
Planning Commission

City of Oregon City

Meeting Agenda

625 Center Street

Oregon City, OR 97045

503-657-0891

Commission Chambers7:00 PMMonday, September 28, 2015

1. Call to Order

2. Public Comments for Items Not on the Agenda

3. Public Hearing

3a. Pavilion Park III Development Application: Zone Change file ZC 15-02 & 

Subdivision file TP 15-03
Commission Report

ZC 15-02 and TP 15-03 Staff Report and Recommendation

Exhibit 1: Vicinity Map

Exhibit 2: Land Use Application Form

Exhibit 2: Application Narrative

Exhibit 2: Plans

Exhibit 2: Neighborhood Association Meeting Information

Exhibit 2: Storm Report

Exhibit 2: Transportation Analysis Letter

Exhibit 2: Receipt

Exhibit 2: Title

Exhibit 2: Information which has been Updated

Exhibit 3: Letters from John Replinger of Replinger and Associates, 

City Consultant

Exhibit 4: Comments from Dan Neils of 19652 McCord Road, Oregon 

City

Exhibit 5: Comments from Wes Rogers, Director of Operations for the 

Oregon City School District

Exhibit 6: Comments from Scott Archer, Community Services Director

Exhibit 7: Excerpts from Annexation file AN 14-01

Information Submitted by the Applicant Prior to September 14, 2015

Proportionality Analysis Memorandum  Submitted by the City Prior to 

September 14, 2015

Final Written Argument Submitted by the Applicant on September 21, 

2015

Attachments:

4. Work Session

4a. Beavercreek Road Concept Plan: Overview and Discussion of the 
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September 28, 2015Planning Commission Meeting Agenda

Re-Adoption Process.
Commission Report

Beavercreek Road Concept Plan

Metro Title 4 Map Ord 1244B

Beavercreek Road Industrial Lands Map

City Commission Minutes July 20 2011

Attachments:

5. Community Development Director Update

6. 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 15-207

Agenda Date: 9/28/2015  Status: Agenda Ready

To: Planning Commission Agenda #: 3a.

From: Planner Laura Terway File Type: Land Use Item

SUBJECT: 
Pavilion Park III Development Application: Zone Change file ZC 15-02 & Subdivision file TP 15-03

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Motion):

Staff requests the Planning Commission review the staff report and all associated materials 

and recommend to approve Planning files ZC 15-02 and TP 15-03 to the City Commission 

with conditions.

BACKGROUND:

The applicant is seeking approval for a Zone Change from “R-10” Single-Family Dwelling 

District to “R-6” Single-Family Dwelling District and a 25-Lot subdivision at 19588 McCord 

Road in Oregon City.  This item has been before the Planning Commission on August 24, 

2015 and September 14, 2015.  Since the last hearing, the applicant submitted a final written 

argument on September 21, 2015 addressing their outstanding concerns.

BUDGET IMPACT:

Amount:

FY(s):       

Funding Source:      
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TYPE IV APPLICATION 

STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
September 8, 2015 

 
FILE NUMBER:   ZC 15-02: Zone Change R-10 to R-6 

TP 15-03: 25-Lot Subdivision 
 
APPLICANT:   Icon Construction & Development LLC 

1980 Willamette Falls Drive 
West Linn, Oregon 97068 

 
REPRESENTATIVE:  Rick Givens, Planning Consultant 

18680 Sunblaze Drive 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

 
OWNERS:   David and Diane Douglass 

19588 McCord Road 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

 
REQUEST:  The applicant is seeking approval for a Zone Change from “R-10” Single-Family 

Dwelling District to “R-6” Single-Family Dwelling District and a 25-Lot 
subdivision. 

 
LOCATION:    19588 McCord Road, Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

Clackamas County 3-2E-07B -04100 
 

REVIEWERS:  Laura Terway, AICP, Planner  
   Wendy Marshall, P.E., Development Projects Manager 
   Matthew Palmar, EIT, Development Engineering Associate 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions. 
 
PROCESS: 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 

221 Molalla Ave.  Suite 200   | Oregon City OR 97045  
Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880 

Community Development – Planning OREGON
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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. 

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS APPLICATION, PLEASE CONTACT THE PLANNING DIVISION OFFICE AT 
(503) 722-3789.  
 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Files ZC 15-02 and TP 15-03 

 
(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 County fire Department #1. 
 

Prior to Issuance of a Permit associated with the Proposed Development: 
1. The applicant is responsible for this project’s compliance with Engineering Policy 00-01 and all 

applicable design standards.  As part of this policy the applicant shall schedule a meeting with 
the City development services staff prior to beginning design. (DS) 

2. The applicant shall sign a Non-Remonstrance Agreement for the purpose of making sanitary 
sewer, storm sewer, water or street improvements in the future that benefit the subject 
property and assessing the cost to benefited properties pursuant to the City’s capital 
improvement regulations in effect at the time of such improvement. (Code section 
17.62.050.A.22) (DS) 

3. The applicant shall provide an Erosion Prevention and Sedimentation Control Plan to the City for 
approval.   

4. The applicant shall provide a Preliminary Residential Lot Grading Plan to the City for review prior 
to the approval of construction plans.  A final site Residential Lot Grading Plan shall be required 
as part of the final construction plans per the City’s Residential Lot Grading Criteria and the 
International Building Code.  If significant grading is required for the lots due to its location or 
the nature of the site, rough grading shall be required of the developer prior to the acceptance 
of the public improvements.  There shall not be more than a maximum grade differential of two 
(2) feet at all subdivision boundaries.  Grading shall in no way create any water traps, or create 
other ponding situations.  (DS) 

5. Prior to starting construction the applicant shall obtain all Public Works permits including the 
public improvements and site grading permit, and erosion control permit.  The applicant shall 
also participate in a pre-construction conference with Public Works.  (DS) 

6. The new water system will be designed with minimum 8-inch water mains throughout the site 
and will provide stubs with blow-offs for future extension with development of adjacent 
properties.  The proposed 8-inch ductile iron water mains on Anita Place, Pelican Lake Place, 
Joseph Way, and Villard Place shall be connected to the adjacent, existing City water system on 
these streets per City Standards.  (DS) 

7. All new water services shall be constructed with individual copper water lines a minimum of 1-
inch diameter in size connecting to the water main and extending to a new water meter box.  
(DS) 

8. The applicant shall extend the existing 8-inch water main located to the northwest of the 
proposed development within McCord Road to the southeastern most boundary of the 
proposed development’s frontage along McCord Road. Extension of this 8-inch water main shall 
include all appurtenances, such as fire hydrants and water services as needed for a complete 
water system.  (DS) 

9. NOT USED. 
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10. The applicant shall extend the existing 12-inch water main located at the intersection of Leland 
Road and Kalal Court to the southwestern most boundary of the proposed development’s 
frontage along Leland Road to serve Lot 16 of the development. Extension of this 12-inch water 
main shall include all appurtenances, such as fire hydrants, valves, and fittings as needed for a 
complete water system.  At time of construction plan submittal, alternative configurations may 
be evaluated for approval by the City Engineer.   (DS) 

11. NOT USED. 
12. The applicant shall abandon two (2) sections of existing 4-inch water main located between 

Anita Place and Pelican Lake Place (located within an easement) and between Pelican Lake Place 
and to the northeast to the existing 8-inch water main within Joseph Way. During design, the 
applicant shall coordinate with City staff with regard to how to abandon these existing 4-inch 
water mains and sequencing of these abandonments to minimize the number of affected 
properties.  (DS) 

13. The applicant shall transfer existing water service lines currently being served off of the existing 
4-inch water mains to be abandoned as a condition of approval to the proposed 8-inch water 
main within Joseph Way.  (DS) 

14. NOT USED. 
15. The applicant shall locate and install fire hydrants per Clackamas Fire District No. 1’s 

requirements (including the 8-inch and 12-inch water main extensions on McCord Road and 
Leland Road, respectively).  (DS) 

16. The new sanitary sewer system will be designed with minimum 8-inch sanitary sewer mains 
throughout the site, and provide stubs where needed to provide adequate service to upstream 
future development of adjacent properties. The pipelines shall be design and constructed using 
the minimum grade per the City Design Standards.  (DS) 

17. The applicant shall provide sanitary sewer laterals to all of the lots in the proposed 
development.  (DS) 

18. The applicant shall install an 8-inch sanitary sewer main on Joseph Way as far as determined by 
the City Engineer necessary to provide sanitary sewer service to Lots 10 and 11. The proposed 8-
inch sanitary sewer main shall be extended in its standard utility location per City standards. The 
sanitary sewer service connection for Lot 11 shall be made on the proposed 8-inch sanitary 
sewer main, and not directly to the proposed end-of-line manhole.  (DS) 

19. The applicant shall extend the proposed 8-inch sanitary sewer mains within Anita Place and 
Pelican Lake Place to the south to the property lines to serve future development.  (DS) 

20. The applicant shall install an 8-inch sanitary sewer main on Villard Place as far as determined by 
the City Engineer necessary to the northeast to provide sanitary sewer service to Lot 13. The 
sanitary sewer service connection for Lot 13 shall be made on the proposed 8-inch sanitary 
sewer main, and not directly to the proposed end-of-line manhole.  (DS) 

21. The applicant shall extend the existing sanitary sewer system (manhole and main line) located at 
the intersection of Leland Road and Kalal Court to the southwestern most boundary of the 
proposed development’s frontage along Leland Road to provide sanitary sewer service for Lot 
16. The sanitary service lateral for Lot 16 shall be installed to run perpendicular to the extended 
8-inch sanitary sewer main within Leland Road per City standards. The sanitary sewer service 
connection for Lot 16 shall be made on the proposed 8-inch sanitary sewer main, and not 
directly to the proposed end-of-line manhole. The applicant will not be required to extend the 
sanitary sewer main on Leland Road if they can demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer, that all upstream, undeveloped properties that abut Leland Road can be served from 
other locations. If this can be adequately demonstrated, the sanitary sewer lateral for Lot 16 can 
be located within a private sewer easement across Lot 17 and discharge into the proposed 
sanitary sewer system on Pelican Lake Place.   (DS) 
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22. Public storm sewer improvements shall be designed and constructed to collect and convey on-
site and off-site storm drainage.  The public storm water collection system shall be located in the 
public right-of-way, and shall consist of a minimum 12” mainlines, catch basins and manholes.  
This includes a temporary asphalt berm along the southern side of Anita Place to collect the run-
off from the street.  (DS) 

23. Both detention and treatment of the storm water is required to meet the City design standards.  
(DS) 

24. The storm water report shall be finalized based upon the City Design Standards.  The discharge 
rate allowed from the detention pond will be limited to the discharge rate of the existing sub-
basin in that location.  The study shall include a detailed evaluation of the downstream 
collection system all the way to the outfall to determine if capacity upgrades are required, 
additional detention is required and if there are impacts to the downstream detention pond.  A 
geotechnical study shall also be required per the City storm water design standards.  (DS) 
 

25. Prior to final construction plan approval, the applicant shall submit a Natural Resource Overlay 
District (NROD) application to the City’s Planning Department for review and approval, if 
needed. The NROD review is required for the anticipated disturbances which will occur at the 
location of the existing storm water pond, which is located entirely within the NROD.  Design of 
the detention facility shall comply with the requirements of Chapter 17.49 of the Oregon City 
Municipal Code and the Conditions of Approval as provided within the NROD Notice of Decision. 
(DS) 

26. The applicant shall dedicate sufficient right-of-way to provide 30 feet on the applicant’s side of 
the centerline of the right-of-way on McCord Road. The improved street portion the applicant is 
required to provide includes, but is not limited to, base rock, half-street pavement width of 17 
feet (on the applicant’s side of the centerline). The improvements on the applicant’s side of the 
centerline consist of pavement, curb and gutter, 7.5-foot-wide landscape strip (including curb), 
5-foot-wide sidewalk behind the planter strip, curb return radii, curb ramps, centerline 
monumentation in monuments boxes, traffic control devices, street lights, and street trees.  (DS) 

27. The applicant shall dedicate sufficient right-of-way to provide 38 feet on the applicant’s side of 
the centerline of the right-of-way on Leland Road. The improved street portion the applicant is 
required to provide includes, but is not limited to, base rock, half-street pavement width of 25 
feet (on the applicant’s side of the centerline). The improvements on the applicant’s side of the 
centerline consist of pavement, curb and gutter, 7.5-foot-wide landscape strip (including curb), 
5-foot-wide sidewalk behind the planter strip, centerline monumentation in monuments boxes, 
traffic control devices, street lights, and street trees.  (DS) 

28. The applicant shall dedicate 54-feet of right-of-way for Villard Place, Anita Place, and Pelican 
Lake Place.  The improved street portion the applicant is required to provide includes, but is not 
limited to, base rock, paved street width of 32 feet, curbs and gutters, 5-foot planter strips 
including curb widths, 5-foot concrete sidewalks behind the planter strips, curb return radii, 
curb (ADA-compliant) ramps, centerline monumentation in monument boxes, traffic control 
devices, street trees, and street lights.  (DS) 

29. The applicant shall dedicate 37 feet of right-of-way for the southern 125 feet of Anita Place.  The 
improved street portion the applicant is required to provide includes, but is not limited to, base 
rock, half-street pavement width of 16 feet plus 10 feet (on the opposite side of the centerline).  
The improvements consist of pavement, curb and gutter, 5-foot-wide planter strip (including 
curb), 5-foot-wide sidewalk behind the planter strip, curb return radii, curb (ADA-compliant) 
ramps, centerline monumentation in monument boxes, traffic control devices, street lights, and 
street trees.  On the southerly side of the street there shall be 10-feet of pavement with an 
asphalt curb.    (DS) 
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30. The applicant shall dedicate sufficient right-of-way to provide for a 53-foot right-of-way width 
on Joseph Way.  Joseph Way is currently partially constructed. The applicant shall dedicate 
sufficient right-of-way to complete this road section for a total right-of-way width of 53 feet. 
The improved street portion the applicant is required to provide includes, but is not to be 
limited to, base rock, half-street pavement width of 32 feet less the currently paved section on 
the north side of Joseph Way.  The improvements consist of pavement, curb and gutter, 5-foot-
wide planter strip (including curb), 5-foot-wide sidewalk behind the planter strip, curb return 
radii, curb (ADA-compliant) ramps, centerline monumentation in monuments boxes, traffic 
control devices, street lights, and street trees.  (DS) 

31. Both McCord Road and Leland Road are under Clackamas County jurisdiction. The applicant shall 
apply for all necessary permits through Clackamas County needed to perform the work within 
McCord Road and Leland Road. Approved permits from Clackamas County must be provided to 
the City prior to final approval of the construction plans. 

32. The applicant shall extend Anita Place and Pelican Lake Place as close to the southerly property 
line of the subject property as possible.  (DS) 

33. The applicant shall provide access control strips across the dead-ends Anita Place and Pelican 
Lake Place.  There shall also be an access control strip along the southerly side of Anita Place.  
These shall be recorded on the plat.  (DS) 

34. The applicant shall provide non-vehicular access (NVA) strips along all curb returns.  (DS) 
35. The applicant shall provide a 10-foot-wide water line easement to the City across Lots 16 and 

17.  (DS) 
36. Ten-foot public utility easements (PUE) along all street frontages and all easements are required 

for inclusion in the final engineering plans and these easements shall be dedicated to the public 
on the final plat.  All existing and proposed utilities and easements shall be indicated on the 
construction plans.  (DS) 

37. Applicant is required to coordinate street light design and construction with Portland General 
Electric (PGE).  Prior to final construction plan approval, the applicant shall submit a copy of 
PGE’s work order to construct the street light system improvements and prior to issuing building 
permits, the applicant shall submit PGE’s final acceptance of street light improvements to the 
City.  (DS) 

38. The curves on the on the local street shall meet industry standards as provided in the AASHTO 
manual on Geometric Design of Highways and Street.  (DS) 

39. The intersection design with regard to tangent length shall meet City standards.  (DS) 
40. For all pavement cuts required for the development such as for new water lines, storm and 

sanitary sewer service lines, the City Pavement Cut Policy and Standards shall be followed. The 
Full Standard shall be required for pavement cuts.   (DS) 

41. Driveway spacing shall meet City standards.  (DS) 
42. A geotechnical report will be required to be submitted along with the design.  (DS) 
43. The applicant shall either have demolished all existing structures onsite with demolition 

permit(s), if needed, or submitted documentation demonstrating that the dimensional 
standards of the zoning designation in OCMC 17.12 have been met.  (P) 

44. The applicant shall have obtained demolition permit(s) if needed.  (P) 
45. The plans shall demonstrate that Lot 16 is developed such that vehicles can turn around on site 

instead of backing onto Leland Road when exiting the property. (P) 
46. The applicant shall submit a plan for street trees in compliance with OCMC 12.08. (P) 
47. The applicant shall submit a revised tree mitigation plan in accordance with Chapter 17.41. (P) 

 
Prior to Final Plat of the Subdivision 

1. The applicant shall submit CC&R’s for the subdivision (if applicable) which do not conflict with 
the Oregon City Municipal Code. (P) 
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Prior to Issuance of Building Permits 

1. The applicant shall assure that the front setback and the most architecturally significant 
elevation of any future home on Lots 1, 2 and 25 shall be oriented toward McCord and that Lot 
16 be oriented toward Leland Road.   

2. If Lots 1 and 2 are both accessed from McCord, the driveways shall be combined at the property 
line into a single access at the right-of-way. (B) 
 

Prior to Occupancy of Building Permits: 
1. The applicant shall record a permanent, protective covenant or easement on all properties with 

new or existing trees planted on private property in a form acceptable to the City. (P) 
 
I. BACKGROUND:  
 

1. Existing Conditions 
The subject site consists of one tax lot located at 19588 McCord Road in Oregon City (Exhibit 1).  
The site is currently developed with one single-family home, associated accessory buildings and 
is utilized as a Christmas tree farm.  
 
Figure 1. Vicinity Map 

 
 
Figure 2: Existing Conditions – Aerial Image 
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2. Project Description 
The applicant has proposed to change the zoning designation of the subject site from “R-10” 
Single-Family Dwelling District to “R-6” Single-Family Dwelling District, and subdivide the 
property into 25 lots (Exhibit 2). 
 
Figure 3: Proposed Layout 

 
 
3. Zoning/Permitted Uses: The subject site was annexed into Oregon City in 2015 with file AN 14-

01 (Exhibit 7). The site is currently zoned “R-10” Single-Family Dwelling District, the zoning 
designation assigned to all properties within the Low Density Residential Comprehensive Plan 
designation upon annexation to Oregon City. 
 
As demonstrated below, the abutting subdivision to the northwest (Pavilion Park) is zoned R-6 
and is developed with single-family detached homes at that density. The Rian Park subdivision 
to the northeast is zoned R-3.5 and developed with single-family homes at that density pattern. 
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Figure 4: Current Zoning Map 

 
 

4. Municipal Code Standards and Requirements: The following sections of the Oregon City 
Municipal Code are applicable to this land use approval: 
 
16.08 - Subdivisions-Process and Standards 
16.12 - Minimum Improvements and Design Standards for Land Divisions 
13.12 - Stormwater Management 
12.04 - Streets, Sidewalks, and Public Places 
12.08 - Public and Street Trees   
15.48 - Grading, Filling and Excavating 
17.08 - R-10 Single Family Dwelling District 
17.12 - R-6 Single Family Dwelling District 
17.20 – Residential Design and Landscaping Standards 
17.47 - Erosion and Sediment Control 
17.41 – Tree Protection 
17.50 - Administration and Procedures 
17.68 – Zoning Changes and Amendments 
17.54.100 – Fences, Hedges and Walls 
  
The City Code Book is available on-line at www.orcity.org. 

 
5. Notice and Public Comment 

Notice of the proposal was sent to various City departments, affected agencies, property owners 
within 300 feet, and all Neighborhood Associations.  Additionally, the subject property was 
posted with signs identifying that a land use action was occurring on the property and a notice 
was posted in the paper.  The following comments have been submitted to the Planning 
Division: 

• Dan Neils submitted comments regarding the speed on McCord, sight distance from the 
proposed development to McCord, street lighting, the layout of the proposed 
development, additional traffic impact and safety of Little Pease Road, and development 
within the City (Exhibit 4). 
Staff Response: Findings for all applicable development criteria are provided within this 
report. Note that the sight distance has been analyzed in the applicant’s Traffic Analysis 
Letter (TAL) and the City’s review of the TAL in Exhibits 2 and 3.  A supplemental analysis 
was performed by John Replinger of Replinger and Associates, a city consultant, to 
address Mr. Neils’ comments. 

http://www.orcity.org/
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• Wes Rogers, Director of Operations for the Oregon City School District submitted 
comments identifying that the Elementary school attendance area will depend on 
existing enrollments when the subdivision is built (Exhibit 5). 
Staff Response: Findings for schools are incorporated into the report. 

• Scott Archer, Community Services Director submitted comments identifying that there 
are no comments with the development proposal (Exhibit 6). 
Staff Response: Findings for parks are incorporated into the report. 

 
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.  Comments of the 
applicable City departments or consultants are incorporated into this report. 

 
II. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS: 
 
CHAPTER 17.08 - R-10 SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING DISTRICT 
Finding: Not Applicable.  The subject site is currently within the “R-10” Single-Family Dwelling District.  
The applicant has proposed to change the zoning designation of the site to “R-6” Single-Family Dwelling 
district and subdivide the property into 25 lots.  The standards within this criterion are not applicable. 
 
CHAPTER 17.12 - “R-6” SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING DISTRICT 
 
17.12.040.A. Minimum lot area, six thousand square feet; 
Finding: Complies as Proposed.  Chapter 16.12.050 of the Oregon City Municipal Code allows lots that 
are up to 20% less than the required minimum lot area of the applicable zoning designation provided 
the average lot size of the subdivision complies with the minimum site area requirement of the 
underlying zone. In the R-6 zone, the 20% standard would allow lots as small as 4,800 square feet.  All 
proposed lots exceed 4,800 square feet – the smallest is 5,053 square feet and largest is 7,577 square 
feet. The average lot size for the entire subdivision is 6,004 square feet.  

Lot Square Footage (Ft.) Lot Square Footage (Ft.) 
1 5,604 14 5,996 
2 6,453 15 7,369 
3 7,346 16 5,518 
4 5,704 17 5,659 
5 5,713 18 5,053 
6 6,536 19 5,523 
7 5,878 20 5,632 
8 7,253 21 5,224 
9 5,417 22 5,008 

10 6,349 23 5,223 
11 5,734 24 6,462 
12 7,577 25 6,407 
13 5,463   

 
17.12.040.B. Minimum lot width, fifty feet; 
Finding: Complies as Proposed.  The proposed lot widths exceed the minimum lot width of 50 feet. The 
approximate lot widths are provided below. 

Lot Lot Width (Ft.) Lot Lot Width 
(Ft.) 
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1 65.0 14 65.5 
2 73.2 15 57.2 
3 73.2 16 50.2 
4 65.0 17 50.2 
5 55.0 18 55.0 
6 60.0 19 57.1 
7 60.0 20 50.1 
8 62.0 21 58.5 
9 55.0 22 61.1 

10 64.8 23 55.0 
11 65.5 24 62.0 
12 60.0 25 62.0 
13 59.0   

 
17.12.040.C. Minimum lot depth, seventy feet; 
Finding: Complies as Proposed.  The proposed lot depths exceed the minimum lot depth of 70 feet. The 
approximate lot depths are provided below. 

Lot Lot Depth (Ft.) Lot Lot Depth 
(Ft.) 

1 86.2 14 92.4 
2 86.2 15 124.5 
3 88.3 16 110.0 
4 86.2 17 110.0 
5 101.8 18 93.0 
6 94.9 19 104.9 
7 94.9 20 119.6 
8 108.3 21 82.0 
9 98.5 22 82.0 

10 87.5 23 95.0 
11 87.5 24 105.0 
12 110.5 25 104.1 
13 92.8   

 
17.12.040.D. Maximum building height: two and one-half stories, not to exceed thirty-five feet. 
Finding: Not Applicable.  The applicant has not proposed to construct a building with this application.  
New construction will be reviewed for compliance with the dimensional standards of the zoning 
designation upon submittal of permits.  No variances to any dimensional standards are proposed.  
 
17.12.040.E 
1.  Front yard: ten feet minimum depth. 
2.  Front porch, five feet minimum setback, 
3. 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 in residential areas.  
4. Interior side yard, nine feet minimum setback for at least one side yard; five feet minimum setback for the other 
side yard, 
5. Corner side yard, fifteen feet minimum setback, 
6. Rear yard, twenty-foot minimum setback 
7.  Rear porch, fifteen-foot minimum setback. 
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Finding: Complies with Condition.  The applicant did not identify if the existing structures onsite will 
remain or be demolished.  The retention of the structures will likely not comply with the setbacks of the 
proposed lots, and verification of the lot coverage is unknown.  Prior to issuance of a permit associated 
with the proposed development the applicant shall either have demolished all existing structures onsite 
or submitted documentation demonstrating that the dimensional standards of the zoning designation 
have been met.  The applicant shall have obtained demolition permit(s) if needed.   
 
For all proposed construction, the building height, setbacks, garage, and lot coverage standards will be 
reviewed at the time of building permit application. No variances to any dimensional standards are 
proposed.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet 
this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
17.12.040.F.  Garage standards: See Chapter 17.21—Residential Design Standards.  
Finding: Not Applicable.  The applicant has not proposed to construct a building with the proposed 
development.  New construction will be reviewed for compliance with the dimensional standards of the 
zoning designation upon submittal of permits.  No variances to any dimensional standards are proposed.  
 
17.12.040.G. Maximum lot coverage: The footprint of all structures two hundred square feet or greater shall cover 
a maximum of forty percent of the lot area.  
Finding: Complies with Condition.  The applicant did not identify if the existing structures will remain or 
be demolished.  The retention of the structures will likely not comply with the setbacks of the proposed 
lots, and verification of the lot coverage is unknown.  Prior to issuance of a permit associated with the 
proposed development the applicant shall either have demolished all existing structures onsite or 
submitted documentation demonstrating that the dimensional standards of the zoning designation have 
been met.  The applicant shall have obtained demolition permit(s), if needed.   
 
For all proposed construction, the building height, setbacks, garage, and lot coverage standards will be 
reviewed at the time of building permit application. No variances to any dimensional standards are 
proposed.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet 
this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
CHAPTER 17.68.020 ZONE CHANGES AND AMENDMENTS 
 
A. The proposal shall be consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan.  
Goal 1: Citizen Involvement 
Goal 1.2: Ensure that citizens, neighborhood groups and affected property owners are involved in all 
phases of the comprehensive planning program.  
Finding: Complies as Proposed. Chapter 17.50 of the Oregon City Municipal Code includes provisions to 
ensure that citizens, neighborhood groups, and affected property owners have ample opportunity for 
participation in zone change applications. The applicant met with the neighborhood association prior to 
submitting this application.  Once the application was deemed complete, the City noticed the 
application to properties within 300 feet and the neighborhood association, and Citizens Involvement 
Council, and posted the application on the City’s website.  In addition, the Applicant posted signs on the 
subject site.  All interested persons have the opportunity to comment in writing or in person through the 
public hearing process. By following this process, the requirements of this policy are met. 
 
 Goal 2: Land Use 
Goal 2.1: 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. The applicant requested a zone change from “R-10” Single-Family 
Dwelling District to the “R-6” Single-Family Dwelling District.  The zone change would allow additional 
dwellings to be constructed and the property to be utilized in an efficient manner, consistent with the 
adjacent properties.  This standard has been met. 
 
Goal 2.7: 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 Oregon City Comprehensive Plan designates the subject property as 
within the “LR” Low Density Residential Development designation.  The “LR” Low Density Residential 
Development designation includes the R-10, R-8 and R-6 zoning designations.  The applicant has not 
proposed to alter the Comprehensive Plan designation of the site.  The subject site is located adjacent to 
R-3.5 and R-6 zoned properties, and thus the density of R-6 development is appropriate. 
 
Goal 6: Quality of Air, Water and Land Resources 
Goal 6.1.1: 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 proposed “R-6” development pattern will be consistent with this 
policy by creation of a more compact land use pattern and reduction in the square footage of public 
street per dwelling, thereby reducing travel by single-occupancy vehicles and increasing use of 
alternative modes of transportation.  Public sidewalks will be provided on all streets within this project. 
This standard has been met. 
 
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. This policy is implemented by development standards that require 
appropriate handling of storm water runoff.  Standard erosion control measures will be implemented 
during construction.  Storm runoff from the proposed development will be collected with a storm sewer 
system, as shown on the preliminary utility plan submitted with this application. Please refer to the 
findings within this report. 
 
Goal 10: Housing 
Goal 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.     
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The proposed zone change will maintain the basic land use for this site 
as Low Density Residential, consistent with the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan. The increased density 
allowed by the R-6 zoning, as compared with the existing R-10 district will provide for a greater number 
of single-family homes on this site, thereby increasing the availability of more choices in the 
marketplace. The chart below displays that currently, approximately 25% of land within the city is within 
the “R-10” Single-Family Dwelling District and only 14% of land within the city is designated “R-6” Single-
Family Dwelling District.  The proposed zone change will increase the variety of zoning by an incremental 
increase in the R-6 designated land.  This standard has been met. 
  

Zoning Designation Acres Percent of the City 
R-10 1,567 25% 
R-8 1,092 18% 
R-6 890 14% 

R-3.5 424 7% 
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R-2 262 4% 
C 161 3% 
CI 165 3% 
GI 220 4% 
HC 9 0% 
I 475 8% 

MUC-1 168 3% 
MUC-2 45 1% 
MUD 510 8% 
MUE 157 3% 

WFDD 30 0% 
 
Goal 11: Public Facilities 
Goal 11.1: 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. All public facilities necessary to serve this project are available at 
adequate levels to meet the proposed R-6 zoning. Please refer to the analysis about utilities within this 
report.  Oregon City School District provides education services and has adequate levels of service 
available (Exhibit 5). Police and fire protection are provided by the City of Oregon City. The site will be 
required to pay Park SDCs (System Development Charges) for each new unit to pay for future parks to 
serve the area if indicated in the parks master plan. 
 
Policy 11.1.4: Support development of 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.   
Finding: Complies with Condition. All public facilities necessary to serve this project are available at 
adequate levels to meet the proposed R-6 zoning. The proposed zone change would maintain the basic 
land use for this site as Low Density Residential, consistent with the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan. 
Please refer to the findings within this report. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and 
reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
Goal 12: Transportation 
Goal 12.6: Develop and maintain a transportation system that has enough capacity to meet users’ needs.    
Finding: Complies as Proposed. A transportation analysis letter (TAL) was prepared for this project, 
dated April 14, 2015, by Todd Mobley, P.E. of Lancaster Engineering (Exhibit 2). The TAL was reviewed by 
John Replinger of Replinger and Associates, City transportation consultant, who concluded: “I find that 
the TAL meets city requirements and provides an adequate basis upon which impacts can be assessed. 
The subdivision will result in minimal additional traffic. Connectivity in the vicinity is enhanced by 
connections with adjacent streets. The proposed rezoning is not predicted to have a significant effect as 
defined under the Transportation Planning Rule. There are no transportation-related issues associated 
with this subdivision requiring mitigation. For the parcel that would have direct access to Leland Road, 
the engineer recommends an on-site turn around. I concur; I recommend that the lot with direct access 
to Leland Road be developed such that vehicles can turn around on site instead of backing onto the 
street when exiting the property” (Exhibit 3). 
 
B. That public facilities and services (water, sewer, storm drainage, transportation, schools, police and 

fire protection) are presently capable of supporting the uses allowed in the zone, or can be made 
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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. The public facilities and services have been addressed within this report. 
All the services are available and adequate to meet the needs of this property when developed to levels 
allowed by the R-6 zoning district. Staff finds that the application is consistent with this approval 
criterion (B). 
 
C. The land uses authorized by the proposal are consistent with the existing or planned function, 

capacity and level of service of the transportation system serving the proposed zoning district.  
Finding: Complies with Condition. Please refer to the analysis in 16.08.030.B.5. 
 
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 comprehensive plan contains specific policies and provisions which control 
the zone change. 
 
CHAPTER 16.08 – SUBDIVISIONS PROCESS AND STANDARDS 
 
16.08.010  
All subdivisions shall be in compliance with the policies and design standards established by this chapter and with 
applicable standards in the City’s Public Facilities Master Plan and the City Design Standards and Specifications.  
The evidence contained in this record indicates that the proposed subdivision is in compliance with standards and 
design specifications listed in this document, subject to the conditions of approval.    
Finding: Complies with Conditions.  As demonstrated within this staff report the proposed project was 
reviewed by the appropriate agencies and will comply with the criterion in the Oregon City Municipal 
Code with the conditions of approval. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable 
that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
16.08.015  Preapplication conference required. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The applicant held a pre-application conference (file PA 14-37) 
on January 7, 2015.  The land use application was submitted within 6 months of the pre-
application conference on April 22, 2015.  The application was deemed incomplete on May 22, 
2015 and after the submittal of additional information the application was deemed complete on 
July 7, 2015. 
 
16.08.020 - Preliminary subdivision plat application. 
Within six months of the preapplication conference, an Applicant may apply for preliminary subdivision plat 
approval. The applicant's submittal must provide a complete description of existing conditions, the proposed 
subdivision and an explanation of how the application meets all applicable approval standards. The following 
sections describe the specific submittal requirements for a preliminary subdivision plat, which include plan 
drawings, a narrative statement and certain tabular information. Once the application is deemed to be complete, 
the community development director shall provide notice of the application and an invitation to comment for a 
minimum of fourteen days to surrounding property owners in accordance with Section 17.50.090(A). At the 
conclusion of the comment period, the community development director will evaluate the application, taking into 
consideration all relevant, timely filed comments, and render a written decision in accordance with Chapter 17.50. 
The community development director's decision may be appealed to the city commission with notification to the 
planning commission. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The applicant held a pre-application conference (file PA 14-37) 
on January 7, 2015.  The land use application was submitted within 6 months of the pre-
application conference on April 22, 2015.  The application was deemed incomplete on May 22, 
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2015 and after the submittal of additional information the application was deemed complete on 
July 7, 2015. 
 
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 preliminary site plan displaying 
the necessary submittal requirements.  This standard is met. 
 
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 as Proposed. The development application included a preliminary site plan as well as 
a Transportation Analysis Letter (TAL), under the direction of Michael Ard, P.E. of Lancaster Engineering 
(Exhibit 2).  
 
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 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. 
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Finding: Complies as Proposed. The development application included preliminary site and drainage 
plans as well as the proposed lots, street, and trees proposed to be removed.  The subject site is not 
within an environmental overlay district. 
 
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 – 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: 
 16.08.030.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; 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. A detailed description of the proposed subdivision including the above 
listed information, as applicable, was submitted with this development application.   
 
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: Complies with Condition. The applicant proposed providing water service from existing 8-inch 
ductile iron City water mains in the adjoining streets stubbed to the subject property (Anita Place, 
Pelican Lake Place, Joseph Way, and Villard Place). The applicant proposed these stubbed 8-inch water 
mains will be extended to service the proposed lots in the subdivision. The applicant further proposed to 
provide water service to Lot 16 (which fronts Leland Road) from an existing 8-inch Clackamas River 
Water District (CRW) water main installed in Leland Road. The applicant also proposed hot tapping an 
existing 8-inch CRW water line at the intersection of McCord Road and Villard Place. The CRW water 
mains in this area are in poor condition. They are scheduled to be abandoned in the future, and 
properties will be served by City water mains. Therefore, the proposed connections to CRW water mains 
will not be practical. 
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There is an existing 8-inch ductile iron Oregon City (City) water main in McCord Road northwest of the 
property. The applicant shall extend this water main to the southeast within McCord Road to the 
southeastern most boundary of the proposed development’s frontage along McCord Road. Extension of 
this 8-inch water main shall include all appurtenances, such as fire hydrants, valves, and fittings as 
needed for a complete water system. The applicant shall connect the extended 8-inch water main in 
McCord Road to the 8-inch water main proposed on Villard Place.  
 
There is an existing 12-inch ductile iron City water main in Leland Road which terminates at the 
intersection of Leland Road and Kalal Court. Section 16.12.095 of the Municipal Code states that an 
applicant is responsible for extending the City’s water system to and through the project boundaries to 
serve neighboring undeveloped properties.  Section 1.03 of the Water Distribution System Design 
Standards states that permanent distribution facilities shall be provided to all lots created by subdivision, 
and along the subject site frontage.  Section 2.00 of the standards states that the main shall be extended 
across the street frontage when the main is located within the right-of-way. Therefore, the applicant 
shall extend this 12-inch water main to the southwest within Leland Road to the western most boundary 
of the proposed development’s frontage along Leland Road to serve Lot 16. Extension of this 12-inch 
water main shall include all appurtenances, such as fire hydrants, valves, and fittings as needed for a 
complete water system. Extension of this 12-inch water main conforms to the recommendations found 
in the City’s 2012 Water Distribution System Master Plan. Furthermore, this Leland Road extension plays 
an important role in the overall connectivity in this area, which will increase water flow, water pressure, 
and water quality for this development beyond just Lot 16. The 12-inch main shall include a 12-inch by 8-
inch tee fitting installed to serve Kalal Court. An 8-inch water main is required to provide adequate 
service to the development.  In cases where the size of the master-planned main exceeds that required 
for development, the applicant can be reimbursed for the cost difference.  The 12-inch main described in 
the staff report is identified in the capital improvement program (CIP); therefore, the applicant may 
request system development charges (SDC) credit as referenced in OCMC 13.20. 
 
Although not imposed as a condition of approval to this zone change and subdivision approval, the City 
has interest in having the Applicant’s Contractor install new 1-inch water service lines and meter boxes 
to all existing CRW customers which front newly installed water mains as part of these water main 
extensions (8-inch on McCord Road and 12-inch on Leland Road). Any agreement between the City and 
the Applicant’s Contractor to provide these service lines and meters will be negotiated separate from 
this land use decision.   
 
The applicant proposed a new water system with minimum 8-inch water mains throughout the site, and 
will provide stubs for future extension with development of adjacent properties. The proposed 8-inch 
ductile iron water mains on Anita Place, Pelican Lake Place, Joseph Way, and Villard Place shall be 
connected to the adjacent, existing City water system on these streets per City Construction Standards. 
 
The existing 4-inch ductile iron City water mains installed between Anita Place and Pelican Lake Place 
(within an easement) and between Pelican Lake Place and to the northeast to the existing 8-inch ductile 
iron City water main within Joseph Place shall be abandoned as part of this project. During design, the 
applicant shall coordinate with City staff with regard to how to abandon these existing 4-inch City water 
mains and sequencing of these abandonments to minimize the number of affected properties. 
Properties currently served off of these existing 4-inch water lines shall be transferred to the proposed 8-
inch water line within Joseph Way. 
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During design the applicant shall coordinate with the City staff with regard to the location of fittings and 
bending radius allowed for the pipes.  In general the allowed bending radius of the pipes and deflection 
angle at the joints shall be half of the manufacturer’s recommendations. 
 
New fire hydrants will be located and installed per Clackamas Fire District No. 1’s requirements 
(including the 8-inch and 12-inch water main extensions on McCord Road and Leland Road, respectively).  
All new water services will be constructed with individual copper water laterals a minimum of 1-inch 
diameter in size connecting the water main to the water meter. 
  
The applicant proposed a water system that appears to meet City code requirements with a few 
modifications.  The applicant is responsible for this project’s compliance with Engineering Policy 00-01.  
The policy pertains to any land use decision requiring the applicant to provide any public improvements.  
As part of this policy the applicant shall schedule a meeting with the City development services staff 
prior to beginning design. The applicant shall sign a Non-Remonstrance Agreement for the purpose of 
making sanitary sewer, storm sewer, water or street improvements in the future that benefit the 
Property and assessing the cost to benefited properties pursuant to the City’s capital improvement 
regulations in effect at the time of such improvement. 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.B.2. Sanitary Sewer 
Finding: Complies with Condition. The applicant proposed extension of the existing 8-inch City sanitary 
sewer mains within Anita Place and at the intersection of Joseph Way and Pelican Lake Place to service 
the proposed lots in the subdivision. The applicant shall provide sanitary sewer laterals to all of the lots 
in the proposed development. 
 
The proposed sanitary sewer main extension at the intersection of Joseph Way and Pelican Lake Road 
shall be extended in its standard utility location. The proposed 8-inch City sanitary sewer main on Joseph 
Way shall be extended as far as necessary, as determined by the City Engineer to provide sanitary sewer 
service to Lots 10 and 11. The sanitary sewer service connection for Lot 11 shall be made on the 
proposed 8-inch sanitary sewer main, and not directly to the manhole. 
 
The proposed 8-inch sanitary sewer mains in Anita Place and Pelican Lake Place on the southern end of 
the subdivision shall be extended to the property line with manholes to serve future development. 
 
There is an existing 8-inch City sanitary sewer main within Villard Place. Because of existing grades, 
connection of the proposed 8-inch sanitary sewer mains to the existing sanitary sewer mains within 
Villard Place is not required. Extension of the proposed 8-inch City sanitary sewer main within Villard 
Place to the eastern property line is not required. The proposed 8-inch sanitary sewer main shall be 
extended as far as necessary, as determined by the City Engineer to provide sanitary sewer service to Lot 
13. The sanitary sewer service connection for Lot 13 shall be made on the proposed 8-inch sanitary 
sewer main, and not directly to the manhole. 
 
The applicant shall design the sanitary sewer system to ensure adequate service to upstream future 
development per City design standards. 
 
The applicant proposed a private sanitary service line for Lot 16 to run northwest across Lot 17 within a 
sanitary sewer easement and discharge within a proposed 8-inch City sanitary sewer main near the 
southern terminus of Pelican Lake Place. This does not meet the City’s long-term plan for sanitary sewer 
service on Leland Road. The existing 8-inch Oregon City gravity sanitary sewer main and manhole near 
the intersection of Leland Road and Kalal Court shall be extended to the southwestern most boundary of 
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the proposed development’s frontage along Leland Road to provide sanitary service for Lot 16. The 
sanitary sewer lateral for Lot 16 shall be installed to run perpendicular to the extended 8-inch gravity 
sanitary sewer main within Leland Road per City design standards. The sanitary sewer service connection 
for Lot 16 shall be made on the proposed 8-inch City sanitary sewer main, and not directly to the 
manhole.  
 
The applicant will not be required to extend the existing 8-inch sanitary sewer main on Leland Road if 
they can demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, that properties that abut Leland Road 
(19555, 19565, 19570, 19575 Leland Road) can be efficiently served with gravity sewer services by way 
of future main line or service line extensions of nearby existing public sewer mains. If this can be 
adequately demonstrated, the sanitary sewer lateral for Lot 16 can be located within a private sewer 
easement across Lot 17 and discharge into the proposed sanitary sewer system on Pelican Lake Place. 
 
The applicant proposed a sanitary sewer system appears to meet City code requirements with a few 
modifications.  The applicant is responsible for this project’s compliance with Engineering Policy 00-01.  
The policy pertains to any land use decision requiring the applicant to provide any public improvements.  
As part of this policy the applicant shall schedule a meeting with the City development services staff 
prior to beginning design. The applicant shall sign a Non-Remonstrance Agreement for the purpose of 
making sanitary sewer, storm sewer, water or street improvements in the future that benefit the 
Property and assessing the cost to benefited properties pursuant to the City’s capital improvement 
regulations in effect at the time of such improvement. 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.B.3. Storm Sewer and Storm Water Drainage 
Finding: Complies with Condition. The site is located in the Beaver Drainage Basin as designated in the 
City's Drainage Master Plan. The site generally drains towards the west to a natural drainage way, which 
drains to Beaver Creek which drains to Parrott Creek, which is a tributary of the Willamette River.  The 
Willamette River is an anadromous salmon-bearing stream.  Storm water detention and water quality 
controls are required for the development of this site. 
 
Water quality and detention for this development is proposed to occur within an existing storm water 
facility at the western corner of the project, adjacent to McCord Road (constructed as part of the 
Pavilion Park subdivision). The applicant proposed the expansion of the existing Pavilion Park detention 
pond to accommodate storm water from the proposed development. The applicant shall adjust the 
existing detention facility as necessary such that the two detention ponds are made into one facility. A 
geotechnical report shall be required for improvements to expand detention facilities. 
 
The proposed storm water facility modification is within the Natural Resource Overlay District (NROD). 
The applicant did not submit a NROD application for these improvements. Therefore, without a NROD 
application, standards cannot be evaluated. Prior to final construction plan approval, applicant shall 
obtain NROD land use approval.  
 
The applicant proposed storm sewer improvements throughout the site to pick up on-site drainage and 
drain it to the proposed (and expanded) storm water facility, prior to connection to the existing storm 
drainage system in McCord Road.   
 
The applicant provided preliminary hydrology/detention or water quality calculations to the City for 
review.  While the preliminary storm evaluation is sufficient to show that the proposed method of 
addressing storm drainage will work, it needs to be finalized in compliance with the City standards and 
acceptable to the City staff.   
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The downstream evaluation will need to be conducted on the existing collection system to determine if 
larger pipes are required, and to determine if there any impacts to the existing detention pond.  
Additional detention or off-site capacity improvements may be required.   
 
The applicant shall install a temporary asphalt berm along the southern side of Anita Place to channelize 
the run-off from the street. Anita Place in this section is a half street (plus 10 feet) and therefore needs 
an asphalt berm constructed with this development to ensure storm water drains to proposed catch 
basins. 
 
Storm sewer improvements will be required as part of the proposed development.  Storm sewer 
improvements will be designed to collect and convey on-site drainage.  The public storm water collection 
system shall be located in the public right-of-way.   
 
Each lot shall drain to the street or an alternate location approved during construction plan review.  
Detention and water quality will be required for the development to mitigate for impacts to down-
stream receiving waters.  The new storm sewer system will have to be designed per the City of Oregon 
City Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards.  Prior to final construction plan approval, 
the storm water report shall be finalized based upon the City Design Standards. 
 
The applicant is responsible for this project’s compliance with Engineering Policy 00-01.  The policy 
pertains to any land use decision requiring the applicant to provide any public improvements.  As part of 
this policy the applicant shall schedule a meeting with the City development services staff prior to 
beginning design. The applicant shall sign a Non-Remonstrance Agreement for the purpose of making 
sanitary sewer, storm sewer, water or street improvements in the future that benefit the Property and 
assessing the cost to benefited properties pursuant to the City’s capital improvement regulations in 
effect at the time of such improvement.  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.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: Complies with Condition. A transportation analysis letter (TAL) was prepared for this project, 
dated April 14, 2015, by Todd Mobley, P.E. of Lancaster Engineering (Exhibit 2). The TAL was reviewed by 
John Replinger of Replinger and Associates, City transportation consultant, who wrote:  
 

1. Trip Generation. The TAL presents information on trip generation from the construction of 25 single-
family dwellings on a site currently occupied by one. The trip generation rates were taken from the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation Manual. The subdivision is predicted to 
produce 18 new AM peak hour trips; 24 new PM peak hour trips; and 228 new weekday trips. 

2. Access Locations. Existing street stubs for Anita Place, Pelican Lake Place, Joseph Way, and Villard 
Place would all be extended into the site. In addition, Villard Place is proposed to be extended to 
form a new intersection with McCord Road. Most lots would have frontage on these new local 
streets. One would have frontage on Leland Road and one on McCord Road. For the parcel fronting 
on Leland Road, the engineer notes that no alternative access is possible for this lot and proposed 
that an on-site turnaround be used to provide access from this parcel. I concur. Due to the speeds 
on Leland Road and proximity of the lot to the 90-degree curve on Leland Road, I recommend that 
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any lot taking direct access to Leland Road be developed such that vehicles can turn around on site 
instead of backing onto the street when exiting the property.  

3. Driveway Width. The TAL does not indicate any impediments to meeting driveway width standards.  
4. Intersection Spacing. The proposal will extend several existing streets and creates three new 

intersections on Villard Place, including the one at McCord Road. Intersection spacing is 
appropriate. It continues the layout of streets already established by the development of adjacent 
subdivisions.  

5. Sight Distance. The engineer measured sight distance at the proposed intersection of McCord Road 
and Villard Place. He found sight distance was available in excess of 500 feet to the northwest and 
to southeast. This is far in excess of that necessary for the statutory speed or the observed speeds 
in that location. He also assessed sight distance for the proposed driveway for the parcel with 
access to Leland Road. He found intersection sight distance to the southwest to be adequate. To 
the northeast, he noted vegetation somewhat limit sight distance and noted that it may be 
removed with subsequent development. In the interim, he found that stopping sight distance was 
available for the driveway. It is critical that an on-site turnaround be provided for this parcel. I 
concur with the engineer’s analysis of sight distance.  

6. Safety Issues. With the exception of the sight distance issue associated with a single lot addressed 
above, the engineer did not identify any safety issues associated with the subdivision and notes 
that the traffic impacts will be negligible. I concur with the engineer’s conclusion.  

7. Consistency with the Transportation System Plan (TSP). Based on the materials submitted it appears 
that the streets would be developed in accordance with city standards and would be consistent 
with the TSP. The extension of streets from adjacent subdivisions and, especially the connection of 
Villard Drive to McCord Road, increase connectivity in the area and are consistent with the TSP.  

8. Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) Analysis. Because the applicant is proposing to rezone the 
property from R-10 to R-6, a TPR analysis is also included. He provided an analysis of the maximum 
trip generation under R-6 and concluded the impact was negligible. The engineer states that the 
proposal does not change the functional classification of any existing or planned transportation 
facility; does not alter the standards for implementing the functional classification system; and 
does not alter the level of travel or degrade the performance of the transportation system such 
that it would not meet applicable performance standards. I concur. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 
I find that the TAL meets city requirements and provides an adequate basis upon which impacts can be 

assessed. The subdivision will result in minimal additional traffic. Connectivity in the vicinity is 
enhanced by connections with adjacent streets. The proposed rezoning is not predicted to have a 
significant effect as defined under the Transportation Planning Rule. 

There are no transportation-related issues associated with this subdivision requiring mitigation. For the 
parcel that would have direct access to Leland Road, the engineer recommends an on-site turn 
around. I concur; I recommend that the lot with direct access to Leland Road be developed such 
that vehicles can turn around on site instead of backing onto the street when exiting the property 
(Exhibit 3). 

 
In addition, Mr. Replinger wrote a supplemental analysis in response to Mr. Neils’ comments: 
 

 Mr. Neils raises concerns about safety, the proposed access to McCord Road, and issues related to 
the Master Plan related to densities and additional traffic.  
 
In light of Mr. Neils’ comments, I reviewed the applicant’s Traffic Analysis Letter (TAL) with particular 
emphasis on the sections on sight distance and trip generation.  
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As described in the TAL, the applicant’s traffic engineer performed measurements where Villard Drive 
is planned to intersect McCord Road. His measurements were conducted according to standard 
methods. He reports sight distance is far in excess of the minimum required for the statutory speed 
limit on McCord Road. In fact, he reports that the available sight distance is adequate for speeds up to 
45 mph. I find no reason to revise my conclusion about the adequacy of sight distance or revise my 
conclusion about the appropriateness of a new intersection at the proposed location on McCord Road.  
 
Mr. Neils also suggested that Leland Road is more appropriate for additional traffic than is McCord. 
The TAL notes the difficulty of providing adequate sight distance on Leland Road at the location where 
the parcel has frontage. While adequate for a driveway, this location is not recommended as a 
location for a new public street intersection. The layout of the proposed subdivision, with Villard Drive 
intersecting McCord Road, significantly improves connectivity by reinforcing the grid system in the 
area. I view the increased connectivity to be one of the principals supported by the adopted 
Transportation System Plan. Due to the increased connectivity afforded by this subdivision, I think it is 
likely that Villard Drive, Anita Place, and Joseph Way will help distribute traffic to and from the 
subdivision resulting in minimal changes to traffic volumes on McCord Road.  
 
As described in the TAL, a previous analysis associated with annexation to the city analyzed this parcel 
as a 21-lot subdivision. Under the proposed zoning, 25 lots are proposed. An increase in 4 dwellings 
would not prove significant from a traffic standpoint at any location. 
 
Because the proposal involves rezoning, the engineer conducted a Transportation Planning Rule 
analysis. He provided an analysis of the maximum trip generation under R-6 and concluded the 
impact was negligible. The engineer states that the proposal does not change the functional 
classification of any existing or planned transportation facility; does not alter the standards for 
implementing the functional classification system; and does not alter the level of travel or degrade 
the performance of the transportation system such that it would not meet applicable performance 
standards. In light of Mr. Neils’ comments I reviewed the TPR analysis in the TAL and conclude that 
the engineer’s analysis and conclusions were valid.  
 
I leave it to others to comment on Mr. Neils’ preference for a buffer between different zoning 
categories. As I stated above, the rezoning would allow four additional dwelling units above those 
allowed under current zoning. Four additional dwelling units will not produce a significant effect on 
the transportation system. As for the inadequacy of Pease Road, I see no reason to expect significant 
traffic from this subdivision to use Pease Road. I expect Pease Road will eventually be upgraded to 
appropriate standards, including the provision of sidewalks, as specified in the Transportation System 
Plan.  
 
In conclusion, I did not find any arguments in Mr. Neils’ comments to alter my conclusion that the TAL 
provides an adequate basis to assess the transportation impacts of the proposed subdivision. The 
proposed intersection of Villard Drive and McCord Road is appropriate and will have adequate sight 
distance. The subdivision will result in minimal additional traffic. Connectivity in the vicinity is 
enhanced by connections with adjacent streets. The proposed rezoning is not predicted to have a 
significant effect as defined under the Transportation Planning Rule.  
 
There are no transportation-related issues associated with this subdivision requiring mitigation. For 
the parcel that would have direct access to Leland Road, the engineer recommends an on-site turn 
around. I concur; I recommend that the lot with direct access to Leland Road be developed such that 
vehicles can turn around on site instead of backing onto the street when exiting the property. 
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Staff concurs with Mr. Replinger and finds that the application is consistent with this approval criterion 
(C). 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.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. Wes Rogers, Director of Operations for the Oregon City School District submitted comments 
identifying that there are no issues with the development proposal (Exhibit 5). 
 
16.08.030.B.7. Fire and Police Services 
Finding: Complies with Condition. 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. Prior to public facilities 
construction plan approval, the applicant shall submit the proposed development plans to Clackamas 
County Fire District No. 1 for review and install fire hydrants within the proposed development and on 
Leland Road per requirements.   
 
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. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can 
meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
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: Not Applicable. This application does not include any requests for variances.  
 
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 Condition. The applicant did not submit a copy of the draft CC&Rs for the 
subdivision.  Prior to issuance of a permit associated with the proposed development the applicant shall 
submit CC&R’s for the subdivision (if applicable) which do not conflict with 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: Complies as Proposed. The applicant proposed to construct the subdivision in a single phase.  
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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 224,198 square feet (5.15 acres) in size.  
However, there are 74,043 square feet of right-of-way dedications, resulting in a net developable area 
for the project of 150,155 square feet.  The net developable area divided by 6,000 (the minimum lot 
size) provides a maximum density of 25 units. The Oregon City Municipal Code requires a minimum of 
80% of the maximum density be constructed.  Eighty percent of 25 is 20 units. The applicant has 
proposed 25 lots.  Therefore, the application complies with the maximum allowed density and achieves 
at least 80 percent of the maximum density of the base zone for the net developable area.  All lots will 
be developed with single-family dwellings. 
 
16.08.035 - Notice and invitation to comment. 
Upon the city's determination that an application for a preliminary subdivision plat is complete, pursuant to Section 
17.50, the city shall provide notice of the application in accordance with requirements of Section 17.50 applicable 
to Type II decisions. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The application was deemed complete and notice was transmitted for 
comment in accordance with Section 17.50. This standard is met. 
 
16.08.040 - Preliminary subdivision plat—Approval standards and decision. 
The minimum approval standards that must be met by all preliminary subdivision plats are set forth in Chapter 
16.12, and in the dimensional and use requirements set forth in the chapter of this code that corresponds to the 
underlying zone. The community development director shall evaluate the application to determine that the 
proposal does, or can through the imposition of conditions of approval, meet these approval standards. The 
community development director's decision shall be issued in accordance with the requirements of Section 17.50. 
Finding: Complies with Conditions. This staff report contains findings and conditions of approval to 
assure that the applicable approval criteria are met. These findings are supported by substantial 
evidence which includes preliminary plans, a Transportation Analysis Letter, and other written 
documentation. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can 
meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
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. 
Flag lots shall not be permitted within subdivisions except as approved by the community development director and 
in compliance with the following standards. 
Finding: Not Applicable.  No flag lots are proposed. 
 
CHAPTER 16.12 – MINIMUM IMPROVEMENTS AND DESIGN STANDARDS FOR LAND DIVISIONS 
 
16.12.015 Street design—Generally. 
Development shall demonstrate compliance with Chapter 12.04—Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places. 
Finding: Please refer to the analysis in Chapter 12.04 of this report. 
 
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. 
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Finding: Complies as Proposed. The proposed subdivision would extend Blanchett Drive, and several 
yet-to-be-named new local streets through the property with a connection to White Lane, and street 
stubs to adjacent redevelopable land within the city limits. The proposed street layout provides for 
improved pedestrian, bicycle and motor vehicular circulation in this area and may be extended in the 
future with development of adjacent properties.  The block system proposed has been designed to 
accommodate the existing overhead power line easement through the provision of additional residential 
lot size and depth, and by placing the required storm facility in a tract underneath the power line. The 
proposed street pattern provides for adequate building site size, as demonstrated by the site plan 
submitted with this application. 
 
16.12.025 Blocks-Length 
Block lengths for local streets and collectors shall not exceed five hundred feet between through streets, 
as measured between nearside right-of-way lines.  
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The block proposed lengths do not exceed 500 feet.  The shadow plat 
shows a proposed street extending onto Leland Road which would result in an appropriate block width 
and a more appropriate intersection spacing. 
 
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 development generally results in the formation of new 
blocks which provide two tiers of lots, where practicable. 
 
16.12.035  Blocks-Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The proposal includes a contiguous street system that minimizes out-of-
direction travel by pedestrians and bicyclist with installation of sidewalks and a bike lane on the street 
system. Separate pedestrian and bicycle access ways are neither proposed nor required. According to 
the City’s adopted transportation system plan (TSP), a regional trail connection / shared use path in this 
area is envisioned, which will be met through the pedestrian sidewalk system within the development. 
This standard is met. 
 
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. 
B. Minimum lot sizes contained in Title 17 are not affected by those provided herein. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The buildings sites proposed are appropriate in size, width, shape, and 
orientation for low-density residential development, exceeding the minimum lot size, lot depth and lot 
width and similar to other development within the “R-6” Single-Family Dwelling District. The applicant is 
not requesting a variance to any dimensional standard.  
 
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: Please refer to the analysis in Section 16.08.030.F of this report. 
 
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 
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meets the minimum site area requirement of the underlying zone. The average lot area is determined by calculating 
the total site area devoted to dwelling units 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. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The site is approximately 224,198 square feet (5.15 acres) in size.  
However, there are 74,043 square feet of right-of-way dedications, resulting in a net developable area 
for the project of 150,155 square feet. The net developable area divided by 6,000 (the minimum lot size) 
provides a maximum density of 25 units. The Oregon City Municipal Code requires a minimum of 80% of 
the maximum density be constructed.  Eighty percent of 25 is 20 units. The applicant has proposed 25 
lots.  Therefore, the application complies with the maximum allowed density and achieves at least 80 
percent of the maximum density of the base zone for the net developable area.  All lots will be 
developed with single-family dwellings. 
 
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. 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. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. 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. As far as practicable, the proposed lot lines and parcels run at right 
angles to the street upon which they face. 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. 
Finding: Complies with Condition. The applicant provided a preliminary grading plan demonstrating 
compliance with the City’s Public Works requirements for grading standards if a few modifications are 
provided.  The grading plan shows cuts up to 2-feet and fills up to 2-feet.     
 
The applicant shall provide a geotechnical report along with the design plans.  The applicant shall submit 
an erosion control plan and obtain an erosion control permit and field installation for review by the 
Public Works Department prior to start of construction.  
 
The applicant is responsible for this project’s compliance with Engineering Policy 00-01.  The policy 
pertains to any land use decision requiring the applicant to provide any public improvements.   
 
The applicant shall provide an Erosion Prevention and Sedimentation Control Plan to the City for 
approval prior to approval of construction plans.  The applicant shall provide a Preliminary Residential 
Lot Grading Plan to the City for review prior to the approval of construction plans.  A final site Residential 
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Lot Grading Plan shall be required as part of the final construction plans per the City’s Residential Lot 
Grading Criteria and the International Building Code.  If significant grading is required for the lots due to 
its location or the nature of the site, rough grading shall be required of the developer prior to the 
acceptance of the public improvements.  There shall not be more than a maximum grade differential of 
two (2) feet at all subdivision boundaries.  Grading shall in no way create any water traps, or create other 
ponding situations.  The plan shall show the existing and proposed swales. Staff has determined that it 
is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of 
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 Condition.  Leland Road is classified as a minor arterial and McCord Road is 
designated a collector street which abut Lots 1, 2, 16 and 25. These lots face onto the adjoining arterial 
and collector streets and the houses built on them will have their most architecturally significant façade 
facing towards these streets, as required by these standards. Lot 16 is proposed to have a driveway with 
a turnaround so as to avoid having cars backing out onto Leland Road. If lots 1 and 2 are both accessed 
from McCord, the driveways shall be combined at the property line into a single access at the right-of-
way. 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. No lots within the subdivision have sufficient lot size for further land 
division, given the average lot size of the subdivision.   
 
16.12.080 Protection of trees. 
Protection of trees shall comply with the provisions of Chapter 17.41—Tree Protection. 
Finding: Please refer to the analysis in chapter 17.41 of this report.  
 
16.12.085 Easements. 
The following shall govern the location, improvement and layout of easements: 
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16.12.085.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 Condition. The applicant proposed 10-foot wide public utility easements (PUE’s) 
along all street frontages.  Ten-foot public utility easements along all street frontages and all easements 
required for the final engineering plans shall be dedicated to the public on the final plat. 
 
The applicant shall provide a 10-foot PUE along the southern property line of Lot 15 (which will front the 
future extension of Ross Street).  
 
The applicant shall provide a 10-foot PUE along the entire frontage of Lot 17 (which will partially front 
Pelican Lake Place and the future Ross Street Extension). Currently, the applicant has proposed a 10-foot 
PUE along the eastern property line of Lot 17 and this is not required. See this section for discussion 
regarding a required water line easement across Lots 16 and 17. 
 
Proposed lots 16 and 17 shall have a 10-foot wide water line easement across their eastern property 
boundary to provide installation of, maintenance of, and access to a required 4-inch ductile iron City 
water main. Refer to section 16.08.030.B.1 of this report for a discussion of this required 4-inch ductile 
iron water main. 
 
All existing and proposed utilities and easements shall be indicated on the construction plans.   
 
The applicant is responsible for this project’s compliance with Engineering Policy 00-01.  The policy 
pertains to any land use decision requiring the applicant to provide any public improvements. Staff has 
determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through 
the Conditions of Approval. 
 
 
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. 
Finding:  Not Applicable. There are no unusual facilities proposed or required within this development. 
 
16.12.085.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. 
Finding: Not Applicable. The land division is not traversed by a watercourse.    
 
16.12.085.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: Not Applicable. The applicant has not proposed any access easements as part of this 
development. 
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16.12.085.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. 
Finding: Not Applicable. The land division is not traversed by a watercourse.   
 
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 Condition. The applicant indicated that construction plans for all required 
improvements will be presented to the city for review and approval prior to the commencement of any 
construction activities on the site. As required by these standards and city policy, inspections will occur 
during construction of these improvements. Erosion control measures will be provided and are depicted 
in conceptual form on the attached preliminary grading plans. The applicant is responsible for this 
project’s compliance with Engineering Policy 00-01.  The policy pertains to any land use decision 
requiring the applicant to provide any public improvements.  Furthermore, the applicant shall sign a 
Non-Remonstrance Agreement for the purpose of making sanitary sewer, storm sewer, water or street 
improvements in the future that benefit the Property and assessing the cost to benefited properties 
pursuant to the City’s capital improvement regulations in effect at the time of such improvement. 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: 
16.12.095.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 



Page 30 of 64                            ZC 15-02 and TP 15-03 
 

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  
Finding: Complies with Condition. Please refer to the analysis in 16.08.030.B.5 of this report. 
 
16.12.095.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 with Condition.  Refer to section 16.08.030.B.3 of this report for a discussion of storm 
water.   
 
16.12.095.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. 
Finding: Complies with Condition. Refer to section 16.08.030.B.2 of this report for a discussion of 
sanitary sewer. 
 
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 through the 
applicant's property to allow for the future connection of neighboring undeveloped properties that are suitably 
zoned for future development. 
Finding: Complies with Condition.  Refer to section 16.08.030.B.1 of this report for a discussion of the 
water system. 
 
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. 
Finding:  Complies with Condition. Please refer to section 12.040.180 B for a discussion of sidewalks. 
 
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. 
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Finding: Complies as Proposed. Please refer to the analysis in chapter 12.04 of this report. 
 
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. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The applicant indicated compliance with this section.  This standard is 
met. 
 
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. 
Finding:  Complies with Condition. As required in this criterion, the applicant shall install street lights 
along the frontage of the project.  See section 12.040.180 B for a discussion. 
 
16.12.095.I. Street Trees.  
Finding: Complies with Condition. Please refer to the analysis in section 12.08 of this report. 
 
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. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The applicant indicated compliance with this section.  This standard is 
met. 
 
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. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The applicant indicated compliance with this section.  This standard is 
met. 
 
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. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The applicant indicated compliance with this section.  This standard is 
met. Refer to section 16.08.030.B.1 of this report for a discussion of the water system. 
 
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. 
Finding: Complies with Condition. The applicant provided a preliminary rough grading plan that 
indicates the applicant will be able to meet the City’s Public Works erosion control standards.  Further, 
the applicant indicated that it will comply with this section by submission of its erosion control plan to 
the Public Works Department to ensure the erosion control will meet meets the Public Works 
requirements.  The applicant shall provide an Erosion Prevention and Sedimentation Control Plan 
suitable to the Public Works Department to meet the Public Works requirements for erosion control.  
The applicant shall provide a Preliminary Residential Lot Grading Plan to the City for review prior to the 
approval of construction plans.  A final site Residential Lot Grading Plan shall be required as part of the 
final construction plans per the City’s Residential Lot Grading Criteria and the International Building 
Code.  If significant grading is required for the lots due to its location or the nature of the site, rough 
grading shall be required of the developer prior to the acceptance of the public improvements.  There 
shall not be more than a maximum grade differential of two (2) feet at all subdivision boundaries.  
Grading shall in no way create any water traps, or create other ponding situations.  The plan shall show 
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the existing and proposed swales.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that 
the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
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. 
Finding: Complies with Condition. Please refer to the findings in chapter 12.04 within this report. 
 
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. 
Finding: Complies with Condition.  The applicant indicated compliance with this section by completing 
all public improvements prior to final plat or guaranteeing the construction improvements in a manner 
acceptable to 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. 
 
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. 
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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. 
Finding: Complies with Condition.  The applicant indicated compliance with this section and will submit 
the required performance guarantees or will perform the improvements required for this application.   
 
The applicant proposed that the developer pay a fee in lieu of construction along the Leland Road 
frontage. The reasoning provided by the applicant is that the frontage is a very short section and 
improvements do not currently exist on either side of the street where the development fronts Leland 
Road. Development Services staff will consider allowing the developer to pay a fee in lieu of construction 
of street improvements along the Leland Road frontage. 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 applied for a subdivision, this chapter is applicable. 
 
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 
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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 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.  
Finding: Complies as Proposed.  The applicant acknowledges the City’s jurisdiction and management of 
the public right-of-way. The applicant shall receive all necessary approvals from the City prior to 
installation of any public improvements within the adjacent right-of-way.  
 
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.    

Finding:  Complies with Condition.  The applicant has proposed two modifications. 
 
McCord Road 
A modification to the standard street section has been requested for McCord Road. The proposed 
development includes frontage on McCord Road, which is classified as a collector street (residential). The 
City standards for a Collector street are: 85-foot Right-of-Way, 59 feet of pavement, three (3) 11-foot 
travel lanes, curb and gutter, 6-foot bike lane, 7-foot street parking, 5-foot sidewalk, and 7.5-foot 
landscape strip. A modified street section shall be constructed in lieu of the standard section. The 
modified street section includes 17 feet of pavement (includes 11-foot travel lane and 6-foot bike lane), 
curb and gutter, 7.5-foot planter and a 5-foot sidewalk, and a 0.5-foot access strip. The total width of 
these improvements is 30 feet as measured from the centerline of the right-of-way. The applicant shall 
dedicate sufficient right-of-way to provide 30 feet on the applicant’s side of the centerline of right-of-way 
on McCord Road. 
 

A. The standards listed in Table 12.04.180 are listed as maximum design standards and it is 
recognized that they may be reduced through the modification process where appropriate. The 
intent of the standards is not specifically listed, but is clearly intended to achieve the goals of 
the TSP to provide for safe and efficient traffic flows throughout the city. The proposed plan 
would provide for adequate right-of-way (as measured from centerline), which is consistent 
with staff recommendations. The TAL submitted with this application indicates that there are 
no anticipated operational or safety issues associated with the proposed development. Thus, 
the intent of the standard will be met. 

B. The proposed street section is adequate for vehicular traffic as it matches the existing condition 
on either side of the subject property, and will be designed to provide safe movement of 
pedestrians and bicycles. 
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C. The adopted TSP provides maximum street sections with the understanding that lesser 
standards may be approved where appropriate through the modification process.  

D. In this instance, the standard proposed is based on the recommendation of City staff and will 
match pavement sections previously approved for the adjoining subdivisions. 

E. At this time, the applicant is not asserting a constitutional basis for the requested modification.  
 
Leland Road 
A modification to the standard street section has been requested for Leland Road. The proposed 
development includes frontage on Leland Road, which is classified as a minor arterial street (residential). 
The City standards for a Minor Arterial street are: 114-foot Right-of-Way, 68 feet of pavement, three (3) 
12-foot travel lanes, curb and gutter, 7-foot street parking, 6-foot median, 6-foot bike lane, 5-foot 
sidewalk, and 10.5-foot landscape strip. The applicant proposed matching the street section on Leland 
Road approximately 185 feet north of the proposed development. This street section has a total width of 
70 feet, including 48 feet of pavement, street parking, bike lane, sidewalk and landscape strip. After 
internal staff review, it was determined that the applicant shall construct the following street section 
along the Leland Road frontage: 12-foot travel lane, 6-foot bike lane, 7-foot parking lane, curb and gutter, 
7.5-foot landscape strip, 5-foot sidewalk, and a 0.5-foot access strip. The total width of these 
improvements is 38 feet as measured from the centerline of the right-of-way. The applicant shall dedicate 
sufficient right-of-way to provide 38 feet on the applicant’s side of the centerline of right-of-way on Leland 
Road.  
 

A. The standards listed in Table 12.04.180 are listed as maximum design standards and it is 
recognized that they may be reduced through the modification process where appropriate. The 
intent of the standards is not specifically listed, but is clearly intended to achieve the goals of 
the TSP to provide for safe and efficient traffic flows throughout the city. The proposed plan 
would provide for adequate right-of-way (as measured from centerline), which is consistent 
with staff recommendations. The TAL submitted with this application indicates that there are 
no anticipated operational or safety issues associated with the proposed development. Thus, 
the intent of the standard will be met. 

B. The proposed street section is adequate for vehicular traffic as it matches the existing condition 
on either side of the subject property, and will be designed to provide safe movement of 
pedestrians and bicycles. 

C. The adopted TSP provides maximum street sections with the understanding that lesser 
standards may be approved where appropriate through the modification process.  

D. In this instance, the standard proposed is based on the recommendation of City staff and will 
match pavement sections previously approved for the adjoining subdivisions. 

E. At this time, the applicant is not asserting a constitutional basis for the requested modification.  
Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
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 with Condition. See section 12.040.180 B for findings. 
 
12.04.020 Construction specifications—Unimproved streets.  
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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. 
Finding: Not Applicable. The applicant has not proposed to construct any infrastructure within an 
unimproved street. 
 
12.04.025 - Street design—Driveway Curb Cuts. 
12.04.025.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.  
12.04.025.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 

Non Residential or Multi-Family Residential Driveway Access 15 feet 40 feet 
The driveway width abutting the street pavement may be extended 3 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).   
12.04.025.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.  

12.04.025.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.  
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12.04.025.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 as Proposed. The applicant has stated that they will work with City staff to ensure that 
curb cuts are designed and improved consistent with City standards. 
 
12.04.030 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: Complies as Proposed. The applicant is responsible for maintaining said sidewalk and abutting 
curb. 
 
12.04.031 Liability for sidewalk injuries.  
A. The owner or occupant of real property responsible for maintaining the adjacent sidewalk shall be liable to any 
person injured because of negligence of such owner or occupant in failing to maintain the sidewalk in good 
condition. 
B. If the city is required to pay damages for an injury to persons or property caused by the failure of a person to 
perform the duty that this ordinance imposes, the person shall compensate the city for the amount of the damages 
paid. The city may maintain an action in a court of competent jurisdiction to enforce this section.  
Finding: Not Applicable. This is not a criterion for this development. 
 
12.04.032 Required sidewalk repair.  
A. When the public works director determines that repair of a sidewalk is necessary he or she shall issue a notice to 
the owner of property adjacent to the sidewalk. 
B. The notice shall require the owner of the property adjacent to the defective sidewalk to complete the repair of 
the sidewalk within ninety days after the service of notice. The notice shall also state that if the repair is not made 
by the owner, the city may do the work and the cost of the work shall be assessed against the property adjacent to 
the sidewalk. 
C. The public works director shall cause a copy of the notice to be served personally upon the owner of the property 
adjacent to the defective sidewalk, or the notice may be served by registered or certified mail, return receipt 
requested. If after diligent search the owner is not discovered, the public works director shall cause a copy of the 
notice to be posted in a conspicuous place on the property, and such posting shall have the same effect as service of 
notice by mail or by personal service upon the owner of the property. 
D. The person serving the notice shall file with the city recorder a statement stating the time, place and manner of 
service or notice.  
Finding: Not Applicable. The applicant has not proposed and is not required to repair a sidewalk.   
 
12.04.033 City may do work.  
If repair of the sidewalk is not completed within ninety days after the service of notice, the public works director 
shall carry out the needed work on the sidewalk. Upon completion of the work, the public works director shall 
submit an itemized statement of the cost of the work to the finance director. The city may, at its discretion, 
construct, repair or maintain sidewalks deemed to be in disrepair by the public works director for the health, safety 
and general welfare of the residents of the city.  
Finding: Not Applicable. This is not a criterion for this development because no sidewalk repair is 
required. 
 
12.04.034 Assessment of costs.  
Upon receipt of the report, the finance director shall assess the cost of the sidewalk work against the property 
adjacent to the sidewalk. The assessment shall be a lien against the property and may be collected in the same 
manner as is provided for in the collection of street improvement assessment.  
Finding: Not Applicable. This is not a criterion for this development because no sidewalk repair is 
required. 
 
12.04.040 Streets--Enforcement.  
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Any person whose duty it is to maintain and repair any sidewalk, as provided by this chapter, and who fails to do so 
shall be subject to the enforcement procedures of Chapters 1.16, 1.20 and 1.24. Failure to comply with the 
provisions of this chapter shall be deemed a nuisance. Violation of any provision of this chapter is subject to the 
code enforcement procedures of Chapters 1.16, 1.20 and 1.24. 
Finding: Not Applicable. This is not a criterion for this development. 
 
12.04.045 Street design – Constrained local streets and/or rights-of-way 
Any accessway with a pavement width of less than thirty-two feet shall require the approval of the city engineer, 
community development director and fire chief and shall meet minimum life safety requirements, which may 
include fire suppression devices as determined by the fire marshal to assure an adequate level of fire and life safety. 
The standard width for constrained streets is twenty feet of paving with no on-street parking and twenty-eight feet 
with on-street parking on one side only. Constrained local streets shall maintain a twenty-foot wide unobstructed 
accessway. Constrained local streets and/or right-of-way shall comply with necessary slope easements, sidewalk 
easements and altered curve radius, as approved by the city engineer and community development director.  

Finding: Not Applicable. The applicant has not proposed a constrained street. 
 
12.04.050 Retaining walls--Required.  
Every owner of a lot within the city, abutting upon an improved street, where the surface of the lot or tract of land 
is above the surface of the improved street and where the soil or earth from the lot, or tract of land is liable to, or 
does slide or fall into the street or upon the sidewalk, or both, shall build a retaining wall, the outer side of which 
shall be on the line separating the lot, or tract of land from the improved street, and the wall shall be so 
constructed as to prevent the soil or earth from the lot or tract of land from falling or sliding into the street or upon 
the sidewalk, or both, and the owner of any such property shall keep the wall in good repair.  
Finding: Not Applicable. Applicant is not proposing construction of a retaining wall. 
 
12.04.060 Retaining walls--Maintenance.  
When a retaining wall is necessary to keep the earth from falling or sliding onto the sidewalk or into a public street 
and the property owner or person in charge of that property fails or refuses to build such a wall, such shall be 
deemed a nuisance. The violation of any provision of this chapter is subject to the code enforcement procedures of 
Chapters 1.16, 1.20 and 1.24. 
Finding: Not Applicable. Applicant is not proposing construction of a retaining wall. 
 
12.04.070 Removal of sliding dirt. 
It shall be the duty of the owner of any property as mentioned in Section 12.04.050, and in case the owner is a 
nonresident, then the agent or other person in charge of the same, to remove from the street or sidewalk or both as 
the case may be, any and all earth or dirt falling on or sliding into or upon the same from the property, and to build 
and maintain in order at all times, the retaining wall as herein required; and upon the failure, neglect or refusal of 
the land owner, the agent or person in charge of the same to clean away such earth or dirt, falling or sliding from 
the property into the street or upon the sidewalk, or both, or to build the retaining wall, shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor.  
Finding: Not Applicable. The applicant has not proposed and is not required to remove sliding dirt with 
this application. 
 
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 

Table 12.04.045 

STREET DESIGN STANDARDS FOR LOCAL CONSTRAINED STREETS 

 Minimum Required 

Type of Street Right-of-way Pavement Width 

Constrained local street 20 to 40 20 to less than 32 feet 
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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.  
Finding: Complies with Conditions. Work is anticipated to be within right-of-way on McCord Road and 
Leland Road to connect to existing utilities.  The applicant shall obtain all permits as required for any 
work within the right-of-way. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the 
applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
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. 
Finding: Complies with Conditions. The City shall review a permit upon submittal. Staff has determined 
that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the 
Conditions of Approval. 
 
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 where 
any of the following conditions are necessary:  
A. To provide adequate space for on-street parking; 
B. To facilitate street tree planting requirements; 
C. To assure pedestrian and vehicular safety by limiting vehicular access points; and 
D. To assure that adequate sight distance requirements are met. 
Where the decision maker determines any of these situations exist or may occur due to approval of a 
proposed development, single residential driveway curb cuts shall be limited to twelve feet in width 
adjacent to the sidewalk and property line and may extend to a maximum of eighteen feet abutting the 
street pavement to facilitate turning movements. Shared residential driveways shall be limited to twenty-
four feet in width adjacent to the sidewalk and property line and may extend to a maximum of thirty feet 
abutting the street pavement to facilitate turning movements. Non-residential development driveway 
curb cuts in these situations shall be limited to the minimum required widths based on vehicle turning 
radii based on a professional engineer's design submittal and as approved by the decision maker.  
Finding: Complies as proposed. The applicant will comply with City standards regarding number and 
design of curb cuts for driveway approaches, sidewalk ramps, etc. 
 
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 applicant has proposed work in the public right-of-way that will 
require pavement restoration.  This includes new pipe lines.  The applicant shall restore the pavement in 
accordance with the City Pavement Cut Policy ans Standards and meet the Full Standard for all cuts. 
Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
12.04.110 Excavations--Nuisance--Penalty. 
Any excavation in violation of this chapter shall be deemed a nuisance. Violation of any provision of this chapter is 
subject to the code enforcement procedures of Chapters 1.16, 1.20 and 1.24. 
Finding: Complies. All excavations will comply with this Chapter via the conditions of approval. 
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12.04.120 Obstructions – Permit Required 
Finding: Complies as proposed. The applicant shall obtain all required permits before any obstructions 
of the right-of-way. 
 
12.04.130 Obstructions--Sidewalk sales. 
A. It is unlawful for any person to use the public sidewalks of the city for the purpose of packing, unpacking or 
storage of goods or merchandise or for the display of goods or merchandise for sale. It is permissible to use the 
public sidewalks for the process of expeditiously loading and unloading goods and merchandise. 
B. The city commission may, in its discretion, designate certain areas of the city to permit the display and sale of 
goods or merchandise on the public sidewalks under such conditions as may be provided. 
Finding: Not Applicable. The applicant has not proposed a sidewalk sale with this application. 
 
12.04.140 Obstructions--Nuisance--Penalty. 
Any act or omission in violation of this chapter shall be deemed a nuisance. Violation of any provision of this 
chapter is subject to the code enforcement procedures of Chapters 1.16, 1.20 and 1.24. 
Finding: Not Applicable. 
 
12.04.150 - Street and alley vacations—Cost. 
At the time of filing a petition for vacation of a street, alley or any part thereof, a fee as established by 
city commission resolution shall be paid to the city.  
Finding: Not Applicable. The applicant has not proposed a street or alley vacation with this application. 
 
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. 
Finding: Not Applicable. The applicant has not proposed a street or alley vacation with this application. 
 
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 Condition. The applicant has proposed standard street improvements and other 
public facilities work in accordance with adopted public facility plans, and is required to conform to 
Engineering Policy 00-01, which applies to any development requiring provision of public facilities. 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. 
The location, width and grade of street shall be considered in relation to: existing and planned streets, 
topographical conditions, public convenience and safety for all modes of travel, existing and identified future transit 
routes and pedestrian/bicycle accessways, and the proposed use of land to be served by the streets. The street 
system shall assure an adequate traffic circulation system with intersection angles, grades, tangents and curves 
appropriate for the traffic to be 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: 
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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 section 12.04 shall be required to preserve the 
objectives of street extensions.  
Finding: Complies as Conditioned. The location, widths, and grades of the proposed street network 
provide connectivity for future development of adjacent properties, a convenient street system, and for 
the safety of all modes of travel, including pedestrian and bicycle to, from, and through the subject site.  
Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard 
through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
 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 
Classification 

Comprehensive 
Plan Designation 

Right-of-
Way 

Width 

Pavement 
Width 

Public 
Access Sidewalk Landscape 

Strip 
Bike 
Lane 

Street 
Parking 

Travel 
Lanes Median 

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. 

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 
Classification 

Comprehensive 
Plan Designation 

Right-of-
Way 

Width 

Pavement 
Width 

Public 
Access Sidewalk Landscape 

Strip 
Bike 
Lane 

Street 
Parking 

Travel 
Lanes Median 

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 
Classification 

Comprehensive 
Plan Designation 

Right-of-
Way 

Width 

Pavement 
Width 

Public 
Access Sidewalk Landscape 

Strip 
Bike 
Lane 

Street 
Parking 

Travel 
Lanes Median 

Collector Mixed Use, 
Commercial or 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 
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Public/Quasi Public 

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 
Classification 

Comprehensive 
Plan Designation 

Right-of-
Way 

Width 

Pavement 
Width 

Public 
Access Sidewalk Landscape 

Strip 
Bike 
Lane 

Street 
Parking 

Travel 
Lanes Median 

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. 
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 with Condition. McCord Road and Leland Road are under the jurisdiction of 
Clackamas County. The County typically defers to the City regarding development along County 
jurisdictional roads. Applicant shall obtain all necessary Clackamas County permits for work within their 
right-of-way. 
 
McCord Road is classified as a Collector Street in the Oregon City Transportation System Plan (TSP), 
which requires a right-of-way (ROW) width of 85 feet. Currently, McCord Road has a ROW width of 
approximately 40 feet along the development’s McCord Road frontage. The applicant shall dedicate 
sufficient ROW to provide a total of 30 feet of ROW along the frontage of McCord Road in order to 
provide ROW for the modified street section improvements required from the centerline. See Chapter 
12.04.007 of this report for further description of the required street section along the McCord Road 
frontage. 
 
Leland Road is classified as a Minor Arterial in the Oregon City Transportation System Plan (TSP), which 
requires a right-of-way (ROW) width of 114 feet. Currently, Leland Road has a ROW width of 
approximately 64 feet along the development’s Leland Road frontage, and transitions to 70 feet 
approximately 185 feet north of the project’s Leland road frontage. The applicant shall dedicate 
sufficient ROW to provide a total of 38 feet of ROW along the frontage of Leland Road in order to 
provide ROW for the modified street section improvements required from the centerline. See Chapter 
12.04.007 of this report for further description of the required street section along the Leland Road 
frontage. 
 
Joseph Way was partially constructed as part of Pavilion Park and Rian Park Subdivisions. The applicant 
shall construct the remaining portions of Joseph Way and shall dedicate sufficient ROW to provide for a 
total ROW width along Joseph Way of 53 feet.  
 
For most of Anita Place south of Villard Place, the applicant shall dedicate 38-feet of ROW to construct a 
standard City half street.  This shall include 26-feet of pavement (16 feet half street plus 10 feet), 0.5-
foot curb & gutter, 5-foot planter strip, 5-foot sidewalk, 0.5-foot access strip, street trees and street 
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lighting. This is the City’s standard for half streets. The applicant shall also construct a temporary asphalt 
berm along the southern edge of Anita Place within this half street section. This temporary asphalt berm 
will allow storm water runoff to properly flow to adjacent catch basins. 
 
The remainder of the streets are classified as a Local Streets in the Oregon City Transportation System 
Plan, which requires a ROW width of 54 feet.  The applicant has proposed a ROW dedication of 54 feet 
for Villard Place, Anita Place, and Pelican Lake Place.  This shall include 32-feet of pavement, curb & 
gutter, 5-foot planter strips, 5-foot sidewalks, street trees and street lighting. 
 
The applicant has proposed a street system that appears to meet City requirements with a few 
modifications. 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 Condition. There are two temporary dead-ends proposed, and one half street.  
Non-vehicular access strips shall be dedicated along the ends of the dead-end streets and along the 
southern side of Anita Place.  Appropriate plat restrictions allowing access to adjoining properties will be 
placed on the final plat prior to recording. 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. 
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.   
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Finding:  Complies as Proposed.  The proposed distances between intersections are within the ranges of 
this condition. 
 
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 with Condition. Driveway locations have not been shown on the proposed 
subdivision. The applicant shall coordinate with City staff on the locations of driveways to meet the 
spacing standard. 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  
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-and-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. 
12.04.199.A. Entry points shall align with pedestrian crossing points along adjacent streets and with adjacent street 
intersections. 
12.04.199.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.  
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12.04.199.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.  
2.04.199.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.  
12.04.199.E.  Accessways shall comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 
12.04.199.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.  

12.04.199.G. Accessways shall be designed to prohibit unauthorized motorized traffic. Curbs and removable, 
lockable bollards are suggested mechanisms to achieve this.  
12.04.199.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.  
12.04.199.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 .  
12.04.199.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. 
12.04.199.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.  

Finding: Not Applicable. There are no accessways as part of this project. 
 
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 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.  

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 

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 Condition. Please refer to the analysis in 16.08.030.B.5. 
 
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.  
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Finding: Complies with Condition. The intersections have been shown with the angle very close to 90-
degrees.  It does not appear that the intersections of Villard Place with Anita Place and Pelican Lake 
Place and the intersection of Pelican Lake Place and Joseph Way have 50-feet of tangent.  The design 
engineer shall work with the City to adjust the intersections to provide the 50-foot of tangent as 
practical. 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: Not Applicable. See section 12.04.180. 
 
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: Complies with Condition. The applicant has proposed a half street for Anita Place, south of 
Villard Place, as described in sections 12.04.007 and 12.04.180. 
 
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. There are no cul-de-sacs or permanent dead-ends proposed. 
 
12.04.230 Street Design--Street Names. 
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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. All street names being proposed under this development are extensions 
of other existing streets.  The applicant shall work with City staff to provide street names that meet City 
requirements if changes are requested. 
 
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 with Condition. The applicant has proposed horizontal curves on Villard Place, Anita 
Place, and Pelican Lake Place.  Through the design review process the applicant shall work with the City 
to adjust the design as required to meet standards.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and 
reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
12.04.240 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. Lot 16, which fronts on Leland Road (a minor arterial street), is 
designed to provide an on-site turnaround in order to avoid vehicles backing out into Leland Road. Lots 
2 and 25 front on McCord Road, but will be accessed from Villard Place. Lot 1, which also fronts on 
McCord Road, will be accessed directly from McCord Road, but no safety concerns have been identified 
in the TAL submitted as part of the application. 
 
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: Complies as Proposed. The proposed street layout includes horizontal curves that will naturally 
slow down vehicular traffic, and the streets are short which also tends to keep speeds down. 
 
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. 
Finding: Not Applicable. No alleys are proposed. 
 
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 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 
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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.  
Finding: Not Applicable. There are no nearby transit facilities. 
 
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 10 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.  
Finding: Complies with Condition. Please refer to section 12.04.180. 
 
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. 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. 
Finding: Complies with Condition. The applicant is responsible for this project’s compliance with 
Engineering Policy 00-01.  The policy pertains to any land use decision requiring the applicant to provide 
any public improvements.  As part of this policy the applicant is responsible for meeting design 
standards. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet 
this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
12.04.280 Violation--Penalty. 
Any act or omission in violation of this chapter shall be deemed a nuisance. Violation of any provision of this 
chapter is subject to the code enforcement procedures of Chapters 1.16, 1.20 and 1.24. 
Finding: Applicable.   
 
CHAPTER 13.12 - STORMWATER CONVEYANCE, QUANTITY AND QUALITY  
 
13.12.050 Pursuant to each of the subsections below, proposed activities may be required to meet the performance 
standards for stormwater conveyance, stormwater quantity or stormwater quality.  
13.12.050.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.  
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Finding: Complies with Condition. Refer to section 16.08.030.B.3 of this report for a discussion of storm 
water.   
 
13.12.050.B. Stormwater Quantity Control. The stormwater quantity control requirements of this chapter shall 
apply to the following proposed activities, uses or developments:  
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 seven-year period;  
Finding: Complies with Conditions.  Refer to section 16.08.030.B.3 of this report for a discussion of 
storm water. 
 
2. Activities that create more than two thousand square feet of impervious surface, cumulated over any 
given seven year period; or  
Finding: Complies with Condition. Storm water quantity control is required.  Refer to section 
16.08.030.B.3 of this report for a discussion of storm water.   
 
3. Redevelopment of a commercial or industrial land use that will disturb more than five thousand square 
feet of existing impervious surface. This five thousand square foot measurement cumulates over any given seven 
year period;  
Finding: Not Applicable.  The proposed work is not redevelopment. 
 
4. An exemption to the stormwater quantity control requirements of this chapter will be granted in the 
following circumstances: 
a. The development site discharges to a stormwater quantity control facility approved by the city engineer 
to receive the developed site runoff after verification that the facility is adequately sized to receive the additional 
stormwater, or,  
b. The development site discharges to one of the following receiving bodies of water: 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  
Finding: Not Applicable.  Exemption not required. 
 
13.12.050.C. Stormwater Quality Control. The stormwater quality control requirements of this 
chapter shall apply to the following proposed activities, uses or developments:  
1. Category A. Activities subject to general water quality requirements of this chapter: 
a. The construction of four or more single-family residences; 
b. 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 seven year period; or  
c. Activities that create more than eight thousand square feet of new impervious surface for 
other than a single-family residential development. This eight thousand square foot measurement will be 
considered cumulative for any given seven year period;  
d. An exemption to the stormwater quantity control requirements of this subsection will be 
granted if the development site discharges to a stormwater quality control facility approved by the city 
engineer to receive the developed site runoff after verification that the facility is adequately sized to 
receive the additional stormwater.  
Finding: Complies with Condition. Storm water quality control is required.  Refer to section 
16.08.030.B.3 of this report for a discussion of storm water.   
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2. Category B. 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 contained in the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design Standards:  
a. Fuel dispensing facilities; 
b. Bulk petroleum storage in multiple stationary tanks; 
c. Solid waste storage areas for commercial, industrial or multi-family uses; 
d. Loading and unloading docks for commercial or industrial uses; or 
e. Covered vehicle parking for commercial or industrial uses. 
Finding: Not Applicable. The proposed work does not include these elements. 
 
3. Category C. Clackamas River Watershed. In addition to any other applicable requirements of 
this chapter, any development that creates new waste discharges and whose stormwater runoff may 
directly or indirectly flow into the Clackamas River is subject to additional requirements associated with 
Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 340-41-470 (Thee Basin Rule).  
Finding: Not Applicable.  No new wastewater or storm water flows will discharge to the Clackamas River 
Watershed with this development. 
 
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 management 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. Unless otherwise exempted by Section 13.12.050(B), the plan and report includes adequate stormwater 
quantity control facilities, so that when the proposed land development activity takes place, peak rates and 
volumes of runoff:  
1. Do not exceed the capacity of receiving drainage conveyance facilities;  
2. Do not increase the potential for streambank erosion; and  
3. Do not add volume to an off-site closed depression without providing for mitigation.  

D. Unless otherwise exempted by Section 13.12.050(C), the proposed development includes:  
1. Adequate stormwater quality control facilities, so that when the proposed land development activity takes 
place, the temperature and overall pollution level of stormwater runoff is no greater than the water 
entering. When no water enters a project, then stormwater runoff shall be compared to rain samples; and  
2. Stormwater quality control facilities which:  
a. Are in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements;  
b. Minimize the deterioration of existing watercourses, culverts, bridges, dams and other structures; and  
c. Minimize any increase in nonpoint source pollution.  

E. 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.  

F. Streambank erosion protection is provided where stormwater, directly or indirectly, discharges to open 
channels or streams. The postdevelopment peak stormwater discharge rate from a development site for the 
two year, twenty-four hour duration storm event shall not exceed fifty percent of the two year, twenty-four 
hour predevelopment peak runoff rate.  

G. 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.  See 16.08.030.B.3 for discussion of stormwater management. 
 
CHAPTER 12.08 - PUBLIC AND STREET TREES   
 
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 
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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 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.  
Finding: Complies with Condition. The applicant submitted a street tree plan which included trees 
placed along the frontages of the development.  The species of the trees was not identified on the plan 
and the applicant indicated that “the species of street trees will be submitted for review and approval of 
the community development director prior to final plat approval” (Exhibit 2).  Prior to issuance of a 
permit associated with the proposed development the applicant shall submit a plan for street trees in 
compliance with OCMC 12.08.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the 
applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
12.08.015.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.  
Finding: Complies with Condition. A street tree plan was submitted with the preliminary locations of 66 
street trees.  Based upon the layout, there is approximately 2,562.9 feet of frontage which require 73 
street trees (2,562.9/35=73.22).  Prior to issuance of a permit associated with the proposed 
development the applicant shall submit a plan for street trees in compliance with OCMC 12.08.  Staff has 
determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through 
the Conditions of Approval. 
 
12.08.015.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. 
Finding: Complies with Condition. A street tree plan was submitted with the preliminary locations of 
street trees, but did not include the correct number of street trees nor did it include the location of 
street lights, fire hydrants or power lines.  Prior to issuance of a permit associated with the proposed 
development the applicant shall submit a plan for street trees in compliance with OCMC 12.08.  Staff has 
determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through 
the Conditions of Approval. 
 
12.08.015.C. All trees shall be a minimum of two inches in caliper at six inches above the root crown and installed to 
city specifications.  
Finding: Complies with Condition. The applicant submitted a street tree plan which included trees 
placed along the frontages of the development.  The size of the trees was not identified on the plan.  
Prior to issuance of a permit associated with the proposed development the applicant shall submit a plan 
for street trees in compliance with OCMC 12.08.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and 
reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
12.08.015.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 as Proposed. The applicant indicated that the “abutting property owners will be 
responsible for maintenance of street trees along their street frontage” (Exhibit 2). 
 
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.  



Page 53 of 64                            ZC 15-02 and TP 15-03 
 

Finding: Complies with Condition. The applicant submitted a street tree plan which included trees 
placed along the frontages of the development.  The species of the trees was not identified on the plan 
and the applicant indicated that “the species of street trees will be submitted for review and approval of 
the community development director prior to final plat approval” (Exhibit 2). Prior to issuance of a 
permit associated with the proposed development the applicant shall submit a plan for street trees in 
compliance with OCMC 12.08.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the 
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. The applicant indicated that the “abutting property owners will be 
responsible for maintenance of street trees along their street frontage” (Exhibit 2). 
 
12.08.030 Public property tree maintenance. 
The city shall have the right to plant, prune, maintain and remove trees, plants and shrubs in all public rights-of-
way and public grounds, as may be necessary to ensure public safety or to preserve and enhance the symmetry or 
other desirable characteristics of such public areas. The natural resources committee may recommend to the 
community development director the removal of any tree or part thereof which is in an unsafe condition, or which 
by reason of its nature is injurious to above or below-ground public utilities or other public improvements.  
Finding: Complies as Proposed.  Though the City is not proposing maintenance on an existing street tree 
at this time, the applicant indicated that “the proposed development will conform to this provision” 
(Exhibit 2). 
 
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.  
Finding: Not Applicable.  All tree removal associated with the proposed development is reviewed under 
chapter 12.08. 
 
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:  
Finding: Not Applicable.  No heritage trees or groves are currently on the subject site nor are they 
proposed with this development. 
 
CHAPTER 15.48 - GRADING, FILLING AND EXCAVATING 
 

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT12STSIPUPL_CH12.08PUSTTR.html%23TIT12STSIPUPL_CH12.08PUSTTR_12.08.035PUTRRE
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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: Complies with Condition.  The applicant provided a preliminary grading plan demonstrating 
general compliance with the City’s Public Works requirements for grading standards.  The preliminary 
plan presents grading and paving activities that will result in the disturbance of more than one-half acre. 
 
A final site Residential Lot Grading Plan shall be required as part of the final construction plans per the 
City’s Residential Lot Grading Criteria and the International Building Code.  Staff has determined that it 
is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of 
Approval. 
 
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.  
Finding:   Complies with Conditions.  Conditions will be applied to require a Residential Lot Grading Plan 
and geotechnical report with construction plan submittal. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely 
and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 

https://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.42FLMAOVDI.html%23TIT17ZO_CH17.42FLMAOVDI
https://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.44EOHA.html%23TIT17ZO_CH17.44EOHA
https://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.49NAREOVDI.html%23TIT17ZO_CH17.49NAREOVDI
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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. 
 
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 Condition.  The applicant has proposed to construct a new subdivision with 
associated street improvements.  The applicant shall provide an Erosion Prevention and Sedimentation 
Control Plan to the City for approval.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that 
the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
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.).  
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Finding: Complies with Condition.  The applicant shall provide an Erosion Prevention and Sedimentation 
Control Plan to the City for approval.  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 Chapter 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 25% on sites greater than 25% 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. 
Finding: Applicable. The proposed development includes a Subdivision, therefore this section applies. 
 
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. 
Finding: Applicable. The trees within the boundaries of the property or associated with the proposed 
development onsite are regulated under this section of code and do not fall under any other protections 
within the City’s development codes.  
 
17.41.040 – Tree Protection – 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 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.  
Finding: Not Applicable.  The applicant has not proposed an exemption in accordance with this 
provision. 
 
17.41.050 - Tree Protection – 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 section 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 17.41.080-100; or 

C. Option 3 – Restrictive Covenant. Protection of trees or groves by recordation of a permanent restrictive 
covenant pursuant to section 17.41.110-120.; 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. 
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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 80% of minimum density with reduction of lot size; or 
(2) Preclude meeting minimum connectivity requirements for subdivisions. 

Finding: Complies with Condition. The applicant has proposed to utilize option 1, mitigation.  As 
identified in this section, all replanted and saved trees shall be protected by a permanent restrictive 
covenant or easement approved in form by the city.  Prior to occupancy of the dwellings on the subject 
site, the applicant shall record a covenant or easement on all properties with new or existing trees 
planted on private property.  
 
The applicant did identify trees for protection onsite, thought the amount of mitigation trees needed is 
unknown because the caliper of all existing trees onsite was not identified. The applicant may choose to 
utilize options 2, 3 and/or 4 in addition to option 1 when recalculating the mitigation.  Staff has 
determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through 
the Conditions of Approval. 
 
17.41.060 - Tree Removal and Replanting - Mitigation (Option 1). 
17.41.060.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 17.04 to 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.  
Finding: Complies with Condition. This section requires the tree mitigation plan report be prepared by a 
certified arborist, horticulturalist, forester or other environmental professionals with experience and 
academic credentials in forestry or arboriculture.  No documentation was submitted indicating 
compliance with this section and the narrative indicated that “A mitigation plan will be prepared by an 
arborist and submitted for review prior to final plat approval”.  Prior to issuance of a permit associated 
with the proposed development the applicant shall submit a revised tree mitigation plan prepared by a 
certified arborist, horticulturalist, forester or other environmental professionals with experience and 
academic credentials in forestry or arboriculture.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and 
reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
17.41.060.B. The applicant shall determine the number of trees to be mitigated on the site by counting all of the 
trees 6” DBH (minimum 4.5 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 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: 
2 inch caliper deciduous, or 

6 foot high conifer 
 
Size of tree removed  
(DBH) 

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

Column 2 
Number of trees to be planted. 
(If removed Within the construction 
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area) 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 
Finding: Finding: Complies with Condition. The applicant submitted a tree mitigation plan which 
incorrectly calculated the mitigation and did not identify the caliper of a cluster of trees near the 
intersection of Villard Place and Anita Place.  Based on the tree removal plan submitted, staff calculated 
the mitigation in the table below (which did not include the row of arborvitae, resulting in a total 40 
mitigation trees which are required to be planted.   
 
Size of Tree 
Removed  

Mitigation Outside of Construction Area Mitigation Inside of Construction Area 

 # Removed Mitigation 
for Each 

Total # Removed Mitigation 
for Each 

Total 

6”-12” 0 3 0 19 1 19 
13”-18” 0 6 0 1 2 2 
19”-24” 2 9 0 5 3 15 
25”-30” 0 12 0 1 4 4 
31+” 0 15 0 0 5 0 
Total 0  0 121  40 
Grand Total 40 Mitigation Trees Required 
 
Prior to issuance of a permit associated with the proposed development the applicant shall submit a 
revised tree mitigation plan in accordance with Chapter 17.41. Staff has determined that it is possible, 
likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
17.41.070 – Planting Area Priority for Mitigation (Option 1). 
Development applications which opt for removal of trees with subsequent replanting pursuant to section 
17.41.050(A) 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. 

Finding: Complies with Condition. The applicant indicated that the trees will be planted within this 
subdivision or within other subdivisions being developed by the applicant and the final mitigation plan 
would be submitted with the construction plans. The applicant shall have an approved mitigation 
planting plan prior to issuance of a permit associated with the proposed development. The mitigation 
plan may incorporate any of the options in Chapter 17.41 in addition to planting mitigation trees on 
private property (with an associated covenant) or increasing the size of trees onsite or within the right-
of-way.  Prior to issuance of a permit associated with the proposed development the applicant shall 
submit a revised tree mitigation plan in accordance with Chapter 17.41. Staff has determined that it is 
possible, likely and reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of 
Approval. 
 
17.41.080. Tree Preservation within Subdivisions and Partitions – Dedicated Tract (Option 2).  
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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. 
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 
Finding: Complies with Condition.  The applicant has chosen to utilize option 1, however, the mitigation 
trees was miscalculated.  The applicant may choose to utilize options 2, 3 and/or 4 in addition to option 
1 in Chapter 17.41 when recalculating the mitigation.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and 
reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
17.41.090. 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 to Section 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. 
Finding: Complies with Condition.  The applicant has chosen to utilize option 1, however, the mitigation 
trees was miscalculated.  The applicant may choose to utilize options 2, 3 and/or 4 in addition to option 
1 in Chapter 17.41 when recalculating the mitigation.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and 
reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
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. 

Table 17.41.100 A 
Lot Size Reduction 
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ZONE Min. Lot Size (%) 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 
Coverage 

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 
Coverage 

3,500-7,000 square feet 10 feet 15 feet 5/0* feet 10 feet 40% 
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 
Finding: Complies with Condition.  The applicant has chosen to utilize option 1, however, the mitigation 
trees was miscalculated.  The applicant may choose to utilize options 2, 3 and/or 4 in addition to option 
1 in Chapter 17.41 when recalculating the mitigation.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and 
reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
17.41.110. Tree Protection by Restrictive Covenant (Option 3).  
Any regulated tree or grove which cannot be protected in a tract pursuant to Section 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. 
Finding: Complies with Condition.  The applicant has chosen to utilize option 1, however, the mitigation 
trees was miscalculated.  The applicant may choose to utilize options 2, 3 and/or 4 in addition to option 
1 in Chapter 17.41 when recalculating the mitigation.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and 
reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
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 (50%) 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 3 
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 Developmemt 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 
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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 Developmemt 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. 
Finding: Complies with Condition.  The applicant has chosen to utilize option 1, however, the mitigation 
trees was miscalculated.  The applicant may choose to utilize options 2, 3 and/or 4 in addition to option 
1 in Chapter 17.41 when recalculating the mitigation.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and 
reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
17.41.130 - 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. 
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. 
Finding: Complies with Condition.  The applicant has chosen to utilize option 1, however, the mitigation 
trees was miscalculated.  The applicant may choose to utilize options 2, 3 and/or 4 in addition to option 
1 in Chapter 17.41 when recalculating the mitigation.  Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and 
reasonable that the applicant can meet this standard through the Conditions of Approval. 
 
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. 

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 4 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 10 feet of the dripline of any trees identified for 
protection. 
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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.  

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.  

Finding: Complies as Proposed.  The applicant has submitted a plan identifying protection fencing for 
existing tree which would be protected during development.  Additional tree protection measures are 
not required. 
 
CHAPTER 17.50 - ADMINISTRATION AND PROCEDURES 
 
17.50.010 Purpose. 
This chapter provides the procedures by which Oregon City reviews and decides upon applications for all permits 
relating to the use of land authorized by ORS Chapters 92, 197 and 227. These permits include all form of land 
divisions, land use, limited land use and expedited land division and legislative enactments and amendments to the 
Oregon City comprehensive plan and Titles 16 and 17 of this code. Pursuant to ORS 227.175, any applicant may 
elect to consolidate applications for two or more related permits needed for a single development project. Any 
grading activity associated with development shall be subject to preliminary review as part of the review process 
for the underlying development. It is the express policy of the City that development review not be segmented into 
discrete parts in a manner that precludes a comprehensive review of the entire development and its cumulative 
impacts.  
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The proposed Subdivision and associated Zone Change Review is subject 
to a Type IV discretionary approval. The applicant’s narrative and the accompanying plans and 
supporting studies are all provided in an effort to present comprehensive evidence to support the 
proposed office development. 
 
17.50.030 Summary of the City's Decision-Making Processes.  
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The proposed Subdivision and Zone Change application is being 
reviewed pursuant to the Type IV process. Notice was posted onsite, online 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 
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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 held a pre-application conference (file PA 14-37) 
on January 7, 2015.  The land use application was submitted within 6 months of the pre-
application conference on April 22, 2015.  The application was deemed incomplete on May 22, 
2015 and after the submittal of additional information the application was deemed complete on 
July 7, 2015. 
 
17.50.055 Neighborhood Association Meeting 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The applicant’s representatives attended the Tower Vista Neighborhood 
general membership meeting on February 19, 2015 to present conceptual plans for the proposed office 
development. 
 
17.50.060 Application Requirements. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. All application materials required are submitted with this narrative.  The 
applicant has provided full-size and two reduced size sets of plans to accompany the submittal items. 
 
17.50.070 Completeness Review and 120-day Rule. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. This land use application was submitted on April 22, 2015.  The 
application was deemed incomplete on May 22, 2015 and after the submittal of additional 
information the application was deemed complete on July 7, 2015.  The City has until November 
4, 2015 to make a final determination. 
 
17.50.080 Complete Application--Required Information. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. This land use application was submitted on April 22, 2015.  The 
application was deemed incomplete on May 22, 2015 and after the submittal of additional 
information the application was deemed complete on July 7, 2015. 
 
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 multiple 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 Resource Committee and to all Neighborhood Associations requesting comment. 
 
17.50.100 Notice Posting Requirements. 
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The site was posted with a sign longer than the minimum requirement. 
 
17.20 – RESIDENTIAL DESIGN AND LANDSCAPING STANDARDS 
Finding: Not Applicable.  The applicant has not proposed to construct a building with the proposed 
development.  New construction will be reviewed for compliance with the dimensional standards of the 
zoning designation upon submittal of permits.   
 
17.54.100 – FENCES, HEDGES AND WALLS 
Finding: Not Applicable.  The applicant indicated that no fences or walls are proposed with this 
development. 
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION: 
Based on the analysis and findings as described above, Staff concludes that the proposed Subdivision 
and Zone Change located at 19588 McCord Road, Oregon City, Oregon 97045, identified as Clackamas 
County 3-2E-07B -04100, can meet the requirements as described in the Oregon City Municipal Code by 
complying with the Conditions of Approval provided in this report.  Therefore, the Community 
Development Director recommends the Planning Commission and City Commission approve files TP 15-
03 and ZC 15-02 with conditions, based upon the findings and exhibits contained in this staff report. 
 
EXHIBITS: 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Applicant’s Narrative and Plans  
3. Letters from John Replinger of Replinger and Associates, City Consultant 
4. Comments from Dan Neils of 19652 McCord Road, Oregon City 
5. Comments from Wes Rogers, Director of Operations for the Oregon City School District 
6. Comments from Scott Archer, Community Services Director 
7. Excerpts from Annexation file AN 14-01 
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OREGON Community Development - Planning
221Molalla Ave. Suite 200 | Oregon City OR 97045

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

LAND USE APPLICATION FORM
TypeI (OCMC 17.50.030.A)

Compatibility Review
Lot Line Adjustment
Non-Conforming Use Review
Natural Resource (NROD)
Verification

Type II (OCMC 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)
Minor Variance
Natural Resource (NROD) Review

Type III / IV [OCMC 17.50.030.C)

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

B3 Zone Change

File Number(s):
Proposed Land Use or Activity: Zone change from “R-10” to “R-6” and 25 Lot Subdivision.

Pavilion Park 3 Number of Lots Proposed (If Applicable): 25Project Name:

Physical Address of Site: 19588 McCord Road, Oregon City, OR 97045

Clackamas County Map and Tax Lot Number(s): 32E07B 04100

Applicant(s): s'
Applicant(s) Signatured —-

Applicant(s) Name Printed: Ma^k Handris, Icon Construction & Dev. LLC Date:
Mailing Address: 1980 Willamette Falls Drive, Suite 200 West Linn, OR 97068

Phone: (503) 657-0406 Fax: (503) 655-5991 Email: handris@aol.com

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

Property Owner(s) Name Printed: David & Diane Douglass

Mailing Address: 19588 McCord Road, Oregon City, OR 97045
503-201-4365

Date:

Email: redwagonpartner@gmail.comPhone: Fax:

Representative(s) Signature:

Representative (s) Name Printed: Rick Givens, Planning Consultant

Mailing Address: 18680 Sunblaze Dr., Oregon City, OR 97045
503-479-0097

Representative(s):
, /

Date:

503-479-0097 Email; rickgivens@gmail.comPhone: 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/planning



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 I (OCMC 17.50.030.A) Type II (OCMC 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)
Minor Variance
Natural Resource (NROD) Review

Type III / IV (OCMC 17.50.030.C)

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

HZone Change

Compatibility Review
Lot Line Adjustment
Non-Conforming Use Review

i Natural Resource (NROD)
Verification

File Number(s):
Proposed Land Use or Activity: Zone change from “R-10” to “R-6” and 25 Lot Subdivision.

Pavilion Park 3 Number of Lots Proposed (If Applicable): ^5Project Name:

Physical Address of Site: 19588 McCord Road, Oregon City, OR 97045

Clackamas County Map and Tax Lot Number(s): 32E07B 04100

Applicant(s):
Applicant(s) Signature:

Applicant(s) Name Printed: Mark Handris, Icon Construction & Dev. LLC

Mailing Address: 1980 Willamette Falls Drive, Suite 200 West Linn, OR 97068

Phone: t598) 657-0406

Date:

Fax: (503) 655-5991 Email- handris@aoLcpm

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

Property Owner(s) Name Printed
Mailing Address: 19588 McCord Road, Oregon City, OR 97045

503-201-4365

/David & Diane ip6i */ - / b ' J blass Date:

Email: redwagonpartner@gmail.comPhone: Fax:

Representative(s):
Representative(s) Signature:

Representative (s) Name Printed: Rick Givens, Planning Consultant

Mailing Address: 18680 Sunblaze Dr., Oregon City, OR 97045
503-479-0097

Date:

503-479-0097 Email: rickgivens@gmail.comPhone: 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
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221 Molalla Ave.  Suite 200   | Oregon City OR 97045  

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

Community Development – Planning 

LAND USE APPLICATION FORM 
 

Type I (OCMC 17.50.030.A) 
 Compatibility Review 
 Lot Line Adjustment 
 Non-Conforming Use Review 
 Natural Resource (NROD)  
     Verification 

Type II (OCMC 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) 
 Minor Variance 
 Natural Resource (NROD) Review 

Type III / IV (OCMC 17.50.030.C) 
 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 

 

File Number(s):_______________________________________________ 

Proposed Land Use or Activity: ________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Project Name: ______________________________________ Number of Lots Proposed (If Applicable): _____________ 

Physical Address of Site: _____________________________________________________________________________ 

Clackamas County Map and Tax Lot Number(s): __________________________________________________________ 

Applicant(s): 

Applicant(s) Signature: ______________________________________________________________________________ 

Applicant(s) Name Printed: _______________________________________________ Date: ______________________ 

Mailing Address: ___________________________________________________________________________________ 

Phone: _________________________  Fax: _______________________ Email: ________________________________ 

Property Owner(s): 

Property Owner(s) Signature: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Property Owner(s) Name Printed: __________________________________________ Date: ______________________ 

Mailing Address: ___________________________________________________________________________________ 

Phone: _________________________  Fax: _______________________ Email: ________________________________ 

Representative(s):  

Representative(s) Signature: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Representative (s) Name Printed: ____________________________________________ Date: ____________________ 

Mailing Address: ___________________________________________________________________________________ 

Phone: _________________________  Fax: _______________________ Email: ________________________________

 
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. 

OREGON

Rick
Typewritten text
X

Rick
Typewritten text
X



Pavilion Park 3 
Zone Change and Preliminary Subdivision Application 

Application Narrative 
 

Project Information: 
 
Date:  April 2015 

 
Applicant: Icon Construction and Development, LLC. 

1980 Willamette Falls Drive, Suite 200  
West Linn, OR 97068 
(503) 657-0406 
 

Planning 
Consultant: 

Rick Givens 
18680 Sunblaze Dr. 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
(503) 479-0097 
 

Project Engineer: Bruce Goldson, P.E. 
Theta Engineering 
4260 Country Woods Ct 
Lake Oswego, OR 9703 
(503) 481-8822 
 

Request: The applicant is requesting approval of a 25-lot subdivision and a 
zone change from “R-10” Single-Family Dwelling District to “R-6” 
Single-Family Dwelling District. 
 

Location: The property is located at 19588 McCord Road. 
 

Legal Description: 32E07B 4100 
 

Site Area: 5.15 Acres 
 

Zoning: R-10 (existing), R-6 (proposed). 
 
Background Information: 
 
This application involves property that is located at 19588 McCord Road in Oregon City. 
The property also has a narrow, 50-foot-wide frontage on Leland Road. The site is 
developed with one single-family home and associated outbuildings. It is in current use 
as a Christmas tree farm. The property has been recently annexed to the City of Oregon 
City and has the default zoning of R-10 applied to it. The abutting subdivision to the 
northwest (Pavilion Park) is zoned R-6 and is developed with single-family detached 
homes at that density. The Rian Park subdivision to the northeast is zoned R-3.5 and 
developed with single-family homes at that density pattern. Multiple streets (Anita Place, 
Pelican Lake Place, Joseph Way, Villard Place, and Ross Street) abut and are stubbed 
into the subject property from these adjoining subdivisions. This application proposes to 
rezone the subject property to R-6 and to develop a 25 lot subdivision that will provide 
for connectivity to complete the street pattern in this area. 
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OCMC 13.12 – Stormwater Management 
OCMC 15.48 – Grading, Filling and Excavating 
OCMC 16.08 – Subdivisions – Process and Standards  
OCMC 16.12 – Minimum Improvements and Design Standards for Land Divisions 
OCMC 17.10 – “R-8” Single-Family Dwelling District 
OCMC 17.20 – Residential Design Standards 
OCMC 17.41 – Tree Protection Standards 
OCMC 17.50 – Administration and Procedures 
 
 
COMPLIANCE WITH OCMC – ZONE CHANGE CRITERIA 
 

 
 
 
17.68.010 Initiation of the Amendment. 
 
Comment: Consistent with Subsection C, this application is being initiated by the owners 
of the subject properties and with the provision of forms and materials specified by City 
procedures. 
 
17.68.020 Criteria. 
 
The criteria for a zone change are set forth as follows: 
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A. The proposal shall be consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 
Comment: The following goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan apply to 
this zone change application: 
 
Goal (1) Citizen Involvement  
 
Goal 1.2: Ensure that citizens, neighborhood groups and affected property owners 
are involved in all phases of the comprehensive planning program. 
 
Comment: The City’s adopted development ordinances include provisions that 
ensure that citizens, neighborhood groups, and affected property owners have 
ample opportunity for participation in zone change applications. Consistent with 
these provisions, the applicant met with the Neighborhood Association prior to the 
submittal of this application. This meeting provided attendees with information 
regarding the proposal and the applicant took comments from the neighbors into 
consideration in preparing this application. City provisions provide for public notice 
prior to hearings that will take place before the Planning Commission and City 
Commission. All interested persons will have the opportunity to comment in writing 
or in person through the public hearing process. By following this process, the 
requirements of this policy are met. 
 
Goal (2) Land Use  
 
Goal 2.7: 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. 
 
Comment: The Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map designates the subject 
property for Low Density Residential Development. The R-6 zoning district is a 
zone that implements this plan designation. Because the subject property is 
located in a neighborhood where developed properties are zoned R-6 or R-3.5, 
the application of this zoning on the subject property is appropriate.   
 
Goal (5) Natural Resources  
 
Policy 5.4.4: 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. 
 
Comment:  There are no natural resources identified on this property and the 
proposed zoning is consistent with the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan’s land 
use designation for this site. 
  
Goal (6) Quality of Air, Water and Land Resources  
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Policy 6.1.1: 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.  
 
Comment: The R-6 density proposed for the subject property will be consistent with this 
policy. The somewhat higher density of development than the existing R-10 zoning 
makes for a more compact land use pattern that reduces the amount of public street per 
dwelling, thereby reducing travel by single-occupancy vehicles and increased use of 
alternative modes of transportation. In particular, the proposed subdivision will provide 
for vehicular and pedestrian connections by completing the street system in this area. 
Public sidewalks will be provided on all streets within this project. 
 
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. 
 
Comment: This policy is implemented by development standards that require 
appropriate handling of storm water runoff. Storm runoff from the proposed 
development will be collected with a storm sewer system, as shown on the 
preliminary utility plan submitted with this application. The storm detention facility 
in the adjoining Pavilion Park subdivision is proposed to be expanded to provide 
capacity for this development, as depicted on the Preliminary Utility Plan.  
 
Goal (10) Housing  
 
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.  
 
Comment:  The proposed zone change will change the zoning for this site to match the 
surrounding R-6 neighborhood. R-6 and R-3.5 zoning designations are applied to the 
adjoining properties that are developed to urban densities. This provides for a balance in 
the variety of homes in this area of the city.  
 
Goal (11) Public Facilities  
 
Goal 11.1: Serve the health, safety, education, welfare and recreational needs of all 
Oregon City residents through the planning and provision of adequate public facilities.  
 
Comment: All public facilities necessary to serve this project are available at adequate 
levels to meet the proposed R-6 zoning. Sanitary sewer is available from an existing 8” 
lines in the adjoining city streets and will be extended to service the property as shown 
on the Preliminary Utility Plan. Water is available from the adjacent subdivisions as well 
and will be extended to service the proposed subdivision and to provide for looping of 
the water system.  Storm sewer will be provided in the proposed development and will 
be directed to the existing storm detention facility in the adjoining Pavilion Park 
subdivision to the northwest. This facility will be enlarged to provide capacity to service 
the 25 lots and impervious areas associated with streets and sidewalks. Oregon City 
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Public Schools provides education services and has adequate levels of service 
available. Police and fire protection are provided by the City of Oregon City. 
  
Goal (12) Transportation  
 
Goal 12.6: Develop and maintain a transportation system that has enough capacity to 
meet users’ needs. 
 
Comment: A Traffic Assessment Letter was prepared for this project by Lancaster 
Engineering and is included with this application submittal. This analysis shows 
adequate capacity exists to serve the proposed development. 
 
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. 

 
Comment: These public facilities and services have been addressed in the 
discussion of compliance with Goal 11, above. All of these services are available 
and adequate to meet the needs of this property when developed to levels allowed 
by the R-6 zoning district. 
 
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. 

 
Comment: The capacity of the transportation system is addressed in the Traffic 
Assessment Letter submitted with this application. As discussed under Goal 12, 
above, the transportation services is adequate to meet the needs of this property 
when developed to levels allowed by the R-6 zoning district. 
 
D. Statewide planning goals shall be addressed if the comprehensive plan does 

not contain specific policies or provisions which control the amendment.  
 
Comment: The statewide planning goals applicable to this proposed zone change have 
been addressed in specific goals and policies of the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan. 
City Goals and Policies addressed above are directly applicable to the corresponding 
statewide planning goals. No further comment is necessary.  
 
As discussed above, the proposed zone change is in conformance with the approval 
criteria set forth in this chapter of the Oregon City Municipal Code. It would bring the 
subject property into conformance with the zoning of the adjacent subdivisions and 
would create a logical zoning pattern. Approval of the zone change would also make for 
a more efficient use of infrastructure such as streets and utilities and, by adding housing 
opportunities, would delay the time at which the urban growth boundary would need to 
be expanded to provide for population growth. 
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COMPLIANCE WITH SUBDIVISION APPROVAL CRITERIA 

COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 16.08 

16.08.010 Purpose and General Provisions. 

A.  Applicability. – As noted above, the proposed development is subject to the 
process and approval standards applicable to subdivisions including Chapters 
16.08, 12.04, 16.12, and 17.50 of the Oregon City Municipal Code. Those 
provisions are addressed in this narrative and will be shown to be satisfied by 
this application. 

B.  Process – Subdivision applications follow a Type II process. In this instance, 
however, the applicant is also requesting a zone change and the combined 
applications will be heard concurrently through a Type IV process. 

C.  Purpose – The proposed design is consistent with basic design criteria so the 
use of a master plan provided under Chapter 17.65 or a variance per Chapter 
16.60 is not necessary. 

D.  Process Overview – This application for preliminary plat approval is being 
together with a zone change application, which requires a Type IV process, 
with hearings before the Planning Commission and City Commission. The final 
plat will be submitted at a later date and reviewed in accordance with a Type I 
process. 

16.08.015 Preapplication Conference Required. 
 
Consistent with City procedures, a pre-application conference was held on 
January 7, 2015 (PA 14-37). 
 
16.08.020 Preliminary Subdivision Plat Application. 
 
The preliminary plat is being submitted within six months of the pre-application 
conference date. This narrative and the other plans and documents submitted with 
it, contain the required information that will allow the City to determine compliance 
with relevant City standards. 
 
16.08.025 Preliminary Subdivision Plat--Required Plans. 
 
Consistent with City requirements, the preliminary plat application includes the 
following: 
 

A. Site Plan 
B. A shadow plat demonstrating connectivity sufficient for development of 

adjoining undeveloped property to the north.  
C. An Existing Conditions Map showing natural topography, and a Preliminary 

Grading & Drainage Plan. 
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D. Archeological Monitoring Recommendation – The City has contacted SHPO 
regarding archaeological concerns for this site. 
 

 
16.08.030 Preliminary Subdivision Plat--Narrative Statement. 
 

A. Subdivision Description – The background information section of this 
narrative provides the required statements regarding the use and 
ownership of lots within this proposed subdivision. 

B. Timely Provision of Public Services and Facilities 

1. Water –Water service is available from existing water lines in the 
adjoining streets stubbed to the subject property. These lines will be 
extended to service the proposed lots in this subdivision. There is an 8” 
water line installed in South McCord Road and South Leland Road 
owned by Clackamas River Water District. This line will provide service 
to Lot 16 until such time as city water is extended in Leland Road. 

2. Sewer –  There are Oregon City 8” PVC sanitary sewer pipes in Anita 
Place, Pelican Lake Place, Joseph Way, and Villard Place. The pipes 
in Anita Place and Pelican Lake Place end with manholes at the 
property line with the proposed development. The lines in Anita Place 
and Joseph Way will be extended to serve the lots in the proposed 
development. 

3. Storm Sewer – There is an existing storm detention facility located in 
Pavilion Park subdivision to the northwest of the subject property. The 
proposed Utility Plan shows the proposed storm sewer system and 
depicts the expansion of the existing Pavilion Park detention pond to 
accommodate storm water from the subject property.   

4. Parks and Recreation – There are no park facilities in the immediate 
vicinity of the subject property. The closest park is Wesley Lynn Park, 
which is located approximately 800 feet northeast of this site via Villard 
Place and Reddaway Avenue. Park System Development Charges will 
be paid at the time of building permit application. 

5. Traffic and Transportation – A Transportation Analysis Letter for the 
site has been prepared for this project by Lancaster Engineering, Inc. 
No capacity or safety issues have been identified that would impact the 
proposed development. Please refer to the attached TAL. 

6. Schools – The subject property is located within the service area of 
Oregon City Public Schools. Discussions with the School District 
indicate that there are no capacity issues at this time. 

7. Fire and Police Services – Clackamas County Fire District No. 1 
provides fire protection services in this area. The Oregon City Police 
Department provides police protection. Prior to final plat approval, the 
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applicant will coordinate with Fire District No. 1 to ensure that their 
standards are met. 

C. Approval Criteria and Justification for Variances – No variances are being 
requested so these provisions do not apply. Other relevant approval 
criteria are addressed below in this narrative. 

D. Drafts of CC&Rs, maintenance agreements, homeowners association 
agreements, deeds easements, or reservations of public open spaces not 
dedicated to the city, and related documents for the subdivision – The 
required documents will be submitted prior to final plat approval.  

E. Phasing – Not applicable. The project will be developed in a single phase. 

F. Overall Density – The subdivision proposes twenty-five lots for the 
construction of single family homes. The gross site area is 224,198 sq. ft., 
or 5.15 acres. The gross density of development is 4.85 units per acre.  

16.08.040 Preliminary Subdivision Plat--Approval Standards and Decision. 

The approval standards for subdivisions are addressed below in the discussion of 
compliance with Chapter 16.12. The dimensional standards applicable to the 
subdivision are those of the R-8 zone. Those standards are addressed in the 
discussion of Chapter 17.10. 

16.08.045 Building Site--Frontage Width Requirement. 
 
All lots in the proposed subdivision abut on a street or cul-de-sac for a width of at 
least twenty feet, as required by this section. 

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. 
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E. The pole shall be part of the flag lot and must be under the same ownership as 
the flag portion of the lot. 

Comment: No flag lots are proposed 

COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 16.12 – MINIMUM IMPROVEMENTS AND DESIGN 
STANDARDS FOR LAND DIVISIONS 
 
16.12.015 Street Design--Generally. 
 
Street design standards for all new development and land divisions shall comply with 
Chapter 12.04 Street Design Standards.  

Comment: Please see discussion of Chapter 12.04, below. 

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.  

Comment: The proposed subdivision creates block patterns that provide for 
reasonable lot configurations and traffic connectivity. 

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.  

Comment: The proposed layout provides sufficient room for two tiers of lots and is 
consistent with this requirement. 

16.12.040 Building Sites. 

Comment: The buildings sites proposed that are appropriate in size, width, shape, 
and orientation for low-density residential development, consistent with the R-6 
zoning of the property. The applicant is not requesting a variance to any 
dimensional standard and the exception provisions of this section are not 
applicable to this proposal.  

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

Comment: The net site area is 224,198 square feet (5.15 acres). The proposed R-
6 zoning allows a density of one unit per 6,000 sq. ft. of net site area. Subtracting 
from the gross site area the street area (74,043 sq. ft.) leaves a net site area of 
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150,155 sq. ft.  Dividing this area by minimum 6,000 square foot lot size of the R-6 
zone yields a maximum density of 25 units. 80 percent of this maximum would be 
20 units. The 25 units proposed in the subdivision meets this standard. 

Chapter 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 20% less than the required minimum lot area of the applicable 
zoning designation provided the entire subdivision on average meets the 
minimum site area requirement of the underlying zone. The average lot area is 
determined by calculating the total site area devoted to dwelling units and 
dividing that figure by the proposed number of dwelling lots.   

Comment: The proposed subdivision does provide for lots that are up to 20% less 
in area than the minimum 6,000 sq. ft. standard of the R-6 zone. No lots of less 
than 4,800 sq. ft. are proposed. The smallest lot (Lot 22) contains 5,008 sq. ft. 
The largest (Lot 12) is 7,577 sq. ft. in area. As discussed under 16.12.045, 
above, the net site area is 150,155 sq. ft. Dividing the net site area by 25 lots 
yields an average lot size of 6,006 sq. ft., which is consistent with the 
requirements of this standard. 

16.12.055 Building Site--Through Lots. 

Comment: No through lots are proposed in this subdivision. 

16.12.060 Building Site--Lot and Parcel Side Lines. 

Comment: Consistent with this section, side lot lines are designed to be as close 
to perpendicular to the streets on which they face as practicable. 

16.12.065 Building Site--Grading. 

Comment: Site grading will be designed to conform to Chapter 18 of the Oregon 
Structural Specialty Code and City standards, as demonstrated by the plan 
submitted with this application. 

16.12.070 Building Site--Setbacks and Building Location. 
 
This standard ensures that lots are configured in a way that development can be 
orientated 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. 
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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. 

Comment: Leland Road is classified as a minor arterial and McCord Road is 
designated a collector street. These provisions are applicable to Lots 1, 2, 16 and 
25. These lots face onto the adjoining arterial and collector streets and the houses 
built on them will have their most architecturally significant façade facing towards 
these streets, as required by these standards. Lot 16 is proposed to have a 
driveway with a turnaround so as to avoid having cars backing out onto Leland 
Road.  

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.  

 Comment: No lots are proposed that are large enough to be capable of re-
division. This section does not apply. 

16.12.080 Protection of Trees.  
 
Protection of trees shall comply with the provisions of Chapter 17.41 – Tree Protection. 

Comment: See discussion of Chapter 17.41, below. 

16.12.085 Easements. 

Comment: A 10-foot wide utility easement will be provided along all street 
frontages within this plat, as shown on the Preliminary Plan. An easement is also 
provided along the north side of Lot 17 to provide for sewer service to Lot 16. No 
other easements are required for unusual facilities, watercourses, access or 
resource protection. 
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16.12.090 Minimum Improvements--Procedures. 

Comment: No construction will commence until required plans have been 
approved by the City. All improvements will be constructed under the inspection 
and approval of the city engineer and expenses relating to this will be paid prior to 
final plat approval. Erosion control measures will be installed as required and 
utilities will be installed prior to surfacing of the streets. All other standards relating 
to construction of site improvements will be met. 

16.12.095 Minimum Improvements--Public Facilities and Services. 

Comment: Compliance with the minimum improvement standards of this section 
will be reviewed with the construction plans submitted prior to site construction 
and final plat review. The applicant will comply with all City standards relating to 
these improvements. 

16.12.100 Minimum Improvements--Road Standards and Requirements. 

Comment: The streets created through this subdivision application will be in 
conformance with requirements for subdivisions or partitions and the applicable 
street design standards of Chapter 12.04. No streets are proposed to be created 
by deed. All streets will be shown on the final plat for the subdivision. 

16.12.105 Minimum Improvements--Timing Requirements. 

Comment: The applicant will either complete construction of all public 
improvements required for the subdivision prior to application for final plat 
approval or will guarantee the construction of those improvements in a manner 
acceptable to the City Engineer. 

16.12.110  Minimum Improvements -- Financial Guarantee. 

Comment: If a financial guarantee is proposed for site improvements, the form, 
timing, and duration of the guarantee will comply with the provisions of this 
section. 

COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 17.12 – R-6 SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING DISTRICT 
 
17.12.020 - Permitted uses. 
 
Comment: All lots in this subdivision are proposed to be used for construction of single-
family detached homes, consistent with 17.12.020(A). 
 
17.12.040 - Dimensional standards.  

Dimensional standards in the R-6 district are:  

A. Minimum lot areas, six thousand square feet; 
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B. Minimum lot width, fifty feet; 

C. Minimum lot depth, seventy feet; 

D. Maximum building height, two and one-half stories, not to exceed thirty-five 
feet; 

E. Minimum required setbacks: 

1. Front yard, ten feet minimum setback, 

2. Front porch, five feet minimum setback, 

3. 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 in residential 
areas.  

4. Interior side yard, nine feet minimum setback for at least one side yard; five 
feet minimum setback for the other side yard,  

5. Corner side yard, fifteen feet minimum setback, 

6. Rear yard, twenty feet minimum setback, 

7. Rear porch, fifteen feet minimum setback. 

F. Garage standards: See Chapter 17.20—Residential Design and Landscaping 
Standards.  

G. Maximum lot coverage: The footprint of all structures two hundred square feet 
or greater shall cover a maximum of forty percent of the lot area.  

 
Comment:  The minimum lot area standard of 6,000 sq. ft. may be averaged over 
the 25 lots in the subdivision, as discussed in the comments to Chapter 16.12.050, 
above. The proposed lots comply with this requirement. All proposed lots exceed 
the 50 foot minimum width and 70’ minimum lot depth standards. Building height, 
setbacks, garage, and lot coverage standards will be reviewed at the time of 
building permit application. No variances to any dimensional standards are 
proposed. 
 
COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 13.12 – STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 
 

13.12.050 - Applicability and exemptions.  
This chapter establishes performance standards for stormwater conveyance, quantity 
and quality. 

Pursuant to each of the subsections below, proposed activities may be required to meet 
the performance standards for stormwater conveyance, stormwater quantity or 
stormwater quality. 

Comment: The proposed subdivision is subject to the stormwater conveyance, 
stormwater quantity control, and stormwater quality control provisions of this chapter. 
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13.12.080 - Submittal requirements.  

A. Timing and Scope of Required Submittal. 
1. Applications subject to the stormwater conveyance requirements of this chapter 

shall include an engineered drainage plan and design flow calculation report 
submitted prior to, or contemporaneous with, submittal of an application for a 
building, land use or other city issued permit. 

2. Applications subject to the stormwater quantity and/or Category A quality 
requirements of this chapter shall include an engineered drainage plan and an 
engineered drainage report submitted prior to, or contemporaneous with, 
submittal of an application for a building, land use or other city issued permit. 

3. Applications subject to Category B water quality special management practices 
shall demonstrate compliance with the additional management practices for 
commercial, industrial and multi-unit dwelling land uses of the Public Works 
Stormwater and Grading Design Standards as part of the site plan and design 
review process. 

4. Applications subject to Category C water quality requirements for the Clackamas 
River Watershed are subject to OAR 340-41-470 (Three Basin Rule). No new 
discharges will be approved until a copy of a current DEQ permit, or written 
statement from DEQ that none is required, is on file with the city. 

B. Required engineered drainage plans, drainage reports, and design flow calculation 
reports, which contain methods and proposed facilities to manage stormwater 
conveyance, quantity and/or quality, shall be prepared in compliance with the 
submittal requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design 
Standards. 

C. 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. 

 

Comment: A storm drainage report and preliminary storm drainage plan have been 
prepared by Theta Engineering for this proposed subdivision and are included in the 
application submittal package. These documents have been prepared in accordance 
with city standards. 

 
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 
management 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. Unless otherwise exempted by Section 13.12.050(B), the plan and report includes 
adequate stormwater quantity control facilities, so that when the proposed land 
development activity takes place, peak rates and volumes of runoff: 
1. Do not exceed the capacity of receiving drainage conveyance facilities; 
2. Do not increase the potential for streambank erosion; and 

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA.html%23TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA_13.12.020ADST
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA.html%23TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA_13.12.050APEX
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3. Do not add volume to an off-site closed depression without providing for 
mitigation. 

 
Comment: The plan and report attached to this application demonstrate that the runoff 
from the project will be collected and directed to a storm detention/treatment facility that 
will be adequately sized to accommodate this subdivision. The storm sewer system has 
been designed to City standards and is adequately sized to convey runoff from the 
proposed development. No stream banks are impacted by the proposed storm sewer 
system. 
 
D. Unless otherwise exempted by Section 13.12.050(C), the proposed development 

includes: 
1. Adequate stormwater quality control facilities, so that when the proposed land 

development activity takes place, the temperature and overall pollution level of 
stormwater runoff is no greater than the water entering. When no water enters a 
project, then stormwater runoff shall be compared to rain samples; and 

2. Stormwater quality control facilities which: 
a. Are in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) requirements; 
b. Minimize the deterioration of existing watercourses, culverts, bridges, dams 

and other structures; and 
c. Minimize any increase in nonpoint source pollution. 

 
Comment: The detention and treatment facility has been designed in accordance with 
City standards to accomplish these requirements. Please refer to the storm report 
attached to this application. The plan calls for expansion of the existing storm detention 
facility in the Pavilion Park project to the northwest. Treatment is proposed to be 
provided by utilizing the bottom of the detention basin in the same manner as was done 
on the applicant’s Central Point Crossing project. The bottom of the pond will channel 
the water so as to meet the required nine minute residency time and will be planted with 
aquatic plants to provide for filtering of storm water. 
 
E. 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. 

 
Comment: All runoff from roofs, footings and streets will be collected by the storm sewer 
system, as shown on the attached preliminary storm plan. 
 
F. Streambank erosion protection is provided where stormwater, directly or indirectly, 

discharges to open channels or streams. The postdevelopment peak stormwater 
discharge rate from a development site for the two year, twenty-four hour duration 
storm event shall not exceed fifty percent of the two year, twenty-four hour 
predevelopment peak runoff rate. 

 
Comment: The proposed storm sewer system will be piped to a detention facility in the 
existing Pavilion Park subdivision. No open channels will exist between the site and the 
detention facility. This detention facility will be enlarged to provide storage for storm 
water consistent with City standards and will outflows at the pre-design rates.  

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA.html%23TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA_13.12.050APEX
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G. Specific operation and maintenance measures are proposed that ensure that the 

proposed stormwater quantity control facilities will be properly operated and 
maintained. 

 
Comment: The storm water quantity control facilities will is dedicated to, and operated 
and maintained by, the City of Oregon City. 
 
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.  

B. Those fill and grading activities proposed to be undertaken in conjunction with a 
land use application, including but not limited to subdivisions, planned unit 
developments, partitions and site plan reviews, are subject to the standards of this 
chapter. However, a separate grading permit is not required. Approval of the 
construction plans submitted through the land use application process shall 
constitute the grading permit required under this chapter.  

Comment: No major site grading is planned in conjunction with this site. As shown on 
the preliminary grading plan submitted with this application, grading for site development 
is limited to street right-of-way areas and the proposed storm detention facility. No site 
grading will be commenced until the required grading permit has been issued by the City 
of Oregon City. Grading for individual homes will be reviewed prior to the issuance of 
building permits. 
 
COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 17.20 – RESIDENTIAL DESIGN AND 
LANDSCAPING STANDARDS 
 
17.20.015 - Street trees. 
 
All new single or two-family dwellings or additions of twenty-five percent or more 
of the existing square footage of the home (including the living space and 
garage(s)) shall install a street tree along the frontage of the site, within the 
abutting developed right-of-way. Existing trees may be used to meet this 
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requirement. A picture of the planted tree shall be submitted to the planning 
division prior to issuance of occupancy. Upon approval by the community 
development director, when a planter strip is not present, a tree may be placed 
within an easement on the abutting private property within ten feet of the public 
right-of-way if a covenant is recorded for the property with the Clackamas County 
Recorders Office identifying the tree as a city street tree, subject to the standards 
in Chapter 12.08 of the Oregon City Municipal Code. The street tree shall be a 
minimum of two-inches in caliper and either selected from the Oregon City Street 
Tree List or approved by a certified arborist for the planting location. 
 
Comment: Street trees will be provided along the street frontages at a maximum 
spacing of 35 feet, as required by this section. A street tree plan will be submitted 
prior to final plat approval once locations of driveway approaches have been 
determined. 
 
17.20.030 - Residential design options.  
 
Comment: Compliance with the residential design options will be reviewed at the time of 
building permit application. 
 
17.20.035 - Corner lots and through lots. 
 
Comment: Compliance with these provisions will be reviewed at the time of building 
permit application. 
 
17.20.040 - Residential design elements. 
 
Comment: Compliance with these provisions will be reviewed at the time of building 
permit application. 
 
17.20.050 - Main entrances. 
 
Comment: Compliance with these provisions will be reviewed at the time of building 
permit application. 
 
17.20.060 - Residential yard landscaping. 
 
Comment: Compliance with these provisions will be reviewed at the time of building 
permit application. 
 
COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 12.04 – STREETS SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC 
PLACES 
 
12.04.003 Applicability. 
 
Comment: The provisions of this chapter apply to all land divisions and, thus, are 
applicable to this subdivision.  
 
12.04.005 Jurisdiction and management of the public rights-of-way. 
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Comment: Consistent with this section, no work will be done within existing or proposed 
street rights-of-way without obtaining appropriate permits from the City of Oregon City. 
 
 
12.04.007 Modifications 
 
The provisions of this section recognize that development of streets in full compliance 
with City standards is not always practicable and allow for approval of modifications 
when certain criteria are met. The following street modifications are being requested in 
conjunction with this application: 
 
1. McCord Road Frontage Improvements:  The proposed development includes 

frontage on South McCord Road, which is classified as a collector street (residential). 
The standards for a collector street are:  85’ ROW, 59’ pavement, (3) 11’ travel 
lanes, curb and gutter, 6’ bike lane, 7’ street parking, 5’ sidewalk, and 7.5’ landscape 
strip. The existing right-of-way (ROW) on South McCord Road is 40’ wide and the 
pavement is 22’ wide, with two travel lanes, no curb or gutter, no street parking, no 
bike lane, no sidewalk, and no landscape strip. As shown in the street section on the 
Preliminary Plan, the requested modification would provide for 30 feet of right-of-way 
and 17 feet of paving from centerline, with a 7.5’ planter and a 5’ sidewalk. This 
proposed section matches the staff recommendation from the pre-application 
conference. 
 

2. Leland Road:  The proposed development includes frontage 50’ in width on South 
Leland Road, which is classified as a minor arterial street (residential). The 
standards for a minor arterial street are:  100’ ROW, 68’ pavement, curb & gutter, (3) 
12’ travel lanes, 7’ street parking, 6’ median, 6’ bike lane, 5’ sidewalk, and 10.5’ 
landscape strip. The existing right-of-way (ROW) on the portion of South Leland 
Road fronting the proposed development is 60’ and the pavement is 24’ wide with 
two travel lanes, no curb or gutter, no street parking, no median, no bike lane, no 
sidewalk, and no landscape strip. The portion of South Leland Road fronting the 
proposed development appears to be the same section, but approximately 185 feet 
north of the frontage, South Leland Road widens to an apparent ROW of 70’ with 48’ 
wide pavement and street parking, bike lane, sidewalk, and landscape strip. This 
modification would allow for the use of this same street section along the frontage of 
the subject property. The site plan depicts the dedication of five feet of right-of-way to 
allow for this street section. Additionally, because the frontage is so short and 
improvements do not exist on either side of this site, it is proposed that the developer 
pay a fee in lieu of construction of this frontage so that the improvements would 
occur when adjacent properties are redeveloped or a larger road improvement 
project takes place. 
 

The approval criteria for modifications are listed in Section 12.04.007: 
 
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 
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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. 

 
 
Compliance with Modification Approval Criteria:  
 

A. The standards listed in Table 12.04.180 are listed as maximum design standards 
and it is recognized that they may be reduced through the modification process 
where appropriate. The intent of the standards is not specifically listed, but may 
be reasonably presumed that they are intended to achieve the goals of the TSP 
to provide for safe and efficient traffic flows throughout the city. In this instance, 
the subject property is located in an area where the right-of-way and street 
improvement widths of McCord Road and Leland Road were developed under 
previous City standards. These standards are adequately serving the 
surrounding neighborhoods, as demonstrated by the findings of the TAL 
submitted with this application. Given the little remaining undeveloped right-of-
way in this area, it does not make sense to switch to the new standards. 

B. The proposed street section is adequate for vehicular traffic as it matches the 
existing conditions as developed in nearby subdivisions on both Leland Road 
and McCord Road. 

C. The adopted TSP provides maximum street sections with the understanding that 
lesser standards may be approved where appropriate through the modification 
process.  

D. In this instance, the standard proposed matches the recommendation of City staff 
and will match pavement sections previously approved for the adjoining 
subdivisions. 

E. At this time, the applicant is not asserting a constitutional basis for the requested 
modification.  

 
12.04.010 Construction specifications—Improved streets.  
 
Comment: As required by this section, street, curb and sidewalk improvements will be 
constructed in accordance with approved plans designed to conform to City street 
standards. 
 
12.04.020 Construction specifications—Unimproved streets.  
 
Comment: Not applicable. 
 
12.04.25 Street design--Curb cuts. 
 
Comment: The applicant will work with City staff to ensure that curb cuts are designed 
and improved consistent with City standards. 
 



Pavilion Park 3 - Subdivision and Zone Change Application 
Icon Construction & Development, LLC. 

Page 21 of 30 
 
 

12.04.030 Maintenance and repair.  
 
Comment: Consistent with this section, the owner of land abutting the street where a 
sidewalk has been constructed will be responsible for maintaining the sidewalk and curb 
in good repair.  
 
 
 
 
12.04.031 Liability for sidewalk injuries.  
 
Comment: As set forth in this section, the future homeowners will be responsible for the 
liability associated with injuries resulting from failure to maintain sidewalks in good 
repair. 
 
12.04.032 Required sidewalk repair through 12.040 Streets-Enforcement 
 
Comment: Not applicable. These sections provide standards for notification and process 
issues relating to potential future sidewalk repairs. While they may impact future 
homeowners should sidewalks need repair, they are not directly applicable to this 
subdivision application. 
 
12.04.050 Retaining walls--Required.  
 
Comment: Not applicable. There are no grading issues that would require the use of a 
retaining wall on this site. 
 
12.04.060 Retaining walls--Maintenance.  
 
Comment: Not applicable. No retaining walls are proposed. 
 
12.04.070 Removal of sliding dirt. 
 
Comment: Future homeowners will have the responsibility to maintain street and 
sidewalk areas free of dirt and debris as required by this section. 
  
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.  
 
Comment: No excavation will be done in rights-of-ways without obtaining required 
permits. 
 
12.04.090 Excavations--Permit restrictions. 
 
Comment: The applicant will comply with any restrictions placed upon excavation 
permits associated with this project. 
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12.04.095 Street Design – Curb Cuts. 
Comment: The applicant will comply with City standards regarding number and design of 
curb cuts. 
 
12.04.100 Excavations – Restoration of Pavement 
Comment: All excavations within street areas will be restored to appropriate condition 
per this standard.  
 
12.04.110 Excavations--Nuisance--Penalty. 
 
Comment: Not applicable. 
 
12.04.120 Obstructions – Permit Required 
 
Comment: Required permits will be obtained before any obstructions of street areas that 
may be necessary are undertaken. 
 
 
12.04.130 Obstructions--Sidewalk sales. 
 
Comment: Not applicable. 
 
12.04.140 Obstructions--Nuisance--Penalty. 
 
Comment: Not applicable. 
 
12.04.150 Street and alley vacations--Cost. 
 
Comment: Not applicable. 
 
12.04.160 Street vacations--Restrictions. 
 
Comment: 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.  
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Comment: The proposed street design provides for connections with multiple adjacent 
streets and will provide for the completion of this street system in a logical grid system.  
 
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, 
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. Where location is not shown in the development plan, 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. Access control in accordance with section 12.04.200 
shall be required to preserve the objectives of street extensions.  

 
Comment: The proposed street pattern connects Villard Place, Joseph Way, Pelican 
Lake Place., and Anita Place, while providing for a future connection with Ross Street 
when abutting property is developed. This system provides a logical grid pattern that will 
achieve connectivity with adjoining developments. Stub streets are provided where 
reasonable to achieve future connection to Leland Road and Ross Street. Access 
control strips will be provided to meet the standards of section 12.04.200. 
  
12.04.180 Street Design 
 
Comment: The design of all proposed streets within the development will conform with 
city local street standards. The existing rights-of-way of Leland Road and McCord Road 
adjacent to this site do not conform to current standards for minor arterial and collector 
streets. Modifications pursuant to the criteria in Section 12.04.007 are being requested 
to allow dedications and improvements consistent with nearby development on these 
roads.  
 

12.04.185 Street Design--Access Control. 
 
Comment: Pursuant to the provisions of this section, access control strips will be 
required across the ends of Pelican Lake Place and Anita Place. These strips will be 
shown on the final plat. 
 
12.04.190 Street Design--Alignment. 
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Comment: The proposed streets continue the alignments of adjacent streets and 
provides for a logical future connection to Leland Road at the 90 degree bend in that 
street. 
 
12.04.194 Traffic sight obstructions. 
 
All new streets shall comply with the Traffic Sight Obstructions in Chapter 10.32. 
 
Comment: The streets will be designed to conform to these standards. 
 
12.04.195 Spacing Standards. 
 
Comment: No blocks exceeding the 530 foot maximum spacing standard are proposed. 
 
12.04.199 Pedestrian and bicycle accessways. 
 
Comment: No pedestrian accessways are proposed or necessary. 
 
12.04.205 Mobility Standards. 
 
Comment: The Traffic Assessment Letter demonstrates that the proposed 
development will not cause any intersections in this area to exceed the levels of 
service criteria of this section. Please refer to that document. 
 
12.04.210 Street design--Intersection Angles. 
 
Comment: All intersections in this subdivision have been designed to intersect at angles 
as close as possible to 90 degrees. Curvature of Anita Place necessary to connect from 
the existing road stub and provide for a future connection with Leland Road prevents the 
intersection with Villard Place from being exactly at 90 degrees, but it is close enough 
that it will function without any difficulties. Traffic volumes and speeds are low, while 
sight clearance will remain unobstructed. 
 
12.04.215 Street design--Off-Site Street Improvements. 
 
Comment:  No off-site improvements are needed or warranted in conjunction with this 
subdivision.  
 
12.04.220 Street Design--Half Street. 
 
Comment: The section of Anita Place adjacent to Lots 22 and 23 is not a full street. It 
has been designed in this manner to provide for the future extension of Anita Place to 
Leland Road. The street section proposed provides for a half-street plus 10 feet of 
paving on the other side of the road. The remainder of the street will be obtained when 
the adjoining property is developed. 
 
12.04.225 Street Design--Cul-de-sacs and Dead-End Streets. 
 
Comment: No cul-de-sacs or dead end streets are proposed. 

https://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT10VETR_CH10.32TRSIOB.html%23TIT10VETR_CH10.32TRSIOB
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12.04.230 Street Design--Street Names. 
 
Comment: No new street names are proposed as all streets are continuations of existing 
streets. 
 
12.04.235 Street Design--Grades and Curves. 
 
Comment: Grades and center line radii have been designed to conform to the standards 
in the City's street design standards and specifications.  
 
12.04.240 Street Design--Development Abutting Arterial or Collector Street. 
 
Comment: The site abuts McCord Road, a collector street, and Leland Road, a minor 
arterial street. Access to Lot 16, which abuts Leland Road, is being designed to provide 
for a turnaround in order to avoid vehicles backing out into this street. Lots 2 and 25 are 
corner lots located at the intersection of Villard Place and McCord Road. They can be 
accessed from Villard Place. Lot 1 would be accessed from McCord, but no safety 
concerns have been identified at that location in the TAL submitted with this application. 
 
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. 
 
Comment: All local streets in the subdivision are proposed to be paved to a 32 foot 
width, which is consistent with local street standards. The proposed paving is narrow 
enough to inhibit use by non-local traffic. No extra traffic-calming designs are warranted. 
No crosswalks will occur within the proposed subdivision. 
 
12.04.255 Street design--Alleys. 
 
Comment: Not applicable. No alleys are proposed. 
 
12.04.260 Street Design--Transit. 
 
Comment: Not applicable. The proposed development does not contain or abut any 
transit streets. 
 
12.04.265 Street design--Planter Strips. 
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Comment: Consistent with the requirements of this section, proposed street 
improvements include the provision of planter strips that will accommodate street trees. 
 
12.04.270  Standard Construction Specifications. 
 
Comment, as required by this section, the workmanship and materials for any work 
performed under permits issued per this chapter will be in accordance with City 
standards and 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.  
 
COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 12.08 PUBLIC AND STREET TREES 
 
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 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. 

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. 

 
Comment: A street tree planting plan will be submitted with the engineering drawings 
and will conform to the above standards. 
 
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. 
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Comment: The species of street trees will be submitted for review and approval of the 
community development director prior to final plat approval. 
 
12.08.025 General tree maintenance.  
 
Comment: As required by this section, abutting property owners will be responsible for 
maintenance of street trees along their street frontage.  
 
 
12.08.030 Public property tree maintenance.  

The city shall have the right to plant, prune, maintain and remove trees, plants and 
shrubs in all public rights-of-way and public grounds, as may be necessary to ensure 
public safety or to preserve and enhance the symmetry or other desirable characteristics 
of such public areas. The natural resources committee may recommend to the 
community development director the removal of any tree or part thereof which is in an 
unsafe condition, or which by reason of its nature is injurious to above or below-ground 
public utilities or other public improvements. 

Comment: The proposed development will conform to this provision. 
 
12.08.040 Heritage Trees and Groves. 
 
Comment: No heritage trees or groves exist on the subject property. 
 
COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 17.41 – TREE PROTECTION STANDARDS 
 
17.41.020 - Tree protection—Applicability. 
 
Comment: The proposed subdivision is subject to the provisions of this chapter. 
 
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 
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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. 
 
Comment: The subject property contains trees that are subject to the provisions of 
this section. A tree removal and planting plan will be submitted for approval prior 
to final plat submittal. 
 
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 
17.04 to 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 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. 

 
Comment: The applicant proposes to make use of Mitigation Option 1. Trees not 
identified for removal will be protected outside of the construction area throughout 
the construction phase of the project. Replacement trees will be planted pursuant 
to the provisions of this section. A mitigation plan will be prepared by an arborist 
and submitted for review prior to final plat approval. 

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.04DE.html%23TIT17ZO_CH17.04DE
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.04DE.html%23TIT17ZO_CH17.04DE
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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. 

 
Comment: Mitigation on-site is proposed. 
 
17.41.080 - Tree preservation within subdivisions and partitions—Dedicated 
tract (Option 2). 
 
Comment: Not applicable. The applicant does not propose to make use of these 
provisions. 
 
17.41.110 - Tree protection by restrictive covenant (Option 3). 
 
Comment: Not applicable. The applicant does not propose to make use of these 
provisions. 
 
17.41.1[25] - Cash-in-lieu of planting (tree bank/fund) (Option 4). 
 
Comment: Not applicable. The applicant does not propose to make use of these 
provisions. 
 
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. 

B. Tree protection shall be as recommended by a qualified arborist or, as a minimum, to 
include the following protective measures: 

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. 
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Comment: The required procedures and arborist recommendations will be 
followed throughout the period of construction activities on the site. Changes in 
soils hydrology and site drainage within tree protection areas will be avoided. 
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Pavilion Park 3 Minutes From 2-19-2015 

Tower Vista Neighborhood Planning Meeting 

The meeting with the Tower Vista Neighborhood Association was coordinated with Chairman Todd Last. 
The meeting was held at 7:00 pm on February 19, 2015 at the Ainsworth House. 

The applicant’s representative, Rick Givens, presented the proposed development. He explained that 
there were two different site plans: one with 10 lots and a second with 19 lots that was dependent upon 
reaching a purchase agreement with the owners of that property. The proposal includes a zone change 
from R-10 to R-6.  

Mr. Givens explained the process that would be used by the City to review the application, noting that 
the subdivision and zoning applications would be heard by the Planning Commission and that the Zone 
Change would then go to the City Commission for final decision.  

One concern expressed related to lot sizes and why lots were shown on the plan that are less than 6,000 
sq. ft. in area. Mr. Givens explained that the City’s development ordinances allow for lot averaging. The 
neighbor adjacent to Lot 4 asked if that lot could be made larger. Mr. Givens explained that taking area 
out of Lot 3 could be problematic because corner lots have to maintain greater side setbacks. 

A question was asked as to why the existing R-10 zoning couldn’t be retained. Mr. Givens noted that the 
surrounding developments are zoned for smaller lots and that this project relates to those 
neighborhoods. He also explained the need to make efficient use out of urban land to avoid having to 
expand the Urban Growth Boundary prematurely. 

A neighbor on Anita stated that her preference would be for it to remain a dead-end street. Mr. Givens 
explained that doing so would not be consistent with City standards promoting connectivity. 

Another concern raised related to traffic on area streets and the perception that they can’t 
accommodate more traffic. Mr. Givens noted that at traffic analysis would be performed by a traffic 
engineer and reviewed by the City’s traffic consultant. 

Another neighbor asked about schools and the possibility of re-opening Mt. Pleasant Elementary. Mr. 
Givens noted that the School District had sold that school, but that the School District would be notified 
of the application. There have been no capacity issues raised by the District on other recent applications 
in this area. 

Questions were asked about the timing of the application. Mr. Givens noted that the traffic study and 
engineering had not been completed yet. He estimated that it would be submitted in March at the 
earliest. 



Rick Givens 

From: "Todd P Last" <Todd.Last@comcast.net>
Date: Monday, February 09, 2015 8:33 AM
To: "Rick Givens" <rickgivens@gmail.com>
Cc: <lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us>
Subject: Re: Neighborhood Meeting for two projects in the Tower Vista NA Area

Page 1 of 2

4/14/2015

Do either Tuesday the 17th or Thursday the 19th work for you?

Todd

On 1/29/2015 7:28 AM, Rick Givens wrote:

Hi Todd,

Thanks for the reply. As far as the email communication goes, I just need to know if it is 

acceptable to you that our communications be by email rather than certified mail. The 

City’s code says we have to send you a request for a meeting via certified mail unless you 

agree to another form of communication. Notice to people in the neighborhood would be 

by regular mail.

Thanks,

Rick

From: Todd P Last
Sent: Thursday, January 29, 2015 6:31 AM

To: Rick Givens
Subject: Re: Neighborhood Meeting for two projects in the Tower Vista NA Area

Let me see what dates we could do it on.
email is not reliable for communication since it never achieves 100% 
coverage, may not fit the legal definition of communication, and nobody 
has complete email lists.

regards,
Todd

On 1/22/2015 12:24 PM, Rick Givens wrote:

Hello, Mr. Last.

My name is Rick Givens and I am a planning consultant working with Icon 

Construction and Development, LLC on a couple of projects that are located 

within the Tower Vista Neighborhood Association area. As you probably know, 



the City’s development ordinance require that we hold a neighborhood 

meeting to discuss the proposals prior to the submittal of our land use 

applications. The provisions of the ordinance state that we must send you 

notification of the projects by certified mail, but that other forms of 

correspondence may be used if acceptable to the Neighborhood Association. 

In working on other projects in the City, we have found that email 

correspondence is the best and easiest way to develop a twoway 

conversation. If this is acceptable to you, it would be our preference for these 

projects. If you would rather have an additional notice by certified mail, please 

let me know and I will send you a letter in that manner.

The first project is a ten lot subdivision and zone change located at 19371 

Pease Road. This is a narrow parcel located  The existing zoning is R10, but 

the adjoining subdivisions are zoned R8.

The second project is located at 19588 McCord Road. This property was recently 

annexed to the City and is zoned R-10, the default zoning applied to all newly annexed 

residential property. As shown on the attached vicinity map, the property is adjacent to 

R-6 zoned land to the northwest in the Pavilion Park neighborhood, and R-3.5 zoning 

to the northeast. We are proposing to continue the R-6 zoning and the preliminary 

design for the subdivision shows 26 lots. 

It is my understanding from the information on the City’s website that the Tower Vista 

NA doesn’t have any scheduled meetings until April. Would you be open to having a 

special meeting to discuss these two subdivisions or would you prefer that we 

schedule our own meeting? The City’s regulations state that a minimum of 30 days 

notice must be provided for such a meeting.

We are looking forward to meeting with you and the Tower Vista Neighborhood 

Association. Please let us know how you would like to proceed on this .

Rick Givens

Planning Consultant

18680 Sunblaze Dr.

Oregon City, OR 97045

(503) 4790097

Cell: (503) 3518204

rickgivens@gmail.com

Page 2 of 2
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Rick Givens 

From: "Todd P Last" <Todd.Last@comcast.net>
Date: Thursday, February 19, 2015 1:32 AM
To: "Rick Givens" <rickgivens@gmail.com>; "Katie Durfee" <kdurfee@ci.oregon-city.or.us>; "Laura Terway" 

<lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us>
Subject: Re: Please confirm Feb 17th

Page 1 of 3

4/14/2015

Great! See you at 7pm today.

Todd

On 2/13/2015 9:10 AM, Rick Givens wrote:

Hi Todd,

Katie and I exchanged emails yesterday and she gave me the name of the contact at the 

Ainsworth House. I checked with Kevin Yee and he said it is available for the 19th at 7:00 

pm and he changed the reservation to that time. I believe that Katie is proceeding with 

sending out the postcards, so we should be good to go for next Thursday.

Rick

From: Todd P Last

Sent: Friday, February 13, 2015 2:09 AM

To: Rick Givens ; Katie Durfee ; Laura Terway
Subject: Re: Please confirm Feb 17th

Yes - we can move to the 19th if that works better, or the following week.
Just let me know so I can change the arrangements.

Regards,
Todd

On 2/12/2015 11:27 AM, Rick Givens wrote:

Hi Katie,

That would be fine from our perspective, but I don’t know if the Ainsworth 

House is available that night. Is that something that you can check on?

Rick

From: Katie Durfee

Sent: Thursday, February 12, 2015 11:18 AM
To: Rick Givens ; Todd P Last ; Laura Terway

Subject: RE: Please confirm Feb 17th



Good Morning Rick,

If I send the postcard to the print shop today, then they could likely get the postcard 

to drop using firstclass mail by Tuesday or Wednesday next week, if you would like 

to hold this meeting on the 19th instead.

Katie

From: Rick Givens [mailto:rickgivens@gmail.com] 

Sent: Thursday, February 12, 2015 10:43 AM

To: Katie Durfee; Todd P Last; Laura Terway

Subject: Re: Please confirm Feb 17th

Good morning, Katie,

It sounds like the schedule may be too tight to make work for the 17th. When I 

spoke with Todd, he suggested both the 17th and 19th as possible dates so if 

the 19th is available to use the Ainsworth House, that would be fine with us. If 

not, slipping the meeting back a week or two is not going to be a problem 

from the applicant’s end.

Thanks,

Rick Givens

From: Katie Durfee

Sent: Thursday, February 12, 2015 10:04 AM
To: Todd P Last ; Rick Givens ; Laura Terway

Subject: RE: Please confirm Feb 17th

Good Morning All,

In speaking to a representative of the print shop, the NA postcards can be prepared 

today but there is no guarantee with the present date that they will be received in 

time by Tuesday, even with express delivery. The biggest challenge is with Monday 

being a holiday. 

Thanks, 

Katie

From: Todd P Last [mailto:Todd.Last@comcast.net] 

Sent: Thursday, February 12, 2015 2:55 AM

To: Rick Givens; Katie Durfee; Laura Terway

Subject: Please confirm Feb 17th

    All:

I have reserved the Aninsworth House and Gardens on Feb 17th at 7pm 

Page 2 of 3
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for Rick's presentation for Land use proposals for:

19371 Pease Road.
19588 McCord Road.

Please confirm that you can attend on this date.

Katie, please send out a postcard asap with the meeting announcement, and put 
text that the meeting will be for a presentaion for two proposed developments 
(include addresses) in the Tower Vista Neighborhood.

Thank you,
Todd Last
(502) 387-3046

Page 3 of 3
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Oregon City,Oregon

PRELIMINARY DRAINAGE REPORT
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NARRATIVE ASSUMPTIONS

Existing Conditions:

The subject property has a large house with outbuilding and driveway to McCord. The majority
of the site is a Christmas tree farm generally sloping from east to west. There are two sub-
basins on the property but both would result in flow to McCord Road and northerly along the
Road to a natural drainage way approximately 250-feet northerly of the property. Pavilion Park
I abuts the project to the north with road connections and there is a detention/water quality
facility approximately 200-feet north on McCord Road ,

Developed conditions:

25-new tots are proposed which will extend Anita Place, Pelican Lake Place and Villard Place
and complete Joseph Way. McCord Road would be improved with a half street. Storm water
would be directed to the original Pavilion system with the majority flowing In a new line north
on McCord Road and into the existing detentions facility. This facility would be enlarged to
receive and process the new development

Drain Basin Description:

Existing

There are two minor basins on the property which divide the property more or less in half. The
discharge point for both is the roadside ditch on the easterly side of McCord Road. The



northerly basin flows directly to McCord road while the southerly basin flows south westerly
across other properties before reaching McCord road. Once the flow reaches the roadside ditch
the basins are combined and enter the natural drainage way northwesterly of the site.

Developed

In the developed condition the two basins will be combined with storm lines running westerly
in Villard Place, thence in McCord to the existing detention/water quality facility. Overall the
drainage pattern wil! be the same. Mo discharge of impervious storm water will flow onto
adjacent properties. The enlarged facility will meter the storm water out at the pre-design
rates.

J.

Summary of storm water flow

10-YEAR 25-YEAR2-YEAR 5-YEAR
2.35CFS 2.89CFSPRE-DEVELOP 1.62CFS 2.G7CF5
3.08CFS 3.78 CFSPOST-DEVELOP 2.17CFS 2.74CFS

DESIGN STORM REQUIRED RELEASE DESIGN RELEASE
25 YEAR-24 HR 2.35 CFS 2.34CFS

N/A N/A10 YEAR -24 HR
2.07 CFS 0,92CFS5 YEAR - 24 HR
0.81 CFS 0,81 CFS2 YEAR -24 HR

r3



REGULATORY DESIGN CRITERIA

The storm water quantity management requirements of Oregon City are:

• City Code 13.12 Storm water management and the 1988 Drainage Mater Plan
• City of Oregon City,Public Works,Storm Water & Grading Design Standards.

References
1. King County Department of Public Works, Surface Water Management Division. Hydrographic

Programs, Version 4.21B

Water Quality Facility
The required treatment rate is1/3 of the 2-year design storm.For this project the calculations
the 2-year storm is 1.37CF and the water quality quantity is 0.46CFS. The following options will
be considered in the final design: a swale inside the detention pond, infiltration at the bottom
of the facility or a Stormceptor by CRS with the capacity to treat 100% of the flows.

Design Parameters
The design storm is a 24 hour standard SCS Type 1A

• 2-year
• 5-year
* 25-year
* 100-year

2.6 inches
3.1 inches
4.0 inches
4.5 inches

SOIL TYPES

8B Bornstedt silt - Type C soil

24B Cottrell Silty/clay - Type C soil

Time of Concentration
T = 0.42{n L)* /(Pi )°s (S0 )0 A & T = L/60k(sQ

Pre-Development: (.42)[(0,17(300>]°8 /(2.6)° 5 (0.014)4 = 33.4 min & 350/(60)(11){0.023) S =
3.5min : total 36.9 minutes

Post-Development (.42)[{0.15(133)]QJ7(2.6)OS (0.020)4 = 13.7 min 233/(60)(27)(0.010) 5 = 1.4
min + 270/(60)(42)(0.02)'5= 0.7 min: Total 15.8 minutes

HYDROGRAPH RESULTS

KING COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS



Surface Water Management Division

HYOROGRAPH PROGRAMS

Version 4.21B

1- INFO ON THIS PROGRAM

2 - SBUHYD

3 MODIFIELD SBUHYD

4 - ROUTE

S - ROUTE2

6 - ADDHYD

7 - BASEFLOW

S - PLOTHYD

9 - DTATA

10 - REFAC

11 - RETURN TO DOS

ENTER OPTION:

2

SBUN/SCS METHOD FOR COMPUTING RUNOFF HYDROGRAPH

STORM OPTIONS:

1- S.C.S, TYPE-1A

2 7 DAY DESIGN STORM

3 - STORM DATA FILE

SPECIFY STORM OPTION:

1

S.C.S. TYPE - 1A RAINFALL DISTRIBUTION

ENTER; FREQ(YEAR), DURATION(HOUR), PRECIP(INCHES)

2,24,2.6

Xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx S.C.S.TYPE-1A DISTRIBUTION xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxm

XXXXXXXXXXXX 2-YEAR 24-HOUR STORM xxxx 2.60 'TOTAL PRECIP Xxmmmmmmxmxmmm/

ST



ENTER: A(PERV),CN(PERV ),AllMPERV),CN(IMPERV),TC FOR BASIN NO.1

5.08,92,0,18,98,36.9

DATA PRINT OUT:

AREA(ACRES) TC(MINUTE5)PERVIOUS IMPERVIOUS

CN A CNA

36.95.1 92 .2 985.3

T-PEAK(HRS) VOL(CU-FT)PEAK-QiCFS)

341811.62 7.83

ENTER [d :] [pathjfilenamej.ext] FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH:

C:piii2pre

SPECIFY; C - CONTINUE, N - NEWSTORM, P -PRINT, S - STOP

C

ENTER ; A(PERV ),CN(PERV},A(IMPERV ),CN(IMP£RV),TC FOR BASIN NO. 1
2.68,86,2.58,98,15.8

DATA PRINT OUT:

TC(MINUTES)AREA(ACRES) PERVIOUS IMPERVIOUS

A CN A CN

2.7 S6 2.6 985.3 15.S

l -PEAK(HRS) VOL(CU-FT)PEAK -Q(CFS)

7,83 350162.17

ENTER [d:]fpathlfilename(.ext] FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH:

C:piti2post

SPECIFY; C - CONTINU E, N - NEWSTORM, P PRINT, S STOP

5TORM OPTIONS:

1 S-C-S. TYPE-1A

2 7-DAY DESIGN STORM

3 STORM DATA FILE

6|



SPECIFY STORM OPTION:

1

5 C.S. TYPE -1A RAINFALL DISTRIBUTION

ENTER; FREQ(YEAR ), DURATION(HQUR), PRECIP(INCHES)

5,24,3.1

Xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx S.C.S,7YPE-lA DISTRIBUTlON X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

XXXXXXXXXXXX 5-YEAR 24-HOUR STORM xxxx 3,10" TOTAL PRECIP Xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

ENTER: A(PERV)XN(PERV),A(IMPERV},CN(IMPERV)rTC FOR BASIN NO.1

5.08,92,0.18,98,36.9

DATA PRINT OUT:

TC(MINUTES)AREA(ACRES) IMPERVIOUSPERVIOUS

A CNA CN

985.1 92 36.95.3 . 2

PEAK-Q(CFS ) VOL(CUFT)T- PEAK(HRS)

7.832.07 43105

ENTER [d:] [pathjfilename[.ext] FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH:

C:pili5pre

SPECIFY:C-CONTINUE, N NEWSTORM,P-PRINT,S-STOP

C

ENTER: A (PERV},CN(PERV),A{IMP£RV ),CN(IMPERV ),TC FOR BASIN NO,1

2,68,86,2.58,98,15.8

DATA PRINT OUT:

TC(MINUTES)AREAfACRES) PERVIOUS IMPERVIOUS

CNA CN A

2.65,3 982.7 86 15 ,8

7]



PEAK'Q(CFS) VOL(CU-FT)T-PEAK(HRS)

2.74 437757.83

ENTER [d:|[path]filename[.ext] FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH;

CipiiiSpost

SPECIFY;C-CONTINUE, N-NEW$TORM,P-PRINT,S-STOP

N

STORM OPTIONS:

1 S.CrSr TYPE-1A

2 - 7-DAY DESIGN STORM

3 STORM DATA FILE

SPECIFY STORM OPTION:

1

S.C.S. TYPE - 1A RAINFALL DISTRIBUTION

ENTER;FREQ(YEAR), DURATlON(HOUR), PRECIP(INCHES)

10,24,3.4

XXXXXXXXXXXKKKXXXXXXXXX S.C.S.TYPE-1A DISTRIBUTIQN xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

XXXXXXXXXXXX 10- YEAR 24- HOUR STORM xxxx 3.40" TOTAL PRECIP XXXXXXXXXXXKXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

ENTER ; A{PERV),CN(PERV),A(IMPERV),CN(IMPERV},TC FOR BASIN NO, 1

5.08,92,018,98,36.9

DATA PRINT OUT:

AREA(ACRES) TC(MINUTES)PERVIOUS IMPERVIOUS

A CN A CN

36.992 25.3 985,1

VOL(CU-FT)T-PEAK (HR5)PEAK -Q(CFS)

485242,35 7,83

ENTER [d:][path]filename[.ext ] FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH:

CpiiHGpre

81



SPECIFY: C - CONTINUE, N-NEWSTORM,P -PRINT,S-STOP

C

ENTER: A(PERV),CN(PERV),A(IMPERV),CN(IMPERV),TC FOR BAStN NO. 1

2.68.06,2.58.98,15.8

DATA PRINT OUT:

TC(MINUTES)PERVIOUSAREA(ACRES) IMPERVIOUS

CN CNAA

2.7 86 985.3 2.6 15.8

T-PEAK (HRS) VOL(CU-FT)PEAK -Q(CFS)

491097.833.08

ENTER ld:l[path]filename[.ext| FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH;

CrpliilOpost

SPECIFY: C-CONTINUE,N-NEW5TQRM,P-PR1NT,$-$T0P

N

STORM OPTIONS:

1- 5.C.S. . TYPE-1A

2 7-DAY DESIGN STORM

3 - STORM DATA FILE

SPECIFY STORM OPTION:

1

S.C.S. TYPE 1A RAINFALL DISTRIBUTION

ENTER; FREO(YEAR), DURATION(HOUR ), PREClP(INCHES)

25,24,4

Xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx S.C.S.TYPE-1A DISTRIBUTION xxxxxxxxxxxxxxmxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

XXXXXXXXXXXX 25-YEAR 24-HOUR STORM xxxx 4.00" TOTAL PRECIP Xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

ENTER: A(PERV),CN(PERV},A{IMPERV),CN{IMPERV)/TC FOR BASIN NO. 1

5.08,92,0.18,98,36.9

9



DATA PRINTOUT-

AREAjACRES) TC(MINUTES)PERVIOUS IMPERVIOUS

ACN CNA

5.3 5.1 .2 36,992 98

T-PEAK(HRS)PEAK -Q( CFS) VOL(CJ-FT)

594682.89 7.83

ENTER [d:] [path]fllenamej.e>tt ] FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH:

C:piii25pre

C

ENTER: A{PERV),CN(PERV),A(IMPERV),CN(IMPERV)JC FOR BASIN NO, 1

2,68,86,2.58,98,15.8

DATA PRINT OUT:

TC(MINUTES)AREAfACHES) PERVIOUS IMPERVIOUS

ACN CNA

2.7 2.6 15.886 985.3

PEAK-Q(CFS) T-PEAK (HRS) VOL(CU-FT)

3.78 7.83 59909

ENTER [ d :][path}filename[.ext] FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH:

C:br25post

DETENTION SIZING

ENTER OPTION

10

R/D FACILITY DESIGN ROUTINE

SPEFICY TYPE OF R/D FAC1LTY

1- POND 4 - INFILTRATION POND

5 - INFILTRATION TANK2 - TANK

Toj



6 - GRAVEL TRENCH/BED3 - VAULT

1

ENTER: POND SIDE SLOPE (HORIZ. COMPOENT)

3

ENTER: EFFECTIVE STORAGE DEPTH(ft) BEFORE OVERFLOW

3

ENTER [d:](path] filename(.ext] OF PRIMARY DESIGN INFLOW HYDROGRAPH:

C:br35post

PRELIMINARY DESIGN INFLOW PEAK = 3.78

ENGER PRIMARY DESIGN RELEASE RATE(efs)

2.3S

ENTER NUMBER OF INFLOW HYDROGRAPHS TO BE TESTED FOR PERFORMANCE (5 MAXIMUM)

2

ENTER [ d:]Ipathjf iIename[ext ] OF HYDROGRAPHi:

C:piir5post

ENTER TARGET RELEASE RATE(ds)

2.07

ENTER [d:][path]fi!ename[ext] OF HYDROGRAPH 2:

C:piii2post

ENTER TARGET RELEASE RATE(cfs)

.0.81

ENTER: NUMBER OF ORIFICES, RISER-HEAD(ft), RISER-DIAMETER(in)

2,4.15

RISER OVERFLOW DEPTH FOR PRIMARY PEAK INFLOW- 0.46FT

SPECIFY ITERATION DISPLAY: Y -YES, N NO

N

SPECIFY: R - REViEW/REVISE INPUT, C - CONTINUE



c

INITIAL STORAGE VALUE FOR ITTRATION PURPOSES: 20040 CU-FT

BOTTOM ORIFICE: ENTER Q-MAX(cfs)

1.0

0IA.=4.61 INCHES

TOP ORIFICE: ENTER HEIGHT (ft)

2.7

DIA.= 9.S3 INCHES

PERFORMANCE: INFLOW TARGET-OUTFLOW ACTUAL-OUTFLOW PK-STAGE STORAGE

3.00 9038DESIGN HYD: 3.78 2.342.35

72902.74 .92 2.55TEST HYD 1: 2.07

51902.17 . 81 1.95TEST HYD 2: .81

SPECIFY: D - DOCUMENT, R -REVISE, A - ADJUST ORIF, E -ENLARGE, S -STQP

PRELIMINARY DESIGN:

A proposed addition to the detention and water quality pond is proposed at the existing facility

northwesterly of the property. The original calculations were not available but a preliminary

grading plan illustrated that enlarging the pond by the required 9038 CF is practical. In the final
analysis this new development will be intergraded and adjusting the orifices to reflect both

developments. Infiltration and water quality requirements will be met by the type A pond
configuration.
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DRAFTI

DETENTION POND

Pavilion Park III 1/1
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City ofOrtgon City StornnutUt wwl Gredin# IJ«*ign Standard*

4.1 .2.1 RAINFALL DISTRIBUTION

The rainfall distribution to be used within the City is the design storm of 24-hour duration
based on the staridard SCS Type 1A rainfall distribution (See Figure 4-2).

Table 4-1 below links the total depth per year of reoccurrence.

4-1: TOTAL mem
Total DepthReoccurrence Year

2.62

3.15

10 3.4

25 4.0

50 4.4

100 4.5

Chapter 4, Page 8
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I ;|1»U* 4-J MOD1 I II IX I KM M AIHI Its

SCS Western Washington Runoff Curve Numbers
Runoff curve numbers for selected agricultural, suburban, and urban land use for
type 1A rainfall distribution, 24>hour storm duration, ( Published by SCS in 19821

86 91 94 95Cultivated land1 Winter Condition
Mountain OpcnlAreas: Low growing brush and grassland. 74 82 89 92

65 78 85 89are:
Wood orforest tand, Undisturbed

Established second growth2

, Young second growth or brush

42 64 76 81
48 68 78 83

7255 *1 86
94Orchard: With over crop 81 88 92

Open spaces, lawns, paries, golf anuses, cemeteries, landscaping
Good Condition; Grass cover on > =75% of area
Fair Condition: ; Grass cover on 50-75% of area

68 80 86 90
85 90 9277

Gravel Roads Parking Lots: 76 85 89 91
72 82 87 89Dirt Roads and angLofa:
98 93 98 98Impervious surfaces, pavement, ipofe, etc.

Open water bodies: Lakes, wetlands, ponds, etc. 1001O0 100 100
Single Family Residential :

% Impervious4Dwelling unit/
1.0 DUvGA 15
1.5 20
2.0 25
2.5 DUlfGA
3,0 DltfGA
3.5 DUfGA

DUTOA

30
Select a separate curve
number for pervious and
impervious portions of the
ate or bran.

34
38

4.0 42
4.5 DGpGA
5.0 DWGA
5.5 DLtfGA
6.0 D
6.5 D
7.0 DU/GA

46
48
50

U/GA
Ui'GA

32
34
56

% impervious4 Select a separate curve
number for pervious and
impervious portions of the
site or basin.

Planned Unit Developments,
condominiums, ipartments,
commercial businesses &
industrial areas1

Must be computed

i For a more detailed description of agricultural land use curve numbers, refer to National Engineering Handbook,
Sec. 4, Hydrology,) Chapter 9, August 1972.

2 Modified by KCFW, 1995.
3 Assumes roof and driveway runoff is directed into strect/storm system.
4 The remaining pe vkms areas (lawn)are considered toboin good condition for these curve numbers
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Smooth surfaces (concrete, asphalt, gravel, or bare hand packed soil)
Fallow fields br loose soil surface (no residue)
Cultivated soijl with residue cover (s # 0.20 ft/ft)
Cultivated soil with residue cover (s > 0.20 ft/ft)
Short prairie £rass and lawns
Dense grasses
Bermuda grasp
Range (natural)
Woods or forest with light underbrush
Woods or forest with dense underbrush

0.01
0.05
0.06
0.17
0.15
0.24
0.41
0.13
0.40
0.80

Bj

i. Forest with heavy ground litter and meadows (n = 0.10) 3
2. Brushy ground with some trees (n = 0,060) 5
3. Fallow or minimum tillage cultivation (n=Q Q40) 8

High grass ftr-0.035)4, 9
Short grlass, pasture, and lawns (n=0.030)5. 11

6. Nearly bare ground (n=0,02S)
Paved apd gravel areas (n=0 012)

13
7. 27 ~ \

For< swale with heavy ground litter (n=0.10) 51.
Forested drainage course/ravine with defined channel bed (n=005Q) 102.
Rock-liited waterway (n^Q.035) 153.
Grassed waterway (nr=0.Q3Q) 174.
Earth-lined waterway (n-Q.023) 205.
CMP pipe (n-0 024) 216.
Concrete pipe (0.012) 427.
Other waterways and pipe 0.508/n8.

Meandering stream with some pools (n=0.040)
Rock-lined stream (n=0.035)

209.
2310.
27Grass-lined

strea
stream (n=0 030)11.

ms. man-made channels and pipe 0.807/n **12. Other s
i : mum
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©Tables — Hydrologic Soil Group — Summary By Map Unit

Summary by Map Unit — Clackamas County Area, Oregon (OR61D)

Map unit name

Bornstedt silt loam,0 to 8 percent slopes

Cottrell silty day loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes

Percent of AOIAcres in AOIMap unit symbol Rating
)

56.7%3.6C8B

43.3%2.724B C

100.0%Totals for Area of Interest 6.3

$
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pm j3Map Unit legend ©
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1>

>a>Clackamas Country Area, Oregon (OR610)

Map Unit
Symbol

Map Unit Name Acres Percent
in AOI of AOl

Barristedt silt loam, 0 to 8
percent slopes

Cottrell silty clav loam. 2
to 8 percent slopes

Totals for Area of Interest

SB 3.6 56.7 t̂.
246 2.' 43.3".s

6.3 10fJ-tl<Wj
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321 SW 4th Ave., Suite 400
Portland, OR 97204

phone: 503.248.0313
fax: 503.248.9251

lancasterengineering.com

April 14, 2015 
 
 
 
 
Mark Handris 
Icon Construction and Development 
1980 Willamette Falls Drive, Suite 200 
West Linn, OR 97068 
 
RE: 19371 Pease Road Subdivision, Oregon City 
 Transportation Analysis Letter 
 
Dear Mark, 
 
We have completed our transportation analysis for the proposed 25-lot residential subdivision for the 
property at 19588 McCord Road in Oregon City, Oregon. In 2014, Lancaster Engineering conducted 
a Transportation Analysis Letter (TAL) for this site, associated with its annexation into the City of 
Oregon City, which was subsequently approved. This TAL augments the 2014 analysis and 
examines the traffic impacts resulting from the currently proposed change in zoning and resulting 
subdivision. 

PROJECT & LOCATION DESCRIPTION 

The site is located on the north side of Leland Road and the east side of McCord Road. On the north 
and east sides of the site, it is bordered by subdivisions that were constructed within the last 10 years. 
The site is currently occupied by one single-family home and a small Christmas tree farm. The 
existing home and farm operation will be removed with construction of the proposed subdivision. 
 
In 2014, the site was brought into the City of Oregon City with a residential zoning district of R10. 
The TAL conducted in 2014 examined the impact of 21 single family homes, which could be 
constructed under the R10 zone. The current proposal is to change the zoning to R6 and construct a 
total of 25 homes.  The change to R6 is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The site will take access to the surrounding street system in six locations. Along the north and east 
boundaries of the site, street stubs for Anita Place, Pelican Lake Place, Joseph Way, and Villard 
Place will all be extended into the site. These streets are all local residential streets. Villard Place is 
proposed to be extended through the site to form a new intersection with McCord Road. Lastly, Lot 
16 is proposed to take direct access to Leland Road. 
 
Anita Place, Pelican Lake Place, Joseph Way, and Villard Place are all under the jurisdiction of the 
City of Oregon City and classified as a local residential streets. They are currently full-width streets 
with curbs, sidewalks, and planter strips in place on both sides of the street. Also, on-street parking is 
permitted on both sides of the street. All are subject to a statutory residential speed zone of 25 mph. 

LANCASTER
ENGINEERING
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To estimate the trip generation of the new homes, trip rates from the manual TRIP GENERATION, 
Ninth Edition, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), were used.  Trip rates 
for land-use code 210, Single-Family Detached Housing, based on the number of dwelling units, 
were used to calculate the expected trip generation. 
 
The calculations show that the proposed subdivision will generate a net increase of 18 trips during 
the morning peak hour with 5 trips entering and 13 trips exiting the site. During the evening peak 
hour, the subdivision is projected to generate a net increase of 24 trips with 15 trips entering and 9 
trips exiting.  The subdivision is projected to generate a net increase of 228 total daily trips with half 
entering the site and half exiting. 
 
The following table offers a summary of the trip generation calculations.  Detailed trip generation 
calculations are included in the technical appendix. 
 
 

Weekday
Size In Out Total In Out Total Total

Existing
Single Family Detached 1 unit 0 1 1 1 0 1 10

Proposed

Single Family Detached 9 units 5 14 19 16 9 25 238
Net New Trips 5 13 18 15 9 24 228

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY

 
 
Since the proposed land division will lead to an increase of less than 25 trips during the peak hours, 
and particularly since the site will take access in a total of six locations, thereby dispersing traffic, 
site impacts will be minimal and no nearby intersections require a detailed capacity analysis. 

ACCESS SPACING & CONNECTIVITY 

The street pattern within the subdivision is largely dictated by the existing streets that stub to the site 
on the north and east boundaries.  The spacing of streets and intersections within the site are 
determined by these existing streets, which provide a logical and well-connected grid. 
 
Construction of the proposed subdivision will provide increased connectivity for the neighborhoods 
to the north and east of the site. Site trips will use the local streets in these adjacent neighborhoods, 
but the new streets within the site will also be used by existing residents. The benefit of this 
increased connectivity is to provide multiple routes for ingress and egress and to disperse traffic 
impacts rather than concentrate traffic on a smaller number of access points.  
 



 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Mark Handris 
 April 14, 2015 
 Page 4 of 6 

 
SIGHT DISTANCE 

Intersection sight distance requirements were taken from A POLICY ON GEOMETRIC DESIGN OF 
HIGHWAYS AND STREETS, published in 2011 by the American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO). Sight distance requirements are based on an approaching 
driver’s eye height of 3.5 feet above the road and an eye height of 3.5 feet with the driver’s eye 15 
feet behind the edge of the near-side travel lane. 
 
Sight distance was measured at the new intersection of McCord Road and Villard Place. While there 
is no posted speed on McCord Road, it is residential in nature and subject to a statutory 25 mph 
speed zone. Speeds observed in the field, but not measured directly, were likely somewhat in excess 
of 25 mph. Still, adequate sight lines are available. Looking north from the access location, sight 
distance is continuous through a sag vertical curve on McCord Road, with the line of sight exceeding 
600 feet.  Looking south from the access, the 90-degree curve in McCord Road is visible, which is 
approximately 500 feet away.  Based on these measurements, sight distance would be adequate for 
speeds up to 45 mph, which is significantly faster than what was observed in the field.  Sight 
distance at this location is adequate. 
 
As mentioned previously, access to Lot 16 is proposed directly to Leland Road. Since Leland Road 
is a Minor Arterial, direct access is typically discouraged. However, with the configuration of the site 
and the narrow width of frontage along Leland Road, no other opportunities for access are available. 
To improve operation, Lot 16 is proposed with an on-site turnaround, so vehicles can enter Leland 
Road in a forward fashion and avoid backing into the roadway.  The posted speed on Leland Road is 
35 mph, requiring 390 feet of intersection sight distance. However, there is a 90-degree curve in 
Leland Road approximately 175 feet west of Lot 16. This curve effectively lowers eastbound traffic 
approaching the driveway to 15 mph, reducing the intersection sight distance requirement to 170 feet 
in this direction.  The curve is posted with an advisory speed of 10 mph. 
 
Looking west from the proposed driveway to Lot 16, sight distance is approximately 175 feet, 
limited be trees and landscaping on the inside of the 90-degree corner. Still, with the reduced speed 
necessary to navigate the corner, sight distance is adequate. Looking to the east, line of sight is 
limited to 325 feet by trees along the front of the property two houses east of Lot 16.  While these 
trees are within the public right-of-way, they are used as landscaping and screening by the adjacent 
property owner and will be removed at some time in the future when the property is redeveloped and 
frontage improvements along Leland Road are constructed.  Safe stopping sight distance for a speed 
of 35 mph is 250 feet according to AASHTO. While intersection sight distance is not available, line 
of sight is adequate for stopping sight distance, ensuring that the driveway can operate safely. 

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE 

The Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) is in place to ensure that the transportation system is 
capable of supporting possible increases in traffic intensity that could result from changes to adopted 
plans and land use regulations. While the change in zoning from R10 to R6 is in conformance with 
the Comprehensive Plan, the change in zoning triggers the need to address the TPR. The applicable 
elements of the TPR are quoted in italics below, with a response directly following. 
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660-012-0060 
 

(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); 
 

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

(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; 
 

(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. 

 
For the proposed development, subsections (a) and (b) are not triggered, as no change in functional 
classification or standards are proposed or necessitated by the proposed zone change and subsequent 
development. Subsection (c) is also not triggered since the intersections surrounding the site are 
operating favorably and will meet applicable performance standards throughout the planning horizon 
and the types and levels of travel and access for all roadways are consistent with the respective 
functional classifications of the roadways. 
 
The proposed change in zoning results in a net increase of only four homes, which is not sufficient to 
alter the near or long-term operation of the surrounding transportation system. As such, the proposed 
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zone change will not “significantly affect” the transportation system as defined by the TPR and the
TPR is satisfied.

SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS

The proposed change in zoning from RIO to R6 and the resulting 25-lot residential subdivision is not
expected to have a significant impact on the surrounding street system. The streets within the
subdivision provide a logical extension of the existing residential local street pattern in the area and
are consistent with the City’s Transportation System Plan. The change in zoning will result in a net
increase of only four single-family homes. No mitigations are required or recommended.

If you have any questions, comments, or concerns regarding this report or if you need any further
assistance, please don’t hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

r

m%2&:Todd E. Mobley, PE; PTOE
Principal &

54853P
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Pavilion Park 3
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February 2015DATE:  

SCALE:  

FILE:  

DESIGNED:  

DRAWN:  

DATE NO. REVISION

Preliminary Plan

1/1

Richard E. Givens, Planning Consultant

PH:  (503) 479-0097

Oregon City, OR 97045

18680 Sunblaze Dr.

Icon Consruction & Development LLC

1980 Willamette Falls Drive, Suite 200 

West Linn, OR 97068

PH:  (503) 657-0406



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

Variable: Dwelling Units
Variable Value: 24

Trip Rate: 0.75 Trip Rate: 1.00

Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total
Directional Directional
Distribution Distribution

Trip Ends 5 13 18 Trip Ends 15 9 24

Trip Rate: 9.52 Trip Rate: 9.91

Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total
Directional Directional
Distribution Distribution

Trip Ends 114 114 228 Trip Ends 119 119 238

Source: TRIP GENERATION, Ninth Edition

50%

TRIP GENERATION CALCULATIONS

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR

WEEKDAY SATURDAY

25% 75% 63% 37%

50% 50%50%



Permit Receipt

Date:

Applicant:

Account Number: 017006

  ICON CONSTRUCTION & DEVELOPMEN

4/22/2015

Permit Number Fee Description Amount

City of Oregon City

checkType: # 017502

RECEIPT NUMBER  00029950

TP-15-0003 4332 Subdivision Fee  12,512.00

TP-15-0003 4346 Traffic Impact Study Fee  461.00

ZC-15-0002 4332 Zone Change Fee  2,748.00

ZC-15-0002 4138 Mailing Labels  15.00

$15,736.00Total:

TECHNOLOGIES

lterway
Cross-Out



ty le r City of Oregon City
Permit Receipt

RECEIPT NUMBER 00030338

Account Number: 017006 Date: 6/16/2015

ICON CONSTRUCTION & DEVELOPMENApplicant:

check # 017874Type:

Fee DescriptionPermit Number Amount
4346 TIS CU/ZC/Master Plan ReqZC-15-0002 2 ,010.00

$2,010.00Total:



t y le r City of Oregon City
Permit Receipt

RECEIPT NUMBER 00030351

Account Number: 017006 Date: 6/16/2015

ICON CONSTRUCTION & DEVELOPMENApplicant:

check # 017874Type:

Fee DescriptionPermit Number Amount
4346 Traffic Impact Study FeeTP-15-0003 611.00

$611.00Total:
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Fidelity National Title Insurance Company
900 SW 5th Ave., Mezzanine Level, Portland, OR  97204

  FAX 

SUPPLEMENTAL SUBDIVISION GUARANTEE FOR THE PROPOSED
 MCCORD RD/DOUGLASS SUBDIVISION

FEE:  $ 400.00ORDER NO.:  20140107628-FTPOR55

DATED:  April 10, 2015

Fidelity National Title Insurance Company

GUARANTEES

Any County or City within which the subdivision or proposed subdivision is located.

That the estate or interest in the land which is covered by this Guarantee is:

A Fee

According to the public records which impart constructive notice of matters affecting title to the premises 
described on Exhibit "One", we find that as of March 27, 2015, at 08:00-AM the last deed of record runs to:

David G. Douglass and Diane M. Douglass

We also find the following apparent encumbrances, which include 'Blanket Encumbrances' as defined by ORS 
92.305(1), and also easements, restrictive covenants and rights of way.

Note:  Property taxes for the fiscal year shown below are paid in full.

Fiscal Year:  2014-2015
Amount:  $5,849.82
Levy Code:  062-084
Account No.:  00862463
Map No.:  32E07B 04100

Prior to close of escrow, please contact the Tax Collector's Office to confirm all amounts owing, 
including current fiscal year taxes, supplemental taxes, escaped assessments and any 
delinquencies.

1. City Liens, if any, in favor of the City of Oregon City.

2. Rights of the public to any portion of the Land lying within the area commonly known as streets, 
roads and highways.



Order No.:  20140107628-FTPOR55
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3. Easement(s) for the purpose(s) shown below and rights incidental thereto, as granted in a 
document:

Granted to:  Clackamas County, a political subdivision
Purpose:  Road
Recording Date:  July 8, 1976
Recording No:  76 22907
Affects:  Most Westerly 30 feet

4. A deed of trust to secure an indebtedness in the amount shown below,

Amount:  $93,356.00
Dated:  February 17, 2011
Trustor/Grantor:  Davod G. Douglass and Diane M. Douglass
Trustee:  ServiceLink Title
Beneficiary:  JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A.
Loan No.:  Not disclosed
Recording Date:  March 23, 2011
Recording No:  2011-018277

5. A line of credit deed of trust to secure an indebtedness in the amount shown below,

Amount:  $150,000.00
Dated:  May 13, 2004
Trustor/Grantor:  David G. Douglass and Diane M. Douglass
Trustee:  Group 9, Inc.
Beneficiary:  Washington Mutual Bank
Loan No.:  0626420376
Recording Date:  May 21, 2004
Recording No:  2004-045935

An agreement recorded June 1, 2011 at 2011-031889 which states that this instrument was 
subordinated to the document or interest described in the instrument

Recording Date:  March 23, 2011
Recording No:  2011-018277

The Deed of Trust set forth above is purported to be a "Credit Line" Deed of Trust.  It is a 
requirement that the Trustor/Grantor of said Deed of Trust provide written authorization to close 
said credit line account to the Lender when the Deed of Trust is being paid off through the 
Company or other Settlement/Escrow Agent or provide a satisfactory subordination of this Deed of
Trust to the proposed Deed of Trust to be recorded at closing.

6. Terms and provisions of Grant of Easement (Access and Building Encroachment)

Executed by:  Bill Creel and Dana Creel
Recording Date:  June 11, 2014
Recording No.:  2014-027834

We have also searched our General Index for judgments and state and federal liens against the grantees 
named above and find:

NONE

This is not a report issued preliminary to the issuance of a title insurance policy.  Our search is limited and its 
use is intended as an informational report only, to be used in conjunction with the development of real 
property.  Liability is limited to an aggregate sum not to exceed $ 1,000.00
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Fidelity National Title Insurance Company

By:
Toni Stanhope

Land Development

NOTE - ORS 92.305(1) reads as follows:

"Blanket encumbrance" means a trust deed or mortgage or any other lien or encumbrance, mechanics' lien or 
otherwise, securing or evidencing the payment of money and affecting more than one interest in subdivided or
series partitioned land, or an agreement affecting more than one such lot, parcel or interest by which the 
subdivider, series partitioner or developer holds such subdivision or series partition under an option, contract 
to sell or trust agreement.
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EXHIBIT "ONE"

The premises are in Clackamas County and are described as follows:

Part of the SS White Donation Land Claim No. 41, Township 3 South, Range 2 East, of the Willamette 
Meridian, in the County of Clackamas and State of Oregon, described as follows: 

Beginning at a point on the Southeasterly line of said Claim, South 42° 30' West, 34 chains from the most 
Easterly corner of said Claim; thence continuing South 42° 30' West, 50 feet; thence North 47° 30' West, 258 
feet; thence South 42° 30' West, 177 feet; thence North 47° 30' West, 122 feet; thence South 42° 30' West, 
255 feet; thence North 47° 30' West, 280 feet along what is called McCord Road; thence North 42° 30' East, 
660 feet; thence South 47° 30' East, 402 feet; thence South 42' 30" West, 178 feet; thence South 47° 30' East,
258 feet to the true point of beginning.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM that portion within the boundaries of public roads.



Pavilion Park 3 
Zone Change and Preliminary Subdivision Application 

Application Narrative 
 

Project Information: 
 
Date:  April 2015 

 
Applicant: Icon Construction and Development, LLC. 

1980 Willamette Falls Drive, Suite 200  
West Linn, OR 97068 
(503) 657-0406 
 

Planning 
Consultant: 

Rick Givens 
18680 Sunblaze Dr. 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
(503) 479-0097 
 

Project Engineer: Bruce Goldson, P.E. 
Theta Engineering 
4260 Country Woods Ct 
Lake Oswego, OR 9703 
(503) 481-8822 
 

Request: The applicant is requesting approval of a 25-lot subdivision and a 
zone change from “R-10” Single-Family Dwelling District to “R-6” 
Single-Family Dwelling District. 
 

Location: The property is located at 19588 McCord Road. 
 

Legal Description: 32E07B 4100 
 

Site Area: 5.15 Acres 
 

Zoning: R-10 (existing), R-6 (proposed). 
 
Background Information: 
 
This application involves property that is located at 19588 McCord Road in Oregon City. 
The property also has a narrow, 50-foot-wide frontage on Leland Road. The site is 
developed with one single-family home and associated outbuildings. It is in current use 
as a Christmas tree farm. The property has been recently annexed to the City of Oregon 
City and has the default zoning of R-10 applied to it. The abutting subdivision to the 
northwest (Pavilion Park) is zoned R-6 and is developed with single-family detached 
homes at that density. The Rian Park subdivision to the northeast is zoned R-3.5 and 
developed with single-family homes at that density pattern. Multiple streets (Anita Place, 
Pelican Lake Place, Joseph Way, Villard Place, and Ross Street) abut and are stubbed 
into the subject property from these adjoining subdivisions. This application proposes to 
rezone the subject property to R-6 and to develop a 25 lot subdivision that will provide 
for connectivity to complete the street pattern in this area. 
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Figure 1- Vicinity Map 
 
Approval Criteria: The relevant approval criteria for this subdivision are as follows: 
 
Zone Change Application: 
Chapter 17.68 – Zone Change 
 
Subdivision Application: 
OCMC 12.04 – Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places 
OCMC 12.08 – Public and Street Trees 
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OCMC 13.12 – Stormwater Management 
OCMC 15.48 – Grading, Filling and Excavating 
OCMC 16.08 – Subdivisions – Process and Standards  
OCMC 16.12 – Minimum Improvements and Design Standards for Land Divisions 
OCMC 17.10 – “R-8” Single-Family Dwelling District 
OCMC 17.20 – Residential Design Standards 
OCMC 17.41 – Tree Protection Standards 
OCMC 17.50 – Administration and Procedures 
 
 
COMPLIANCE WITH OCMC – ZONE CHANGE CRITERIA 
 

 
 
 
17.68.010 Initiation of the Amendment. 
 
Comment: Consistent with Subsection C, this application is being initiated by the owners 
of the subject properties and with the provision of forms and materials specified by City 
procedures. 
 
17.68.020 Criteria. 
 
The criteria for a zone change are set forth as follows: 
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A. The proposal shall be consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 
Comment: The following goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan apply to 
this zone change application: 
 
Goal (1) Citizen Involvement  
 
Goal 1.2: Ensure that citizens, neighborhood groups and affected property owners 
are involved in all phases of the comprehensive planning program. 
 
Comment: The City’s adopted development ordinances include provisions that 
ensure that citizens, neighborhood groups, and affected property owners have 
ample opportunity for participation in zone change applications. Consistent with 
these provisions, the applicant met with the Neighborhood Association prior to the 
submittal of this application. This meeting provided attendees with information 
regarding the proposal and the applicant took comments from the neighbors into 
consideration in preparing this application. City provisions provide for public notice 
prior to hearings that will take place before the Planning Commission and City 
Commission. All interested persons will have the opportunity to comment in writing 
or in person through the public hearing process. By following this process, the 
requirements of this policy are met. 
 

Goal (2) Land Use  

 
Goal 2.7: 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. 
 
Comment: The Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map designates the subject 
property for Low Density Residential Development. The R-6 zoning district is a 
zone that implements this plan designation. Because the subject property is 
located in a neighborhood where developed properties are zoned R-6 or R-3.5, 
the application of this zoning on the subject property is appropriate.   
 
Goal (5) Natural Resources  
 
Policy 5.4.4: 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. 
 
Comment:  There are no natural resources identified on this property and the 
proposed zoning is consistent with the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan’s land 
use designation for this site. 
  
Goal (6) Quality of Air, Water and Land Resources  
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Policy 6.1.1: 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.  
 
Comment: The R-6 density proposed for the subject property will be consistent with this 
policy. The somewhat higher density of development than the existing R-10 zoning 
makes for a more compact land use pattern that reduces the amount of public street per 
dwelling, thereby reducing travel by single-occupancy vehicles and increased use of 
alternative modes of transportation. In particular, the proposed subdivision will provide 
for vehicular and pedestrian connections by completing the street system in this area. 
Public sidewalks will be provided on all streets within this project. 
 
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. 
 
Comment: This policy is implemented by development standards that require 
appropriate handling of storm water runoff. Storm runoff from the proposed 
development will be collected with a storm sewer system, as shown on the 
preliminary utility plan submitted with this application. The storm detention facility 
in the adjoining Pavilion Park subdivision is proposed to be expanded to provide 
capacity for this development, as depicted on the Preliminary Utility Plan.  
 
Goal (10) Housing  
 
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.  
 
Comment:  The proposed zone change will change the zoning for this site to match the 
surrounding R-6 neighborhood. R-6 and R-3.5 zoning designations are applied to the 
adjoining properties that are developed to urban densities. This provides for a balance in 
the variety of homes in this area of the city.  
 
Goal (11) Public Facilities  
 
Goal 11.1: Serve the health, safety, education, welfare and recreational needs of all 
Oregon City residents through the planning and provision of adequate public facilities.  
 
Comment: All public facilities necessary to serve this project are available at adequate 
levels to meet the proposed R-6 zoning. Sanitary sewer is available from an existing 8” 
lines in the adjoining city streets and will be extended to service the property as shown 
on the Preliminary Utility Plan. Water is available from the adjacent subdivisions as well 
and will be extended to service the proposed subdivision and to provide for looping of 
the water system.  Storm sewer will be provided in the proposed development and will 
be directed to the existing storm detention facility in the adjoining Pavilion Park 
subdivision to the northwest. This facility will be enlarged to provide capacity to service 
the 25 lots and impervious areas associated with streets and sidewalks. Oregon City 
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Public Schools provides education services and has adequate levels of service 
available. Police and fire protection are provided by the City of Oregon City. 
  
Goal (12) Transportation  
 
Goal 12.6: Develop and maintain a transportation system that has enough capacity to 
meet users’ needs. 
 
Comment: A Traffic Assessment Letter was prepared for this project by Lancaster 
Engineering and is included with this application submittal. This analysis shows 
adequate capacity exists to serve the proposed development. 
 
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. 

 
Comment: These public facilities and services have been addressed in the 
discussion of compliance with Goal 11, above. All of these services are available 
and adequate to meet the needs of this property when developed to levels allowed 
by the R-6 zoning district. 
 
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. 

 
Comment: The capacity of the transportation system is addressed in the Traffic 
Assessment Letter submitted with this application. As discussed under Goal 12, 
above, the transportation services is adequate to meet the needs of this property 
when developed to levels allowed by the R-6 zoning district. 
 
D. Statewide planning goals shall be addressed if the comprehensive plan does 

not contain specific policies or provisions which control the amendment.  
 
Comment: The statewide planning goals applicable to this proposed zone change have 
been addressed in specific goals and policies of the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan. 
City Goals and Policies addressed above are directly applicable to the corresponding 
statewide planning goals. No further comment is necessary.  
 
As discussed above, the proposed zone change is in conformance with the approval 
criteria set forth in this chapter of the Oregon City Municipal Code. It would bring the 
subject property into conformance with the zoning of the adjacent subdivisions and 
would create a logical zoning pattern. Approval of the zone change would also make for 
a more efficient use of infrastructure such as streets and utilities and, by adding housing 
opportunities, would delay the time at which the urban growth boundary would need to 
be expanded to provide for population growth. 
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COMPLIANCE WITH SUBDIVISION APPROVAL CRITERIA 

COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 16.08 

16.08.010 Purpose and General Provisions. 

A.  Applicability. – As noted above, the proposed development is subject to the 
process and approval standards applicable to subdivisions including Chapters 
16.08, 12.04, 16.12, and 17.50 of the Oregon City Municipal Code. Those 
provisions are addressed in this narrative and will be shown to be satisfied by 
this application. 

B.  Process – Subdivision applications follow a Type II process. In this instance, 
however, the applicant is also requesting a zone change and the combined 
applications will be heard concurrently through a Type IV process. 

C.  Purpose – The proposed design is consistent with basic design criteria so the 
use of a master plan provided under Chapter 17.65 or a variance per Chapter 
16.60 is not necessary. 

D.  Process Overview – This application for preliminary plat approval is being 
together with a zone change application, which requires a Type IV process, 
with hearings before the Planning Commission and City Commission. The final 
plat will be submitted at a later date and reviewed in accordance with a Type I 
process. 

16.08.015 Preapplication Conference Required. 
 
Consistent with City procedures, a pre-application conference was held on 
January 7, 2015 (PA 14-37). 
 
16.08.020 Preliminary Subdivision Plat Application. 
 
The preliminary plat is being submitted within six months of the pre-application 
conference date. This narrative and the other plans and documents submitted with 
it, contain the required information that will allow the City to determine compliance 
with relevant City standards. 
 
16.08.025 Preliminary Subdivision Plat--Required Plans. 
 
Consistent with City requirements, the preliminary plat application includes the 
following: 
 

A. Site Plan 
B. A shadow plat demonstrating connectivity sufficient for development of 

adjoining undeveloped property to the north.  
C. An Existing Conditions Map showing natural topography, and a Preliminary 

Grading & Drainage Plan. 
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D. Archeological Monitoring Recommendation – The City has contacted SHPO 
regarding archaeological concerns for this site. 
 

 
16.08.030 Preliminary Subdivision Plat--Narrative Statement. 
 

A. Subdivision Description – The background information section of this 
narrative provides the required statements regarding the use and 
ownership of lots within this proposed subdivision. 

B. Timely Provision of Public Services and Facilities 

1. Water –Water service is available from existing water lines in the 
adjoining streets stubbed to the subject property. These lines will be 
extended to service the proposed lots in this subdivision. There is an 8” 
water line installed in South McCord Road and South Leland Road 
owned by Clackamas River Water District. This line will provide service 
to Lot 16 until such time as city water is extended in Leland Road. 

2. Sewer –  There are Oregon City 8” PVC sanitary sewer pipes in Anita 
Place, Pelican Lake Place, Joseph Way, and Villard Place. The pipes 
in Anita Place and Pelican Lake Place end with manholes at the 
property line with the proposed development. The lines in Anita Place 
and Joseph Way will be extended to serve the lots in the proposed 
development. 

3. Storm Sewer – There is an existing storm detention facility located in 
Pavilion Park subdivision to the northwest of the subject property. The 
proposed Utility Plan shows the proposed storm sewer system and 
depicts the expansion of the existing Pavilion Park detention pond to 
accommodate storm water from the subject property.   

4. Parks and Recreation – There are no park facilities in the immediate 
vicinity of the subject property. The closest park is Wesley Lynn Park, 
which is located approximately 800 feet northeast of this site via Villard 
Place and Reddaway Avenue. Park System Development Charges will 
be paid at the time of building permit application. 

5. Traffic and Transportation – A Transportation Analysis Letter for the 
site has been prepared for this project by Lancaster Engineering, Inc. 
No capacity or safety issues have been identified that would impact the 
proposed development. Please refer to the attached TAL. 

6. Schools – The subject property is located within the service area of 
Oregon City Public Schools. Discussions with the School District 
indicate that there are no capacity issues at this time. 

7. Fire and Police Services – Clackamas County Fire District No. 1 
provides fire protection services in this area. The Oregon City Police 
Department provides police protection. Prior to final plat approval, the 
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applicant will coordinate with Fire District No. 1 to ensure that their 
standards are met. 

C. Approval Criteria and Justification for Variances – No variances are being 
requested so these provisions do not apply. Other relevant approval 
criteria are addressed below in this narrative. 

D. Drafts of CC&Rs, maintenance agreements, homeowners association 
agreements, deeds easements, or reservations of public open spaces not 
dedicated to the city, and related documents for the subdivision – The 
required documents will be submitted prior to final plat approval.  

E. Phasing – Not applicable. The project will be developed in a single phase. 

F. Overall Density – The subdivision proposes twenty-five lots for the 
construction of single family homes. The gross site area is 224,198 sq. ft., 
or 5.15 acres. The gross density of development is 4.85 units per acre.  

16.08.040 Preliminary Subdivision Plat--Approval Standards and Decision. 

The approval standards for subdivisions are addressed below in the discussion of 
compliance with Chapter 16.12. The dimensional standards applicable to the 
subdivision are those of the R-8 zone. Those standards are addressed in the 
discussion of Chapter 17.10. 

16.08.045 Building Site--Frontage Width Requirement. 
 
All lots in the proposed subdivision abut on a street or cul-de-sac for a width of at 
least twenty feet, as required by this section. 

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. 
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E. The pole shall be part of the flag lot and must be under the same ownership as 
the flag portion of the lot. 

Comment: No flag lots are proposed 

COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 16.12 – MINIMUM IMPROVEMENTS AND DESIGN 
STANDARDS FOR LAND DIVISIONS 
 

16.12.015 Street Design--Generally. 
 

Street design standards for all new development and land divisions shall comply with 
Chapter 12.04 Street Design Standards.  

Comment: Please see discussion of Chapter 12.04, below. 

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.  

Comment: The proposed subdivision creates block patterns that provide for 
reasonable lot configurations and traffic connectivity. 

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.  

Comment: The proposed layout provides sufficient room for two tiers of lots and is 
consistent with this requirement. 

16.12.040 Building Sites. 

Comment: The buildings sites proposed that are appropriate in size, width, shape, 
and orientation for low-density residential development, consistent with the R-6 
zoning of the property. The applicant is not requesting a variance to any 
dimensional standard and the exception provisions of this section are not 
applicable to this proposal.  

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

Comment: The net site area is 224,198 square feet (5.15 acres). The proposed R-
6 zoning allows a density of one unit per 6,000 sq. ft. of net site area. Subtracting 
from the gross site area the street area (74,043 sq. ft.) leaves a net site area of 
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150,155 sq. ft.  Dividing this area by minimum 6,000 square foot lot size of the R-6 
zone yields a maximum density of 25 units. 80 percent of this maximum would be 
20 units. The 25 units proposed in the subdivision meets this standard. 

Chapter 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 20% less than the required minimum lot area of the applicable 
zoning designation provided the entire subdivision on average meets the 
minimum site area requirement of the underlying zone. The average lot area is 
determined by calculating the total site area devoted to dwelling units and 
dividing that figure by the proposed number of dwelling lots.   

Comment: The proposed subdivision does provide for lots that are up to 20% less 
in area than the minimum 6,000 sq. ft. standard of the R-6 zone. No lots of less 
than 4,800 sq. ft. are proposed. The smallest lot (Lot 22) contains 5,008 sq. ft. 
The largest (Lot 12) is 7,577 sq. ft. in area. As discussed under 16.12.045, 
above, the net site area is 150,155 sq. ft. Dividing the net site area by 25 lots 
yields an average lot size of 6,006 sq. ft., which is consistent with the 
requirements of this standard. 

16.12.055 Building Site--Through Lots. 

Comment: No through lots are proposed in this subdivision. 

16.12.060 Building Site--Lot and Parcel Side Lines. 

Comment: Consistent with this section, side lot lines are designed to be as close 
to perpendicular to the streets on which they face as practicable. 

16.12.065 Building Site--Grading. 

Comment: Site grading will be designed to conform to Chapter 18 of the Oregon 
Structural Specialty Code and City standards, as demonstrated by the plan 
submitted with this application. 

16.12.070 Building Site--Setbacks and Building Location. 
 
This standard ensures that lots are configured in a way that development can be 
orientated 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. 
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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. 

Comment: Leland Road is classified as a minor arterial and McCord Road is 
designated a collector street. These provisions are applicable to Lots 1, 2, 16 and 
25. These lots face onto the adjoining arterial and collector streets and the houses 
built on them will have their most architecturally significant façade facing towards 
these streets, as required by these standards. Lot 16 is proposed to have a 
driveway with a turnaround so as to avoid having cars backing out onto Leland 
Road.  

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.  

 Comment: No lots are proposed that are large enough to be capable of re-
division. This section does not apply. 

16.12.080 Protection of Trees.  
 
Protection of trees shall comply with the provisions of Chapter 17.41 – Tree Protection. 

Comment: See discussion of Chapter 17.41, below. 

16.12.085 Easements. 

Comment: A 10-foot wide utility easement will be provided along all street 
frontages within this plat. No other easements are required for unusual facilities, 
watercourses, access or resource protection. 
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16.12.090 Minimum Improvements--Procedures. 

Comment: No construction will commence until required plans have been 
approved by the City. All improvements will be constructed under the inspection 
and approval of the city engineer and expenses relating to this will be paid prior to 
final plat approval. Erosion control measures will be installed as required and 
utilities will be installed prior to surfacing of the streets. All other standards relating 
to construction of site improvements will be met. 

16.12.095 Minimum Improvements--Public Facilities and Services. 

Comment: Compliance with the minimum improvement standards of this section 
will be reviewed with the construction plans submitted prior to site construction 
and final plat review. The applicant will comply with all City standards relating to 
these improvements. 

16.12.100 Minimum Improvements--Road Standards and Requirements. 

Comment: The streets created through this subdivision application will be in 
conformance with requirements for subdivisions or partitions and the applicable 
street design standards of Chapter 12.04. No streets are proposed to be created 
by deed. All streets will be shown on the final plat for the subdivision. 

16.12.105 Minimum Improvements--Timing Requirements. 

Comment: The applicant will either complete construction of all public 
improvements required for the subdivision prior to application for final plat 
approval or will guarantee the construction of those improvements in a manner 
acceptable to the City Engineer. 

16.12.110  Minimum Improvements -- Financial Guarantee. 

Comment: If a financial guarantee is proposed for site improvements, the form, 
timing, and duration of the guarantee will comply with the provisions of this 
section. 

COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 17.12 – R-6 SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING DISTRICT 
 
17.12.020 - Permitted uses. 
 
Comment: All lots in this subdivision are proposed to be used for construction of single-
family detached homes, consistent with 17.12.020(A). 
 
17.12.040 - Dimensional standards.  

Dimensional standards in the R-6 district are:  

A. Minimum lot areas, six thousand square feet; 
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B. Minimum lot width, fifty feet; 

C. Minimum lot depth, seventy feet; 

D. Maximum building height, two and one-half stories, not to exceed thirty-five 
feet; 

E. Minimum required setbacks: 

1. Front yard, ten feet minimum setback, 

2. Front porch, five feet minimum setback, 

3. 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 in residential 
areas.  

4. Interior side yard, nine feet minimum setback for at least one side yard; five 
feet minimum setback for the other side yard,  

5. Corner side yard, fifteen feet minimum setback, 

6. Rear yard, twenty feet minimum setback, 

7. Rear porch, fifteen feet minimum setback. 

F. Garage standards: See Chapter 17.20—Residential Design and Landscaping 
Standards.  

G. Maximum lot coverage: The footprint of all structures two hundred square feet 
or greater shall cover a maximum of forty percent of the lot area.  

 

Comment:  The minimum lot area standard of 6,000 sq. ft. may be averaged over 
the 25 lots in the subdivision, as discussed in the comments to Chapter 16.12.050, 
above. The proposed lots comply with this requirement. All proposed lots exceed 
the 50 foot minimum width and 70’ minimum lot depth standards. Building height, 
setbacks, garage, and lot coverage standards will be reviewed at the time of 
building permit application. No variances to any dimensional standards are 
proposed. 
 
COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 13.12 – STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 
 

13.12.050 - Applicability and exemptions.  

This chapter establishes performance standards for stormwater conveyance, quantity 
and quality. 

Pursuant to each of the subsections below, proposed activities may be required to meet 
the performance standards for stormwater conveyance, stormwater quantity or 
stormwater quality. 

Comment: The proposed subdivision is subject to the stormwater conveyance, 
stormwater quantity control, and stormwater quality control provisions of this chapter. 
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13.12.080 - Submittal requirements.  

A. Timing and Scope of Required Submittal. 
1. Applications subject to the stormwater conveyance requirements of this chapter 

shall include an engineered drainage plan and design flow calculation report 
submitted prior to, or contemporaneous with, submittal of an application for a 
building, land use or other city issued permit. 

2. Applications subject to the stormwater quantity and/or Category A quality 
requirements of this chapter shall include an engineered drainage plan and an 
engineered drainage report submitted prior to, or contemporaneous with, 
submittal of an application for a building, land use or other city issued permit. 

3. Applications subject to Category B water quality special management practices 
shall demonstrate compliance with the additional management practices for 
commercial, industrial and multi-unit dwelling land uses of the Public Works 
Stormwater and Grading Design Standards as part of the site plan and design 
review process. 

4. Applications subject to Category C water quality requirements for the Clackamas 
River Watershed are subject to OAR 340-41-470 (Three Basin Rule). No new 
discharges will be approved until a copy of a current DEQ permit, or written 
statement from DEQ that none is required, is on file with the city. 

B. Required engineered drainage plans, drainage reports, and design flow calculation 
reports, which contain methods and proposed facilities to manage stormwater 
conveyance, quantity and/or quality, shall be prepared in compliance with the 
submittal requirements of the Public Works Stormwater and Grading Design 
Standards. 

C. 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. 

 

Comment: A storm drainage report and preliminary storm drainage plan have been 
prepared by Theta Engineering for this proposed subdivision and are included in the 
application submittal package. These documents have been prepared in accordance 
with city standards. 

 

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 
management 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. Unless otherwise exempted by Section 13.12.050(B), the plan and report includes 
adequate stormwater quantity control facilities, so that when the proposed land 
development activity takes place, peak rates and volumes of runoff: 
1. Do not exceed the capacity of receiving drainage conveyance facilities; 
2. Do not increase the potential for streambank erosion; and 

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA.html#TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA_13.12.020ADST
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA.html#TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA_13.12.050APEX
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3. Do not add volume to an off-site closed depression without providing for 
mitigation. 

 
Comment: The plan and report attached to this application demonstrate that the runoff 
from the project will be collected and directed to a storm detention/treatment facility that 
will be adequately sized to accommodate this subdivision. The storm sewer system has 
been designed to City standards and is adequately sized to convey runoff from the 
proposed development. No stream banks are impacted by the proposed storm sewer 
system. 
 
D. Unless otherwise exempted by Section 13.12.050(C), the proposed development 

includes: 
1. Adequate stormwater quality control facilities, so that when the proposed land 

development activity takes place, the temperature and overall pollution level of 
stormwater runoff is no greater than the water entering. When no water enters a 
project, then stormwater runoff shall be compared to rain samples; and 

2. Stormwater quality control facilities which: 
a. Are in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) requirements; 
b. Minimize the deterioration of existing watercourses, culverts, bridges, dams 

and other structures; and 
c. Minimize any increase in nonpoint source pollution. 

 
Comment: The detention and treatment facility has been designed in accordance with 
City standards to accomplish these requirements. Please refer to the storm report 
attached to this application. 
 
E. 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. 

 
Comment: All runoff from roofs, footings and streets will be collected by the storm sewer 
system, as shown on the attached preliminary storm plan. 
 
F. Streambank erosion protection is provided where stormwater, directly or indirectly, 

discharges to open channels or streams. The postdevelopment peak stormwater 
discharge rate from a development site for the two year, twenty-four hour duration 
storm event shall not exceed fifty percent of the two year, twenty-four hour 
predevelopment peak runoff rate. 

 
Comment: The proposed storm sewer system will be piped to a detention facility in the 
existing Pavilion Park subdivision. No open channels will exist between the site and the 
detention facility. This detention facility will be enlarged to provide storage for storm 
water consistent with City standards and will outflows at the pre-design rates.  
 
G. Specific operation and maintenance measures are proposed that ensure that the 

proposed stormwater quantity control facilities will be properly operated and 
maintained. 

 

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA.html#TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA_13.12.050APEX


Pavilion Park 3 - Subdivision and Zone Change Application 
Icon Construction & Development, LLC. 

Page 17 of 29 
 
 

Comment: The storm water quantity control facilities will is dedicated to, and operated 
and maintained by, the City of Oregon City. 
 
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.  

B. Those fill and grading activities proposed to be undertaken in conjunction with a 
land use application, including but not limited to subdivisions, planned unit 
developments, partitions and site plan reviews, are subject to the standards of this 
chapter. However, a separate grading permit is not required. Approval of the 
construction plans submitted through the land use application process shall 
constitute the grading permit required under this chapter.  

Comment: No major site grading is planned in conjunction with this site. As shown on 
the preliminary grading plan submitted with this application, grading for site development 
is limited to street right-of-way areas and the proposed storm detention facility. No site 
grading will be commenced until the required grading permit has been issued by the City 
of Oregon City. Grading for individual homes will be reviewed prior to the issuance of 
building permits. 
 
COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 17.20 – RESIDENTIAL DESIGN AND 
LANDSCAPING STANDARDS 
 
17.20.015 - Street trees. 
 
All new single or two-family dwellings or additions of twenty-five percent or more 
of the existing square footage of the home (including the living space and 
garage(s)) shall install a street tree along the frontage of the site, within the 
abutting developed right-of-way. Existing trees may be used to meet this 
requirement. A picture of the planted tree shall be submitted to the planning 
division prior to issuance of occupancy. Upon approval by the community 
development director, when a planter strip is not present, a tree may be placed 
within an easement on the abutting private property within ten feet of the public 
right-of-way if a covenant is recorded for the property with the Clackamas County 
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Recorders Office identifying the tree as a city street tree, subject to the standards 
in Chapter 12.08 of the Oregon City Municipal Code. The street tree shall be a 
minimum of two-inches in caliper and either selected from the Oregon City Street 
Tree List or approved by a certified arborist for the planting location. 
 
Comment: Street trees will be provided along the street frontages at a maximum 
spacing of 35 feet, as required by this section. A street tree plan will be submitted 
prior to final plat approval once locations of driveway approaches have been 
determined. 
 
17.20.030 - Residential design options.  
 
Comment: Compliance with the residential design options will be reviewed at the time of 
building permit application. 
 
17.20.035 - Corner lots and through lots. 
 
Comment: Compliance with these provisions will be reviewed at the time of building 
permit application. 
 
17.20.040 - Residential design elements. 
 
Comment: Compliance with these provisions will be reviewed at the time of building 
permit application. 
 
17.20.050 - Main entrances. 
 
Comment: Compliance with these provisions will be reviewed at the time of building 
permit application. 
 
17.20.060 - Residential yard landscaping. 
 
Comment: Compliance with these provisions will be reviewed at the time of building 
permit application. 
 
COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 12.04 – STREETS SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC 
PLACES 
 
12.04.003 Applicability. 
 
Comment: The provisions of this chapter apply to all land divisions and, thus, are 
applicable to this subdivision.  
 
12.04.005 Jurisdiction and management of the public rights-of-way. 
 
Comment: Consistent with this section, no work will be done within existing or proposed 
street rights-of-way without obtaining appropriate permits from the City of Oregon City. 
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12.04.007 Modifications 
 
The provisions of this section recognize that development of streets in full compliance 
with City standards is not always practicable and allow for approval of modifications 
when certain criteria are met. The following street modifications are being requested in 
conjunction with this application: 
 
1. McCord Road Frontage Improvements:  The proposed development includes 

frontage on South McCord Road, which is classified as a collector street (residential). 
The standards for a collector street are:  85’ ROW, 59’ pavement, (3) 11’ travel 
lanes, curb and gutter, 6’ bike lane, 7’ street parking, 5’ sidewalk, and 7.5’ landscape 
strip.The existing right-of-way (ROW) on South McCord Road is 40’ wide and the 
pavement is 22’ wide, with two travel lanes, no curb or gutter, no street parking, no 
bike lane, no sidewalk, and no landscape strip.  
 

2. Leland Road:  The proposed development includes frontage 50’ in width on South 
Leland Road, which is classified as a minor arterial street (residential). The 
standards for a minor arterial street are:  100’ ROW, 68’ pavement, curb & gutter, (3) 
12’ travel lanes, 7’ street parking, 6’ median, 6’ bike lane, 5’ sidewalk, and 10.5’ 
landscape strip. The existing right-of-way (ROW) on the portion of South Leland 
Road fronting the proposed development is 60’ and the pavement is 24’ wide with 
two travel lanes, no curb or gutter, no street parking, no median, no bike lane, no 
sidewalk, and no landscape strip. The portion of South Leland Road fronting the 
proposed development appears to be the same section, but approximately 185 feet 
north of the frontage, South Leland Road widens to an apparent ROW of 70’ with 48’ 
wide pavement and street parking, bike lane, sidewalk, and landscape strip. This 
modification would allow for the use of this same street section along the frontage of 
the subject property. The site plan depicts the dedication of five feet of right-of-way to 
allow for this street section. Additionally, because the frontage is so short and 
improvements do not exist on either side of this site, it is proposed that the developer 
pay a fee in lieu of construction of this frontage so that the improvements would 
occur when adjacent properties are redeveloped or a larger road improvement 
project takes place. 
 

The approval criteria for modifications are listed in Section 12.04.007: 
 
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. 
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Compliance with Modification Approval Criteria:  
 

A. The standards listed in Table 12.04.180 are listed as maximum design standards 
and it is recognized that they may be reduced through the modification process 
where appropriate. The intent of the standards is not specifically listed, but may 
be reasonably presumed that they are intended to achieve the goals of the TSP 
to provide for safe and efficient traffic flows throughout the city. In this instance, 
the subject property is located in an area where the right-of-way and street 
improvement widths of McCord Road and Leland Road were developed under 
previous City standards. These standards are adequately serving the 
surrounding neighborhoods, as demonstrated by the findings of the TAL 
submitted with this application. Given the little remaining undeveloped right-of-
way in this area, it does not make sense to switch to the new standards. 

B. The proposed street section is adequate for vehicular traffic as it matches the 
existing conditions as developed in nearby subdivisions on both Leland Road 
and McCord Road. 

C. The adopted TSP provides maximum street sections with the understanding that 
lesser standards may be approved where appropriate through the modification 
process.  

D. In this instance, the standard proposed matches the recommendation of City staff 
and will match pavement sections previously approved for the adjoining 
subdivisions. 

E. At this time, the applicant is not asserting a constitutional basis for the requested 
modification.  

 
12.04.010 Construction specifications—Improved streets.  
 
Comment: As required by this section, street, curb and sidewalk improvements will be 
constructed in accordance with approved plans designed to conform to City street 
standards. 
 
12.04.020 Construction specifications—Unimproved streets.  
 
Comment: Not applicable. 
 
12.04.25 Street design--Curb cuts. 
 
Comment: The applicant will work with City staff to ensure that curb cuts are designed 
and improved consistent with City standards. 
 
12.04.030 Maintenance and repair.  
 
Comment: Consistent with this section, the owner of land abutting the street where a 
sidewalk has been constructed will be responsible for maintaining the sidewalk and curb 
in good repair.  
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12.04.031 Liability for sidewalk injuries.  
 
Comment: As set forth in this section, the future homeowners will be responsible for the 
liability associated with injuries resulting from failure to maintain sidewalks in good 
repair. 
 
12.04.032 Required sidewalk repair through 12.040 Streets-Enforcement 
 
Comment: Not applicable. These sections provide standards for notification and process 
issues relating to potential future sidewalk repairs. While they may impact future 
homeowners should sidewalks need repair, they are not directly applicable to this 
subdivision application. 
 

12.04.050 Retaining walls--Required.  
 
Comment: Not applicable. There are no grading issues that would require the use of a 
retaining wall on this site. 
 
12.04.060 Retaining walls--Maintenance.  
 
Comment: Not applicable. No retaining walls are proposed. 
 
12.04.070 Removal of sliding dirt. 
 
Comment: Future homeowners will have the responsibility to maintain street and 
sidewalk areas free of dirt and debris as required by this section. 
  
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.  
 
Comment: No excavation will be done in rights-of-ways without obtaining required 
permits. 
 
12.04.090 Excavations--Permit restrictions. 
 

Comment: The applicant will comply with any restrictions placed upon excavation 
permits associated with this project. 
 

12.04.095 Street Design – Curb Cuts. 
Comment: The applicant will comply with City standards regarding number and design of 
curb cuts. 
 
12.04.100 Excavations – Restoration of Pavement 
Comment: All excavations within street areas will be restored to appropriate condition 
per this standard.  
 



Pavilion Park 3 - Subdivision and Zone Change Application 
Icon Construction & Development, LLC. 

Page 22 of 29 
 
 

12.04.110 Excavations--Nuisance--Penalty. 
 
Comment: Not applicable. 
 
12.04.120 Obstructions – Permit Required 
 
Comment: Required permits will be obtained before any obstructions of street areas that 
may be necessary are undertaken. 
 
 
12.04.130 Obstructions--Sidewalk sales. 
 
Comment: Not applicable. 
 
12.04.140 Obstructions--Nuisance--Penalty. 
 
Comment: Not applicable. 
 
12.04.150 Street and alley vacations--Cost. 
 
Comment: Not applicable. 
 
12.04.160 Street vacations--Restrictions. 
 
Comment: 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.  
 
Comment: The proposed street design provides for connections with multiple adjacent 
streets and will provide for the completion of this street system in a logical grid system.  
 
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, 
and the proposed use of land to be served by the streets. The street system shall assure 
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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. Where location is not shown in the development plan, 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. Access control in accordance with section 12.04.200 
shall be required to preserve the objectives of street extensions.  

 
Comment: The proposed street pattern connects Villard Place, Joseph Way, Pelican 
Lake Place., and Anita Place, while providing for a future connection with Ross Street 
when abutting property is developed. This system provides a logical grid pattern that will 
achieve connectivity with adjoining developments. Stub streets are provided where 
reasonable to achieve future connection to Leland Road and Ross Street. Access 
control strips will be provided to meet the standards of section 12.04.200. 
  
12.04.180 Street Design 
 
Comment: The design of all proposed streets within the development will conform with 
city local street standards. The existing rights-of-way of Leland Road and McCord Road 
adjacent to this site do not conform to current standards for minor arterial and collector 
streets. Modifications pursuant to the criteria in Section 12.04.007 are being requested 
to allow dedications and improvements consistent with nearby development on these 
roads.  
 

12.04.185 Street Design--Access Control. 
 

Comment: Pursuant to the provisions of this section, access control strips will be 
required across the ends of Pelican Lake Place and Anita Place. These strips will be 
shown on the final plat. 
 
12.04.190 Street Design--Alignment. 
 
Comment: The proposed streets continue the alignments of adjacent streets and 
provides for a logical future connection to Leland Road at the 90 degree bend in that 
street. 
 
12.04.194 Traffic sight obstructions. 
 
All new streets shall comply with the Traffic Sight Obstructions in Chapter 10.32. 
 
Comment: The streets will be designed to conform to these standards. 
 

https://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT10VETR_CH10.32TRSIOB.html#TIT10VETR_CH10.32TRSIOB
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12.04.195 Spacing Standards. 
 
Comment: No blocks exceeding the 530 foot maximum spacing standard are proposed. 
 
12.04.199 Pedestrian and bicycle accessways. 
 
Comment: No pedestrian accessways are proposed or necessary. 
 
12.04.205 Mobility Standards. 
 
Comment: The Traffic Assessment Letter demonstrates that the proposed 
development will not cause any intersections in this area to exceed the levels of 
service criteria of this section. Please refer to that document. 
 
12.04.210 Street design--Intersection Angles. 
 
Comment: All intersections in this subdivision have been designed to intersect at angles 
as close as possible to 90 degrees. Curvature of Anita Place necessary to connect from 
the existing road stub and provide for a future connection with Leland Road prevents the 
intersection with Villard Place from being exactly at 90 degrees, but it is close enough 
that it will function without any difficulties. Traffic volumes and speeds are low, while 
sight clearance will remain unobstructed. 
 
12.04.215 Street design--Off-Site Street Improvements. 
 
Comment:  No off-site improvements are needed or warranted in conjunction with this 
subdivision.  
 

12.04.220 Street Design--Half Street. 
 
Comment: The section of Anita Place adjacent to Lots 22 and 23 is not a full street. It 
has been designed in this manner to provide for the future extension of Anita Place to 
Leland Road. The street section proposed provides for a half-street plus 10 feet of 
paving on the other side of the road. The remainder of the street will be obtained when 
the adjoining property is developed. 
 

12.04.225 Street Design--Cul-de-sacs and Dead-End Streets. 
 
Comment: No cul-de-sacs or dead end streets are proposed. 
 

12.04.230 Street Design--Street Names. 
 
Comment: No new street names are proposed as all streets are continuations of existing 
streets. 
 

12.04.235 Street Design--Grades and Curves. 
 
Comment: Grades and center line radii have been designed to conform to the standards 
in the City's street design standards and specifications.  



Pavilion Park 3 - Subdivision and Zone Change Application 
Icon Construction & Development, LLC. 

Page 25 of 29 
 
 

 

12.04.240 Street Design--Development Abutting Arterial or Collector Street. 
 
Comment: The site abuts McCord Road, a collector street, and Leland Road, a minor 
arterial street. Access to Lot 16, which abuts Leland Road, is being designed to provide 
for a turnaround in order to avoid vehicles backing out into this street. Lots 2 and 25 are 
corner lots located at the intersection of Villard Place and McCord Road. They can be 
accessed from Villard Place. Lot 1 would be accessed from McCord, but no safety 
concerns have been identified at that location in the TAL submitted with this application. 
 

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. 
 

Comment: All local streets in the subdivision are proposed to be paved to a 32 foot 
width, which is consistent with local street standards. The proposed paving is narrow 
enough to inhibit use by non-local traffic. No extra traffic-calming designs are warranted. 
No crosswalks will occur within the proposed subdivision. 
 
12.04.255 Street design--Alleys. 
 
Comment: Not applicable. No alleys are proposed. 
 
12.04.260 Street Design--Transit. 
 
Comment: Not applicable. The proposed development does not contain or abut any 
transit streets. 
 
12.04.265 Street design--Planter Strips. 
 
Comment: Consistent with the requirements of this section, proposed street 
improvements include the provision of planter strips that will accommodate street trees. 
 
12.04.270  Standard Construction Specifications. 
 
Comment, as required by this section, the workmanship and materials for any work 
performed under permits issued per this chapter will be in accordance with City 
standards and the edition of the "Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction," 
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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.  
 
COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 12.08 PUBLIC AND STREET TREES 
 
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 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. 

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. 

 
Comment: A street tree planting plan will be submitted with the engineering drawings 
and will conform to the above standards. 
 
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. 

Comment: The species of street trees will be submitted for review and approval of the 
community development director prior to final plat approval. 
 
12.08.025 General tree maintenance.  
 
Comment: As required by this section, abutting property owners will be responsible for 
maintenance of street trees along their street frontage.  
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12.08.030 Public property tree maintenance.  

The city shall have the right to plant, prune, maintain and remove trees, plants and 
shrubs in all public rights-of-way and public grounds, as may be necessary to ensure 
public safety or to preserve and enhance the symmetry or other desirable characteristics 
of such public areas. The natural resources committee may recommend to the 
community development director the removal of any tree or part thereof which is in an 
unsafe condition, or which by reason of its nature is injurious to above or below-ground 
public utilities or other public improvements. 

Comment: The proposed development will conform to this provision. 
 
12.08.040 Heritage Trees and Groves. 
 
Comment: No heritage trees or groves exist on the subject property. 
 
COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 17.41 – TREE PROTECTION STANDARDS 
 
17.41.020 - Tree protection—Applicability. 
 
Comment: The proposed subdivision is subject to the provisions of this chapter. 
 
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. 
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Comment: The subject property contains trees that are subject to the provisions of 
this section. A tree removal and planting plan will be submitted for approval prior 
to final plat submittal. 
 
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 
17.04 to 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 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. 

 
Comment: The applicant proposes to make use of Mitigation Option 1. Trees not 
identified for removal will be protected outside of the construction area throughout 
the construction phase of the project. Replacement trees will be planted pursuant 
to the provisions of this section. A mitigation plan will be prepared by an arborist 
and submitted for review prior to final plat approval. 
 
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 

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.04DE.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.04DE
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.04DE.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.04DE


Pavilion Park 3 - Subdivision and Zone Change Application 
Icon Construction & Development, LLC. 

Page 29 of 29 
 
 

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. 

 
Comment: Mitigation on-site is proposed. 
 
17.41.080 - Tree preservation within subdivisions and partitions—Dedicated 
tract (Option 2). 
 
Comment: Not applicable. The applicant does not propose to make use of these 
provisions. 
 
17.41.110 - Tree protection by restrictive covenant (Option 3). 
 
Comment: Not applicable. The applicant does not propose to make use of these 
provisions. 
 
17.41.1[25] - Cash-in-lieu of planting (tree bank/fund) (Option 4). 
 
Comment: Not applicable. The applicant does not propose to make use of these 
provisions. 
 
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. 

B. Tree protection shall be as recommended by a qualified arborist or, as a minimum, to 
include the following protective measures: 

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. 

 
Comment: The required procedures and arborist recommendations will be 
followed throughout the period of construction activities on the site. Changes in 
soils hydrology and site drainage within tree protection areas will be avoided. 
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REPLINGER & ASSOCIATES LLC 
TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING 

July 30, 2015 
 
 
Ms. Laura Terway 
City of Oregon City 
PO Box 3040 
Oregon City, OR  97045 
 
SUBJECT: REVIEW OF TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS LETTER – 19588 MCCORD 

ROAD SUBDIVISION – ZC15-02 TP15-03  
 

Dear Ms. Terway: 
 
In response to your request, I have reviewed the Transportation Analysis Letter (TAL) 
submitted for the proposed 25-lot subdivision at 19588 McCord Road. The site is located on the 
northeast side of McCord Road and the northwest side of Leland Road. The TAL, dated April 
14, 2015 was prepared under the direction of Todd E. Mobley, PE of Lancaster Engineering. 
 
A previous analysis associated with annexation to the city analyzed this parcel as a 21-lot 
subdivision. Under the proposed zoning, 25 lots are proposed. The proposal would create a 
new 25-lot subdivision by infilling within developed areas. Along the northwest and northeast 
boundaries of the site, street stubs for Anita Place, Pelican Lake Place, Joseph Way, and 
Villard Place will all be extended into the site. These streets are all local residential streets. 
Villard Place is proposed to be extended through the site to form a new intersection with 
McCord Road.  
 
Overall 
 
I find the TAL addresses the city’s requirements and provides an adequate basis to evaluate 
impacts of the proposed subdivision.     
 
Comments 
 
1. Trip Generation. The TAL presents information on trip generation from the construction of 

25 single-family dwellings on a site currently occupied by one. The trip generation rates 
were taken from the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation Manual. The 
subdivision is predicted to produce 18 new AM peak hour trips; 24 new PM peak hour trips; 
and 228 new weekday trips. 

 
2. Access Locations.  Existing street stubs for Anita Place, Pelican Lake Place, Joseph Way, 

and Villard Place would all be extended into the site. In addition, Villard Place is proposed to 
be extended to form a new intersection with McCord Road. Most lots would have frontage 
on these new local streets. One would have frontage on Leland Road and one on McCord 
Road. For the parcel fronting on Leland Road, the engineer notes that no alternative access 



Ms. Laura Terway 
July 30, 2015 
Page 2 
 
 

is possible for this lot and proposed that an on-site turnaround be used to provide access 
from this parcel. I concur. Due to the speeds on Leland Road and proximity of the lot to the 
90-degree curve on Leland Road, I recommend that any lot taking direct access to Leland 
Road be developed such that vehicles can turn around on site instead of backing onto the 
street when exiting the property.  

 
3. Driveway Width.  The TAL does not indicate any impediments to meeting driveway width 

standards. 
 
4. Intersection Spacing.  The proposal will extend several existing streets and creates three 

new intersections on Villard Place, including the one at McCord Road. Intersection spacing 
is appropriate. It continues the layout of streets already established by the development of 
adjacent subdivisions. 

 
5. Sight Distance.  The engineer measured sight distance at the proposed intersection of 

McCord Road and Villard Place. He found sight distance was available in excess of 500 feet 
to the northwest and to southeast. This is far in excess of that necessary for the statutory 
speed or the observed speeds in that location. He also assessed sight distance for the 
proposed driveway for the parcel with access to Leland Road. He found intersection sight 
distance to the southwest to be adequate. To the northeast, he noted vegetation somewhat 
limit sight distance and noted that it may be removed with subsequent development. In the 
interim, he found that stopping sight distance was available for the driveway. It is critical that 
an on-site turnaround be provided for this parcel. I concur with the engineer’s analysis of 
sight distance. 

   
6. Safety Issues. With the exception of the sight distance issue associated with a single lot 

addressed above, the engineer did not identify any safety issues associated with the 
subdivision and notes that the traffic impacts will be negligible. I concur with the engineer’s 
conclusion.     

 
7. Consistency with the Transportation System Plan (TSP).  Based on the materials 

submitted it appears that the streets would be developed in accordance with city standards 
and would be consistent with the TSP. The extension of streets from adjacent subdivisions 
and, especially the connection of Villard Drive to McCord Road, increase connectivity in the 
area and are consistent with the TSP. 

 
8. Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) Analysis. Because the applicant is proposing to 

rezone the property from R-10 to R-6, a TPR analysis is also included. He provided an 
analysis of the maximum trip generation under R-6 and concluded the impact was 
negligible. The engineer states that the proposal does not change the functional 
classification of any existing or planned transportation facility; does not alter the 
standards for implementing the functional classification system; and does not alter the 
level of travel or degrade the performance of the transportation system such that it 
would not meet applicable performance standards. I concur. 
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Conclusion and Recommendations 
 
I find that the TAL meets city requirements and provides an adequate basis upon which 
impacts can be assessed. The subdivision will result in minimal additional traffic. Connectivity in 
the vicinity is enhanced by connections with adjacent streets. The proposed rezoning is not 
predicted to have a significant effect as defined under the Transportation Planning Rule. 
 
There are no transportation-related issues associated with this subdivision requiring mitigation. 
For the parcel that would have direct access to Leland Road, the engineer recommends an on-
site turn around. I concur; I recommend that the lot with direct access to Leland Road be 
developed such that vehicles can turn around on site instead of backing onto the street when 
exiting the property.  
 
 
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\2015\ZC15-02TP15-03 

mailto:replinger-associates@comcast.net�


REPLINGER & ASSOCIATES LLC 
TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING 

August 10, 2015 
 
 
Ms. Laura Terway 
City of Oregon City 
PO Box 3040 
Oregon City, OR  97045 
 
SUBJECT: SUPPLEMENTAL TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS – 19588 MCCORD 

ROAD SUBDIVISION – ZC15-02 TP15-03  
 

Dear Ms. Terway: 
 
In response to your request, I have reviewed Dan Neils’ July 17, 2015 comments related to the 
proposed 25-lot subdivision at 19588 McCord Road. 
 
Mr. Neils raises concerns about safety, the proposed access to McCord Road, and issues 
related to the Master Plan related to densities and additional traffic. 
 
In light of Mr. Neils’ comments, I reviewed the applicant’s Traffic Analysis Letter (TAL) with 
particular emphasis on the sections on sight distance and trip generation.  
 
As described in the TAL, the applicant’s traffic engineer performed measurements where Villard 
Drive is planned to intersect McCord Road. His measurements were conducted according to 
standard methods. He reports sight distance is far in excess of the minimum required for the 
statutory speed limit on McCord Road. In fact, he reports that the available sight distance is 
adequate for speeds up to 45 mph. I find no reason to revise my conclusion about the 
adequacy of sight distance or revise my conclusion about the appropriateness of a new 
intersection at the proposed location on McCord Road. 
 
Mr. Neils also suggested that Leland Road is more appropriate for additional traffic than is 
McCord. The TAL notes the difficulty of providing adequate sight distance on Leland Road at 
the location where the parcel has frontage. While adequate for a driveway, this location is not 
recommended as a location for a new public street intersection. The layout of the proposed 
subdivision, with Villard Drive intersecting McCord Road, significantly improves connectivity by 
reinforcing the grid system in the area. I view the increased connectivity to be one of the 
principals supported by the adopted Transportation System Plan. Due to the increased 
connectivity afforded by this subdivision, I think it is likely that Villard Drive, Anita Place, and 
Joseph Way will help distribute traffic to and from the subdivision resulting in minimal changes 
to traffic volumes on McCord Road. 
 
As described in the TAL, a previous analysis associated with annexation to the city analyzed 
this parcel as a 21-lot subdivision. Under the proposed zoning, 25 lots are proposed. An 
increase in 4 dwellings would not prove significant from a traffic standpoint at any location. 
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Because the proposal involves rezoning, the engineer conducted a Transportation Planning 
Rule analysis. He provided an analysis of the maximum trip generation under R-6 and 
concluded the impact was negligible. The engineer states that the proposal does not change 
the functional classification of any existing or planned transportation facility; does not alter the 
standards for implementing the functional classification system; and does not alter the level of 
travel or degrade the performance of the transportation system such that it would not meet 
applicable performance standards. In light of Mr. Neils’ comments I reviewed the TPR analysis 
in the TAL and conclude that the engineer’s analysis and conclusions were valid.  
 
I leave it to others to comment on Mr. Neils’ preference for a buffer between different zoning 
categories. As I stated above, the rezoning would allow four additional dwelling units above 
those allowed under current zoning. Four additional dwelling units will not produce a significant 
effect on the transportation system. As for the inadequacy of Pease Road, I see no reason to 
expect significant traffic from this subdivision to use Pease Road. I expect Pease Road will 
eventually be upgraded to appropriate standards, including the provision of sidewalks, as 
specified in the Transportation System Plan. 
 
In conclusion, I did not find any arguments in Mr. Neils’ comments to alter my conclusion that 
the TAL provides an adequate basis to assess the transportation impacts of the proposed 
subdivision. The proposed intersection of Villard Drive and McCord Road is appropriate and will 
have adequate sight distance. The subdivision will result in minimal additional traffic. 
Connectivity in the vicinity is enhanced by connections with adjacent streets. The proposed 
rezoning is not predicted to have a significant effect as defined under the Transportation 
Planning Rule. 
 
There are no transportation-related issues associated with this subdivision requiring mitigation. 
For the parcel that would have direct access to Leland Road, the engineer recommends an on-
site turn around. I concur; I recommend that the lot with direct access to Leland Road be 
developed such that vehicles can turn around on site instead of backing onto the street when 
exiting the property.  
 
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\2015\ZC15-02TP15-03 2 
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From: Laura Terway
To: "Dan Neils"
Subject: RE: McCord Rd proposed zone change ZC15-02
Date: Monday, July 20, 2015 2:29:18 PM

Good Afternoon,
Thank you for your comments, I will include them in the staff report.  Please feel free to contact me
 with any additional questions or concerns.
 
 

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
City of Oregon City
PO Box 3040 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Direct - 503.496.1553
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 221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200 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: Dan Neils [mailto:danneils@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, July 17, 2015 2:42 PM
To: Laura Terway
Subject: McCord Rd proposed zone change ZC15-02
 
July 17,2015
 
Hello Ms. Terway,
 
I live at 19652 McCord Rd, just 2 houses from the pending development coming in the
 next year.   I saw you were the planner assigned as contact regarding Icon’s proposed
 change of ZC-15-02 from R-10 development to an R-6.   As a concerned affected
 neighbor, I have a few safety concerns to address:
 

1.       SAFETY:  I’ve talked with a number of neighbors on McCord, and my biggest
 concern is safety should the plan change be approved (From R10 to R6 lots).   
 Although S. McCord rd. is 25mph technically, with the large dip and narrow
 road, drivers regularly drive 35-45 mph.   The new neighborhood street access
 is proposed to come out on McCord Rd, just on the top of the blind hill, which
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 would create and incredibly dangerous situation.      McCord is a county road
 with no street lights.    It is already a dangerous street, and adding a new
 access street would increase the danger to folks pulling out and the new
 pedestrians using the road.     It would be much safer to have the new houses
 back up to McCord.  

 
2.      McCord is a country, county road.  Most of the lots are from ½ to 1 acre, and

 further development is unlikely.    Why have the new city street come out on
 McCord, and not on Leland, which is better able to handle to added travel?

 
3.       MASTER PLAN:   In the OC Master plan, the Reddaway St. area was set aside

 for high density housing.    High density housing is great when buffered by
 lower density, as was set forth in the plan.    Little Pease Rd. is a sorry street,
 narrow, and very unsafe for pedestrians as some points require you to walk on
 the street.     Adding even more houses than ICON could build on the new lot
 would add even more cars to this already unsafe street.   Leaving the plan at R-
10 would leave a nice buffer between high density and the country.
 

We all have concerns that no one says no to ICON, and that it’s not much use trying to
 thwart their proposed plans.    It’s our hope that in finishing up development of our
 little corner of Oregon City, that ICON could get one “No” to their constant drive to
 infill every space with large homes 0n tiny lots at the cost to neighborhood livability. 
 
I appreciate your considering my concerns. 
 
Sincerely,
 

Dan Neils
Agape Insurance 
19652 McCord Rd
Oregon City, OR 97045
  
503-650-4325    Office
503-740-0535    Mobile/Texting
503-863-3821    E-Fax
 
Learn about health insurance,
dental plans & more at:
http://www.agapeinsurance.net

The Federal Marketplace is at: http://www.healthcare.gov
Should you apply add:  Dan Neils   NPN 757811
 

http://www.agapeinsurance.net/
http://www.healthcare.gov/


From: Wes Rogers
To: Laura Terway
Subject: RE: ZC 15-02 and TP 15-03 Applications
Date: Friday, July 10, 2015 12:37:35 PM

Laura, this property is on the school boundary for John McLoughlin and Gaffney Lane Elementary
 Schools.  Elementary school attendance area will depend on existing enrollments when subdivision
 is built.
 
..wes
 
Wes Rogers, Director of Operations
Oregon City SD
503-785-8426
 

From: Laura Terway [mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 3:05 PM
Subject: ZC 15-02 and TP 15-03 Applications
 
Good Afternoon,

Please review the proposed development posted here and provide your comments by August 4th.
 
COMMENTS DUE BY:                                            3:30 PM, August 4, 2015

HEARING DATE:                                                    August 24th, 2015
HEARING BODY:                                                    ___Staff Review; ___XX__PC; _____CC
IN REFERENCE TO                                 
FILE # & TYPE:                                       ZC 15-02: Zone Change R-10 to R-6

TP 15-03: 25-Lot Subdivision
PLANNER:                                              Laura Terway, AICP, Planner (503) 496-1553
APPLICANT:                                           Icon Construction and Development, LLC
REPRESENTATIVE:                                 Rick Givens
REQUEST:                                               The applicant is seeking approval for a Zone Change from “R-10” Single-

Family Dwelling District to “R-6” Single-Family Dwelling District and a 25-
Lot subdivision.

LOCATION:                                            19588 McCord Road, Oregon City, Oregon 97045, Clackamas County 3-
2E-07B -04100

 
This application material is referred to you for your information, study and official comments. If extra copies are
 required, please contact the Planning Department. Your recommendations and suggestions will be used to guide
 the Planning staff when reviewing this proposal.  If you wish to have your comments considered and incorporated
 into the staff report, please return the attached copy of this form to facilitate the processing of this application and
 ensure prompt consideration of your recommendations.
 

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
City of Oregon City
PO Box 3040 

mailto:Wes.Rogers@orecity.k12.or.us
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
http://www.orcity.org/planning/landusecase/zc-15-02-zone-change-r-10-r-6-and-tp-15-03-25-lot-subdivision


221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Direct - 503.496.1553
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 221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200 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.
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From: Scott Archer
To: Laura Terway
Subject: RE: ZC 15-02 and TP 15-03 Applications
Date: Thursday, July 09, 2015 4:34:11 PM

Community Services Department (parks) has no concerns regarding this application.
 
Thank you,
 
 

Scott Archer
sarcher@orcity.org
Community Services Director
City of Oregon City
PO Box 3040 
625 Center St. 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
503-496-1546 Direct phone
503-657-0891 City phone
503-657-7026 Fax

Website: www.orcity.org 
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the
 public.

 
 
 
 

From: Laura Terway 
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 3:05 PM
Subject: ZC 15-02 and TP 15-03 Applications
 
Good Afternoon,

Please review the proposed development posted here and provide your comments by August 4th.
 
COMMENTS DUE BY:                                            3:30 PM, August 4, 2015

HEARING DATE:                                                    August 24th, 2015
HEARING BODY:                                                    ___Staff Review; ___XX__PC; _____CC
IN REFERENCE TO                                 
FILE # & TYPE:                                       ZC 15-02: Zone Change R-10 to R-6

TP 15-03: 25-Lot Subdivision
PLANNER:                                              Laura Terway, AICP, Planner (503) 496-1553
APPLICANT:                                           Icon Construction and Development, LLC
REPRESENTATIVE:                                 Rick Givens
REQUEST:                                               The applicant is seeking approval for a Zone Change from “R-10” Single-

Family Dwelling District to “R-6” Single-Family Dwelling District and a 25-

OREGON

mailto:/O=OCMAIL/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=SARCHER
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
mailto:sarcher@orcity.org
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Lot subdivision.
LOCATION:                                            19588 McCord Road, Oregon City, Oregon 97045, Clackamas County 3-

2E-07B -04100
 
This application material is referred to you for your information, study and official comments. If extra copies are
 required, please contact the Planning Department. Your recommendations and suggestions will be used to guide
 the Planning staff when reviewing this proposal.  If you wish to have your comments considered and incorporated
 into the staff report, please return the attached copy of this form to facilitate the processing of this application and
 ensure prompt consideration of your recommendations.
 

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
City of Oregon City
PO Box 3040 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Direct - 503.496.1553
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 221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200 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.
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From: Scott Archer
To: Laura Terway
Subject: RE: Completeness Review: ZC 15-02 / TP 15-02 (Pavilion Park III)
Date: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 8:40:07 PM
Attachments: image003.png

No comments from Community Services Department.
 
Thank you,
 
 

Scott Archer
sarcher@orcity.org
Community Services
 Director
City of Oregon City
PO Box 3040 
625 Center St. 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
503-496-1546 Direct phone
503-657-0891 City phone
503-657-7026 Fax

Website: www.orcity.org 
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE: This e-mail is subject to the State Retention Schedule and may be made available to the
 public.

                    
 
 
 

From: Laura Terway 
Sent: Wednesday, May 6, 2015 12:16 PM
To: Hunter Bennett-Daggett; 'Gordon Monro (gordon.munro@tetratech.com)'; Aleta Froman-
Goodrich; 'John Replinger (replinger-associates@comcast.net)'; Wes Rogers; 'Mike Boumann
 (mike.boumann@ClackamasFire.com)'; Mike Boumann; Chris Wadsworth; Denise Kai; Scott Archer;
 'Bob George'; 'Betty Johnson'; 'Kent, Ken'; 'Deana Mulder (deanam@co.clackamas.or.us)'; 'ODOT
 Development Review (region1devrevapplications@odot.state.or.us)'; Martin Montalvo; Carla
 Morgan (carla.morgan@pgn.com); Dawn Hickson; Denise Kai; Don Kemp
 (donk@co.clackamas.or.us); Eric Underwood; James Band; Jennifer Stephen
 (jennifer.stephens@pgn.com); John Collins; Scott Archer; Tim Finlay (timfin@co.clackamas.or.us);
 Ugo DiLullo (ugodil@co.clackamas.or.us)
Cc: John M. Lewis
Subject: RE: Completeness Review: ZC 15-02 / TP 15-02 (Pavilion Park III)
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All,

Please send comments regarding completeness to me by May 18th.  Thanks
 
 

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
City of Oregon City
PO Box 3040 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Direct - 503.496.1553
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 221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200 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: Pete Walter 
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 2:46 PM
To: Hunter Bennett-Daggett; Gordon Monro (gordon.munro@tetratech.com); Aleta Froman-
Goodrich; John Replinger (replinger-associates@comcast.net); 'Wes Rogers'; Mike Boumann
 (mike.boumann@ClackamasFire.com); Mike Boumann; Chris Wadsworth; Denise Kai; Scott Archer;
 Bob George; 'Betty Johnson'; Kent, Ken; Deana Mulder (deanam@co.clackamas.or.us); ODOT
 Development Review (region1devrevapplications@odot.state.or.us); Martin Montalvo; 'Carla
 Morgan (carla.morgan@pgn.com)'; 'Dawn Hickson'; Denise Kai; 'Don Kemp
 (donk@co.clackamas.or.us)'; Eric Underwood; James Band; 'Jennifer Stephen
 (jennifer.stephens@pgn.com)'; 'John Collins (johnc@sfwb.org)'; Scott Archer; 'Tim Finlay
 (timfin@co.clackamas.or.us)'; 'Ugo DiLullo (ugodil@co.clackamas.or.us)'
Cc: Tony Konkol; John M. Lewis; rickgivens@gmail.com; 'Darren Gusdorf'
Subject: Completeness Review: ZC 15-02 / TP 15-02 (Pavilion Park III)
 

FOR COMPLETENESS PURPOSES ONLY
 

30-DAY DEADLINE:                  May 22nd, 2015 – Please notify planner as early as possible of
 missing information   
IN REFERENCE TO:                  ZC 15-02: Zone Change R-10 to R-6

TP 15-03: 25-Lot Subdivision
NR 15-04 NROD Verification

REQUEST:                                Rezoning from R-10 to R-6 Single Family, 25-lot Subdivision
APPLICANT:                             Rick Givens for ICON Construction and Development

o
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REVIEWING PLANNER:            Pete Walter AICP, Phone: (503) 496-1568, Email:
 pwalter@orcity.org       
LOCATION:                              19588 McCord Road, Clackamas County 3-2E-07B -04100
WEBSITE:                                 http://www.orcity.org/planning/landusecase/zc-15-02-tp-15-03
 
 
DOWNLOAD LINK:                 https://orcity.sharefile.com/d-s301246dfc334b1e9
 
 
Per OCMC 17.50.070 Completeness review and one hundred twenty-day rule. This application
 material is referred to you for your information, study and official comments. Upon
 submission, the community development director shall date stamp the application form and
 verify that the appropriate application fee has been submitted. The community development
 director will then review the application and all information submitted with it and evaluate
 whether the application is complete enough to process. Within thirty days of receipt of the
 application, the community development director shall complete this initial review and issue to
 the applicant a written statement indicating whether the application is complete enough to
 process, and if not, what information must be submitted to make the application complete.
 Please determine if any additional issues need to be addressed for a complete application. 
 This transmittal is for completeness purposes only.  Please retain the information enclosed.
 
 

 

Pete Walter, AICP, Associate Planner
pwalter@orcity.org
Community Development Department
Planning Division
221 Molalla Avenue, Ste. 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
503-496-1568 Direct
503-722-3789 Front Desk
503-722-3880 Fax
Website: www.orcity.org
New Hours(Sept 2): 8:30 AM – 3:30 PM, M-F

Need Zoning and other Tax Lot Information? - Generate a Property Report
Online Mapping is available at OCWebMaps
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OREGON Community Development - Planning
221 MolallaAve. Suite 200 |Oregon City OR 97045

Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880CITY
NOTICE OF DECISION

DATE OF MAILING OF NOTICE OF DECISION: August 7, 2014

FILE NO.: AN 14-01

APPLICATION TYPE: Annexation (Approximately 5.5 acres)

HEARING DATE: City Commission - August 6, 2014

Brian D’Ambrosio and Valerie Hunter, 3336 SE Belmont, Portland, OR 97215APPLICANT:

REPRESENTATIVE: AKS Engineering, 13910 SW Galbreath Dr, Ste. 100, Sherwood, OR 97214

David G. Douglass,19588 S McCord Road, Oregon City, OR 97045OWNER:

Annexation of approximately 5.5 acres into the City of Oregon City. The site is within
the Oregon City Urban Growth Boundary and has a Comprehensive Plan designation
of LR - Low Density Residential.

REQUEST:

19588 S. McCord Road, Oregon City, OR 97045
Located on the northeast side of McCord Road, west of Leland Road
Clackamas County Map 3-2E-07B -04100

LOCATION:

DECISION: On August 6, 2014, after reviewing all of the evidence in the record and considering all of the
arguments made by the applicant and citizens, the City Commission concluded that the criteria for the
annexation had been met. Accordingly, the City Commission approved Resolution 14-18 sending the
annexation to the voters on November 4, 2014 for final approval, adopted as its own the Staff Report and
Findings, attached as exhibits to File Number AN 14-01. All materials are on file at the Planning Division.

PROCESS: 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. The application, decision, and supporting documents are
available for inspection at the Oregon City Planning Division located at 221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200, Oregon City, OR
97045, (503) 722-3789, between the hours of 8am and 5pm. Copies of these documents are available (for a fee) upon
request.

AN 14-01 Notice of Decision

City of Oregon City www.orcity.org
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CITY COMMISSION FINDINGS, REASONS FOR DECISION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
AN 14-01

Based on the Findings in the Staff Report, the Commission determines:

The Metro Code calls for consistency of the annexation with the Regional Framework Plan or
any functional plan. The Commission concludes the annexation is nconsistent 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.

1.

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. The Commission finds that there are no inconsistencies between these
plans/agreements and this annexation.

2.

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 Clackamas County Comprehensive Plan also
states annexation which converts Future Urban lands to Immediate Urban lands 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).

3.

The Commission concludes that the annexation is consistent with the Oregon 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.

4.

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 (UGMA) specifically provides for annexations
by the City.

5.

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 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.

6.

AN 14-01: Notice of Decision
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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 Staff Report Findings and on balance the Commission
believes they are adequately addressed to justify approval of this annexation.

7.

The City Commission concurs with Tri-City Service District's annexation of the subject
property in the enacting City ordinance upon voter approval of the city annexation. Prior to
the City approving a final zoning designation for the property, the applicant shall provide
documentation that the property has been annexed into the Tri-City Service District.

8.

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.

9.

The City Commission recognizes that the applicant has adequately addressed compliance
with the Oregon Statewide Transportation Planning Rule OAR 660-012-0060.

10.

The City Commission recognizes that the Urban Growth Management Agreement with
Clackamas County requires that the annexation proposal shall include the adjacent road
right-of-way of the property proposed for annexation.

11.

The City Commission concurs with the Clackamas River Water District (CRW)
recommendation that the property be served by the City and withdrawn from CRW's service
area.

12.

13. The City Commission recognizes that the Applicant shall provide all necessary mapping and
legal property descriptions for approval by the Oregon Department of Revenue to ensure
completion of the annexation.

The City Commission recognizes that the property shall be rezoned ministerially to R-10
Single Family Residential following approval of the annexation pursuant to OCMC
17.68.025(A).

14.

AN 14-01: Notice of Decision



ORDINANCE NO. 14-1019

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING CERTAIN PROPERTY TO THE CITY OF OREGON
CITY AND APPROVING THE ELECTION RESULTS FOR AN 14-01

OREGON CITY MAKES THE FOLLOWING FINDINGS:

WHEREAS, The City of Oregon City proposed that certain property, more fully identified
in Exhibit ‘A’ to this Ordinance, be annexed to the City; and

WHEREAS, the City found that the proposal complied with all applicable legal
requirements, as detailed in the findings attached hereto and made a part of this ordinance as
Exhibit ‘B’; and

WHEREAS, Chapter I, section 3 of the Oregon City Charter of 1982 requires voter
approval for annexations such as the one proposed; and

WHEREAS, the annexation of the identified property was submitted to the voters of the
City of Oregon City at a special election held on November 4th, 2014; and

WHEREAS, the Clackamas County Clerk has returned the official figures indicating the
results of the election held on November 4th, 2014; and

WHEREAS, the official figures returned by the Clackamas County Clerk attached hereto
as Exhibit “C” indicate that a majority of the voters of the City of Oregon City voted to approve
the annexation of the identified property (7,985 yes: 3,777 no); and

WHEREAS, the identified property is currently within Clackamas County Fire District # 1;
and will remain in said District upon annexation to the City of Oregon City; and

WHEREAS, the identified property is currently within the Clackamas County Service
District for Enhanced Law Enforcement; and upon annexation the Oregon City Police
Department will be responsible for police services to the identified property;

WHEREAS, the identified property is currently within and served by the Clackamas
River Water (CRW) District service area; and

WHEREAS, with approval of the annexation, the property will be withdrawn from
Clackamas River Water (CRW) District and future development will be connected to the Oregon
City water distribution system; and

WHEREAS, the identified property is not currently within the Tri-City Service District and
must petition for annexation into said District with the concurrence of the City; and

WHEREAS, the City Commission concurs that the Tri-City Service District can annex the
identified property into their sewer district; and

NOW, THEREFORE, OREGON CITY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

Ordinance No. 14-1019
Effective Date: February 20, 2015
Page 1 of 2



That the area further identified in the legal description attached hereto as
Exhibit “A”, is hereby annexed to and made a part of the City of Oregon
City.

Section 1.

That the territory identified in Exhibit “A” shall hereby remain within Clackamas
County Fire District # 1.

Section 2.

That the territory identified in Exhibit “A” is hereby withdrawn from Clackamas
County Service District for Enhanced Law Enforcement, and henceforth, the
Oregon City Police Department will be responsible for police services to the
identified property.

Section 3.

That the territory identified in Exhibit “A” shall be withdrawn from the Clackamas
River Water (CRW) District and connected to the Oregon City water distribution
system upon development.

Section 4.

The City hereby concurs with and approves the annexing of the territory identified
in Exhibit “A” into the Tri-City Service District by the Clackamas County Board of
Commissioners, to the extent allowed by law.

Section 5.

That the territory identified in Exhibit “A” is designated as Low Density
Residential on the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan land use map and in
accordance with the findings in Exhibit “B” shall be rezoned to R-10 Single
Family Residential on the Oregon City Zoning map.

Section 6.

That the effective date for this annexation is the date this ordinance is submitted
to the Secretary of State, as provided in ORS 222.180.

Section 7.

Read for the first time at a regular meeting of the City Commission held on the
21st day of January, 2015, and the foregoing ordinance was finally enacted by the City
Commission this 21st day of January, 2P4 JL _̂

^ ^ 2
>AN HOLLADAY, Mayor

Attested to this 21st day of January 2015:

City#

Approved as to legal sufficiency:
n

Cl .W A

City AttorneyNancy Ide, ecorder

Ordinance No.14-1019
Effective Date: February 20, 2015
Page 2 of 2
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SURVEYING

AKS Group of Companies:
SHERWOOD, OREGON
SALEM, OREGON
VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON
www.aks-eng.com

13910 S.W. Galbreath Dr,Suite 100
Sherwood, Oregon 97140
Phone: (503) 925-8799
Fax: (503) 925-8969
AKS Job #3523

ENGINEERING & FORESTRY

EXHIBIT A
A tract of land located in the Northwest One-Quarter of Section 7, Township 3 South, Range 2 East,
Willamette Meridian, Clackamas County, Oregon and being more particularly described as follows:

Beginning at the easterly comer of Lot 56 of the Plat of “Pavillion Park”, thence along the
southeasterly line of said Plat and the city limits of Oregon City, North 43°54’17” East 202.56 feet to
the westerly comer of the Plat of “Rian Park”; thence along the southwesterly line of said Plat of “Rian
Park” and being the city limits of Oregon City, South 44°52’10” East 387.62 feet to the northerly
comer of that tract of land conveyed to Bond A. Fisher and Kellie I. Fisher in Document Number 96-
064521, Clackamas County deed records; thence along the northwesterly line of the Fisher tract and the
northwesterly line of that tract land conveyed to Dennis Mark Brown in Document Number 98-101393,
Clackamas County deed records, South 45°07’52” West 178.50 feet to the westerly comer of the
Brown tract; thence along the southwesterly line of the Brown tract and the southeasterly extension
thereof, South 44°56’19” East 288.00 feet to a point on the southeasterly right-of-way line of Leland
Road (30.00 feet from centerline); thence along said southeasterly right-of-way line, South 45°07’52”
West 50.00 feet to a point on the southeasterly extension of the northeasterly line of that tract of land
conveyed to Judy J. Douglass in Document Number 87-03341, Clackamas County deed records; thence
along said southeasterly extension and the northeasterly line of the Douglass tract, North 44°56’19”
West 288.00 feet to the northerly comer thereof; thence along the northwesterly line of the Douglass
tract, South 45°07’52” West 177.00 feet to the westerly comer thereof, being a point on the
northeasterly line of that tract of land conveyed to Bill Creel and Dana Creel in Document Number
2008-063341, Clackamas County deed records; thence along the northeasterly line of the Creel tract,
North 44°56’19” West 122.00 feet to the northerly comer thereof; thence along the northwesterly line
of the Creel tract and the southwesterly extension thereof, South 45°07’52” West 275.00 feet to a point
on the southwesterly right-of-way line of McCord Road (20.00 feet from centerline); thence along said
southwesterly right-of-way line, North 44°56’19” West 251.04 feet to a point on the southwesterly
extension of the southeasterly line of the Plat of “Pavillion Park”; thence along said southwesterly
extension of the southeasterly line of said Plat, being the city limits of Oregon City, North 43°54’17”
East 478.55 feet to the Point of Beginning.

The above described tract of land contains 5.50 acres, more or less. -ea V'- \3»
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EXHIBIT B
A TRACT OF LAND LOCATED IN THE NW 1/4 OF SEC. 7

TOWNSHIP 3 SOUTH, RANGE 2 EAST, W.M.
CLACKAMAS COUNTY, OREGON
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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

NOTICE OF DECISION
DATE OF MAILING OF NOTICE OF DECISION: August 7, 2014

FILE NO.: AN 14-01

APPLICATION TYPE: Annexation (Approximately 5.5 acres)

City Commission -August 6, 2014HEARING DATE:

Brian D'Ambrosio and Valerie Hunter, 3336 SE Belmont, Portland, OR 97215APPLICANT:

REPRESENTATIVE: AKS Engineering, 13910 SW Galbreath Dr, Ste. 100, Sherwood, OR 97214

David G. Douglass, 19588 S McCord Road, Oregon City, OR 97045OWNER:

Annexation of approximately 5.5 acres into the City of Oregon City. The site is within
the Oregon City Urban Growth Boundary and has a Comprehensive Plan designation
of LR - Low Density Residential.

REQUEST:

LOCATION: 19588 S. McCord Road, Oregon City, OR 97045
Located on the northeast side of McCord Road, west of Leland Road
Clackamas County Map 3-2E-07B -04100

DECISION: On August 6, 2014, after reviewing all of the evidence in the record and considering all of the
arguments made by the applicant and citizens, the City Commission concluded that the criteria for the
annexation had been met. Accordingly, the City Commission approved Resolution 14-18 sending the
annexation to the voters on November 4, 2014 for final approval, adopted as its own the Staff Report and
Findings, attached as exhibits to File Number AN 14-01. All materials are on file at the Planning Division.

PROCESS: 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. The application, decision, and supporting documents are
available for inspection at the Oregon City Planning Division located at 221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200, Oregon City, OR
97045, (503) 722-3789, between the hours of 8am and 5pm. Copies of these documents are available (for a fee) upon
request.

AN 14-01 Notice of Decision

City of Oregon City www.orcity.org
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CITY COMMISSION FINDINGS, REASONS FOR DECISION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
AN 14-01

Based on the Findings in the Staff Report, the Commission determines:

The Metro Code calls for consistency of the annexation with the Regional Framework Plan or
any functional plan. The Commission concludes the annexation is nconsistent 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.

1.

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. The Commission finds that there are no inconsistencies between these
plans/agreements and this annexation.

2.

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 Clackamas County Comprehensive Plan also
states annexation which converts Future Urban lands to Immediate Urban lands 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).

The Commission concludes that the annexation is consistent with the Oregon 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.

4.

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 (UGMA) specifically provides for annexations
by the City.

5.

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 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.

6.

AN 14-01: Notice of Decision
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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 Staff Report Findings and on balance the Commission
believes they are adequately addressed to justify approval of this annexation.

7.

The City Commission concurs with Tri-City Service District's annexation of the subject
property in the enacting City ordinance upon voter approval of the city annexation. Prior to
the City approving a final zoning designation for the property, the applicant shall provide
documentation that the property has been annexed into the Tri-City Service District.

8.

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.

9.

10. The City Commission recognizes that the applicant has adequately addressed compliance
with the Oregon Statewide Transportation Planning Rule OAR 660-012-0060.

11. The City Commission recognizes that the Urban Growth Management Agreement with
Clackamas County requires that the annexation proposal shall include the adjacent road
right-of-way of the property proposed for annexation.

12. The City Commission concurs with the Clackamas River Water District (CRW)
recommendation that the property be served by the City and withdrawn from CRW's service
area.

13. The City Commission recognizes that the Applicant shall provide all necessary mapping and
legal property descriptions for approval by the Oregon Department of Revenue to ensure
completion of the annexation.

The City Commission recognizes that the property shall be rezoned ministerially to R-10
Single Family Residential following approval of the annexation pursuant to OCMC
17.68.025(A).

14.

AN 14-01: Notice of Decision



From: Darren Gusdorf
To: Laura Terway
Cc: Wendy Marshall; Aleta Froman-Goodrich; "Bruce Goldson"; "Rick Givens"; "Mark Handris"; "CARRIE A. RICHTER";

 Matthew Palmer; MRobinson@perkinscoie.com
Subject: RE: Pavilion Park III (TP-15-03) - Revised Staff Report
Date: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 10:41:30 AM
Attachments: image001.png

RE Pavilion Park III(TP-15-03).msg
san water memo.docx
sanitary memo.docx
leland road estimate.docx
Water Line Exrension.pdf

Importance: High

Good morning Laura,
 
Please understand that we are appreciative of you and all other OC staff, and in no way are we trying
 to be problematic without fair reason.  Unfortunately in this case, we’re not able to align with the
 city’s position that condition of approval #10 is proportionate to the application.  As written, it is
 requiring us to extend the city water main approximately 228’ and fully burden the cost associated
 with this city improvement.  As you know, we can service lot #16 through our subdivision.  The cost
 to extend the city’s waterline down to our frontage is over $60k, and nearly offsets the value of lot
 16 itself.  If deemed not proportionate, it must be deemed a taking. 
 
At this time, we are only hoping for further resolution to Condition #10.  Like OC’s engineering
 department, we have concluded that condition #21 can easily be met.
 
I’m providing you with the following documents:

-          An e-mail response from Mike Robinson, Perkins Coie, regarding condition of approval #10.
-          A construction cost estimate prepared by Bruce Goldson reflecting the costs affiliated with

 conditions of approval #10 and #21 broken out.
-          Documentation from Bruce Goldson in response to Matt Palmer’s comments below about

 Oregon State Law and sewer and waterline placement in a private easement.  
o   The City does not think the Applicant can meet Oregon State Law with regard to

 minimum spacing between sanitary sewer services and water services within a 10-
foot private easement across Lot 17.

-          Documentation from Bruce Goldson pertaining to condition #21 demonstrating that this
 condition can be met.

o   Generally, we are stating that the Applicant is to extend this existing 8-inch sanitary
 sewer main in Leland Road, unless the Applicant can demonstrate to the City that all
 other adjacent properties can be served via gravity sewer service by some other
 means. John, Wendy, and I all believe this is achievable, but this would need to be
 demonstrated by your Engineer prior to waiving this condition. We feel this is a
 reasonable position. If this condition is waived, Lot 16 can run their sanitary sewer
 lateral across Lot 17 within a private easement and discharge into the sanitary
 sewer system in Pelican Lake Place as originally proposed.

 
We are hopeful that we can work together quickly and before the hearing, and come up with a
 reasonable and proportionate resolution to CofA #10.  If an outright removal of this condition can’t

mailto:darren@iconconstruction.net
mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us
mailto:wmarshall@ci.oregon-city.or.us
mailto:afroman-goodrich@ci.oregon-city.or.us
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mailto:rickgivens@gmail.com
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mailto:mpalmer@ci.oregon-city.or.us
mailto:MRobinson@perkinscoie.com





RE: Pavilion Park III(TP-15-03)

		From

		Robinson, Michael C.  (Perkins Coie)
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		darren@iconconstruction.net

		Cc

		'Mark Handris'

		Recipients

		darren@iconconstruction.net; handris@aol.com
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From: Robinson, Michael C. (Perkins Coie) 
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 9:51 AM
To: darren@iconconsteruction.net
Cc: Mark Handris
Subject: Pavilion Park III(TP-15-03)





 





Darren, I’ve reviewed the materials that you’ve provided me, including the staff report for the September 14 public hearing. You’ve asked me to comment on the constitutionality of proposed condition of approval 10 which requires the extension of a city water line to serve a single lot at the approximate cost of $50-60,000 to the applicant. 





 





This proposed condition of approval is an unconstitutional exaction under relevant US Supreme Court decisions. The costly extension of an off-site public improvement to serve a single line is not proportional to the impacts of the application where the evidence shows that the lot can be served in a different way without the extraordinary costs. Further, the City has the burden of proof to show that the conditional meets the tests established by the US Supreme Court. Oregon City Development Code(“OCDC”)section 16.12.095 provides that public facilities, including water lines, shall be required for a land division unless the decision-maker determines that the improvement is not proportional to the impact by the application on the City’s public system and facilities. In fact, the City has the legal burden to first show that the impact is proportional to the impacts of the application and the City has not met its burden.





 





I’d suggest that we schedule a call with the City and see if we can work through this issue so that a modified condition of approval can be issued before the public hearing.
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1120 N.W. Couch Street Tenth Floor
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[image: ]Pavilion III

COA # 10

Private separation requirements for water and sanitary:

· OAR 333-061-0050(9) is for PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS and would not apply to private services. Additionally a public water system would be allowed on a case by case determination from 2-5 feet horizontally if the water is 1.5 feet above the sanitary.

· 720.0 Sewer & Water Pipes (Plumbing Code) allows water and sanitary in the same trench if separated by 1-foot horizontally and 1-foot vertically.  This applies to within the building foundation and would need interpretation for outside but at time point appears likely. 
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The as built elevation of the manhole at Leland and Kala Court has a rim of 449.75 with IE in of 437.47. The ground elevation in Leland Road slopes westerly with an elevation opposite future lot 16 of 446.36. The existing ground continues to slope westerly.  Future mains from McCord or from Pavilion III would serve this area. 
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		Pavilion III Preliminary cost estimate Sept 1, 2015 

		

		

		



		Item

		units

		Quantity

		unit Cost

		total Cost



		

		

		

		

		



		SANITARY IMPROVEMENTS

		

		

		

		



		1. 8-inch PVC 

		LF

		228

		$57.00 

		$12,996.00 



		2. 48" manhole

		EA

		1

		$3,600.00 

		$3,600.00 



		3. Testing

		LS

		1

		$800.00 

		$800.00 



		4. grind and overlay

		SY

		329

		$97.00 

		$31,913.00 



		5. Traffic Control

		LS

		1

		$2,500.00 

		$2,500.00 



		

		

		

		Total

		$51,809.00 



		WATER IMPROVEMENTS (assume 228LF with 8" Ductile Iron)

		

		



		1. 8-inch Ductile Iron

		LF

		228

		$55.00 

		$12,540.00 



		2. blowoff assembly w/ 8" gate valve

		EA

		1

		$1,500.00 

		$1,500.00 



		3. 1" copper service

		EA

		1

		$1,000.00 

		$1,000.00 



		4. testing and Tie in

		LS

		1

		$2,000.00 

		$2,000.00 



		5. grind and overlay

		SY

		329

		$97.00 

		$31,913.00 



		6. Traffic control

		LS

		1

		$2,500.00 

		$2,500.00 



		

		

		

		total

		$51,453.00 



		Water Improvements (assume 228 LF with 12" ductile Iron)

		

		



		1. 12-inch Ductile Iron

		LF

		228

		$75.00 

		$17,100.00 



		2. blowoff assembly w/ 12 GV

		EA

		1

		$2,000.00 

		$2,000.00 



		3. I" copper Service 

		EA

		1

		$1,000.00 

		$1,000.00 



		4. testing and tie in

		LS

		1

		$2,000.00 

		$2,000.00 



		5. grind and overlay

		SY

		329

		$97.00 

		$31,913.00 



		6. Traffic Control

		LS

		1

		$2,500.00 

		$2,500.00



		

		

		

		total

		$56,513.00 



		

		

		

		

		



		design engineering each option

		LS

		1

		$2,000.00 

		$2,000.00 



		Survey layout each option

		LS

		1

		$400.00 

		$400.00 



		Inspection each option

		LS

		1

		$1,500.00 

		$1,500.00 



		Geotech compaction testing each

		LS

		1

		$1,000.00 

		$1,000.00 



		Review fees each option (approx)

		LS

		1

		$2,800.00 

		$2,800.00 



		

		

		

		total

		$7,700.00 



		This estimate is based on concept plan, without any site visits. Assumes 12-foot grind and overlay



		per Std Detail 532, and assumed no rock excavation. 

		

		



		

		

		

		

		





Prepared by Bruce D. Goldson, PE ; September 2, 2015; sanitary & water on Leland Road for lot 16
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 be made, we’re hopeful the city will explore other mechanisms that could fairly reimburse us for
 this (or portions of) this extension.  For example, maybe Icon is responsible for the costs affiliated
 with its 50’ frontage ($13,158 +-) and the city is responsible for the costs affiliated with the 178’
 non-frontage ($46,842 +-)?  We’re open to any ideas that would result in a more fairly distributed
 cost of this improvement.
 
Thank you,

Darren Gusdorf
General Manager - Commercial & Residential Division
ICON Construction & Development, LLC #150499
1980 Willamette Falls Drive, Suite 200 | West Linn, OR 97068
503.657.0406 office | 503.655.5991 fax
darren@iconconstruction.net
www.iconconstruction.net

 
 
 

From: Laura Terway [mailto:lterway@ci.oregon-city.or.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 8:28 AM
To: Darren Gusdorf <darren@iconconstruction.net>
Cc: Wendy Marshall <wmarshall@ci.oregon-city.or.us>; Aleta Froman-Goodrich <afroman-
goodrich@ci.oregon-city.or.us>; 'Bruce Goldson' <thetaeng@comcast.net>; 'Rick Givens'
 <rickgivens@gmail.com>; 'Mark Handris' <handris@aol.com>; 'CARRIE A. RICHTER
 (crichter@gsblaw.com)' <crichter@gsblaw.com>; Matthew Palmer <mpalmer@ci.oregon-city.or.us>
Subject: RE: Pavilion Park III (TP-15-03) - Revised Staff Report
 
Darren,
We are required to send out the Planning Commission agenda and associated staff report today. I
 have been out of the office and wanted to check in on this and see if you had any additional
 information or issues for the City to consider before issuing the report.  In order to adequately
 respond to your comments and amend the staff report if necessary, can you reply to this email by
 11am with your outstanding concerns or additional information?  Thank you, I appreciate your
 willingness to work with us to understand and address your concerns.
 
 

Laura Terway, AICP
Planner
Planning Division
City of Oregon City
PO Box 3040 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
Direct - 503.496.1553
Planning Division - 503.722.3789
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Pavilion Park III 

 

Pavilion III Preliminary cost estimate Sept 1, 2015  
   Item units Quantity unit Cost total Cost 

     SANITARY IMPROVEMENTS 
    1. 8-inch PVC  LF 228 $57.00  $12,996.00  

2. 48" manhole EA 1 $3,600.00  $3,600.00  
3. Testing LS 1 $800.00  $800.00  
4. grind and overlay SY 329 $97.00  $31,913.00  
5. Traffic Control LS 1 $2,500.00  $2,500.00  

   
Total $51,809.00  

WATER IMPROVEMENTS (assume 228LF with 8" Ductile Iron) 
  1. 8-inch Ductile Iron LF 228 $55.00  $12,540.00  

2. blowoff assembly w/ 8" gate valve EA 1 $1,500.00  $1,500.00  
3. 1" copper service EA 1 $1,000.00  $1,000.00  
4. testing and Tie in LS 1 $2,000.00  $2,000.00  
5. grind and overlay SY 329 $97.00  $31,913.00  
6. Traffic control LS 1 $2,500.00  $2,500.00  

   
total $51,453.00  

Water Improvements (assume 228 LF with 12" ductile Iron) 
  1. 12-inch Ductile Iron LF 228 $75.00  $17,100.00  

2. blowoff assembly w/ 12 GV EA 1 $2,000.00  $2,000.00  
3. I" copper Service  EA 1 $1,000.00  $1,000.00  
4. testing and tie in LS 1 $2,000.00  $2,000.00  
5. grind and overlay SY 329 $97.00  $31,913.00  
6. Traffic Control LS 1 $2,500.00  $2,500.00 

   
total $56,513.00  

     design engineering each option LS 1 $2,000.00  $2,000.00  
Survey layout each option LS 1 $400.00  $400.00  
Inspection each option LS 1 $1,500.00  $1,500.00  
Geotech compaction testing each LS 1 $1,000.00  $1,000.00  
Review fees each option (approx) LS 1 $2,800.00  $2,800.00  

   
total $7,700.00  

This estimate is based on concept plan, without any site visits. Assumes 12-foot grind and overlay 
per Std Detail 532, and assumed no rock excavation.  

  
     Prepared by Bruce D. Goldson, PE ; September 2, 2015; sanitary & water on Leland Road for lot 16 
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From: Robinson, Michael C. (Perkins Coie)
To: darren@iconconstruction.net
Cc: "Mark Handris"
Subject: RE: Pavilion Park III(TP-15-03)
Date: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 9:58:22 AM
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Michael C. Robinson | Perkins Coie LLP
PARTNER
1120 N.W. Couch Street Tenth Floor
Portland, OR 97209-4128
D. +1.503.727.2264
C. +1.503.407.2578
F. +1.503.346.2264
E. MRobinson@perkinscoie.com
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From: Robinson, Michael C. (Perkins Coie) 
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2015 9:51 AM
To: darren@iconconsteruction.net
Cc: Mark Handris
Subject: Pavilion Park III(TP-15-03)
 
Darren, I’ve reviewed the materials that you’ve provided me, including the staff report for the September
 14 public hearing. You’ve asked me to comment on the constitutionality of proposed condition of
 approval 10 which requires the extension of a city water line to serve a single lot at the approximate cost
 of $50-60,000 to the applicant.
 
This proposed condition of approval is an unconstitutional exaction under relevant US Supreme Court
 decisions. The costly extension of an off-site public improvement to serve a single line is not proportional
 to the impacts of the application where the evidence shows that the lot can be served in a different way
 without the extraordinary costs. Further, the City has the burden of proof to show that the conditional
 meets the tests established by the US Supreme Court. Oregon City Development Code(“OCDC”)section
 16.12.095 provides that public facilities, including water lines, shall be required for a land division unless
 the decision-maker determines that the improvement is not proportional to the impact by the application
 on the City’s public system and facilities. In fact, the City has the legal burden to first show that the
 impact is proportional to the impacts of the application and the City has not met its burden.
 
I’d suggest that we schedule a call with the City and see if we can work through this issue so that a
 modified condition of approval can be issued before the public hearing.
 
Michael C. Robinson | Perkins Coie LLP
PARTNER
1120 N.W. Couch Street Tenth Floor
Portland, OR 97209-4128
D. +1.503.727.2264
C. +1.503.407.2578
F. +1.503.346.2264
E. MRobinson@perkinscoie.com
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NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information. If you have received it in error, please advise the
 sender by reply email and immediately delete the message and any attachments without copying or disclosing the contents. Thank you.



PAVALION III 

COA # 21 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The as built elevation of the manhole at Leland and Kala Court has a rim of 449.75 with IE in of 
437.47. The ground elevation in Leland Road slopes westerly with an elevation opposite future 
lot 16 of 446.36. The existing ground continues to slope westerly.  Future mains from McCord 
or from Pavilion III would serve this area.  
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: City of Oregon City Planning Commission 

FROM: Carrie A. Richter, Deputy City Attorney 

DATE: September 14, 2015 

RE: Pavilion Park III – ZC 15-02 and TP 15-03 

 
Icon Construction and Development LLC submitted an application for approval of a Zone Change from “R-10” 
Single-Family Dwelling District to “R-6” Single-Family Dwelling District (Planning file ZC 15-02) and 
a 25-Lot subdivision (Planning file TP 15-03).  Staff has drafted a staff report with findings to applicable 
sections of the Oregon City Municipal Code (OCMC) and recommended conditions for the Planning Commission 
and City Commission review.  
 
In the revised Condition 10, city staff has recommended extension of the existing 12-inch water main located at 
the intersection of Leland Road and Kalal Court to the southwestern most boundary of the proposed 
development’s frontage along Leland Road.  This condition requires extending the line approximately 182’ along 
Leland Road, in front of two existing properties not subject to this application, to reach the 50’ of frontage within 
the proposed development, also known as Lot 16. The applicant objects to this condition arguing that it imposes 
off-site improvements to serve a single lot that are not roughly proportional.  The applicant claims that the cost of 
extending the city water line to serve this single lot is $50,000 to $60,000, nearly offsetting the value of the lot 
itself.1    
 
Essential Nexus Analysis 
As explained in the staff report, the existing CRW water mains in this area are in poor condition.  They are 
scheduled to be abandoned in the future, and new lines are needed to serve the subject property.  Section 1.03 of 
the Water Distribution System Design Standards states that permanent distribution facilities shall be provided to 
all lots created by subdivision, and along the subject site frontage. Section 2.00 of the standards states that the 
main shall be extended across the street frontage when the main is located within the right-of-way.  The only way 
to satisfy these standards, given the connective, linear nature of a water line, is to require that in addition to 
installing the pipe along the frontage of Lot 16, the applicant must also extend the line approximately 182 feet as 
necessary to reach the lot in the first instance.   
                                                 
1  The applicant’s cost estimate assumes an obligation to construct 228 linear feet of water line along Leland 
Road.  As shown in the attached exhibit, the city calculates the total obligation to be 232 feet, although 50 of 
those feet do front Lot 16.  If the applicant’s objection is to the off-site improvements, they extend for 182 feet 
and applying the applicant’s cost estimate, would impose an additional burden of $41,071.  
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The City’s 2012 Water Distribution System Master Plan Figure ES-2 shows a future system pipeline extending 
along Leland Road in a southwesterly directly onto S. McCord Road and then turning northward along McCord 
Road and connecting with the S. McCord Road line that must also be constructed by the applicant.  In addition to 
providing service to Lot 16, the extension of the water line within Leland Road towards McCord Road serves all 
of the Pavilion Park III lots because once the McCord Road / Leland Road lines are connected, the entire 
development will benefit in the following ways: 

1. The water line will provide increased water pressure for the entire property subject to the zone 
change. 

2. The water line will provide increased public safety by enhancing fire flows for the entire property 
subject to the zone change. 

3. Improved system connectivity will increased the water quality enjoyed by the entire property subject 
to the zone change. 

4. Looping provides a redundancy benefit allowing for service to the entire property in the event of an 
outage.    
  

As a result, Lot 16 is not the only lot that will benefit by the requirement to construct an additional 182’ off-site 
improvement.  The whole of the Pavilion Park III development benefits from a connected, complete waterline 
within the public right-of-way.   Thus, it appears that the Nollan v. California Coastal Commission requirement 
for an essential nexus is met – the condition of approval requiring construction of water improvements has an 
essential nexus to the connectivity contemplated in the OCMC and the Water Master Plan necessary to serve this 
development. 
 
Rough Proportionality Analysis 
Determining the proportional share of improvements that should be shouldered by this applicant requires an 
individualized determination that the required improvements are related both in nature and extent to the impact of 
the proposed development.  In a case called, McClure v. City of Springfield, the court upheld a local government’s 
use of ratios to justify such a determination. 
 
ZC 15-02 is a request to increase the number of homes that could be placed on the subject property from 16 lots, 
assuming that there is no zone change to 25 lots.  This additional 9 units of density places an increased demand on 
the city water system.   
 
The total length of pipe installation necessary to provide the enhanced connectivity benefits to all of the proposed 
development, from the existing water line terminus at Leland Road to the northwest corner of the subject property 
on McCord Road is 1,625 feet.  As shown in the attached exhibit, the conditions of approval require that the 
applicant install a total of 800 feet of water line, including 308 feet necessary to connect the existing line to the 
northeast corner of the property fronting McCord Road, 260 feet fronting the subject property along McCord 
Road, 50 feet along the Lot 16 frontage and 182 feet to connect to the existing terminus on Leland Road.  
Dividing the necessary 800 feet of water line by the 25 lots that will benefit by this improvement results in an 
allocation of 32 linear feet of pipe exaction per lot.   
 
To determine if this 32 linear feet exaction is proportional to the impacts of development, it is compared against 
the amount of pipe that would need to be installed to serve the adjacent properties at their maximum development 
potential under existing zoning.  The length of pipe necessary to serve the area south of the proposed 
development, noted in green on the map, is 825 feet.  This area could be redeveloped to include 10 lots.  Thus, the 
extension per lot allocation for this area would be 82 linear feet per lot, significantly higher than that the 
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obligation imposed for this development.  Similarly, the frontage extension obligation for the two lots located 
northeast of the subject property along Leland Road, noted in red on the map, is 182 feet.  If three lots were 
developed within the red portion of the map, the extension per lot benefit would be 61 feet per lot.  Again, this 
suggests that the obligation to construct only 32 feet per lot is less than or at least proportional to the per lot 
benefit realized by the proposed development.     
 
Another way to look at this would be to consider the total land area affected by development.  As explained 
above, the applicant is being asked to install 492 feet of a 1,317 foot total water system or 37% of the system.  
The applicant is rezoning and subdividing a total of 224,198 square feet of land.  The total land area that will 
benefit by the fully connected water line is 390,204 square feet.  Taken together, the applicant is proposing to 
develop 57% of the land but is being asked to pay for only 37% of the total system necessary to serve that land.     
 
As the Supreme Court noted in Dolan v. City of Tigard, “no precise mathematical calculation is required,” only 
rough proportionality.  Because the proposed development will increase the demand on the City’s water system as 
necessary to support the proposed 25 lots in a per lot assessment or total area basis that is less than would be 
imposed on the remaining lots that will receive the same benefit, it appears that the condition is roughly 
proportional to the impacts from the development. 
 
GSB:7292101.2 
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Frontage extension to benefit Subject: 308 + 260 + 50 + 182 = 800 LF/25 lots = 32 LF/lot
Frontage extension to benefit Green: 405 + 420 = 825 LF/10 lots = 82 LF/lot
Frontage extension to benefit Red: 182 LF/3 lots = 61LF/lot
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September 21, 2015

VIA EMAIL

Mr. Charles Kidwell, Chair
Oregon City Planning Commission
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, OR 97045

Re: City of Oregon City File Nos. ZC 15-02 and TP 15-03; Request by Icon Development
and Construction, LLC for Approval of Pavilion Park III Subdivision and Zoning
Map Amendment

Dear Chair Kidwell and Members of the Oregon City Planning Commission:

Status of Hearing and Record.1.
This office represents Icon Development and Construction, LLC ("Icon"), the Applicant. This
letter constitutes the Applicant's final written argument to be submitted to the City of Oregon
City (the "City") by Monday, September 21, 2015 at 12:00 p.m. The Planning Commission
closed the public hearing and the evidentiary record at the conclusion of testimony on September
14, 2015 but left the record open for the Applicant's final written argument.

Applicant’s Request.
The Applicant respectfully requests the Planning Commission approve the requested applications
but not include recommended conditions of approval 8 (staff report at page 2) and 10 (staff
report at page 3) because, for the reasons explained below, the two (2) conditions of approval are
not supported by relevant provisions of the Oregon City Municipal Code ("OCMC") and
constitute a taking of Applicant’s property because the off-site exactions are neither roughly
proportional to the impacts of the application nor do they represent an essential nexus for which
the City has met its burden of proof.

In the alternative, if the Planning Commission decides not to delete conditions of approval 8 and
10, the Applicant requests that the Planning Commission adopt the condition of approval under
heading 5 below.

2.

The two (2) conditions of approval are inconsistent with and do not implement
OCMC 16.12.095.B, "Water System".

3.

OCMC 16.12.095.B provides,

63830-0009/127933120.1
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"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 the 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." (Emphasis added.)

The City argues that condition of approval 10 requiring a water line extension on McCord Road
and a water line extension on Leland Road are justified, in part, by OCMC 16.12.095.D. The
City's rationale does not justify the extension of the two (2) water lines on the basis required by
OCMC 16.12.095.B that they serve "neighboring undeveloped properties that are suitably zoned
for future development." In fact, Exhibit 1 (part of slides shown by the Community
Development staff to the Planning Commission at the September 14, 2015 public hearing) shows
that the properties along McCord Road and Leland Road are developed.

The OCMC does not define "undeveloped". Its common and unambiguous meaning is that
undeveloped properties are those having no development on them. Exhibit 1 demonstrates that
the neighboring properties to the site are developed. To the extent that the Community
Development staff argues that the properties are undeveloped, such an argument is inconsistent
with the plain language of OCMC 16.12.095.D.

For this reason, the Planning Commission may not impose condition of approvals 8 and 10
because the water lines are not intended to serve "neighboring undeveloped properties that are
suitably zoned for future development." On this basis, the Planning Commission must approve
the application without conditions of approval 8 and 10.

The Leland Road line extension is unnecessary to serve the development site.

The Planning Commission can find based on the argument and evidence submitted by the
Applicant that the Leland Road water line extension is unnecessary to serve Lot 16, or any other
lot of the proposed Pavilion Park III Subdivision. Mr. Bruce Goldson testified that the water line
can be extended from existing City water lines serving the remainder of the subdivision via a
private easement to Lot 16. He also testified that to the extent the City argues that this is not
possible because water and sanitary sewer lines may not be in the same easement, relevant
Oregon Administrative Rules do not prohibit water and sanitary sewer lines in the same
easement. Further, Mr. Goldson testified that the Clackamas River Water District does not
object to serving Lot 16 which is contrary to the City's finding of fact at page 16 of the staff
report.

4.

63830-0009/127933120.1
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Based on the above evidence, the City has not met its burden of proof to demonstrate that there is
an essential nexus or rough proportionality between the impact of the development of Lot 16 and
the need for the extension of the water line in the Leland Road. The purpose of condition of
approval 10 is to serve other areas, not undeveloped areas (finding at page 17 of the staff report
under OCMC 16.08.030.B) and the record contains no evidence by the City that the water line
will serve undeveloped properties.

Further, the Water District Master Plan is not an approval criterion under ORS 197.195(1).

Additionally, the record contains no substantial evidence of an impact that justifies condition of
approval 8 or 10 based on water quality, the benefits of "looping” the water line system, fire
protection, or water pressure. The Planning Commission must find there is no benefit from the
extension of the water lines required by condition of approval 8 and 10 because water quality,
water pressure, fire protection and the need to "loop" the water lines are neither current problems
that are cured by the two (2) conditions of approval nor do they create a benefit because these
conditions are not present and will not be exacerbated by the application.

Mr. Goldson testified that water pressure is appropriate and meets and exceeds minimum
standards and will not be enhanced by the water line extensions required by conditions of
approval 8 and 10.

The Clackamas Fire District has not identified a need for the extension of either water line. The
findings at page 23 of the staff report under OCMC 16.08.030.B.7 conclude that the Fire
Department has no "noted concerns". Additionally, the Applicant read a portion of an email
from Mike Boumann of the Clackamas Fire District to Darren Gusdorf representing the
Applicant in which Mr. Boumann wrote Mr. Gusforf:

"Thanks for the email and info. I spoke with the Fire Marshall and he was not
aware of any pressure or flow issues in that particular area either but I left a
message with OC public works because they would have a better info on that. (I
have not heard back) I did notice on our maps the McCord coverage isn't very good
and if you travel SE on Leland the hydrant cover is not ideal either." (Read in its
entirety at the September 14, 2015 Planning Commission hearing.)

The City did not submit any additional evidence demonstrating a lack of fire protection that
would be cured by the extension of either of the water lines.

Lack of substantial evidence to meet the City's burden of proof that require the off-site exactions
means that the City has no legal basis to support the imposition of conditions of approval 8 and
10. It also means that the City Engineer is without authority to require either condition under
OCMC 16.12.085.A (staff report at page 28), or OCMC 16.12.095.B (staff report at page 30).

63830-0009/127933120.1
Perkins Coie LLP
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Finally, the City's proportionality analysis and memorandum from the City's Attorney's office
dated September 14, 2015 does not provide the necessary substantial evidence nor does it
provide the correct proportionality test. The proper analysis is between the need to serve Lot 16
and the impact of two (2) substantial water line extensions, neither of which can be justified in
terms of impacts of the subdivision, or benefits to the subdivision or the City. Based on the
correct analysis, the value of Lot 16 (estimated to be between $50,000 and $60,000) is not
proportional to the cost of even the Leland Road water line extension's estimated cost of
approximately $56,000.

The findings at staff report pages 16 and 17 do not contain substantial evidence correlating to the
City Attorney's proportionality memorandum, nor do they justify extension of either water line to
serve undeveloped properties.

5. Proposed Condition of Approval.

The Applicant can agree to revised conditions of approval 8 and 10 if the City agrees to split the
cost of the two (2) water lines after System Development Charge (“SDC”) credits have been
applied. The conditions should be worded so that if the City Commission cannot appropriate the
funds, the Applicant is not responsible for performing the conditions.

The condition of approval could provide as follows:

“If the City Commission agrees to pay one-half of the cost of
the McCord Road and Leland Road water line extensions, not
including the upsizing costs which are subject to SDC credits,
the Applicant shall install the water lines.”

6. Conclusion.

For the reasons contained in this letter, the Planning Commission must find that the City has
failed to meet its burden of proof to submit substantial evidence demonstrating that conditions of
approval 8 and 10 are roughly proportional to the impacts of the subdivision and, alternatively,
the conditions of approval are not warranted by relevant OCMC provisions. The Applicant
respectfully requests that the Planning Commission approve the applications but delete
conditions of approval 8 and 10.

63830-0009/127933120.1
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Very truly yours,

V\\ihvdJ C RCJ@A/\-
Michael C. Robinson

MCR:sv
Enclosure

Ms. Laura Terway (via email) (w/ encl.)
Mr. Darren Gusdorf (via email) (w/ encl.)
Mr. Bruce Goldson (via email) (w/ encl.)
Mr. Rick Givens (via email) (w/ encl.)

cc:

63830-0009/127933120.1
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503-657-0891

File Number: PC 15-208

Agenda Date: 9/28/2015  Status: Agenda Ready

To: Planning Commission Agenda #: 4a.

From: Planner Pete Walter File Type: Planning Item

SUBJECT: 
Beavercreek Road Concept Plan: Worksession - Overview and Discussion of the Re-Adoption 

Process.

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Motion):

Worksession discussion only. There will be no public testimony.

BACKGROUND:

Staff will provide an overview of the status of the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan. Deputy 

City Attorney Carrie Richter will also help to provide background on the legal aspects of the 

re-adoption process.

The Beavercreek Road Concept Plan was adopted by the City Commission in September, 

2007 and was subsequently appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals and remanded to the 

City in August, 2008. In December of 2010  the Metro Council adopted Ordinance 10-1244B, 

which reduced the amount of land designated for industrial use in the Title 4 Employment and 

Industrial Areas Map to conform to the City's Beavercreek Road Concept Plan,  reflecting the 

determination that the region had sufficient employment capacity for the next 20 years.

The Concept Plan was created with the assistance of a 15-member Citizen Advisory 

Committee and 9-member Technical Advisory Committee. The recommended plan was 

reviewed during several public

hearings before the Planning Commission and City Commission prior to final adoption in 

September, 2007.

The City applied for an extension to complete the Title 11 planning requirements for the 

concept plan area, which was approved by Metro and extended to June 30, 2014. The LUBA 

appeal raised numerous issues, including an inconsistency between the concept plan and 

Metro's Title 4 map, inadequate protection of industrial lands, deficiencies in the transportation 

infrastructure and other service inadequacies. After reviewing the issues raised, staff 

recommended that the City Commission remand the concept plan to the Planning 

Commission and re-open the record for the limited purpose of addressing the protection of the 

Title 4 lands, inserting the recently implemented transportation system plan and capital 

improvement plan identifying transportation improvements and addressing police and fire 

services.

While the appeals process was on-going, several legislative updates to the City's public 
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facilities plans, including sewer, stormwater, water and transportation system plans were 

adopted which refine much of the public facilities planning for the area within the Beavercreek 

Road Concept Plan. A summary of this information along with updated cost estimates for 

public facilities will be provided during the public hearing process.

To provide public information on the proposed plan re-adoption, planning staff will attend 

upcoming meetings of the TAC, NRC, PRAC, CIC and Caufield Neighborhood Association.

A copy of the draft plan, Metro Title 4 map decision, and the Minutes of the July 20, 2011 City 

Commission meeting are attached for reference.

BUDGET IMPACT:

Amount:

FY(s):       

Funding Source:      
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I. Introduction

Summary

The Beavercreek Road Concept Plan is a guide to the creation of  a 
complete and sustainable community in southeast Oregon City. Most 
of  the 453 acre site along Beavercreek Road was added to the regional 
urban growth boundary by Metro in 2002 and 2004. The plan envisions a 
diverse mix of  uses (an employment campus north of  Loder Road, mixed 
use districts along Beavercreek Road, and two mixed use neighborhoods) 
all woven together by open space, trails, a network of  green streets, and 
sustainable development practices. Transit-oriented land uses have been 
strategically located to increase the feasibility of  transit service in the 
future. The plan has been carefully crafted to create a multi-use community 
that has synergistic relationships with Clackamas Community College, 
Oregon City High School, and adjacent neighborhoods.

Key features of  the Concept Plan are:

A complete mix of  land uses, including: • 

A North Employment Campus for tech fl ex and campus industrial  ❍

uses, consistent with Metro requirements for industrial and 
employment areas. 

A Mixed Employment Village along Beavercreek Road, between  ❍

Meyers Road and Glen Oak Road, located as a center for transit-
oriented densities, mixed use, 3-5 story building scale, and active street 
life.  

A 10-acre Main Street area at Beavercreek Road and Glen Oak Road,  ❍

located to provide local shops and services adjacent neighborhoods 
and Beavercreek sub-districts.

A West Mixed Use Neighborhood along Beavercreek Road, intended  ❍

for medium to high density (R-2) housing and mixed use.

An East Mixed Use Neighborhood, intended for low density  ❍

residential (R-5) and appropriate mixed use. The East Neighborhood 
has strong green edges and the potential for a fi ne grain of  open 
space and walking routes throughout.

Proposed Land Use Sub-districts

Erwonmenully Semiove1 Resource Area lESRAl

A
Oregon City

Low Impact
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Policy support for employment and program connections with    • 
Clackamas Community College.

Sustainability strategies, including:• 

Mixed and transit supportive land uses. ❍

A sustainable stormwater management plan that supports low impact  ❍

development, open conveyance systems, regional detention, and 
adequate sizing to avoid downstream fl ooding.

Green street design for all streets, including the three lane boulevard  ❍

design for Beavercreek Road. 

A preliminary recommendation supporting LEED certifi cation or  ❍

equivalent for all commercial and multi-family buildings, with Earth 
Advantage or equivalent certifi cation for single family buildings. This 
recommendation includes establishment of  a Green Building Work 
Group to work collaboratively with the private sector to establish 
standards.

Open spaces and natural areas throughout the plan. North of  Loder  ❍

Road, these include the power line corridors, the tributary to Thimble 
Creek, and a mature tree grove. South of  Loder Road, these include 
an 18-acre Central Park, the east ridge area, and two scenic view 
points along the east ridge.

A trail framework that traverses all sub-districts and connects to city and • 
regional trails.

A street framework that provides for a logical and connected street pattern, • 
parallel routes to Beavercreek Road, and connections at Clairmont, Meyers, 
Glen Oak, and the southern entrance to the site.

A draft Beavercreek Road Zone development code to implement the plan. • 

Purpose of this Report and Location of Additional Information
This report is a summary of  the Plan, with emphasis on describing key 
elements and recommendations.  Many of  the recommendation are based 
on technical reports and other information that is available in the Technical 
Appendix to this report.

Beavercreek Road Concept Plan Area - Existing Conditions

2rk SS
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Figure 1 - Composite Concept Plan





BEAVERCREEK ROAD CONCEPT PLAN

5

II. Purpose and Process

The purpose of  the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan is to provide 
a conceptual master plan to be adopted as an ancillary document to 
the City of  Oregon City’s Comprehensive Plan. As such, it provides a 
comprehensive and cohesive guide to future development, in three parts:

Framework plan maps, goals and policies – These elements • 
will be adopted as part of  the Oregon City Comprehensive 
Plan. Compliance will be required for all land use permits and 
development.

Ancillary report materials – The descriptive text, graphics and • 
technical appendix of  this report will be adopted as an “ancillary 
document” to the Comprehensive Plan, which provides “operational 
guidance to city departments in planning and carrying out city 
services” (Oregon City Comprehensive Plan, page 4).  These 
documents include information for updating the City’s utility master 
plans and Transportation System Plan.

Draft development code – A working draft development code was • 
prepared as part of  the Concept Plan. Once fi nal, it will be adopted 
as part of  the Oregon City Code. Compliance will be required for 
all land use permits and development. The Beavercreek Zone code 
relies on master planning to implement the concepts in the Plan.

The Concept Plan was developed by a 15-member Citizen Advisory 
Committee (CAC) and 9-member Technical Advisory Committee 
(TAC) (see Project Participants list at the beginning of  this report). The 
committees met twelve times between June 2006 and July 2007.

In addition to the Committee meetings, additional process steps and 
community involvement included:

Study area tour for CAC and TAC members• 

Two public open houses• 

Market focus group• 

Sustainability focus group• 

Employment lands coordination with Metro• 

Community design workshop• 

Website• 

Project posters, site sign, email notice, and extensive mailing prior to • 
each public event

Design Workshop Participants
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The major steps in the process were:

Inventory of  base conditions, opportunities, constraints • 
for land use, transportation, natural resources, market 
conditions, infrastructure and sustainability.

Establishment of  project goals.• 

Extensive discussion of  employment lands questions: • 
how much, what type and where?

Following the community workshop, preparation of  • 
three alternative concept plans (sketch level), addition 
of  a fourth plan, prepared by a CAC member, and 
narrowing of  the alternatives to two for further 
analysis.

Evaluation of  the alternatives (including transportation • 
modeling) and preparation of  a hybrid Concept Plan 
(framework level).

Preparation of  detailed plans for water, sewer, storm • 
water, and transportation facilities.

Preparation of  a draft development code.• 

Committee action to forward the Concept Plan • 
package to the Planning Commission and City 
Commission.

For additional information please see Technical Appendix, 
Sections A, D, E, and F. Design Workshop Plan
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III. Vision, Goals and Principles

The overall vision for the Beavercreek Concept Plan is to create “A Complete 
and Sustainable Community”. The images shown on this page were displayed 
throughout the process to convey the project’s intent for this vision statement.  

Regarding the meaning of  sustainability, the vision statement is based in part 
on the defi nition of  sustainability originally developed by the United Nations 
Brandtland Commission: “A sustainable society meets the needs of  the present 
without sacrifi cing the ability of  future generations to meet their own needs”.

The following project goals were developed by the Citizen Advisory Committee. 
The Committee also added objectives to each of  the goals – please see Appendix 
1 for the objectives. 

The Beavercreek Road Concept Plan Area will:

Create a complete and sustainable community, in conjunction with the • 
adjacent land uses, that integrates a diverse mix of  uses, including housing, 
services, and public spaces that are necessary to support a thriving 
employment center;

Be a model of  sustainable design, development practices, planning, and • 
innovative thinking;

Attract “green” jobs that pay a living wage;• 

Maximize opportunities for sustainable industries that serve markets beyond • 
the Portland region and are compatible with the site’s unique characteristics;

Incorporate the area’s natural beauty into an ecologically compatible built • 
environment;

Provide multi-modal transportation links (such as bus routes, trails, bike-ways, • 
etc.) that are connected within the site as well as to the surrounding areas;

BEAVERCREEK ROAD
CONCEPT PLAN

Complete Means

• Live
• Work
• Shop
• Play
• Garden
• Lifelong
Learning

• _________________(What does “complete” mean to you?)
Northwest Crossing, Bend, Oregon

toad Concept Plan
l n-.iv.nmv •( omjiicie mi Smtamahir « jmwrumty•Energy Efficient

•Water Efficient
•Non-Resource Depleting
•Clean Employment
• Non-Polluting

(What do— 'turtainabte' mean to you?)

BEAVERCREEK ROAD
CONCEPT PLAN
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Implement design solutions along Beavercreek Road that promote • 
pedestrian safety, control traffi c speeds and access, and accommodate 
projected vehicular demand;

Promote connections and relationships with Oregon City High School • 
and Clackamas Community College;

Have a unique sense of  place created by the mix of  uses, human scale • 
design, and commitment to sustainability; and

Ecological Health – Manage water resources on site to eliminate • 
pollution to watersheds and lesson impact on municipal infrastructure 
by integrating ecological and man-made systems to maximize function, 
effi ciency and health.

The following 10 Principles of  Sustainable Community Design were 
submitted by a CAC member, supported by the committee, and used 
throughout the development of  the Concept Plan:

Mix Land Uses - Promote a mix of  land uses that support living wage 1. 
jobs and a variety of  services.

Housing Types - Create a range of  housing choices for all ages and 2. 
incomes.

Walk-ability - Make the Neighborhood “walkable” and make services 3. 
“walk-to-able.”

Transportation - Provide a range of  transportation options using a 4. 
connected network of  streets and paths.

Open Space - Protect and maintain a functioning green space network 5. 
for a variety of  uses.

Integrate Systems - Integrate ecological and man-made systems to 6. 
maximize function, effi ciency and health.

Watershed Health - Manage water resources on site to eliminate 7. 
pollution to watershed and lesson impact on municipal infrastructures.

Reuse, Recycle, Regenerate - Reuse existing resources, regenerate 8. 
existing development areas

Green Buildings - Build compact, innovative structures that use less 9. 
energy and materials

Work Together - Work with community members and neighbors to 10. 
design and develop.

Thimble Creek TributaryThi bl C k T ib t
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Like all additions to the Portland Metropolitan Area Urban Growth 
Boundary, the Beavercreek Road area is inextricably tied to it’s place in 
the region and its place within Oregon City. The Concept Plan responds 
to this context in multiple ways.

From a regional perspective, the Beavercreek Road area is currently a 
transition point from urban to rural use. Whether this “hard line” of  
transition will remain in the future cannot be established with certainty. 
The CAC openly acknowledged this issue in its discussions and sought to 
balance the needs of  creating a great urban addition to Oregon City with 
sensitivity to adjacent areas. Examples of  this balance include:

The plan has land use and transportation connections that support • 
future transit. This will link the Beavercreek Road area, via alternative 
transportations, to Clackamas Community College (CCC), the 
Oregon City Regional Center (downtown and adjacent areas) and the 
rest of  the region.

Trails and green spaces have been crafted to link into the broader • 
regional network.

The plan recommends lower densities and buffer treatments along • 
Old Acres Road.

The north south collector roads are coalesced to one route that could • 
(if  needed) be extended south of  Old Acres Road.

The recommended street framework provides for a street that • 
parallels Beavercreek Road, connecting Thayer Road to Old Acres 
Road, and potentially north and south in the future. This keeps 
options open: if  the UGB extends south, the beginning of  a street 
network is in place. If  it does not, the connection is available for rural 
to urban connectivity if  desired.

As with the street network described above, the East Ridge trail is • 
extended all the way to Old Acres Road, and therefore, potentially 
beyond. 

This will provide a connection from rural areas to the open spaces and 
trail network of  Beavercreek Road area and the rest of  the region.

From a City and local neighborhood perspective, the Beavercreek Road 
area offers an opportunity to establish a new complete and sustainable 
community within Oregon City. Specifi c linkages include the following:

Oregon City needs employment land. The Beavercreek Concept Plan • 
provides 156 net acres of  it in two forms:  127 net acres of  tech fl ex 
campus industrial land, 29 acres of  more vertical mixed use village 
and main street. Additional employment will be available on the Main 
Street and as mixed use in the two southern neighborhoods.

The street framework connects to all of  the logical adjacent streets. • 
This includes Thayer, Clairmont, Meyers, Glen Oak, and Old Acres 
Roads. This connectivity will disperse traffi c to many routes, but 
equally important, make Beavercreek Road connected to, rather than 
isolated from, adjacent neighborhoods, districts and corridors.

The plan provides for a complete community: jobs, varied housing, • 
open space, trails, mixed use, focal points of  activity, trails, and access 
to nature.

The plan provides for a sustainable community, in line with the City’s • 

Figure 3 - Oregon City Context
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Comprehensive Plan support for sustainability. This takes the form 
of  mixed land uses, transportation options, green streets, sustainable 
storm water systems, and LEED or equivalent certifi cation for 
buildings. Much more can certainly be done – the Concept Plan offers 
an initial platform to work from.

Physical linkages have been provided to Oregon City High School and • 
Clackamas Community College.  These take the form of  the planned 
3-lane green street design for Beavercreek Road and the intersections 
and trails at Clairmont, Loder and Meyers Roads. The physical linkages 
are only the beginning – the City, School District and College need to 
work together to promote land uses on the east side of  Beavercreek 
Road that truly create an institutional connection.

For additional information, see Existing Conditions, Opportunities and 
Constraints Reports, Technical Appendix C.

Site Conditions and Buildable Lands

A portion of  the study area (approximately 50 acres) is currently within 
the existing city limits and zoned Campus Industrial (CI). The study area’s 
northern boundary is Thayer Road and the southern boundary is Old 
Acres Lane. Loder Road is the only existing road that runs through the 
project area.  

Currently, the project area is largely undeveloped, which has allowed the 
site to retain its natural beauty. There are 448 gross acres in the project 
area, not including the right-of-way for Loder Road (approximately fi ve 
acres). The existing land uses are primarily large-lot residential with 
agricultural and undeveloped rural lands occupying approximately 226 
acres of  the project area. The Oregon City Golf  Club (OCGC) and private 
airport occupy the remaining 222 acres.  

There are several large power line and natural gas utility easements within 
the project boundaries. These major utility easements crisscross the 
northern and central areas of  the site. The utility easements comprise 
approximately 97 acres or 20% of  the project area. 

There are 51 total properties ranging in size from 0.25 acres to 63.2 acres. 
Many of  these properties are under single ownership, resulting in only 
42 unique property owner names (Source: Clackamas County Assessor).  
There are several existing homes and many of  the properties have 
outbuildings such as, sheds, greenhouses, barns, etc. , which result in 127 
existing structures on the site (Source: Clackamas County Assessor). 

A key step in the concept planning process is the development of  a 
Buildable Lands Map. The Buildable Lands Map was the base map from 
which the concept plan alternatives and the fi nal recommended plan were. 
“Buildable” lands, for the purpose of  the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan, 
are defi ned as the gross site area minus wetlands, steep slopes, other Goal 
5 resources, public utility easements, road rights-of-way, and committed 
properties (developed properties with an assessed improvement value 

Figure 4 - Existing Conditions
'XX*.~©a'
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greater than $350,000). Properties with an assessed improvement value 
of less than$350,000 (based on County assessment data) are considered 
redevelopable over the long-term as the existing structures are converted 
to higher value uses.  The OCGC has an improvement value over 
$350,000, but has been included as buildable lands (minus the clubhouse) 
because the owners may wish to redevelop the property in coordination 
with the recommended concept plan over time. The private airport has 
also been included as buildable over the long-term, recognizing that the 
owners may choose to continue the airport’s use for many years.

When land for power lines, the natural gas line, natural resources, and 
committed structures are removed the net draft buildable acreage is 
approximately 292 acres. The CAC reviewed the Preliminary Buildable 
Lands map and approved a three-tier system to defi ne the buildable 
lands. Tier A or “Unconstrained” has approximately 292 acres, Tier B 
or “Low Impact Development Allowed with Review” has approximately 
28 acres, and Tier C “Constrained” has approximately 131 acres. The 
“Low Impact” area was later further evaluated and recommended for 
conservation under a Environmentally Sensitive and Resource Area 
designation on the plan. 

The Buildable Lands Map was reviewed at the July 20th and August 17th 
Citizen and Technical Advisory Committee (CAC/TAC) meetings, as 
well as at the August 24th, 2006 Open House. The draft buildable land 
boundaries and acreages shown in Figure 6 refl ect the input received 
from the advisory committee members, property owners, and citizen 
input. 

For additional information, see Existing Conditions, Opportunities and 
Constraints Reports, Technical Appendix C.

Figure 5 - Ownerships

Figure 6 - Natural Resource Inventory
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Figure 7 - Buildable Lands
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Employment – A Key Issue 
 
How much employment?  What type? And where?  These questions 
were extensively discussed during the development of  the Concept Plan.  
Three perspectives emerged as part of  the discussion:     

Oregon City Perspective
Prior to initiating the Concept Plan process, the City adopted a 
comprehensive plan policy which emphasizes family wage employment 
on the site.  The policy reads: “Require lands east of  Clackamas 
Community College that are designated as Future Urban Holding to be 
the subject of  concept plans, which is approved as an amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan, [and will] guide zoning designations. The majority 
of  these lands should be designated in a manner that encourages family-
wage jobs in order to generate new jobs and move towards meeting the 
City’s employment goals.” Oregon City Comprehensive Plan, Policy 
2.6.8.

Metro Perspective
Metro brought the majority of  the concept plan area (245 gross acres) 
into the UGB in 2002 and 2004 to fulfi ll regional industrial employment 
needs. These areas (308 gross acres) are designated as the Industrial 
Design Type on Metro’s 2040 Growth Concept Map.  As part of  its land 
need metrics reported to the region and state, Metro estimated 120 net 
acres of  the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan’s land would be used for 
employment uses.  Metro representatives met with the Concept Plan 
CAC and emphasized:  (1) it was important to Metro for the Concept 
Plan to fulfi ll their original intent for providing Industrial land; and, (2) 
that there was fl exibility, from Metro’s perspective, for the local process 
to evaluate creative ways to meet that intent. 

Citizen Advisory Committee Perspective
The CAC discussed extensively the issues and options for employment 
lands.  Many sources of  information were consulted:  a market analysis 
by ECONorthwest (See Appendix __), a developer focus group, land 
inventory and expert testimony submitted by property owners, the 
Metro perspective cited above, and concerns of  neighbors.  The advice 
ranged from qualifi ed optimism about long term employment growth 
to strong opposition based on shorter term market factors and location 
considerations.  Some members of  the CAC advocated for a jobs 
target (as opposed to an acreage target) to be the basis for employment 
planning.

At it’s meeting on September 14th, 2006, the CAC developed a set 
of  “bookends” for the project team to use while creating the plan 
alternatives.

a. At least one plan alternative will be consistent with the Metro 
Regional Growth Concept. 

b. At least one plan alternative (may be the same as above) would 
be designed consistent with Policy 2.6.8.

c. Other alternatives would have the freedom to vary from “a” and 
“b” above, but would also include employment. 

d. No alternative would have heavy industrial, regional warehousing 
or similar employment uses”.

After evaluating alternatives, the CAC ultimately chose a hybrid 
employment strategy.  The recommended Concept Plan includes:  (1) 
about 127 net acres of  land as North Employment Campus, which is 
consistent with Metro’s intent and similar to Oregon City’s Campus 
Industrial designation; (2) about 29 acres as Mixed Employment Village 
and Main Street, which allows a variety of  uses in a village-oriented 
transit hub; and, (3) mixed use neighborhoods to the south that also 
provide for jobs tailored to their neighborhood setting.
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V. Concept Plan Summary

The Framework Plan Approach 
The Beavercreek Road Concept Plan is a framework for a new, urban 
community. The plan is comprised of  generalized maps and policies that 
integrate land use, transportation, open space, and green infrastructure. 
The framework maps and policies are supported by detailed code and 
requirements for master planning and design review. The approach here is 
to set the broad framework and intent on the fi gures and text in this Plan. 
Detailed development plans demonstrating compliance with the Concept 
Plan are required in the implementing code. 

The framework plan approach is intended to:

Ensure the vision, goals and standards are requirements in all land use • 
decisions

Provide for fl exibility in site specifi c design and implementation of  the • 
Plan and code

Allow for phased development over a long period of  time (20+ years)• 

The code describes many detailed 
requirements such as street 
connectivity, block confi guration, 
pocket parks, building scale, 
pedestrian connections, low 
impact development features, 
tree preservation, and sustainable 
buildings.  These design elements 
will be essential to the success of  
the area as a walkable, mixed use 
community. The expectation of  this 
Plan is that the fl exibility is coupled 
with a high standard for sustainable 
and pedestrian-oriented design.

Comprehensive Plan
& Zoning

Concept Plan

Provides an integrated
framework for:
• Open Space and Natural

Resource Systems
• Transportation Systems
• I «andUsc
• Infrastructure
Includes analysis of and
recommendations for:
• Population
• Housing and
• Jobs

Amendments will focus on
process for development
approvals.
• Comprehensive plan

policies
• Map designations
• Master plan process and

approval criteria
• Uses and development/

design standards

Master Plan/Detail Plan Construction

Detailed plans for specific
development areas.
• Provides analysis of

specific site level systems
• Details site specific

sustainabilty measures
• Site-specific proposals for:

• Land Use
• Building Types
• Design
• Circulation
• Infrastructure

Construction of
infrastructure,
commercial and
residential structures,
open space systems,
and transportation
improvements

Vision
Long-range vision intended
to guide growth and devel-

opment by identifying goals,
policies, and principles.

Legislation
Clear and objective standards

that development must abide by

Implementation
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Land Use Sub-Districts

Figure 8 illustrates the fi ve land-use “sub-
districts” of  the concept plan area. Each has 
a specifi c focus of  land use and intended 
relationship to its setting and the plan’s 
transportation and open space systems. Each 
is briefl y described below and illustrated on 
Figures 9 through 12.

  Figure 8 - Land Use Sub-districts
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 North Employment Campus – NEC

The purpose of  the North Employment Campus is to provide for the 
location of  family wage employment that strengthens and diversifi es 
the economy. The NEC allows a mix of  clean industries, offi ces serving 
industrial needs, light industrial uses, research and development and large 
corporate headquarters. The uses permitted are intended to improve 
the region’s economic climate, promote sustainable and traded sector 
businesses, and protect the supply of  sites for employment by limiting 
incompatible uses. The sub-district is intended to comply with Metro’s 

Title 4 regulations. Site and building design will create pedestrian-friendly 
areas and utilize cost effective green development practices. Business 
and program connections to Clackamas Community College (CCC) are 
encouraged to help establish a positive identity for the area and support 
synergistic activity between CCC and NEC properties. Businesses making 
sustainable products and utilizing sustainable materials and practices are 
encouraged to reinforce the identity of  the area and promote the overall 
vision for the Beavercreek Road area.

Figure 9 - North Employment Campus Framework
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Mixed Employment Village – MEV
The purpose of  the Mixed Employment Village is to provide employment 
opportunities in an urban, pedestrian friendly, and mixed use setting. 
The MEV is intended to be transit supportive in its use mix, density, and 
design so that transit remains an attractive and feasible option. The MEV 
allows a mix of  retail, offi ce, civic and residential uses that make up an 
active urban district and serve the daily needs of  adjacent neighborhoods 
and Beavercreek Road sub-districts. Site and building design will create 

pedestrian-friendly areas and utilize cost effective green development 
practices. Business and program connections to Clackamas Community 
College and Oregon City High School are encouraged. Businesses making 
sustainable products and utilizing sustainable materials and practices are 
encouraged to reinforce the identity of  the area and promote the overall 
vision for the Beavercreek Road area.

Figure 10 - Central Mixed Employment Village Framework



BEAVERCREEK ROAD CONCEPT PLAN

19

Main Street – MS
The purpose of  this small mixed-use center is to provide a focal point of  pedestrian activity. The MS allows small scale commercial, mixed use and 
services that serve the daily needs of  the surrounding area. “Main Street” design will include buildings oriented to the street, an minimum of  2 story 
building scale, attractive streetscape, active ground fl oor uses and other elements that reinforce pedestrian oriented character and vitality of  the area.

Figure 11 - Main Street Framework
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West Mixed Use Neighborhood – WMU
The West Mixed Use Neighborhood will be a walkable, transit-oriented 
neighborhood. This area allows a transit supportive mix of  housing, live/
work units, mixed use buildings and limited commercial uses. A variety of  
housing and building forms is required, with the overall average of  residential 
uses not exceeding 22 dwelling units per acre. The WMU area’s uses, density 
and design will support the multi-modal transportation system and provide 
good access for pedestrians, bicycles, transit and vehicles. Site and building 
design will create a walkable area and utilize cost effective green development 
practices.

East Mixed Use Neighborhood – EMU
The East Mixed Use Neighborhood will be a walkable and tree-lined 
neighborhood with a variety of  housing types. The EMU allows for a 
variety of  housing types while maintaining a low density residential average 
not exceeding densities permitted in the R-5 zone. Limited non-residential 
uses are permitted to encourage a unique identity, sustainable community, 
and in-home work options.  The neighborhood’s design will celebrate open 
space, trees, and relationships to public open spaces. The central open space, 
ridge open space scenic viewpoints, and a linked system of  open spaces and 
trails are key features of  the EMU. Residential developments will provide 
housing for a range of  income levels, sustainable building design, and green 
development practices.

Figure 12 - West and East Mixed Use Neighborhoods

Mixed Use Neighborhood
Framework

V i e w p o i n t
• Public Access
• Community use/park

E a s t M i x e d U s e N e i g h b o r h o o d
• \ arietji of homing
• Vancd density averages to R-5, max
• “Transect” of higher to lower densities
• Energy & Water efficient designs
• Pocket parks and pedestrian wavs

S o u t h - C e n t r a l
O p e n S p a c e N e t w o r k R i d g e P a r k w a y

• 700* Section Provides "Window*4

to Forest
C o n s e r v a t i o n a n d L o w I m p a c t
D e v e l o p m e n t A r e a

• Minimum 50% Open Space
• No Residential
• Low Impact Site Design
• Building heights do no block view

from 490*

• Environmental Restoration
V i e w p o i n t

• Public Access
• Community use/park

• Visual amenity

• Community Gathering Spot
• Water Quality Features
• 6 to 10 ac / 1000 Persons M a i n S t r e e t
• Location Flexible

W e s t M i x e d U s e N e i g h b o r h o o d
• Variety of housing
• Varied density averages to R-2, max
• I aw-Work & I lomc ( )ccuparions
• Locally serving rctail/mixcd use
• Energy 6c Water efficient design
• Pocket parks and pedestrian ways
• Mixed Use

R i d g e T r a i l
• Conects public spaces
• Location Flexible

N e i g h b o r h o o d F o c a l P o i n t
• Center for Sustainability
• Community building'
• Mixed Use
• Neighborhood supported retail

N e i g h b o r h o o d T r a n s i t i o n
• Transition to Old Acres Road

and future elementary school site
(lower densities, landscape buffers)Beavercreek Road Concept Plan
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Open Space

The Open Space Framework illustrated on Figure 13 provides a network 
of  green spaces intended to provide:

A connected system of  parks, open spaces and natural areas that link • 
together and link to the Environmentally Sensitive Resource Areas.

Scenic and open space amenities and community gathering places• 

Access to nature• 

Tree and natural area preservation• 

Locations where storm water and water quality facilities can be • 
combined with open space amenities, and opportunities to implement 
sustainable development and infrastructure

Green spaces near the system of  trails and pedestrian connections• 

Open spaces which complement buildings and the urban, built • 
environment

Power Line Open Spaces
The power line corridors and gas line corridor comprise 97 acres of  land.  
The power line corridors north of  Loder Road are a dominant feature.
They are a dominant feature because they defi ne open corridors and have 
a signifi cant visual impact related to the towers. They also have a infl uence 
on the pattern of  land use and transportation connections. In response to 
these conditions, the Concept Plan includes four main strategies for the 
use of  the power line corridors:

Provide publicly accessible open spaces. The implementing code • 
includes a minimum 100 foot-wide open space and public access 
easement would be required at the time of  development reviews, 
or, obtained through cooperative agreements with the utilities and 
property owners.

Provide trails. A new east-west trail is shown on Figure 13 that follows • 
the main east-west corridor. This corridor has outstanding views of  
Mt. Hood.

Allow a broad array of  uses. Ideas generated by the CAC, and • 
permitted by the code, include: community gardens, urban agriculture, 
environmental science uses by CCC, storage and other “non-building” 
uses by adjacent industries, storm water and water quality features, 
plant nurseries, and solar farms.

Link to the broader open space network. The power line corridors • 
are linked to the open spaces and trail network in the central and 
southern areas of  the plan.

South-Central Open Space Network
Park spaces in the central and southern areas of  the plan will be important 
to the livability and sustainability goals for the plan. The basic concept 
is to assure parks are provided, provide certainty for the total park 
acreage, guide park planning to integrate with other elements, and provide 
fl exibility for the design and distribution of  parks. 

The following provisions will apply during master planning and other land 
use reviews: 

Park space will be provided consistent with the City’s Park and • 
Recreation Master Plan standard of  6 to 10 acres per 1000 population.

The required acreage may be proposed to be distributed to a multiple • 
park spaces, consistent with proposed land uses and master plan 
design.

A central park will be provided. The location and linearity of  the park • 
was fi rst indicated by Metro’s Goal 5 mapping. It was illustrated by 
several citizen groups during the design workshop held in October, 
2006. This open space feature is intended as a connected, continuous 
and central green space that links the districts and neighborhoods 
south of  Loder Road. The code provides for fl exibility in its 
width and shape, provided there remains a clearly identifi able and 
continuous open space. It may be designed as a series of  smaller 
spaces that are clearly connected by open space. It may be designed 
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Figure 13 - Open Space Framework

as a series of  smaller spaces that are clearly connected by open space. 
If  buildings are incorporated as part of  the central park, they must 
include primary uses which are open to the public. Civic buildings are 
encouraged adjacent to the central park. Streets may cross the park as 
needed. The park is an opportunity to locate and design low impact 
storm water facilities as an amenity for adjacent urban uses. 

East Ridge
The East Ridge is a beautiful edge to the site that should be planned as 
a publicly accessible amenity and protected resource area. The natural 
resource inventory identifi ed important resources and opportunities for 
habitat restoration in the riparian areas of  Thimble Creek. In addition, 
Lidar mapping and slope analysis identifi ed steeper slopes (greater than 
15%) that are more diffi cult to develop than adjacent fl at areas of  the 
concept plan. The sanitary sewer analysis noted that lower areas on the east 
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ridge could not be readily served with gravity systems - they would require private pump 
facilities. For all of  these reasons, it is recommended here that an East Ridge open space 
and conservation area be designated. 

The plan and code call for: 

Establishing the Class I and II Riparian area (per Metro mapping) plus 200 feet as • 
a protected open space area. No development is permitted, except for very limited 
uses such as trails. 

Between the west edge of  the above referenced protected open space area and the • 
490 foot elevation (MSL), establish a conservation area within which the following 
provisions apply:

 a. A minimum of  50% of  the conservation area must be open space. No residential   
    uses are permitted. 

 b. All development must be low impact with respect to grading, site design, storm  
     water management, energy management, and habitat.

 c. Building heights must not obscure views from the 490 foot elevation of  the ridge.

 d. Open space areas must be environmentally improved and restored. 

Establishing a limit of  development that demarks the clear edge of  urban uses and a • 
“window” to adjacent natural areas. In the central area of  the est ridge, the “window” 
must be a minimum of  700 feet of  continuous area and publicly accessible. The 
specifi c location of  the “window” is fl exible and will be establishing as part of  a 
master plan. 

Creating two scenic view points that are small public parks, located north and south • 
of  the central area. 

Creating an East Ridge Trail - the location of  the trail is fl exible and will be • 
established during master planning. It will be located so as to be safe, visible, and 
connect the public areas along the ridge. Along the “window” area described above, 
it will be coordinated with the location of  the adjacent East Ridge Parkway. 

ru
nw

ay

runway

Figure 13A - East Ridge Lidar and 490 foot elevation

490 foot elevation
(approx)
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Transportation

In summary, the key elements of  the Concept Plan transportation strategy 
are to:

Plan a mixed use community that provides viable options for internal • 
trip making (i.e. many daily needs provided on-site), transit use, 
maximized walking and biking, and re-routed trips within the Oregon 
City area.

Improve Beavercreek Road as a green street boulevard.• 

Create a framework of  collector streets that serve the Beavercreek • 
Road Concept Plan area.

Require local street and pedestrian way connectivity.• 

Require a multimodal network of  facilities that connect the • 
Beavercreek Road Concept Plan area with adjacent areas and 
surrounding transportation facilities. 

Provide an interconnected street system of  trails and bikeways.• 

Provide transit-attractive destinations.• 

Provide a logical network of  roadways that support the extension of  • 
transit services into the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan area. 

Use green street designs throughout the plan.• 

Update the Oregon City Transportation System Plan to include the • 
projects identifi ed in the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan, provide 
necessary off-site improvements, and, assure continued compliance 
with Oregon’s Transportation Planning Rule.

Streets
Figure 14 illustrates the street plan. Highlights of  the plan include:

Beavercreek as a green boulevard.•  The cross-section will be a 5 lane arterial 
to Clairmont, then a 3 lane arterial (green street boulevard) from 
Clairmont to UGB. The signalization of  key intersections is illustrated 
on the Street Plan.

Center Parkway as a parallel route to Beavercreek Road.•  This new north-
south route provides the opportunity to completely avoid use of  
Beavercreek Road for trips between Old Acres and Thayer Road. This 
provides a much-needed separation of  local and through trips, as well 
as an attractive east-side walking and biking route. Major cross-street 
intersections, such as Loder, Meyers and Glen Oak may be treated 
with roundabouts or other treatments to help manage average speeds 
on this street. Minor intersections are likely to be stop-controlled on 
the side street approaches. The alignment of  Center Parkway along the 
central open space is intended to provide an open edge to the park. 
The cross-section for Center Parkway includes a multi-use path on 
the east side and green street swale. Center Parkway is illustrated as a 
three-lane facility. Depending on land uses and block confi gurations, 
it may be able to function well with a two lane section and left turn 
pockets at selected locations.

Ridge Parkway as a parallel route to Center Parkway and Beavercreek Road.•  
The section of  Ridge Parkway south of  the Glen Oak extension 
is intended as the green edge of  the neighborhood. This will 
provide a community “window” and public walkway adjacent to 
the undeveloped natural areas east of  the parkway. Ridge Parkway 
should be two lanes except where left turn pockets are needed. Major 
intersections south of  Loder are likely to only require stop control of  
the side street, if  confi gured as “tee” intersections. Mini roundabouts 
could serve as a suitable option, particularly if  a fourth leg is added. 

Ridge Parkway.•  Ridge Parkway was chosen to extend as the through-
connection south of  the planning area to Henrici Road. Center 
Parkway and Ridge Parkway are both recommended for extension to 
the north as long-term consideration for Oregon City and Clackamas 
County during the update of  respective Transportation System Plans. 
It is beyond the scope of  this study to identify and determine each 
route and the feasibility of  such extensions. Fatal fl aws to one or 
both may be discovered during subsequent planning. Nonetheless, 
it is prudent at this level of  study, in this area of  the community, to 
identify opportunities to effi ciently and systematically expand the 
transportation system to meet existing and future needs. 
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Extensions of  Clairmont, Meyers, Glen Oak Roads and the south entrance • 
through to the Ridge Parkway. These connections help complete the 
network and tie all parts of  the community to adjacent streets and 
neighborhoods.

Realignment of  Loder Road at its west end. Loder is recommended for re-• 
confi guration to create a safer “T” intersection. The specifi c location of  the 
intersection is conceptual and subject to more site specifi c planning.

The streets of  the Concept Plan area are recommended to be green 
streets. This is an integral part of  the storm water plan and overall 
identity and vision planned for the area. The green street cross-sections 
utilize a combination of  designs: vegetated swales, planter islands, 
curb extensions, and porous pavement. Figures 15 – 19 illustrate the 
recommended green street cross-sections. These are intended as a 
starting point for more detailed design. 

Trails
Figure 14 also illustrates the trail network. The City’s existing Thimble 
Creek Trail and Metro’s Beaver Lake Regional Trail have been 
incorporated into the plan. New trails include the Powerline Corridor 
Trail, multi-use path along Center Parkway, and the Ridge Trail.

Transit
The Concept Plan sets the stage for future transit, recognizing that 
how that service is delivered will play out over time. Specifi cs of  transit 
service will depend on the actual rate and type of  development built, 
Tri-Met resources and policies, and, consideration of  local options. 
Three options have been identifi ed:

A route modifi cation is made to existing bus service to Clackamas 1. 
Community College (CCC) that extends the route through CCC to 
Beavercreek Road via Clairmont, then south to Meyers or Glen Oak, 
back to HWY 213, and back onto Molalla to complete the normal 
route down to the Oregon City Transit Center. To date, CCC has 
identifi ed Meyers Road as a future transit connection to the college.

A new local loop route that connects to the CCC transit center 2. 
and serves the Beavercreek Road Concept Planning area, the High 
School, the residential areas between Beavercreek and HWY 213, 
and the residential areas west of  HWY 213 (south of  Warner Milne).

A new “express” route is created from the Oregon City Transit 3. 
Center, up/down HWY 213 to major destinations (CCC, the 
Beavercreek Road Employment area, Red Soils, Hilltop Shopping 
Center, etc.).

It is the recommendation of  this Plan that the transit-oriented (and Use 
mix), density, and design of  the Beavercreek Road area be implemented 
so that transit remains a viable option over the long term. The City 
should work with Tri-Met, CCC, Oregon City High School, and 
developers within the Concept Plan area to facilitate transit. 
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Connectivity
The street network described above will be supplemented by a connected local street network. Consistent with 
the framework plan approach, connectivity is required by policy and by the standards in the code. The specifi c 
design for the local street system is fl exible and subject to master plan and design review. Figure 20 illustrates 
different ways to organize the street and pedestrian systems. These are just three examples, and are not intended 
to suggest additional access to Beavercreek Road beyond what is recommended in Figure 14. The Plan supports 
innovative ways to confi gure the streets that are consistent with the goals and vision for the Beavercreek Concept 
Plan area.
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Figure 15 - Beavercreek Road Green Street
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Figure 16 - Ridge Parkway and Central Parkway Green Streets
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Figure 17 - Collector Green Street
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Figure 18 - Main Street Green Street Figure 19 - Neighborhood Green Street
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Cost Estimate 
A planning-level cost estimate analysis was conducted in order to approximate the amount of  funding that will be needed to construct the needed 
improvements to the local roadway system, with the build-out of  the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan. The table below lists these improvements and 
their estimated costs. These generalized cost estimates include assumptions for right-of-way, design, and construction. 

For additional information, please see Technical Appendix, Sections C2 and G.

 

 

Roadway Improvements Improvement Estimated Cost 
Beavercreek Road: Marjorie Lane 
to Clairmont Drive 

Construct 5-lane cross-section to 
City standards 

$6,300,000 

Beavercreek Road: Clairmont 
Drive to Henrici Road 

Construct 3-lane cross-section to 
City standards 

$12,300,000 

Clairmont Drive: Beavercreek 
Road – Center Parkway 

Construct new 3-lane collector to 
City standards and 
modify signal at Beavercreek Road 

$2,400,000 

Loder Road: Beavercreek Road to 
Center Parkway 

Construct 3-lane cross-section to 
City standards and 
signalize Beavercreek Road 
intersection 

$1,400,000 

Loder Road: Center Parkway – 
East Site Boundary 

Construct 3-lane cross-section to 
City standards 

$4,200,000 

Meyers Road: Beavercreek Road – 
Ridge Parkway 

Construct new 3-lane collector to 
City standards and modify signal at 
Beavercreek Road 

$3,500,000 

Glean Oak Road: Beavercreek 
Road – Ridge Parkway 

Construct new 3-lane collector to 
City standards and 
modify signal at Beavercreek Road 

$3,400,000 

Center Parkway Construct new 3-lane collector with 
12’ multi-use path 

$17,700,000 

Ridge Parkway Construct new 3-lane collector $9,800,000 

Total Roadway Improvements  $61,000,000 

Intersection Only 
Improvements 

Improvement Estimated Cost 

Beavercreek Road/Maplelane Road Construct new WB right-turn 
lane 

$250,000 

Beavercreek Road/ Meyers Road Construct new NB and SB through 
lanes 

$5,000,000 

Total Intersection Improvements $5,250,000 

TOTAL IMPROVEMENTS $66,250,000 

Transportation Cost Estimate
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Figure 21 - Sustainable Stormwater Plan

__
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Storm Water and Water Quality

This Beavercreek Road stormwater infrastructure plan embraces the 
application of  low-impact development practices that mimic natural 
hydrologic processes and minimize impacts to existing natural resources. 
It outlines and describes a stormwater hierarchy focused on managing 
stormwater in a naturalistic manner at three separate scales: site, street, 
and neighborhood. 

Tier 1 – Site Specific Stormwater Management Facilities (Site)
All property within the study area will have to utilize on-site best 
management practices (BMPs) to reduce the transport of  pollutants 
from their site. Non-structural BMPs, such as source control (e.g. using 
less water) are the best at eliminating pollution. Low-impact structural 
BMPs such as rain gardens, vegetated swales, pervious surface treatments, 
etc. can be designed to treat stormwater runoff  and reduce the quantity 
(fl ow and volume) by encouraging retention/infi ltration. They can also 
provide benefi cial habitat for wildlife and aesthetic enhancements to 
a neighborhood. These low-impact BMP’s are preferred over other 
structural solutions such as underground tanks and fi ltration systems.  
Most of  these facilities will be privately maintained.

Tier 2 – Green Street Stormwater Management Facilities (Street)
Green Streets are recommended for the entire Beavercreek Concept 
Plan area. The recommended green street design in Figures 15 - 19 use 
a combination of  vegetated swales or bioretention facilities adjacent to 
the street with curb cuts that allow runoff  to enter. Bioretention facilities 
confi ned within a container are recommended in higher density locations 
where space is limited or is needed for other urban design features, 
such as on-street parking or wide sidewalks. The majority of  the site is 
underlain with silt loam and silty clay loam. Both soils are categorized as 
Hydrologic Soil Group C and have relatively slow infi ltration rates. 

The recommended green streets will operate as a collection and 
conveyance system to transport stormwater from both private property 
and streets to regional stormwater facilities. The conveyance facilities need 
to be capable of  managing large storm events that exceed the capacity of  
the swales. For this reason, the storm water plan’s conveyance system is a 
combination of  open channels, pipes, and culverts. Open channels should 
be used wherever feasible to increase the opportunity for stormwater to 
infi ltrate and reduce the need for piped conveyance. 

Tier 3 – Regional Stormwater Management Facilities (Neighborhood)
Regional stormwater management facilities are recommended to manage 
stormwater from larger storms that pass through the Tier 1 and Tier 2 
facilities.  Figure 21 illustrates seven regional detention pond locations.  
Coordinating the use of  these for multiple properties will require land 
owner cooperation during development reviews, and/or, City initiative in 
advance of  development.

The regional facilities should be incorporated into the open space 
areas wherever possible to reduce land costs, and reduce impacts to the 
buildable land area. Regional stormwater facilities should be designed to 
blend with the other uses of  the open space area, and can be designed 
as a water feature that offers educational or recreational opportunities. 
Stormwater runoff  should be considered as a resource, rather than a waste 
stream. The collection and conveyance of  stormwater runoff  to regional 
facilities can offer an opportunity to collect the water for re-use. 
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In the Fairway Downs Pressure Zone, the majority of  the water mains will 
be installed in the proposed public rights-of-way. However, a small portion 
of  the system may need to be in strip easements along the perimeter of  
the zone at the far southeast corner of  the concept plan area. The system 
layout shown is preliminary and largely dependent on future development 
and the fi nal system of  internal (local) streets. Additional mains may be 
needed or some of  the water mains shown may need to be removed. 
For instance, if  the development of  the residential area located at the 
southeast end of  the site, adjacent to Old Acres Road, includes internal 
streets, the water mains shown along the perimeter of  the site may be 
deleted because service will be provided from pipes that will be installed in 
the internal street system.

Some of  the planned streets in the Fairway Downs Pressure Zone will 
contain two water mains. One water main will provide direct water service 
to the area from the booster pump system. The other water main will carry 
water to the lower elevation areas in the Upper Pressure Zone.

The Upper Pressure Zone will serve the north two-thirds of  the concept 
plan area. The “backbone” network for the Upper Pressure Zone will have 
water mains that are pressured from the Henrici and Boynton reservoirs. A 
single 12-inch water main will run parallel with Beavercreek Road through 
the middle of  concept plan area. This water conduit will serve as the 
“spine” for the Upper Pressure Zone. A network of  8-inch water pipes 
will be located in the public rights-of-way and will provide water to the 
parcels that are identifi ed for development. The system can be extended 
easterly on Loder Road, if  needed.

The preliminary design ensures that the system is looped so that there are 
no dead-end pipes in the system. Along a portion of  the north perimeter, 
approximately 1,600 feet of  water pipe will be needed to complete a 
system loop and provide water service to adjacent lots. This pipe will share 

a utility easement with a gravity sanitary sewer and a pressure sewer. There 
may also be stormwater facilities in this same alignment.

In the Water Master Plan, under pipeline project P-201, there is a system 
connection in a strip easement between Thayer Road and Beavercreek 
Road at the intersection with Marjorie Lane. Consideration should be 
given to routing this connection along Thayer Road to Maplelane Road 
and then onto Beavercreek Road. This will keep this proposed 12-inch 
main in the public street area where it can be better accessed.

The estimated total capital cost for the “backbone” network within the 
concept plan area will be in the area of  $5,400,000. This estimate is based 
the one derived for Alternative D, which for concept planning purposes, is 
representative of  the plan and costs for the fi nal Concept Plan. This is in 
addition to the $6.9 million of  programmed capital improvement projects 
that will extend the water system to the concept plan area. All estimates 
are based on year 2003 dollars. Before the SDC can be established, the 
estimates will need to be adjusted for the actual programmed year of  
construction.

For additional information, please see Technical Appendix, Sections C6 
and H3.
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The estimated total capital cost will be in the vicinity of  $4,400,000. 
This estimate is based on the cost analysis for Alternative D, which is 
comparable.  This is in addition to the $2.3 million in sanitary sewer 
master plan capital costs that needed to bring the sanitary sewers to 
the concept plan area. These estimates are based on year 2003 dollars. 
The estimates will need to be adjusted for the programmed year of  
construction.

For additional information, please see Technical Appendix, Sections C6 
and H2.

Funding strategies

For water, sewer, storm water and parks, there are fi ve primary funding 
sources and strategies that can be used:

System development charges (SDCs)• – Oregon City requires developers 
to pay SDCs for new development.  Developers pay these charges 
up front based on the predicted impact of  the new development on 
the existing infrastructure and the requirements it creates for new 
improvements.  Although the charges are paid by the developer, 
the developer may pass on some of  these costs to buyers of  newly 
developed property. Thus, SDCs allocate costs of  development to 
the developer and buyers of  the new homes or new commercial or 
industrial buildings.

Urban renewal/tax increment fi nancing - •  Tax increment fi nancing is the 
primary funding vehicle used within urban renewal areas (URA). 
The tax increment revenue is generated within a URA when a 
designated area is established and the normal property taxes within 
that area are ‘frozen’ (often called the frozen base). Any new taxes 
generated within that area through either property appreciation or 
new investment becomes the increment. Taxing jurisdictions continue 
to collect income from the frozen base but agree to release assessed 
value above the base to the URA. The URA then can issue bonds to 
pay for identifi ed public improvements. The tax increment is used to 
pay off  the bonds.

Oregon City has the authority to establish an URA. The Beavercreek 
Road Concept Plan Area would have to meet the defi nition of  ‘blight’ 
as defi ned in ORS 457. It is likely to meet ‘blight’ standards because its 
existing ratios of  improvement-to-land values are likely low enough to 
meet that standard.

Local Improvement Districts • - Local Improvement Districts (LIDs) 
are formed for the purpose of  assessing local property owners 
an amount suffi cient to pay for a project deemed to be of  local 
benefi t. LIDs are a specifi c type of  special assessment district, which 
more broadly includes any district that is formed within an existing 
taxing district to assess specifi c property owners for some service 
that is not available throughout the larger district. The revenues 
from the LID assessments are used to pay the debt payments on 
a special assessment bond or a note payable issued for the capital 
improvements.

LID assessments increase costs for property owners. Under a LID 
the improvements must increase the value of  the taxed properties by 
more than the properties are taxed. LIDs are typically used to fund 
improvements that primarily benefi t residents and property owners within 
the LID. 

Bonds • - Bonds provide a fi nancing mechanism for local governments 
to raise millions of  dollars for parks and other capital projects. The 
City could back a bond with revenue from a LID, the Urban Renewal 
Districts, or property taxes citywide. General obligation (GO) bonds 
issued by local governments are secured by a pledge of  the issuer’s 
power to levy real and personal property taxes. Property taxes 
necessary to repay GO bonds are not subject to limitation imposed 
by recent property tax initiatives. Oregon law requires GO bonds to 
be authorized by popular vote.

Bond levies are used to pay principal and interest for voter-approved 
bonded debt for capital improvements. Bond levies typically are approved 
in terms of  dollars, and the tax rate is calculated as the total levy divided 
by the assessed value in the district.

Developer funded infrastructure – The City conditions land use • 
approvals and permits to include required infrastructure.  Beyond 
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the sources cited above, developers cover the remaining costs for the 
infrastructure required for their development.  

Additional funding tools that could be investigated and implemented 
within the Concept Plan area include a Road District, a County Service 
District, Intergovernmental Agreements, an Advance Finance District, 
a Certifi cate of  Participation, and a Utility Fee. There are benefi ts and 
limitations associated with each of  the funding options that should be 
reviewed carefully before implementing. 

For transportation infrastructure, the same sources as cited above are 
available.  For larger facilities, such as Beavercreek Road, additional funds 
may be available.  They include Metro-administered federal STP and 
CMAQ funding, and, regional Metro Transportation Improvement Plan 
funding.  These sources are limited and extremely competitive.  County 
funding via County SCSs should also be considered a potential source for 
Beavercreek Road.  Facilities like Beavercreek Road are often funded with 
a combination of  sources, where one source leverages the availability of  
another.  

Sustainability

One of  the adopted goals is: The Beavercreek Road Concept Plan Area 
will be a model of  sustainable design, development practices, planning, 
and innovative thinking. 

Throughout the development of  the concept plan, sustainability has been 
paramount in guiding the CAC, the City, and the consultant team. The 
fi nal plan assumes that sustainable practices will be a combination of  
private initiatives (such as LEED certifi ed buildings), public requirements 
(green streets and low impact development policies), and public-private 
partnerships. It is recommended that City use incentives, education 
and policy support as much as possible for promoting sustainability 
at Beavercreek Road. Some initiatives will require regulation and City 
mandates, but caution and balance should be used. At the end of  the 

day, it is up to the private sector to invest in sustainable development. 
The Beavercreek Road’s site’s legacy as a model of  sustainable design 
will depend, in large part on the built projects that are successful in the 
marketplace and help generate the type of  reputation that the community 
desires and deserves.

The key to fulfi lling the above-listed goal will be in the implementation. 
For the City’s part, implementation strategies that support sustainable 
design will be included within the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan 
policies and Code provisions. They will be applied during master plan 
and design review permitting. Some of  these strategies will be “required” 
while other are appropriate to “encourage.”  These sustainability strategies 
include:

Energy effi ciency • 

Water conservation• 

Compact development• 

Solar orientation• 

Green streets/infrastructure• 

Adaptive reuse of  existing buildings/infrastructure• 

Alternative transportation• 

Pedestrian/Cyclist friendly developments• 

Natural drainage systems• 

Tree preservation and planting to “re-establish” a tree canopy• 

Minimizing impervious surfaces• 

Sustainability education (builder, residents, businesses and visitors)• 

Collaboration with “local” institutional and economic partners, • 
particularly Clackamas Community College and Oregon City High 
School

Community-based sustainable programs and activities• 
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Principles for Sustainable Community Design

The CAC discussed Principles for Sustainable Community Design that 
were offered by one of  the members. These provide a good framework 
for how the Concept Plan is addressing sustainability.  

Mix Land Uses - Promote a mix of  land uses that support living wage jobs and a 
variety of  services. 

All of  the sub-districts are, to some degree, mixed use districts. The 
Mixed Use Village, Main Street and West Mixed Use Neighborhood allow 
a rich mix of  employment, housing, and services. Taken together, the 
entire 453 acre area will be a complete community. 

Housing Types - Create a range of  housing choices for all ages and incomes. 

The concept plan includes housing in many forms: mixed use formats in 
the 3-5 story buildings, high density apartments and condominiums, live-
work units, townhomes, small cottage lots, and low density single family 
homes.

Walk-ability - Make the Neighborhood “walkable” and make services “walk-to-
able.”

The plan provides a street and trail framework. The code will require 
a high level of  connectivity and maximum block sizes for most sub-
districts. Services are provided throughout the plan as part of  mixed use 
areas and a broad range of  permitted uses.

Transportation - Provide a range of  transportation options using a connected network 
of  streets and paths. 

The plan provides for all modes: walking, biking, driving and transit. 
Transit-supportive land use is specifi cally required in the Mixed 
Employment Village, Main Street and West Mixed Use Neighborhoods. 
The framework of  connected streets and paths will be supplemented by a 

further-connected system of  local streets and walking routes.

Open Space - Protect and maintain a functioning green space network for a variety of  
uses. 

Open space is distributed throughout the plan. New green spaces are 
connected with existing higher-value natural areas.

 Integrate Systems - Integrate ecological and man-made systems to maximize function, 
effi ciency and health. 

Infrastructure systems (green storm water, multi-modal transportation) 
are highly integrated with the open space network and array of  land 
uses. It will be important for the implementation of  the plan to further 
integrate heating, cooling, irrigation and other man-made systems with 
the Concept Plan framework.

Ecological Health - Manage natural resources to eliminate pollution to watersheds and 
lesson impact on habitat and green infrastructure. 

Methods to achieve this principle are identifi ed in the Stormwater 
Infrastructure Report. Additionally, the code requires measures to 
preserve natural resources and eliminate pollution to watersheds 
necessary to achieve this principle.  

Reuse, Recycle, Regenerate - Reuse existing resources, regenerate existing development 
areas. 

The principle will be applied primarily at time of  development and 
beyond. 
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Green Buildings - Build compact, innovative structures that use less energy and materials. 

The draft code includes provisions for green buildings. This is a new area 
for the City to regulate, so a public-private Green Building Work Group is 
recommend to explore issues, build consensus, and develop specifi c code 
recommendations.

Work Together - Work with community members and neighbors to design and develop. 

The development of  the alternatives and the recommended plan has been 
a collaborative process with all project partners. The concept plan process 
through implementation and subsequent project area developments will 
continue to be a collaborative process where all stakeholders are invited to 
participate.

For additional information, please see Technical Appendix, Sections C3, D, 
and F.
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Metrics

Land Use
The following table summarizes the acreages for major land uses on the Concept Plan.

Land Use Category (acres) Hybrid

North Employment Campus (adjusted gross acreage)* 149
Mixed Employment Village 26
Main Street 10
West Mixed Use Neighborhood 22
East Mixed Use Neighborhood 77

Total Acres of "built" land use 284
Other Land Uses (not "built")
Parks/Open Space/Natural Areas (Total)** 113
Major ROW+ 56
Existing Uses (unbuildable) 0

Total Project Area Gross Acres 453

*Adjusted gross acreage is the sum of 50% of the employment land use shown under the
powerline easement plus all other unconstrained employment land use areas. Calculations
shown below:
Land Use Category (acres)
Total North Employment Campus

Hybrid
175

Unconstrained NEC
Employment with powerline overlay

Useable portion of powerline overlay (50%)
North Employment Campus (adjusted gross
acreage)*

123
52
26

149
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Housing and Employment Estimates
The Concept Plan has an estimated capacity for approximately 5000 jobs and 1000 dwellings. The following table displays the estimates and 
assumptions used to estimate jobs and housing. On a net acreage, these averages are 33 jobs/ net developable acre and 10.3 dwellings/ net 
developable acre. 

Hybrid Hybrid
Gross Net Avq.

Units/AcreLand Use Category Acres Acres* FAR/Acre** SF/Job** # of Jobs*** # of Units*North Employment Campus (adjusted gross
acreage) 127149 0.3 450 3,678
Mixed Employment Village 26 21 0.44 350 1,139
Main Street**** 10 8 0.44 350 219 25 100
West Mixed Use Neighborhood 22 18 15 22 387
East Mixed Use Neighborhood 77 62 21 8.7 536
Total # of Jobs 5,073
Total # of Housing Units 1,023
Total Acres of Developed Land** 284 235

*For Hybrid - Net acres equals gross acres minus 15% for local roads and easements in Employment. Mixed Employment, Mixed Use, and residential
areas assume 20% for local roads and easements
*‘Based on Metro 2002-2022 Urban Growth Report: An Employment Land Need Analysis. Includes total on site employment (full and part time). Mixed
Employment FAR and job density reflects a mix of office, tech/flex, and ground floor retail.
***Number of Jobs in Employment, Mixed Employment, Mixed Use calculated by multiplying total acres by the FAR; Converting to square feet; and
dividing by number of jobs/square foot. Jobs in residential areas (Work at Home Jobs) estimated at 4% (potential could be as high as 15%).

Mixed Use land use assumes 50% of acreage devoted to commercial uses and the remaining 50% devoted to vertical mixed use.
+Number of units calculated by multiplying total net acres of residential land use by average units per acre
++lncludes 50% of useable power line corridor (26 acres total) as part of developed land (included in Employment land area)
+++Does not include powerline corridor acreage as part of developed land
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VI. Goals and Policies

The following goals and policies are recommended for adoption into 
the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan.  The goal statements are those 
developed by the Citizen Advisory Committee as goals for the plan.

Goal 1 Complete and Sustainable Community
Create a complete and sustainable community, in conjunction with the 
adjacent land uses, that integrates a diverse mix of  uses, including housing, 
services, and public spaces that are necessary to support a thriving 
employment center.

Policy 1.1
Adopt new comprehensive plan and zone designations, and development 
code, that implement the Beavercreek Concept Plan.  Require all 
development to be consistent with the Concept Plan and implementing 
code.

Policy 1.2
Establish sub-districts to implement the Concept Plan.  The sub-districts 
are:

North Employment Campus – NEC
The purpose of  the North Employment Campus is to provide for the 
location of  family wage employment that strengthens and diversifi es 
the economy. The NEC allows a mix of  clean industries, offi ces serving 
industrial needs, light industrial uses, research and development and large 
corporate headquarters. The uses permitted are intended to improve 
the region’s economic climate, promote sustainable and traded sector 
businesses, and protect the supply of  sites for employment by limiting 

incompatible uses. The sub-district is intended to comply with Metro’s 
Title 4 regulations. Site and building design will create pedestrian-friendly 
areas and utilize cost effective green development practices. Business 
and program connections to Clackamas Community College (CCC) are 
encouraged to help establish a positive identity for the area and support 
synergistic activity between CCC and NEC properties. Businesses making 
sustainable products and utilizing sustainable materials and practices are 
encouraged to reinforce the identity of  the area and promote the overall 
vision for the Beavercreek Road area.

Mixed Employment Village – MEV
The purpose of  the Mixed Employment Village is to provide employment 
opportunities in an urban, pedestrian friendly, and mixed use setting. 
The MEV is intended to be transit supportive in its use mix, density, and 
design so that transit remains an attractive and feasible option. The MEV 
allows a mix of  retail, offi ce, civic and residential uses that make up an 
active urban district and serve the daily needs of  adjacent neighborhoods 
and Beavercreek Road sub-districts. Site and building design will create 
pedestrian-friendly areas and utilize cost effective green development 
practices. Business and program connections to Clackamas Community 
College and Oregon City High School are encouraged. Businesses making 
sustainable products and utilizing sustainable materials and practices are 
encouraged to reinforce the identity of  the area and promote the overall 
vision for the Beavercreek Road area.

Main Street – MS
The purpose of  this small mixed-use center is to provide a focal point of  
pedestrian activity. The MS allows small scale commercial, mixed use and 
services that serve the daily needs of  the surrounding area. “Main Street” 
design will include buildings oriented to the street, and minimum of  2 
story building scale, attractive streetscape, active ground fl oor uses and 
other elements that reinforce pedestrian oriented character and vitality of  
the area.
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West Mixed Use Neighborhood – WMU
The West Mixed Use Neighborhood will be a walkable, transit-oriented 
neighborhood. This area allows a transit supportive mix of  housing, live/
work units, mixed use buildings and limited commercial uses. A variety 
of  housing and building forms is required, with the overall average of  
residential uses not exceeding 22 dwelling units per acre. The WMU area’s 
uses, density and design will support the multi-modal transportation 
system and provide good access for pedestrians, bicycles, transit and 
vehicles. Site and building design will create a walkable area and utilize cost 
effective green development practices.

East Mixed Use Neighborhood – EMU
The East Mixed Use Neighborhood will be a walkable and tree-lined 
neighborhood with a variety of  housing types. The EMU allows for a 
variety of  housing types while maintaining a low density residential average 
not exceeding the densities permitted in the R-5 zone. Limited non-
residential uses are permitted to encourage a unique identity, sustainable 
community, and in-home work options.  The neighborhood’s design will 
celebrate open space, trees, and relationships to public open spaces. The 
central open space, ridge open space scenic viewpoints, and a linked 
system of  open spaces and trails are key features of  the EMU. Residential 
developments will provide housing for a range of  income levels, 
sustainable building design, and green development practices.

Policy 1.3
Within the Northern Employment Campus sub-district, support 
the attraction of  family wage jobs and connections with Clackamas 
Community College. 

Policy 1.4

Within the Mixed Employment Village and Main Street sub-districts, 
promote job creation, mixed use and transit oriented development.  Adopt 
minimum densities, limitations on stand-alone residential developments, 
and other standards that implement this policy.

Policy 1.5
The Main Street sub-district may be located along the extension of  Glen 
Oak Road and not exceed 10 gross acres.  The specifi c confi guration of  
the MS sub-district may be established as part of  a master plan.

Policy 1.6
Within the West and East Mixed Use Neighborhoods, require a variety 
of  housing types.  Allow lot size averaging and other techniques that help 
create housing variety while maintaining overall average density.

Policy 1.7
Within the MEV, MS, WMU and EMU sub-districts, require master plans 
to ensure coordinated planning and excellent design for relatively large 
areas (e.g. 40 acres per master plan).  Master plans are optional in the NEC 
due to the larger lot and campus industrial nature of  the area.
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Goal 2 Model of Sustainable Design
Be a model of  sustainable design, development practices, planning, and 
innovative thinking.

Policy 2.1
Implement the Sustainable Storm Water plan recommended in the Concept 
Plan.  During site specifi c design, encourage innovative system design and 
require low impact development practices that manage water at the site, 
street and neighborhood scales.

Policy 2.2
Storm water facilities will be designed so they are amenities and integrated 
into the overall community design.

Policy 2.3

Support public and private sector initiatives to promote sustainable design, 
development practices and programs, including but not limited to:

Energy effi ciency • 

Water conservation• 

Compact development• 

Solar orientation• 

Green streets/infrastructure• 

Adaptive reuse of  existing buildings/infrastructure• 

Alternative transportation• 

Pedestrian/Cyclist friendly developments• 

Natural drainage systems• 

Tree preservation and planting to “re-establish” a tree canopy• 

Minimizing impervious surfaces• 

Sustainability education (builder, residents, businesses and visitors)• 

Collaboration with “local” institutional and economic partners, • 
particularly Clackamas Community College and Oregon City High 
School

Community based sustainable programs and activities• 

Policy 2.4
Work with stakeholders and the community to develop LEED or equivalent 
green building standards and guidelines to apply in the Concept Plan area.

Goal 3 Green Jobs
Attract “green” jobs that pay a living wage.

Policy 3.1
Coordinate with county, regional and state economic development 
representatives to recruit green industry to the Concept Plan area.  

Policy 3.2
Promote the Concept Plan area as a place for green industry.

Policy 3.3
Work with Clackamas Community College to establish programs and 
education that will promote green development within the Concept Plan 
area.
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Goal 4 Sustainable Industries
Maximize opportunities for sustainable industries that serve markets 
beyond the Portland region and are compatible with the site’s unique 
characteristics.

Policy 4.1
As master plans are approved, ensure there is no net loss of  land 
designated North Employment Campus.

Policy 4.2
Coordinate with County, regional and state economic development 
representatives to recruit sustainable industries that serve markets beyond 
the Portland region.  

Goal 5 Natural Beauty
Incorporate the area’s natural beauty into an ecologically compatible built 
environment.

Policy 5.1
Incorporate signifi cant trees into master plans and site specifi c designs.  
Plant new trees to establish an extensive tree canopy as part of  the creation 
of  an urban community.

Policy 5.2
Provide scenic viewpoints and public access along the east ridge.

Policy 5.3
Protect views of  Mt Hood and locate trails and public areas so Mt Hood 
can be viewed within the community 

Policy 5.4
Establish open space throughout the community consistent with the Open 
Space Framework Plan.  Allow fl exibility in site specifi c design of  open 
space, with no net loss of  total open space area.

Policy 5.5
Protect steeply sloped and geologically sensitive areas along the east ridge 
from development.

Goal 6 Multi-modal Transportation
Provide multi-modal transportation links (such as bus routes, trails, bike-
ways, etc.) that are connected within the site as well as to the surrounding 
areas.

Policy 6.1
Work with Tri-Met and stakeholders to provide bus service and other 
alternatives to the Concept Plan area.

Policy 6.2
As land use reviews and development occur prior to extension of  bus 
service, ensure that the mix of  land uses, density and design help retain 
transit as an attractive and feasible option in the future.

Policy 6.3
Ensure that local street connectivity and off-street pedestrian routes link 
together into a highly connected pedestrian system that is safe, direct, 
convenient, and attractive to walking.  

Policy 6.4
The “walkability” of  the Concept Plan area will be one of  its distinctive 
qualities.  The density of  walking routes and connectivity should mirror 
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the urban form – the higher the density and larger the building form, the 
“fi ner” the network of  pedestrian connections.

Policy 6.5
Require trails to be provided consistent with the Concept Plan Circulation 
Framework.

Policy 6.6
Provide bike lanes on Beavercreek Road and all collector streets, except for 
Main Street.  The City may consider off-street multi-use paths and similar 
measures in meeting this policy.  Bike routes will be coordinated with the 
trails shown on the Circulation Framework.

Goal 7 Safety Along Beavercreek Road
Implement design solutions along Beavercreek Road that promote 
pedestrian safety, control traffi c speeds and access, and accommodate 
projected vehicular demand.  

Policy 7.1
Design Beavercreek Road to be a green street boulevard that maximizes 
pedestrian safety.

Policy 7.2
Work with the County and State to establish posted speeds that are safe for 
pedestrians and reinforce the pedestrian-oriented character of  the area.

Policy 7.3 
Control access along the east side of  Beavercreek Road so that full 
access points are limited to the intersections shown on the Circulation 
Framework.  Right in-Right-out access points may be considered as part of  
master plans or design review.

Goal 8 Oregon City High School and Clackamas 
Community College

Promote connections and relationships with Oregon City High School and 
Clackamas Community College.

Policy 8.1
Coordinate with OCHS and CCC when recruiting businesses and 
promoting sustainability.  Within one year of  adoption of  the Concept 
Plan, the City will convene dialogue with OCHS, CCC and other relevant 
partners to identify target industries and economic development strategies 
that are compatible with the vision for the Concept Plan. Encourage 
curricula that are synergistic with employment and sustainability in the 
Concept Plan area.

Policy 8.2
Prior to application submittal, require applicants to contact OCHS and 
CCC to inform them and obtain early comment for master plans and 
design review applications.

Policy 8.3
Improving the level-of-service and investing in the Highway 213 corridor 
improves the freight mobility along Highway 213, which provides access 
to Beavercreek Road and the Concept Plan area. Protecting the corridor 
and intersections for freight furthers the City goal of  providing living-wage 
employment opportunities in the educational, and research opportunities 
to be created with CCC and OCHS.
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Goal 9 Unique Sense of Place
Have a unique sense of  place created by the mix of  uses, human scale 
design, and commitment to sustainability.

Policy 9.1
Utilize master plans and design review to ensure detailed and coordinated 
design.  Allow fl exibility in development standards and the confi guration 
of  land uses when they are consistent with the comprehensive plan, 
development code, and vision to create a complete and sustainable 
community.

Policy 9.2
Implement human scale design through building orientation, attractive 
streetscapes, building form/architecture that is matched to the purpose 
of  the sub-district, location of  parking, and other techniques.  The design 
qualities of  the community should mirror the urban form – the higher 
the density and larger the buildings, the higher the expectation for urban 
amenities and architectural details.

Policy 9.3
Density should generally transition from highest on the west to lowest in 
the eastern part of  the site.

Policy 9.4
Promote compatibility with existing residential areas at the north and south 
end of  the Concept Plan area.  Transition to lower densities, setbacks, 
buffers and other techniques shall be used.

Goal 10   Ecological Health
Manage water resources on site to eliminate pollution to watersheds and 
lesson impact on municipal infrastructure by integrating ecological and 
man-made systems to maximize function, effi ciency and health.

Policy 10.1
Utilize low impact development practices and stormwater system designs 
that mimic natural hydrologic processes, minimize impacts to natural 
resources and eliminate pollution to watersheds.

Policy 10.2
Prepare the Environmentally Sensitive Resource Area overlay to protect, 
conserve and enhance natural areas identifi ed on the Concept Plan.  Apply 
low-density base zoning that allows property owners to cluster density 
outside the ESRA and transfer to other sites.
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To:           Beavercreek Road Concept Plan Citizens  
                 and Technical Advisory Committees 
 
From:       Tony Konkol 
 
Date:        March 13, 2007 
 
Subject:    Project Goals with Objectives 

 
The following project goals and supplemental objectives were prepared using the Ideas 
we Like, Principles of Sustainable Development, and the Advisory Committees’ long-
term vision for the project area.   This update reflects input by the Citizens and Technical 
Advisory Committees at their March 8th, 2007 meeting.  
 
The Beavercreek Road Concept Plan Area will: 
 
Goal 
1. Create a complete community, in conjunction with the adjacent land uses, that 

integrates a diverse mix of uses, including housing, services, and public spaces that are 
necessary to support a thriving employment center; 
 
Objective 1.1  

Allow a variety of employment uses that may integrate and utilize the surrounding 
city and rural economies.  

Objective 1.2 
 Develop plans that consider the existing rural lands and uses around the Urban 

Growth Boundary. 
Objective 1.3 

Continue to coordinate with the Oregon City School District and Clackamas 
Community College to identify partnerships, land needs and programs that would be 
beneficial to all parties and contribute to the community.  

Objective 1.4 
Encourage neighborhood-oriented and scaled mixed-use centers that provide goods, 
services, and housing for local workers and residents of all ages and incomes.  

Objective 1.5 
Become a model of sustainability that may be implemented throughout the City.  

Objective 1.6 
Allow the integration of housing and employment uses where practicable.  

Objective 1.7 
Work with Metro to ensure that there is enough land available within the 
Beavercreek Road Study Area to meet the need for employment/industrial 
development and reduce the jobs to housing imbalance in the sub-region. 
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2. Be a model of sustainable design, development practices, planning, and innovative 
thinking; 
 
Objective 2.1 

Allow a variety of employment uses that may integrate and utilize the surrounding 
city and rural economies.  

Objective 2.2 
 Develop plans that consider the existing rural lands and uses around the Urban 

Growth Boundary. 
Objective 2.3 

Encourage neighborhood-oriented and scaled mixed-use centers that provide goods, 
services and housing for local workers and residents of all ages and incomes.  

Objective 2.4 
Encourage environmentally responsible developments that are economically feasible, 
enhance livability of neighborhoods and enhance the natural environment.  

Objective 2.5 
Investigate development standards that offer incentives for developments that 
exceed energy efficiency standards and meets green development requirements and 
goals.  

 
3. Attract “green” jobs that pay a living wage; 

Objective 3.1 
Allow a variety of employment uses that may integrate and utilize the surrounding 
city and rural economies.  

Objective 3.2 
 Develop plans that consider the existing rural lands and uses around the Urban 

Growth Boundary. 
Objective 3.3 

Encourage neighborhood-oriented and scaled mixed-use centers that provide goods, 
services and housing for local workers and residents of all ages and incomes. 

Objective 3.4 
Allow the integration of housing and employment uses where practicable.  

Objective 3.5 
Work with Metro to ensure that there is enough land available within the 
Beavercreek Road Study Area to meet the need for employment/industrial 
development and reduce the jobs to housing imbalance in the sub-region. 

Objective 3.6 
Create a “brand” for the area that reflects the desire for sustainable development that 
will serve as the theme to attract and recruit businesses and developers as well as 
guide the design standards and build-out of the area. 

 
4. Maximize opportunities for sustainable industries that serve markets beyond the 

Portland region and are compatible with the site’s unique characteristics; 
 
Objective 4.1 
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Create a “brand” for the area that reflects the desire for sustainable development that 
will serve as the theme to attract and recruit businesses and developers as well as 
guide the design standards and build-out of the area. 

Objective 4.2 
Work with Metro to ensure that there is enough land available within the 
Beavercreek Road Study Area to meet the need for employment/industrial 
development and reduce the jobs to housing imbalance in the sub-region. 

Objective 4.3 
 Support locally based and founded employers that provide living wages jobs.  
Objective 4.4 

Support the development of sustainable industries that utilize green design standards 
and development practices.  
 

5. Incorporate the area’s natural beauty into an ecologically compatible built 
environment; 
 
Objective 5.1 
 Design the adjacent land-uses to Beavercreek Road in such a manner to ensure that 

the pedestrian experience is not diminished through the development of fences, 
parking lots, backs of buildings, or other impediments to pedestrian access and 
circulation.  

Objective 5.2 
Allow a variety of employment uses that may integrate and utilize the surrounding 
city and rural economies.  

Objective 5.3 
 Develop plans that consider the existing rural lands and uses around the Urban 

Growth Boundary. 
Objective 5.4 

Work with Metro to ensure that there is enough land available within the 
Beavercreek Road Study Area to meet the need for employment/industrial 
development and reduce the jobs to housing imbalance in the sub-region. 

 
6. Provide multi-modal transportation links (such as bus routes, trails, bike-ways, etc.) 

that are connected within the site as well as to the surrounding areas; 
 
Objective 6.1 

Provide public connectivity routes for bicycles and pedestrians that encourage non-
vehicular trips to employment, retail and recreational areas within the study area and 
to the communities beyond.  

Objective 6.2 
Provide an integrated street system that is designed as practicable to minimize the 
impacts to the environment through the use of green streets, swales and other 
natural stormwater systems that provide water quality and quantity control and 
contribute to the natural beauty of the area.  

Objective 6.3 
Explore local and regional transit opportunities that will increase non-single 
occupancy vehicle travel.  
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7. Implement design solutions along Beavercreek Road that promote pedestrian safety, 

control traffic speeds and access, and accommodate projected vehicular demand; 
 
Objective 7.1 

Develop and maintain a multi-modal transportation system that is safe for all users 
and will minimize conflict points between different modes of travel, especially across 
Beavercreek Road to the existing neighborhoods, Clackamas Community College, 
Oregon City High School and the Berry Hill Shopping Center.  

Objective 7.2 
 Design the adjacent land-uses to Beavercreek Road in such a manner to ensure 

that the pedestrian experience is not diminished through the development of 
fences, parking lots, backs of buildings, or other impediments to pedestrian access 
and circulation. 

 
8. Promote connections and relationships with Oregon City High School and 

Clackamas Community College; 
 
Objective 8.1 

Allow a variety of employment uses that may integrate and utilize the surrounding 
city and rural economies.  

Objective 8.2 
 Develop plans that consider the existing rural lands and uses around the Urban 

Growth Boundary. 
Objective 8.3 

Continue to coordinate with the Oregon City School District and Clackamas 
Community College to identify partnerships, land needs and programs that would be 
beneficial to all parties and contribute to the community. 
 

9. Have a unique sense of place created by the mix of uses, human scale design, and 
commitment to sustainability. 
 
Objective 9.1 
 Provide public connectivity routes for bicycles and pedestrians that encourage non-

vehicular trips to employment, retail and recreational areas within the study area and 
to the communities beyond.  

Objective 9.2 
 Provide an integrated street system that is designed as practicable to minimize the 

impacts to the environment through the use of green streets, swales and other 
natural stormwater systems that provide water quality and quantity control and 
contribute to the natural beauty of the area. 

Objective 9.3 
Allow a variety of employment uses that may integrate and utilize the surrounding 
city and rural economies.  

Objective 9.4 
 Develop plans that consider the existing rural lands and uses around the Urban 

Growth Boundary. 
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Objective 9.5 
 Encourage neighborhood-oriented and scaled mixed-use centers that provide goods, 

services and housing for local workers and residents of all ages and incomes. 
Objective 9.6 
 Allow the integration of housing and employment uses where practicable.  
Objective 9.7 
 Work with Metro to ensure that there is enough land available within the 

Beavercreek Road Study Area to meet the need for employment/industrial 
development and reduce the jobs to housing imbalance in the sub-region. 

Objective 9.8 
 Create a “brand” for the area that reflects the desire for sustainable development that 

will serve as the theme to attract and recruit businesses and developers as well as 
guide the design standards and build-out of the area. 

Objective 9.9 
 Design the adjacent land-uses to Beavercreek Road in such a manner to ensure 

that the pedestrian experience is not diminished through the development of 
fences, parking lots, backs of buildings, or other impediments to pedestrian access 
and circulation. 

 
10. Ecological Health – Manage water resources on site to eliminate pollution to 

watersheds and lesson impact on municipal infrastructure by integrating ecological 
and man-made systems to maximize function, efficiency and health. 
 
Objective 10.1 

Provide an integrated street system that is designed as practicable to minimize the 
impacts to the environment through the use of green streets, swales and other 
natural stormwater systems that provide water quality and quantity control and 
contribute to the natural beauty of the area. 
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Table 2
Beavercreek Concept Plan Job & Housing Density Assumptions
Revised - 7/10/07

Land Use Category

Hybrid 
Gross 
Acres

Hybrid 
Net 

Acres* FAR/Acre** SF/Job** # of Jobs***
Avg. 

Units/Acre # of Units+
North Employment Campus (adjusted gross 
acreage) 149 127 0.3 450 3,678
Mixed Employment Village 26 21 0.44 350 1,139
Main Street**** 10 8 0.44 350 219 25 100
West Mixed Use Neighborhood 22 18 15 22 387
East Mixed Use Neighborhood 77 62 21 8.7 536
Total # of Jobs 5,073
Total # of Housing Units 1,023
Total Acres of Developed Land++ 284 235

Land Use Category

Plan A 
Gross 
Acres

Plan A 
Net 

Acres* FAR/Acre** SF/Job** # of Jobs***
Avg. 

Units/Acre # of Units+
Employment (adjusted gross acreage) 139 118 0.3 450 3,431
Mixed Employment 24 20 0.44 350 1,117
Mixed Use**** 10 9 0.44 350 233 25 106
Medium/High Density Residential 50 43 43 25 1,063
Low/Medium Density Residential 53 45 18 10 451
Total # of Jobs 4,841
Total # of Housing Units 1,619
Total Acres of Developed Land++ 276 235

Land Use Category

Plan D 
Gross 
Acres

Plan D 
Net 

Acres* FAR/Acre** SF/Job** # of Jobs***
Avg. 

Units/Acre # of Units+
Employment (adjusted gross acreage) 84 71 0.3 450 2,073
Mixed Employment 25 21 0.44 350 1,164
Mixed Use**** 29 25 0.44 350 675 25 308
Medium/High Density Residential 9 8 8 25 191
Low/Medium Density Residential 99 84 34 10 842
Total # of Jobs 3,953
Total # of Housing Units 1,341
Total Acres of Developed Land+++ 246 209

 +Number of units calculated by multiplying total net acres of residential land use by average units per acre
 ++Includes 50% of useable power line corridor (26 acres total) as part of developed land (included in Employment land area)
 +++Does not include powerline corridor acreage as part of developed land

*For Hybrid - Net acres equals gross acres minus 15% for local roads and easements in Employment. Mixed Employment, Mixed Use, and residential 
areas assume 20% for local roads and easements
* *Based on Metro 2002-2022 Urban Growth Report: An Employment Land Need Analysis. Includes total on site employment (full and part time). Mixed 
Employment FAR and job density reflects a mix of office, tech/flex, and ground floor retail.
***Number of Jobs in Employment, Mixed Employment, Mixed Use calculated by multiplying total acres by the FAR; Converting to square feet; and 
dividing by number of jobs/square foot.  Jobs in residential areas (Work at Home Jobs) estimated at 4% (potential could be as high as 15%).
**** Mixed Use land use assumes 50% of acreage devoted to commercial uses and the remaining 50% devoted to vertical mixed use.

L:\Project\13500\13599\Planning\Alternatives Evaluation\DensityCalcs\Land Use Assump_All_071007



Table 3
Land Use Metrics/Assumptions - HYBRID
Revised - 7/10/07

Land Use Category (acres) Hybrid Alt. A Alt. D 

North Employment Campus (adjusted gross acreage)* 149 139 84
Mixed Employment Village 26 24 25
Main Street 10 10 29
West Mixed Use Neighborhood 22 50 9
East Mixed Use Neighborhood 77 53 99

Total Acres of "built" land use 284 276 246
Other Land Uses (not "built")
Parks/Open Space/Natural Areas (Total)** 113 132 166
Major ROW+ 56 36 30
Existing Uses (unbuildable) 0 7 7

Total Project Area Gross Acres 453 ~450 ~450

Land Use Category (acres) Hybrid Alt. A Alt. D
Total North Employment Campus 175 166 84

Unconstrained NEC 123 111 84
Employment with powerline overlay 52 55 0

Useable portion of powerline overlay (50%) 26 28 na
North Employment Campus (adjusted gross 
acreage)* 149 139 84

 

Open Space/Natural Areas Break-Out Hybrid Alt. A Alt. D
Open Space -Gas Overlay 3 4 4

Open Space - Unbuildable Powerlines*** 48 49 0
Environmental Resources/Buildable Lands Map 61 61 61

Parks na 12 na
Other Open Space Areas 18 6 101

    Open Space/Natural Areas (Total) 130 132 166

*Adjusted gross acreage is the sum of 50% of the employment land use shown under the 
powerline easement plus all other unconstrained employment land use areas. Calculations 
shown below:

** Open Space/Natural areas is the sum of all "unbuildable lands" as shown on the Buildable 
Lands Map plus two areas under the powerlines.  Calculations shown below.  

***For Hybrid - Unbuildable Powerlines area includes 12 acres on east edge of site under 
powerlines plus 50% of employment area under powerlines (~26 acres) and the PGE parcel (10 
acres).  For Alt. A - Unbuildable Powerlines area includes 12 acres on east edge of site under 
powerlines and 10 acres of the PGE Parcel and 50% of powerline area (27 acres).
 +Major ROW are approximate location & acreage (may be shown as crossing natural resource 
areas.  Actual location and size of ROW will be addressed during development review/master 
planning). Includes 2 acre adjustment for GIS polygon alignment.

L:\Project\13500\13599\Planning\Alternatives Evaluation\DensityCalcs\Land Use Assump_All_071007
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CITY OF OREGON CITY 
CITY COMMISSION 
MEETING MINUTES 

  
July 20, 2011 

 
1.  
 

Convene Regular Meeting of July 20, 2011, and Roll Call  

Mayor Neeley called the meeting to order at 7 p.m. 
 

Roll Call: Mayor Doug Neeley; Commissioner Betty Mumm; Commissioner James Nicita; 
Commissioner Kathy Roth; and Commissioner Rocky Smith, Jr. 

 
Staff 
Present: 

 
David Frasher, City Manager; Ed Sullivan, City Attorney; Mike Conrad, Police Chief & 
Public Safety Director; Scott Archer, Community Services Director; Tony Konkol, 
Community Development Director; David Wimmer, Finance Director; Jim Loeffler, 
Human Resources Director; Maureen Cole, Library Director; Nancy Ide, City 
Recorder; and Erik Wahrgren, Associate Engineer. 

 
2.  
 

Flag Salute  

3.  
 

Ceremonies, Proclamations, Presentations  

4.  
 

Citizen Comments  

Nathan Modlin, resident of Oregon City, was a Life Scout of Troop 258.  His next step was to become 
an Eagle Scout and one of the requirements was to lead a service project.  He proposed collaboration 
with the City to build and design a dog park.   
 
Scott Archer, Community Services Director, stated the Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee 
had formed a dog park task force.  An open house was scheduled in August.  There was also a 
Friends of the Dog Park facebook page.  He would help connect Mr. Modlin with the project. 
 
Tom Geil, resident of Oregon City, presented Commissioner Smith a certificate from the Rose 
Festival Foundation for being an announcer at the Starlight Parade.  He said there would be a change 
to the CIC bylaws to add a neighborhood association grievance process.   
 
Christine Kosinski, resident of unincorporated Clackamas County, discussed safe and livable 
communities.  She referred to a map as an example of several subdivisions in the City that would be 
affected by future development and cut through traffic.  There was no park for these families.  She 
wanted the Commission to think about the future for this area and to notify each homeowner in the 
Trail View subdivision of the City’s plans for future development. 
 
Amber Holveck, Chamber Director, announced the Oregon City Chamber of Commerce office move 
and ribbon cutting.  She listed the elected leaders and community members who participated.  
 
Rex Parks, resident of Oregon City, thought Commissioner Nicita’s actions had been less than 
honorable especially in regard to the outcome of the Rivers project and the killing of Cabela’s that 
would have brought jobs to the City.  He submitted a petition for recall to the City Recorder. 

http://oregon-city.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=678&meta_id=32592�
http://oregon-city.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=678&meta_id=32595�
http://oregon-city.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=678&meta_id=32556�
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Dan Holladay, resident of Oregon City, read an email from Scott Parker, owner of the Rossman 
Landfill, who discussed Commissioner Nicita’s actions regarding the Rivers project and Mr. Parker’s 
concern about the ability for any development on the property.   
 
James Hamilton, resident of Oregon City representing the Common People of Oregon City, had 
previously proposed a charter amendment to elect the Municipal Court Judge and requested a public 
hearing to hear testimony regarding Code Enforcement practices.  He took exception to Mr. Frasher’s 
comments that the Commission could not protect the people’s rights.  He read from the Oregon 
Constitution and an email from Mr. Archer regarding this situation.  They were asking for reform and 
an open forum to discuss these issues.   
 
Elizabeth Graser-Lindsey, resident of Beavercreek, was surprised about the speakers stating one 
Commissioner was responsible for a decision that was made by the whole Commission and that 
someone thought Cabela’s would bring career jobs to the City because these were retail jobs. 
 
Mayor Neeley clarified the Commission did not make a decision on the Rivers project.  

 
5.  
 

Adoption of the Agenda  

The agenda was adopted as presented. 
 
6.  
 

Public Hearings  

7.  
 

General Business  

a.  Ordinance for Introduction, No. 11-1008, Granting a Telecommunications 
Franchise to TCG  Oregon to Occupy Certain Rights of Way within the City of 
Oregon City  

 
Nancy Ide, City Recorder, introduced Nancy Werner, Franchise Attorney. 
 
Ms. Warner said this agreement was similar to those done in the past.  It would be a ten-year term to 
allow telecommunications facilities for TCG Oregon to serve customers in the City.  The franchise 
fees were similar to other telecommunication franchises in the City.  

 
Motion by Commissioner Kathy Roth, second by Commissioner Rocky Smith, Jr. to 
approve Ordinance No. 11-1008, granting a telecommunications franchise to TCG  Oregon to occupy 
certain rights of way within the City of Oregon City. 
 
A roll call was taken and the motion passed with Mayor Doug Neeley, Commissioner Betty Mumm, 
Commissioner James Nicita, Commissioner Kathy Roth, and Commissioner Rocky Smith, Jr. voting 
aye. [5:0:0]  

 
b.  
 

Beavercreek Road Concept Plan Adoption Process  

Tony Konkol, Community Development Director, said this was continued from the last Commission 
meeting to allow for public comment.  He summarized the three options and stated staff’s 
recommendation was still the same, to remand the Beavercreek Concept Plan back to the Planning 
Commission with limited issues to address.   

http://oregon-city.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=678&meta_id=32557�
http://oregon-city.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=678&meta_id=32559�
http://oregon-city.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=678&meta_id=32559�
http://oregon-city.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=678&meta_id=32559�
http://oregon-city.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=678&meta_id=32562�
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Christine Kosinski, resident of unincorporated Clackamas County, discussed her concern 
regarding traffic.  The traffic plan proposed creating another thoroughfare was development the 
citizens did not want and would continue to vote down.  Oregon City needed no more homes, but 
needed jobs.  She continued to support an alliance between Clackamas Community College and 
Concordia which would help produce programs for incubator and local businesses. 
 
Rose Holden, resident outside of Oregon City, was uncomfortable with Commissioner Nicita being a 
paid professional and interested party to the Beavercreek area annexation appeals and concept plan 
appeals.  She explained the relevance of documents she had forwarded to the 
Commission which demonstrated the public involvement and positive development impacts of the 
Beavercreek Road Concept Plan.  She thought it would be fiscally responsible to remand this issue 
to the Planning Commission on a limited basis to get this approved as soon as possible.  
 
Paul Edgar, resident of Oregon City, said a lot of developers had looked at the area and the current 
industrial zoning might not be the right fit for Beavercreek.  He thought they needed to take a more 
serious look at the appropriate zoning.  He was in favor of a more open remand. 
 
Elizabeth Graser-Lindsey, Beavercreek resident, stated this was an opportunity to get industrial land 
for good jobs and taxes.  She passed out a handout that showed the lack of yield that came from the 
2002 and 2004 expansions.  The City’s current Home Occupation Code allowed professionals to 
work at home providing services, but did not allow for occupations resulting in commodities.  There 
was strong opposition from the Caufield Neighborhood to the dense residential proposed and 
consequences that could be expected such as crowding of roads and schools.  If the City Code was 
modified to have a buffer, segregate compatible uses, and include provisions to protect neighbors 
from noise or toxins, that would make the neighbors feel more comfortable.  The Citizen Advisory 
Committee that addressed the Concept Plan scarcely had any citizens on it and citizens did not have 
a chance to speak at meetings. 
 
Ms. Holden requested the documents she gave to the Commission be included in the record.  
 
Commissioner Nicita thought there was opportunity to come up with something new and different for 
this area and thought the Concept Plan needed to be revised.  He suggested a new kind of mixed 
industrial and employment zoning and to examine the uses currently in the Concept Plan. 
 
Ms. Holden thought a lot of time had been taken to address these issues with specialists’ input.  The 
framework was already there in the Concept Plan and the zoning that would be written could 
incorporate everything Commissioner Nicita was talking about.   
 
The Commission reviewed the adopted Concept Plan map.  There was discussion regarding the 
vision of the plan and future zoning.   
 
Ms. Kosinski stated the economy and retail were in a different place than when the Concept Plan 
was done and might not be appropriate for the present day.  They needed to build in more vitality and 
visionary thinking for what was needed in Oregon City.  
 
Mr. Holladay was frustrated that they were still talking about this.  Multiple Commissioners had 
looked over this plan.  Those who created jobs needed certainty and it was time to move forward.   
 
Mr. Edgar said the Commission was not in a position to make a decision until they knew what LCDC 
decided.  He suggested ironing out the little differences there were and coming back to the next 
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meeting with a plan for how to proceed. 
 
Ms. Graser-Lindsey said Oregon City and the region needed good jobs and local production.  The 
Concept Plan did not envision having product making jobs in this area.  The densities planned for the 
yellow areas were part of the appeal that questioned the ability of the infrastructure to support the 
high densities.  They needed to consider how to have industry in this area. 
 
Commissioner Nicita thought the plan should be more amenable to cottage industry and 
manufacturing and less of an emphasis on residential. 
 
Ms. Holden said this Concept Plan was visionary and allowed for change.  They had to be adaptable 
and should not get stuck in a decade old paradigm. 
  
Commissioner Nicita suggested having an Option A, the Concept Plan proposal, and Option B, less 
dense but more cottage industry model, for the west and east mixed use neighborhoods. 
  
Ed Sullivan, City Attorney, explained the reason the Concept Plan was remanded was the City relied 
on Metro staff regarding residential and industrial land, and LUBA found even though Metro said it 
was ok, Metro never changed their map.  Staff asked for the limited remand because things had 
changed since the original adoption that needed to be included in the plan.  
 
MAIN MOTION: 
Motion by Commissioner Betty Mumm, second by Mayor Doug Neeley to remand the Beavercreek 
Road Concept Plan to the Planning Commission and reopen the record for a limited purpose of 
addressing the protection of industrial lands, transportation, utility and service adequacy, and that the 
public hearings would not commence until the Department of Land Conservation and Development 
staff report had been issued. 
 
AMENDMENT #1: 
Motion by Commissioner James Nicita, second by Commissioner Kathy Roth to amend the motion to 
add reconsideration of the yellow areas for greater cottage manufacturing in those zones. 
 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT #1: 
A roll call was taken and the motion passed with Commissioner James Nicita, Commissioner Kathy 
Roth, and Commissioner Rocky Smith, Jr. voting aye and Mayor Doug Neeley, Commissioner Betty 
Mumm voting no. [3:2:0]  
 
VOTE ON MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED: 
A roll call was taken and the motion passed with Mayor Doug Neeley, Commissioner Betty Mumm, 
Commissioner James Nicita, Commissioner Kathy Roth, and Commissioner Rocky Smith, Jr. voting 
aye. [5:0:0]  

 
c.  Canemah Neighborhood Park Playground Equipment Purchase and Install 

Agreement  
 

Mr. Archer stated construction was underway at Canemah Park. The playground was being done as 
a separate item to involve the neighborhood in the design.  The neighborhood volunteered to install 
the playground equipment which would save $12,000.  The purchase of the equipment was being 
done through the State procurement process.  The total cost of the project was $92,118 and was well 
within the budget.  

http://oregon-city.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=678&meta_id=32567�
http://oregon-city.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=678&meta_id=32567�
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Paul Edgar, Land Use Chair of the Canemah Neighborhood Association, said the neighborhood 
appreciated the opportunity to install the equipment and encouraged the Commission to approve the 
agreement.   

 
Motion by Commissioner Kathy Roth, second by Commissioner Rocky Smith, Jr. to approve 
the Canemah Neighborhood Park playground equipment purchase and install agreement. 
 
A roll call was taken and the motion passed with Mayor Doug Neeley, Commissioner Betty Mumm, 
Commissioner James Nicita, Commissioner Kathy Roth, and Commissioner Rocky Smith, Jr. voting 
aye. [5:0:0]  

 
8.  
 

Consent Agenda   

a.  
 

Contract for Construction 2011 Paving Projects  

b.  
 

Public Improvement Contract for the Main Street Improvement Projects  

c.  
 

Minutes of the July 6, 2011 Regular Meeting  

Motion by Commissioner Rocky Smith, Jr., second by Commissioner Betty Mumm to approve the 
Consent Agenda. 
 
A roll call was taken and the motion passed with Mayor Doug Neeley, Commissioner Betty Mumm, 
Commissioner James Nicita, Commissioner Kathy Roth, and Commissioner Rocky Smith, Jr. voting 
aye. [5:0:0]  

 
9.  
 

Communications  

a.  
 

City Manager  

Mr. Archer updated the Commission on permit parking for homeowners on residential streets.  There 
was a residential parking permit program mainly around the McLoughlin neighborhood area.  There 
was also a petition process for applying to the program.  It did not give the permit holder the ability to 
violate other parking laws. 
 
Mayor Neeley suggested this information be presented to the McLoughlin Neighborhood Association. 
 
Mr. Archer reminded the Commission of upcoming meetings regarding the downtown parking plan 
implementation on July 26 and 27. 
 
Mike Conrad, Police Chief and Public Safety Director, described a weeklong camp for disadvantaged 
youth in Oregon City.  
 
David Frasher, City Manager, reported on a meeting with the bankruptcy trustee and marketing firm 
for the Blue Heron site.  He had suggested calling this site the Willamette Falls property.  He also 
discussed the reasons for Code Enforcement to be placed under the Police Department.  This 
change would be effective August 1.  He would be going on vacation beginning July 22 and Mr. 
Archer would be acting as City Manager in his absence.  

http://oregon-city.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=678&meta_id=32575�
http://oregon-city.granicus.com/MediaPlayerFrameHandler.php?view_id=&clip_id=678&meta_id=32589�


b.

Mayor Neeley reported on the Metro Advisory Committee meeting.

Commissionersc.

Commissioner Smith reported on the O.C. Together meeting. He announced the fundraiser for
infrastructure needs at the Rose Farm site with the production of Oklahoma on August 10. He
thought Code Enforcement should be under the Police Department.

Commissioner Roth reported on a meeting between Clackamas Community College, Concordia, and
the School District.

Commissioner Nicita also was in favor of the move of Code Enforcement and also attended the
meeting of Clackamas Community College and Concordia.

Commissioner Mumm said there was a Concert in the Park on July 21. She would be at a C4
meeting and would not be able to attend.

10. Adjournment

Mayor Neeley adjourned the meeting at 9:34 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
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	Finding: Not Applicable. The applicant has not proposed any access easements as part of this development.
	Finding: Complies with Condition. The applicant indicated that construction plans for all required improvements will be presented to the city for review and approval prior to the commencement of any construction activities on the site. As required by ...
	Finding: Complies with Condition.  Refer to section 16.08.030.B.3 of this report for a discussion of storm water.
	CHAPTER 12.04 - STREETS SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES

	Finding: Complies as Proposed. The applicant has stated that they will work with City staff to ensure that curb cuts are designed and improved consistent with City standards.
	Finding: Complies as proposed. The applicant will comply with City standards regarding number and design of curb cuts for driveway approaches, sidewalk ramps, etc.
	Finding:  Complies with Condition. McCord Road and Leland Road are under the jurisdiction of Clackamas County. The County typically defers to the City regarding development along County jurisdictional roads. Applicant shall obtain all necessary Clacka...
	CHAPTER 13.12 - STORMWATER CONVEYANCE, QUANTITY AND QUALITY

	Finding: Complies with Condition. Refer to section 16.08.030.B.3 of this report for a discussion of storm water.
	Finding: Complies with Condition. Storm water quantity control is required.  Refer to section 16.08.030.B.3 of this report for a discussion of storm water.
	Finding: Complies with Condition. Storm water quality control is required.  Refer to section 16.08.030.B.3 of this report for a discussion of storm water.
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	CHAPTER 17.47 - EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL
	CHAPTER 17.41 - TREE PROTECTION STANDARDS
	CHAPTER 17.50 - ADMINISTRATION AND PROCEDURES


	0001_5_Exhibit 2 Application Narrative.pdf
	1. McCord Road Frontage Improvements:  The proposed development includes frontage on South McCord Road, which is classified as a collector street (residential). The standards for a collector street are:  85’ ROW, 59’ pavement, (3) 11’ travel lanes, cu...
	2. Leland Road:  The proposed development includes frontage 50’ in width on South Leland Road, which is classified as a minor arterial street (residential). The standards for a minor arterial street are:  100’ ROW, 68’ pavement, curb & gutter, (3) 12’...
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