income (MFI) 
for Clackamas County ($81,400), Wilsonville, 2019 to 2039 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 
ACS Table 19001. 
The percentages used in Exhibit 79 are based on current household income distribution, 
assuming that approximately the same percentage of households will be in each market segment 
in the future. 
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Need for Government Assisted, Farmworker Housing, and Manufactured 
Housing 

ORS 197.303, 197.307, 197.312, and 197.314 requires cities to plan for government-assisted 
housing, farmworker housing, manufactured housing on lots, and in manufactured home 
parks. 

§ Government-subsidized housing. Government-subsidies can apply to all housing types 
(e.g., single family detached, apartments, etc.). Wilsonville allows development of 
government-assisted housing in all residential plan designations, with the same 
development standards for market-rate housing. This analysis assumes that Wilsonville 
will continue to allow government housing in all of its residential plan designations. 
Because government assisted housing is similar in character to other housing (with the 
exception being the subsidies), it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
government-subsidized housing.  

§ Farmworker housing. Farmworker housing can also apply to all housing types and the 
City allows for development of farmworker housing in all residential plan designations, 
with the same development standards as market-rate housing. This analysis assumes 
that Wilsonville will continue to allow this housing in all of its residential plan 
designations. Because it is similar in character to other housing (with the possible 
exception of government subsidies, if population restricted), it is not necessary to 
develop separate forecasts for farmworker housing. 

§ Manufactured housing on lots. Wilsonville allows manufactured homes on lots in 
residential zones. Wilsonville does not have special siting requirements for 
manufactured homes. Since manufactured homes are subject to the same siting 
requirements as site-built homes, it is not necessary to develop separate forecasts for 
manufactured housing on lots. 

§ Manufactured housing in parks. OAR 197.480(4) requires cities to inventory the mobile 
home or manufactured dwelling parks sited in areas planned and zoned or generally 
used for commercial, industrial, or high-density residential development. According to 
the Oregon Housing and Community Services’ Manufactured Dwelling Park 
Directory,250 Wilsonville has two manufactured home parks within the City, with 120 
spaces. 

ORS 197.480(2) requires Wilsonville to project need for mobile home or manufactured 
dwelling parks based on: (1) population projections, (2) household income levels, (3) 
housing market trends, and (4) an inventory of manufactured dwelling parks sited in 
areas planned and zoned or generally used for commercial, industrial, or high density 
residential.  

o Wilsonville will grow by 2,476 dwelling units over the 2019 to 2039 period.  

 
250 Oregon Housing and Community Services, Oregon Manufactured Dwelling Park Directory, 
http://o.hcs.state.or.us/MDPCRParks/ParkDirQuery.jsp 
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o Analysis of housing affordability shows that about 37% of Wilsonville’s new 
households will be Extremely-Low or Very-Low Income, earning 50% or less of 
the region’s median family income. One type of housing affordable to these 
households is manufactured housing. 

o Manufactured housing in parks accounts for about 1.3% (about 120 dwelling 
units) of Wilsonville’s current housing stock.  

o National, state, and regional trends since 2000 showed that manufactured 
housing parks are closing, rather than being created. For example, between 2000 
and 2015, Oregon had 68 manufactured parks close, with more than 2,700 spaces. 
Discussions with several stakeholders familiar with manufactured home park 
trends suggest that over the same period, few to no new manufactured home 
parks have opened in Oregon.  

o The households most likely to live in manufactured homes in parks are those 
with incomes between $24,420 and $40,700 (30% to 50% of MFI), which include 
24% of Wilsonville’s households. However, households in other income 
categories may live in manufactured homes in parks.  
 
The national and state trends of closure of manufactured home parks, and the 
fact that no new manufactured home parks have opened in Oregon in over the 
last 15 years, demonstrate that development of new manufactured home parks in 
Wilsonville is unlikely.  
 
Our conclusion from this analysis is that development of new manufactured 
home parks in Wilsonville over the planning period is unlikely over the 2019 to 
2039 period. It is, however, likely that manufactured homes will continue to 
locate on individual lots in Wilsonville. The forecast of housing assumes that no 
new manufactured home parks will be opened in Wilsonville over the 2019 to 
2039 period. The forecast includes new manufactured homes on lots in the 
category of single-family detached housing. 

o Over the next 20 years (or longer) one or both manufactured home parks may 
close in Wilsonville. This may be a result of manufactured home park 
landowners selling or redeveloping their land for uses with higher rates of 
return, rather than lack of demand for spaces in manufactured home parks. 
Manufactured home parks contribute to the supply of low-cost affordable 
housing options, especially for affordable homeownership.  
 
While there is statewide regulation of the closure of manufactured home parks 
designed to lessen the financial difficulties of this closure for park residents,251 

 
251 ORS 90.645 regulates rules about closure of manufactured dwelling parks. It requires that the landlord must do the 
following for manufactured dwelling park tenants before closure of the park: give at least one year’s notice of park 
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the City has a role to play in ensuring that there are opportunities for housing for 
the displaced residents. The City has ordinances that regulate closure of existing 
mobile and manufactured home parks that exceed State standards, requiring 
adequate notice of closure, definition and mitigation of social and economic 
impacts of the proposed closure, and provision of relocation and other assistance 
to park residents.  
 
The City’s primary roles are to ensure that there is sufficient land zoned for new 
multifamily housing and to reduce barriers to residential development to allow 
for development of new, relatively affordable housing. The City may use a range 
of policies to encourage development of relatively affordable housing, such as 
allowing a wider range of moderate density housing, designating more land for 
multifamily housing or removing barriers to multifamily housing development, 
using tax credits to support affordable housing production, developing an 
inclusionary zoning policy, or partnering with a developer of government-
subsidized affordable housing. For example, Wilsonville incentivized 
development of affordable multifamily housing in the Creekside Woods 
development, to accommodate the former residents of the Thunderbird Mobile 
Home Park when the park closed. 

Baseline Assessment of Residential Land Sufficiency 
This section presents an evaluation of the sufficiency of vacant residential land in Wilsonville to 
accommodate expected residential growth over the 2019 to 2039 period. This section includes an 
estimate of residential development capacity (measured in new dwelling units) and an estimate 
of Wilsonville’s ability to accommodate needed new housing units for the 2019 to 2039 period, 
based on the analysis in the housing needs analysis. 

Capacity Analysis 
The comparison of supply (buildable land) and demand (population and growth leading to 
demand for more residential development) allows the determination of land sufficiency. 

There are two ways to calculate estimates of supply and demand into common units of 
measurement to allow their comparison: (1) housing demand can be converted into acres, or (2) 
residential land supply can be converted into dwelling units. A complication of either approach 
is that not all land has the same characteristics. Factors such as zone, slope, parcel size, and 
shape can affect the ability of land to accommodate housing. Methods that recognize this fact 
are more robust and produce more realistic results. This analysis uses the second approach: it 
estimates the ability of vacant residential lands within the city limits to accommodate new 

 

closure, pay the tenant between $5,000 to $9,000 for each manufactured dwelling park space, and cannot charge 
tenants for demolition costs of abandoned manufactured homes.  
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housing. This analysis, sometimes called a “capacity analysis,”252 can be used to evaluate 
different ways that vacant residential land may build out by applying different assumptions.  

Wilsonville Capacity Analysis Results 
Exhibit 411 summarizes capacity in all of the areas of the Wilsonville Planning Area, based on 
the more detailed analysis shown in Exhibit 412 and Exhibit 413.  

Exhibit 411. Summary of capacity within areas of the Wilsonville Planning Area, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit.  
Note: Capacity matches demand in Villebois, Town Center, and Frog Pond West. 

 

The capacity analysis estimates the development potential of vacant Residential land by 
planned density range to accommodate new housing, based on the densities shown in Exhibit 
409. Exhibit 412 shows that Wilsonville’s vacant and partially vacant land in Residential has 
capacity to accommodate approximately 336 new dwelling units, based on the following 
assumptions: 

§ Buildable residential land. The capacity estimates start with the number of buildable 
acres in residential Plan Designations that allow residential uses.  

§ Assumed densities. The capacity analysis in Exhibit 412 assumes development will 
occur at historical densities. Those densities were derived from the densities shown in 
Exhibit 409. 

§ Average net density. Exhibit 412 shows capacity and densities in gross density. OAR 
660-007 requires that Wilsonville provide opportunity for development of housing at an 
overall average density of eight dwelling units per net acre. The average net density of 

 
252 There is ambiguity in the term capacity analysis. It would not be unreasonable for one to say that the “capacity” of 
vacant land is the maximum number of dwellings that could be built based on density limits defined legally by plan 
designation or zoning, and that development usually occurs—for physical and market reasons—at something less 
than full capacity. For that reason, we have used the longer phrase to describe our analysis: “estimating how many 
new dwelling units the vacant residential land in the UGB is likely to accommodate.” That phrase is, however, 
cumbersome, and it is common in Oregon and elsewhere to refer to that type of analysis as “capacity analysis,” so we 
use that shorthand occasionally in this memorandum.  

Generalized Plan Designation
Capacity

(Dwelling Unit)

Residential 336                          
Village (Villebois) 437                          
Town Center 880                          
Residential Neighborhod (Frog Pond West) 724                          
Total 2,377                      
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buildable residential land in Exhibit 412 is 7.4 dwelling units per net acres and 6.2 
dwelling units per gross acre. 

Exhibit 412. Estimate of residential capacity on unconstrained vacant and partially vacant buildable 
Residential land, Wilsonville city limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: DU is dwelling unit. 

 

Capacity in master plan areas (Exhibit 413) assumes that demand will match capacity in Town 
Center, Villebois, and Frog Pond West. Wilsonville’s capacity for dwelling units in Frog Pond 
West, Town Center, and Villebois totals 2,041 dwelling units. 

Exhibit 413. Estimate of residential capacity in Frog Pond West, Town Center, and Villebois 2019 to 
2039 
Source: Conversations with the City of Wilsonville. Metro’s 2040 TAZ forecast for households (TAZ 976), released November 6, 2015 and 
revised January 22, 2016. Wilsonville Town Center Master Plan. 

 

  

Build-able 
Acres

Density 
Assumpt.

(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Build-
able 

Acres

Density 
Assumpt.

(DU/gross 
acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling Units)

Build-
able 

Acres

Density 
Assumpt.

(DU/gross acre)

Capacity 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Build-
able 

Acres

Capacity 
(Dwelling 

Units)

Residential
0-1 du/ac 0 1.0 0 3 0.9 2 0 0.8 0 3            2            
2-3 du/ac 0 2.5 0 1 2.3 1 0 2.0 0 1            1            
4-5 du/ac 1 4.5 2 3 4.1 12 2 3.7 8 6            22          
6-7 du/ac 1 6.5 4 2 5.9 11 22 5.3 116 25          131       
10-12 du/ac 1 11.0 11 2 9.9 15 17 9.0 154 20          180       

Total 3 - 17 10 - 41 42 - 278 54          336       

Plan 
Designation 
and Planned 
Development 

Range

Total, combinedTax Lots Smaller than 
0.38 acre

Tax Lots ≥ 0.38 and 
≤ 1.0 acre

Tax Lots larger than 
1.0 acre

Area
Capacity 

(Dwelling Units)
Residential Neighborhood (Frog Pond West)

Single-Family Detached 630                      
Single-Family Attached & Multifamily 94                         

Town Center
Single-Family Detached -                        
Single-Family Attached & Multifamily 880                      

Village (Villebois)
Single-Family Detached 173                      
Single-Family Attached & Multifamily 264                      

Total 2,041                   
Single-Family Detached 39%
Single-Family Attached & Multifamily 61%
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Residential Land Sufficiency 
The next step in the analysis of the sufficiency of residential land within Wilsonville is to 
compare the forecast for new housing by generalized plan designation (Exhibit 407) with the 
capacity of land by generalized plan designation (Exhibit 412 and Exhibit 413).  

Exhibit 414 shows: 

§ Wilsonville has a small surplus of capacity (3 dwelling units) in the 0-1 du/ac and 2-3 
du/ac planned development ranges. 

§ Wilsonville has a deficit of capacity for 185 dwelling units in the 4-5 du/ac and 77 
dwelling units in the 6-7 du/ac ranges. Exhibit 408 shows that this deficit is for single-
family detached housing types. 

§ Wilsonville has a surplus of capacity of 160 dwelling units in the 10-12 du/ac planned 
development range. The 2014 Wilsonville Residential Land Study: Technical Report assumed 
that about 10% of new housing in the 10-12 du/ac range would be single-family 
detached and the remainder single-family attached or multifamily. This analysis uses 
the same assumption. As a result, this 160 unit surplus will likely all be single-family 
attached and multifamily housing types. 

§ Wilsonville has sufficient capacity in the Village, Town Center, and Residential 
Neighborhood areas to accommodate expected growth 

Exhibit 414. Capacity to accommodate new housing with demand for new housing, Wilsonville city 
limits, 2019 to 2039 
Source: Buildable Lands Inventory; Calculations by ECONorthwest. Note: Capacity matches demand in Villebois, Town Center, and Frog 
Pond West. 
*Note: The 10-12 du/ac planned development range includes capacity for 20 dwelling units of single-family detached housing.  

 

  

Plan Designation and Planned 
Development Range

Capacity of 
Buildable 

Residential Land 
(Dwelling Units)

Demand for New 
Housing

(Dwelling Units)

Comparison
Capacity minus 

Demand
(Dwelling Units)

Residential
0-1 du/ac 2 0 2
2-3 du/ac 1 0 1
4-5 du/ac 22 207 (185)
6-7 du/ac 131 208 (77)
10-12 du/ac 180 20 160

Village (Villebois) 437                        437                        0
Commerical (Town Center) 880                        880                        0
Residential Neighborhod (Frog Pond West) 724                        724                        0
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Summary of Planned Housing Mix 
Exhibit 415 shows the estimated housing mix based on the forecast for new housing. About 50% 
of new housing will be single-family detached and 50% will be single-family attached and 
multifamily. Exhibit 414 shows that Wilsonville has a deficit of land to accommodate 262 new 
dwelling units in areas planned as Residential (in the 4-5 du/ac and 6-7 du/ac ranges), all of 
which are expected to be single-family detached units.  

Exhibit 415. Estimated housing mix based on forecast of housing need 
Source: Calculations by ECONorthwest. 
Note: The type of attached and multifamily housing planned in Frog Pond West is single-family attached housing, not multifamily housing. 

   

  

Generalized Plan Designation
Single-Family 

Detached

Single-Family 
Attached and 
Multifamily

Residential 435                      -                        
Village (Villebois) 173                      264                      
Commerical (Town Center) -                        880                      
Residential Neighborhod (Frog Pond West) 630                      94                         
Total Units 1,238                   1,238                   
Percent of Total 50% 50%
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Conclusions and Next Steps 
The conclusions of the baseline HNA are: 

§ Identify opportunities to address the housing deficits shown in Exhibit 414. 
Wilsonville has a deficit of capacity (262 dwelling units) for single-family detached 
housing, resulting in a deficit of about 53 gross acres of suitable land for residential 
development. These deficits are in the planned density ranges for 4-5 du/ac and 6-7 
du/ac. These deficit may be met through planning for new development in the Frog 
Pond South and Frog Pond East areas. 

§ Work with Metro to better understand the analysis of redevelopment potential and 
ensure that the analysis makes sense in the context of Wilsonville’s housing market 
and planning context. Metro assumes a substantial amount of redevelopment (shown in 
Exhibit 404) may occur in the Village designation (Villebois). Given that Villebois is still 
developing and that most development there is relatively new, the City should better 
understand what types of redevelopment that Metro expects to occur in Villebois. On 
the other hand, the redevelopment analysis shows little redevelopment potential in 
Town Center. Metro conducted the redevelopment analysis prior to the City’s 
completion of the Town Center Plan.  

§ Evaluate changes in Wilsonville’s housing market since the Wilsonville Residential 
Land Study: Technical Report was completed in May 2014. This report presented a 
HNA for Wilsonville. Since 2014, the housing market in Wilsonville has continued to 
change. Below is a brief summary of changes in Wilsonville’s housing market since 
completion of the 2014 Report. The City should evaluate changes since 2014 in more 
detail. 

o Wilsonville is growing faster than the forecast in the 2014 Report, which forecast 
growth of 3,749 new units over the 2014 to 2034 period, or about 187 new units 
per year. Between 2013 and 2017, Wilsonville issued permits for 1,352 new 
dwelling units or 338 new units per year. The forecast for new growth in the 
Wilsonville Planning area is for 123 new units per year, which is a considerably 
slower growth than the city has been experiencing. 

o Wilsonville’s growth since 2013 has been mostly single-family dwelling units, with 99% 
of the new 1,352 units permitted being single-family units, including single-
family detached and single-family attached. The 2014 report shows that, between 
2000 and 2012, 66% of the new units permitted were multifamily housing (1,892 
units), with 34% (970 units) in single-family housing types. 

o Housing sales prices continue to increase. In 2012, the median sales price for housing 
in Wilsonville was $290,000. By 2019, the median sales price was $454,500, an 
increase of $164,000 or 57%. This increase is consistent with increases in housing 
prices across Clackamas County and the Portland region.  

o Rents also increased. For the 2007-2011 period, the median gross rent was $912 per 
unit. In the 2012-2016 period, gross rent increased to $1,127, an increase of $215 
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or 24%. This is consistent with increases in rent costs across Clackamas County 
and the Portland region. 

o The landbase in Wilsonville has changed. Villebois continued to build-out since 2014 
and will be nearing build-out in the next years. Frog Pond West was brought into 
the city and the master plan was completed. If the rate of growth in Wilsonville 
continues, Frog Pond West will build-out early in the 2019 to 2039 planning 
period. 

o Wilsonville continues to have a deficit of land for single-family housing. Wilsonville has 
a deficit of land for 162 single-family detached dwelling units, shown in the 4-5 
du/ac and 6-7 du/ac residential density ranges in Exhibit 414. These units could 
be accommodated in Frog Pond South and Frog Pond East. The Metro UGB has 
been expanded to include these areas but that expansion has not yet been 
acknowledged by DLCD.  
 
Once these areas are acknowledged to be within the Metro UGB, Wilsonville 
should continue to planning work to bring these areas into the city limits and get 
land in these areas development ready. Given that Wilsonville continues to grow 
faster than Metro’s forecasts, Wilsonville may need these areas to accommodate 
residential growth within the next five to ten years and maybe as soon as five to 
seven years if Wilsonville continues to grow at the rate the city did between 2013 
to 2017.  

 

 



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 436 

Appendix D – Molalla’s Buildable Land 
Inventory 
Molalla’s Winterbrook Planning developed the following buildable land inventory for the City 
of Molalla. 

 

To: City of Molalla Planning Commission 

From: Alex Pichacz & Jesse Winterowd, Winterbrook Planning  

Date: March 22, 2019 

Re: 2019 Molalla Residential BLI Results and Methodology  

Purpose  

The purpose of this memo is to summarize the results and methodology of the 2019 City of Molalla 
Residential Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI).  

State Requirements  

OAR 660-024-0050 requires each local government to complete an inventory of buildable lands within 
their UGB. OAR 660-008-0005 defines buildable land that should be included in a residential BLI as:  

(2) “Buildable Land” means residentially designated land within the urban growth boundary, 

including both vacant and developed land likely to be redeveloped, that is suitable, available, and 

necessary for residential uses. Publicly owned land is generally not considered available for 

residential uses. Land is generally considered “suitable and available” unless it:  

(a) Is severely constrained by natural hazards as determined under Statewide Planning Goal 7;  

(b) Is subject to natural resource protection measures determined under Statewide Planning 

Goals 5, 6, 15, 16, 17 or 18  

OAR 660-008-0015 further states that the BLI must document the amount of buildable land in each 
residential plan designation. OAR 660-024-0050 also establishes “safe harbors” for both residential and 
employment land that local governments can use as guidance to identify land that is suitable for infill or 
redevelopment.  

  

MEMORANDUM
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BLI Methodology Summary  

These “safe harbor” guidelines described in OAR 600 were used as a starting point for creating the 
Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI) and adjustments were made using the best available data from the 2018 
Molalla Comprehensive Plan253, Clackamas County tax lot files, the 2001 Molalla Local Wetlands and 
Riparian Inventories and current satellite imagery. The process for creating the residential BLI followed 
fours steps:  

Step 1: Identify residential areas using the 2018 Comprehensive plan.  

Step 2: Identify and calculate the amount of vacant land within each designation in the 
Comprehensive plan.  

Step 3: Identify lots that are suitable for redevelopment as infill and calculate the buildable land for 
these lots.  

Step 4: Identify the land constrained by wetlands and riparian areas protected under Goal 5.  

First, residential lots were identified according to the three residential designations in the 2018 
Comprehensive Plan: single-family, multi-family, and two-family. Within these residential districts, both 
vacant land and infill opportunities were identified to include in the buildable inventory. For the vacant 
inventory, lots with building values less than $10,000 were identified. These lots were then reviewed 
using satellite imagery and lots that could be clearly identified as developed were removed. Lots owned 
by homeowners’ associations identified using tax assessor’s data that are being used as open space 
were also removed.  

The infill inventory follows the “safe harbor” guidelines under OAR 660 starting with residential lots over 
one-half acre with building values over $10,000. Satellite imagery and ownership data were used to 
identify and remove developed lots that are not suitable for infill development such as apartment 
complexes, assisted living facilities, and churches. Buildable acres were calculated by subtracting one- 
quarter acre from the total area of each lot. Finally, wetlands and riparian areas from the 2001 Molalla 
Local Wetlands and Riparian Inventory were removed from both vacant and infill categories. The results 
of the inventory are shown in Map 1 and summarized in Table 1 followed by more detailed maps and 
tables summarizing each step of the process used to create the BLI.  

 
253 Molalla adopted extensive comprehensive plan and zoning updates in its 2018 Plan-Zone Conflict resolution 
process. The resulting updated comprehensive plan map is referred to as the 2018 Comprehensive Plan in this 
document. 
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Map 1: Buildable land Inventory
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* Lots with building value under $10,000. 
** Lots greater than or equal to one-half acre and building value greater than or equal to 
$10,000. Buildable acres were calculated by subtracting one-quarter acre from the area of the 
lot, then subtracting the land constrained by wetlands. 
*** Acres removed from inventory covered by wetlands and riparian zones.  

Step 1: Identify Residential Areas  

2018 Molalla Comprehensive plan and Clackamas County tax lot data were used to identify the 
residential districts that were included in the residential BLI. The most recent tax lot data available to 
the public from Clackamas County only provides basic appraisal information and does not include 
assessed building values. Since more recent data was not available, building values from 2015 tax lot 
data were used in this analysis and developed lots were determined through visual analysis of aerial and 
satellite imagery. The critical data used from County tax lot files include:  

• Ownership. This data was used to identify whether the lot was owned by a public entity, 
managed by a private homeowners association, or a church to determine if the lot was vacant, 
developed or buildable. 	

• Building Value. Lots with building values less than $10,000 were considered vacant.	

Table 1: Molalla Residential Buildable Land Inventory
Acres

Constrained
by Wetlands

Gross Buildable
AcresAcresLots

Vacant*
Single-Family (R-l)
Two-Family (R-2)
Multi-Family (R-3)
Total

16 11.04 0.31 10.72
8 5.77 0.06 5.71

14.22
31.02

12.12
28.55

76 2.10
100 2.47

Infill* *
Single-Family (R-l)
Two-Family (R-2)
Multi-Family (R-3)
Total

47.71 2.73 33.7345
3 1.79 1.04

18 19.81
69.31

1.01 14.30
49.0766 3.74

Land Constrained by Wetlands** *
Single-Family (R-l)
Two-Family (R-2)
Multi-Family (R-3)
Total

15 11.02 3.05
4.38 0.061

17 16.05
31.45

3.11
33 6.22

Total by Residential Districts
Single-Family (R-l)
Two-Family (R-2)
Multi-Family (R-3)
Total Buildable

61 58.75 44.45
11 7.56 6.75
94 34.03

100.34
26.42
77.62168
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• Acres. The buildable area of each lots was calculated in acres and then totaled for each 
residential plan designation. 	

• City Plan Designation. This field was created by assigning a designation to each lot within the 
corresponding residential district. 	

Public Lots 	

As indicated under OAR 660-008-0010(2), land under pubic ownership is generally not considered 
available for residential uses, therefore, land within the residential areas owned by public entities were 
identified using ownership data in Clackamas County tax lot files and removed from the inventory. These 
lots include schools, parks, public cemeteries, and other public uses. Lots owned by public entities such 
as the City of Molalla, Molalla River School District, and the Molalla Rural Fire Protection District were 
identified and removed. 25 public lots covering 23.31 acres were removed. These lots are identified on 
Map 2 and Table 2. 	

 

 

 

 

Map 2: Public Lots Removed From Inventory
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Table 2: Public Lots Removed from Inventory
Map & Tax Lot AddressOwner Acres Zone

No Address
No Address
No Address
No Address
No Address
No Address
No Address
500 PEGASUS CT
501 PEGASUS CT
No Address
No Address
No Address
No Address
No Address
605 CREAMERY CREEK LN 0.19
No Address
No Address
No Address
No Address
824 STOWERS RD
No Address
No Address
321 KENNELAVE
317 KENNELAVE
No Address

52E08C 01900
52E05CC08800
52E05CD12900
52E05DD00376
52E05DD04700
52E05DD09000
52E07 04200
52E08AA01700
52E08AA01800
52E08AB04900
52E08AB05000
52E08AC08700
52E09BB08445
52E09BB08445
52E09BC01218
52E09BC01221
52E09CA00131
52E09CA00132
52E09D 00311
52E16AC07100
52E16AC07200
52E09CC07100
52E09CB09500
52E09CB09600
52E08DD07800

CEMETERY PUBLIC
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
CITY OF MOLALLA
MOLALLA RIVER SCHOOL DIST
MOLALLA RFPD #73
MOLALLA RFPD #73
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

1.57 R-3
0.40 R-l
0.93 R-2
0.74 R-3
0.80 R-4
0.25 R-5
3.80 R-6
0.24 R-3
0.24 R-3
0.09 R-l
0.09 R-2
0.12 R-3
0.20 R-4
1.83 R-5

R-6
1.50 R-7
0.01 R-2
0.01 R-2
5.59 R-l
0.15 R-2
3.66 R-3
0.14 R-2
0.23 R-3

R-30.46
0.08 R-3

Total Acres
Total Lots

23.31
25
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Step 2: Identify and Calculate Vacant Inventory  

The first step in developing the vacant inventory was to identify lots with building values less than 
$10,000. This threshold was chosen in order to capture lots that may have non-residential structures 
with minimal value but could still be developed for residential use. These lots are identified in Map 3 
with the land area is summarized in Table 3.  

The status of these lots were verified using the most recent satellite and aerial imagery. Since the 
assessment data is only current to 2014, several existing subdivisions have undergone residential 
development and new subdivisions have been platted with construction taking place. Recent (2019) 
aerial photography showed most of these lots have been developed. The area of the Big Meadow  

Map 3: Lots with Building Values < $10,000

Table 3: Lots with Building Values < $10,000
AcresLotsDistrict

Single-Family
Two-Family
Multi-Family

132 51.75
10.45
21.41

84
121

Total 295 83.61
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subdivision on Kelsey and Julie Streets in the northwest quadrant of the city, and extensive development 
within the Hezzie Lane subdivision provide examples of these scenarios. 49 lots totaling 8.13 acres were 
identified in this manner and were removed from the inventory of vacant lots. These lots are identified 
on Map 4 and Table 4.  

 

 

 

 

Map 4: Developed Lots Identified With Satellite Imagery

Table 4: Developed Lots Identified with Satellite Imagery
AcresLotsDistrict

Single-Family
Two-Family
Multi-Family

103 30.00
33 4.52
38 4.55

Total 174 39.07
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Open Space  

A number of undeveloped lots are owned by local homeowners associations or management 
associations. These lots are being used as parks and open space and are unlikely to be developed for 
housing, therefore they were removed from the inventory of vacant land. We identified these lots with 
satellite imagery and ownership data. These lots are identified on Map 5 and summarized in Table 5.  

 

  

Map 5: Open Space Owned by Homeowners Associations
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Table S: Open Space Owned by Homeowners Associations
Comp Plan AcresMap & Tax Lot Owner

52E05CD13000 BIG MEADOW HOMEOWNERS ASSN
52E05CC04200 BIG MEADOW MAINT ASSN
52E05CC04300 BIG MEADOW MAINT ASSN
52E05DD00374 LEXINGTON ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSN
52E05DD04800 LEXINGTON ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSN
52E05DD09200 LEXINGTON ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSN
52E05DD00375 LEXINGTON ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSN
52E05DD09100 LEXINGTON ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSN
52E05DD11800 LEXINGTON ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSN
52E08BA00226 TRINITY ESTATES HOM EOWNERS ASSN
52E08BA00227 TRINITY ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSN
52E07AA00215 ANDRIAN ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSN
52E07AB10200 TOLIVER ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSN
52E07AB10100 TOLIVER ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSN
52E08AB07S00 LEXINGTON ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSN
52E09DB09500 RUTHS GARDEN HOMEOWNERS ASSN
Total Acres
Total Lots

SFR 2.61
SFR 0.15
SFR 0.11
SFR 1.23
SFR 0.96
SFR 0.05
SFR 0.96
SFR 1.96
SFR 0.14
SFR 0.25
SFR 0.13
SFR 0.09

0.50MFR
0.26MFR

MFR 0.45
MFR 0.06

9.91
16



 

ECONorthwest  Clackamas County Regional Housing Needs Analysis 446 

Total Vacant Inventory  

Map 6 shows the location of the lots included in the vacant inventory and Table 6 summarizes the steps 
taken to identify those lots.  

 

  

Map 6: Vacant Buildable Inventory

Table 6: Summary of Vacant Inventory
Lots Acres

Lots with Buildings < $10,000
Developed Lots Identified with Satellite Imagery
Land owned by Homeowner Associations

295 83.61
174 39.07
16 9.91

Total 105 34.63
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Step 3: Identify and Calculate Infill Inventory  

Infill lots included in the inventory were identified using the “safe harbor” guidelines under OAR 660- 
024-0050. For residential land, cities with population less than 25,000 may use the following 
assumptions to inventory buildable lands:  

• Buildable land for developed lots equal to or greater than one-half acre can be determined by 
subtracting one-quarter acre for an existing building. 	

• Existing lots less than one-half acre with an existing residence may be assumed to be fully 
developed. 	

Using tax lot data, Winterbrook identified potential infill lots with building values greater than $10,000 
and over one-half acre in size. These lots are shown on Map 7 and summarized in Table 7. 	

Map 7: Lots > One-Half Acre With Buildings
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Developed Lots Removed From Infill Inventory  

The safe-harbor methodology captured several properties that have already been developed that 
needed to be removed from the infill inventory. Some of these situations include:  

• Apartment complexes. 	
• Lots developed with multiple detached homes on a single lot. These are recently-developed 

subdivisions, but County data has not been updated. 	
• Mobile home parks. 	
• Assisted living facilities. 	
• Churches 	

These lots were identified using satellite imagery and ownership information. They are identified on 
Map 8 and summarized in Table 8. 	

Table 7: Lots > One-Half Acre
Lots AcresDistrict

Single-Family
Two-Family
Multi-Family

59 78.67
8 6.98
38 75.04

Total 105 160.69
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Map 8: Developed Lots Removed From Infill Inventory
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Table 8: Developed Lots Removed from Infill Inventory
Acres Comp PlanMap & Tax Lot Owner Address

52E05CD01400 HI-VALLEY DEVELOPMENT CORP
52E09BC03900 GRIGORIEFF ISAY TRUSTEE
52E09BD01800 KERLEY PROPERTIES LLC
52E09CA03000 FENTON RONDEL COURT LTD PRTNRSHP
52E09CA03700 CHURCH OF CHRIST
52E09D 01900 FIRCREST PROPERTIES LLC
52E08AA04400 HACIENDA COMMUNITY DEVEL CORP
52E08A 05303 RIDINGS TERR II OREG LTD
52E08A 05301 RIDINGS TERRACE ORE LTD
52E08A 05300 GRACE MANOR LTD PRTNR
52E08A 06400 MARJAK ENTERPRISES INC
52E08AD00100 MARJAK ENTERPRISES INC
52E08A 07902 MOLALLA VENTURES LLC
52E08AD01100 RODEO ACRES LP
52E08C 01200 STONEPLACE APARTMENTS LLC
52E08C 01100 STONEPLACE APARTMENTS LLC
52E08C 01000 STONEPLACE APARTMENTS LLC
52E08C 01800 STONEPLACE STORAGE LLC
52E08C 01400 CORP PRES BSHP CH JESUS CHRIST LDS
52E09D 01200 HOUSING AUTHRTY CO CLACK
52E09CA02500 KRAXBERGER RUFUS K ESTATE OF
52E09CD01406 SMITH NATHAN B 8.CHARLEAN L
52E16BB01100 GRACE LUTHERAN CHURCH
52E16BB02300 THORPE JOHN R
52E09CD04500 MOLALLA MOOSE LODGE
52E04 00914 MOLALLA CONS BAPTIST CH
52E04 00902 OREGON CONFERENCE ADVENTIST CHURCHES 835 N MOLALLA AVE
52E09BC01000 HOMESALES INC
52E09DA00200 EBY MARILYN G
52E09D 00700 MOLALLA ORE CONGJEHOVAHS WITNESSES
52E07AA00100 REASONER RICHARD E & JUDY C
52E07AA02700 ITSCHNER DONALD R TRUSTEE
52E07A 01600 GREGORY VIRGIL F TRUSTEE
52E08BA00400 LEATHERMAN RICHARD T
52E08BA00300 LEATHERMAN RICHARD T
52E08AB01900 MILLER LLOYD LAVERN
52E08B 03202 STAFFORD DEVELOPMENT COMPANY LLC
52E08B 04200 HANSEN CEDRIC H 8t DOROTHY L L-EST
52E08B 04000 MCEACHRAN JOANN G

1111MEADOW DR
138 SHIRLEY ST
317 E HEINTZ ST
180 FENTON AVE
136 FENTON AVE
899 E MAIN ST
415 TOLIVER RD
517 RIDINGS AVE
511RIDINGS AVE
615 W HEINTZ ST
205 W HEINTZ ST
208 W HEINTZ ST
301RIDINGS AVE
250 KENNEL AVE
13288 S HWY 211
13322 S HWY 211
872 W MAIN ST
31696 S ONA WAY
974 W MAIN ST
127 N COLE AVE
150 INDIAN OAK CT
524 E MAIN ST
510 MAY ST
603 S MOLALLA AVE
320 ECKERD AVE
901N MOLALLA AVE

4.17 MFR
2.32 MFR
0.55 MFR
2.18 MFR
0.75 MFR
3.65 MFR
4.50 MFR
0.81 MFR
1.22 MFR
2.66 MFR
5.21 MFR
1.58 MFR
2.96 MFR
0.52 MFR

MFR1.44
2.96 MFR
3.03 MFR
9.11 MFR
3.15 MFR
2.47 MFR
1.91 TFR
0.97 TFR
0.81 TFR
0.69 TFR
0.82 TFR
2.05 SFR
2.02 SFR

710 N MOLALLA AVE
14999 S HWY 211
704 PATROL ST
1009 TOLIVER RD
1118 TOLIVER RD
1101W MAIN ST
807A TOLIVER RD
NO SITUS
505 LEROY AVE
1051W MAIN ST
901W MAIN ST
430 S WEST LN

1.80 SFR
1.51 SFR
0.56 SFR
2.27 SFR
2.36 SFR
9.84 SFR
1.33 SFR
0.81 SFR
1.25 SFR
2.45 SFR
1.27 SFR

SFR1.44
Total Acres
Total Lots

91.38
39
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Total Infill Inventory  

Map 9 shows the location of the lots included in the infill inventory and Table 9 summarizes the steps 
taken to identify those lots. The number of developed lots and their associated acreages were 
subtracted from the total identified lots greater than one-half acre in size.  

  

Map 9: Total Infill Inventory

Table 9: Infill Summary
Lots Acres

Half-Acre or Greater Lots
Developed Lots Identified with Satellite Imagery

160.69
91.38

105
39
66 68.62

66 lots x 0.25 acres 16.5
Total 52.1266
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Step 4: Identify Constrained Land  

As defined in OAR 660-008-0005, land that is subject to protection under Goal 5 is generally not 
considered “buildable.” The City of Molalla adopted provisions to protect significant wetlands and 
riparian corridors within its Urban Growth Boundary in its 2014 Comprehensive Plan. These provisions 
include the goal to:  

Coordinate with Clackamas County to protect riparian corridors and wetlands—and 

associated open space, fish and wildlife habitat and riparian vegetation within the Molalla 

Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).  

Additional provisions include the following policies which are likely to impact the development of lots in 
the BLI:  

1. Consider the results of the Molalla Natural Resources Report as a means of addressing potential 
environmental consequences prior to expansion of the Molalla UGB.  

2. Adopt Goal 5 “safe harbor” provisions, per OAR 660 Division 23, to protect significant riparian 
corridors and wetlands within the Molalla UGB, as identified in the City of Molalla Local 

Wetlands and Riparian Inventories.  
3. Maintain natural wildlife corridors along protected creeks and drainageways.  
4. Give priority to preservation of contiguous parts of that network which will serve as natural  

corridors throughout the City for the protection of watersheds and wildlife.  

5. Provide for residential density transfer from protected water resource areas to adjacent  

buildable land.  

6. Conserve significant trees and vegetation within protected water resource areas.  
7. Require planting of native vegetation/trees within protected water resource areas.  
8. Development projects that may have an impact on natural resource areas as identified on the  

LWI map shall be reviewed by the Division of State Lands (DSL) for possible mitigation.  

These provisions could constrain a builder’s ability to develop a lot, therefore land identified in the 2001 
Local Wetlands Inventory (LWI) was removed and the buildable acreage of these lots does not include 
these areas. In total, 33 lots and 6.21 acres in the inventory are constrained by wetlands and riparian 
corridors. Map 10 shows the location of these lots. Tables 10 and 11 summarize these lots including the 
amount of land constrained for each lot.  
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Map 10: Inventory Constrained By Wetlands

Tabic 10: Vacant Inventory Constrained by Wetlands
Constrained Acres Comp PlanAddressOwner Acres

BYSTROM DALE A TRUSTEE
BYSTROM DALE A TRUSTEE
MCLEOD LOREN L
MCLEOD LOREN L
MCLEOD LOREN L
MCLEOD LOREN L
MCLEOD LOREN L
BROWN BYRON A & EDITH R
MARJAK ENTERPRISES INC
AVISON LUMBER CO
BROWN BYRON A & EDITH R
AVISON LUMBER COMPANY
BURGHARDTJEANIE P

757 RACHEL LN
747 RACHEL LN
733 PACIFIC CT
723 PACIFIC CT
734 VENTNOR CT
724 VENTNOR CT
715 VENTNOR CT
480 TOLIVER RD
NO SITUS
NO SITUS
NO SITUS
NO SITUS
NO SITUS

0.21 0.18 SFR
0.16 0.14 SFR
0.18 0.05 MFR
0.12 0.01 MFR
0.22 0.18 MFR
0.12 0.00 MFR
0.13 0.02 MFR
0.73 0.35 MFR
2.38 0.33 MFR
0.76 0.55 MFR
0.18 0.02 MFR
4.38 0.06 TFR
1.12 0.61 MFR

Total 10.70 2.47
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Conclusion  

The outcomes of the Molalla residential BLI are illustrated on Map 1 and summarized in Table 1. 
Molalla has approximately 82.49 buildable acres available for residential development. The 
largest share of this land is designated for single-family use (44.45 acres). Only 28.55 acres of 
vacant buildable land are available, and 49.07 acres are available in the form of potential infill.  

 

Table 11: Infill Inventory Constrained by Wetlands
Address Constrained Acres Comp PlanOwner Acres
931 TOLIVER RD
1900 TOLIVER RD
1860 TOLIVER RD

BOIAIMOFF YAKOV & MARIE CHERNISHOFF 1840 TOLIVER RD
1820 TOLIVER RD
1800 TOLIVER RD 0.57
1760 TOLIVER RD 0.57
1740 TOLIVER RD 0.57
1720 TOLIVER RD 0.57
1700 TOLIVER RD 0.57
1680 TOLIVER RD 0.60
963 W MAIN ST
931 W MAIN ST
701TOLIVER RD
685 LAKOTA LN
428 TOLIVER RD
105 SONA WAY
1000 W MAIN ST 2.94
31738 SONA WAY 1.74
31762 SONA WAY 0.74

Total 20.75

NW HOUSING ALTERNATIVE INC
FOSTER BRANDON S
HAMPTON TRICIA

2.52 0.17 SFR
0.56 0.23 SFR
0.56 0.23 SFR
0.57 0.25 SFR

HIGGINBOTHAM RON 8.NICOLE
LINN ROBERT EDWARD TRUSTEE
WARNER WILLIAM C
BOLOSKY LEO 8. THERESA
SOMERS EDWARD A & JENELLE M
RANSIER MARK B & KENYA K
WICK DAVID R TRUSTEE
WILLMSCHEN GLEN A & E LOUISE
SALVETTI ROY P JR & MARCELLA E
CLOWERS JERRY B 8.FRITZIE C
SLACK SUSAN L & RONALD L
MCKINNEY DAVID & PATRICIA M
HOLMES KATIE R & MICHAEL J

PUHLMAN ROY D 8. FAYE L
LEFEVERILA
DOUGLAS JOHNNY L JR & VICTORIA M

0.240.57 SFR
0.24 SFR
0.23 SFR
0.25 SFR
0.23 SFR
0.19 SFR
0.22 SFR

1.32 0.17 SFR
1.11 0.08 SFR
0.69 0.05 MFR
0.64 0.00 MFR
1.38 0.55 MFR
1.96 0.05 MFR

0.19 MFR
0.16 MFR
0.01 MFR
3.74
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