625 Center Street

F City of Oregon City Oregon City, OR 97045

503-657-0891

L _.mlll:'.".'.'ll
B Meeting Agenda
OREGON
CITY . ..
Planning Commission
Monday, June 9, 2014 7:00 PM Commission Chambers

1. Call to Order
2. Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items

3. Public Hearing

3a. PC 14-051 Portland Metro Men's Center -
Conditional Use Permit (CU 13-01), Site Plan and Design Review (SP
13-11), Lot Line
Abandonment (LL 13-04), and Nonconforming Use Review (LN 14-04)

Sponsors: Community Development Director Tony Konkol
Attachments: = Commission Report

OC Teen Challenge Memo to PC
Applicant's Submittal - LN
KPFF Sanitary Sewer Memo 052914

Boeger to Reeder-Santary Sewer Recommendation 052914 Pt. 1 of 2

Boeger to Reeder-Santary Sewer Recommendation 052914 Pt. 2 of 2

Public Comments Combined
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http://oregon-city.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=2482
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=0e4df348-8168-4a1a-ae1f-7f5354eac69a.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=0e4ab922-6c6e-4215-9bc8-422c33e9c254.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=757ccfa0-3c68-4e0e-8f42-ac39a718e25c.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=93205f09-6e0e-4048-8c89-5fef8c6c5211.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=ab1c143f-d783-4c40-a9c9-b0d283942446.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=4cf43ce9-5c58-4bc1-a212-67b3fa1f7952.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=332c8113-55f7-47f4-8623-38b9629cd919.pdf

Planning Commission

Meeting Agenda June 9, 2014

3b. PC 14-049

ZC 14-01/ TP 14-01 (Continued from May 12, 2014): Zone Change
from R-10 to R-8 with 29-Lot Subdivision between Ames Street and
Holcomb Boulevard.

Sponsors: Community Development Director Tony Konkol and Planner Pete Walter
Attachments:  Commission Report

6.02.2014 Summary Memorandum

6.02.2014 Proposed Zoning

6.02.2014 Aerial with Revised Layout

6.02.2014 Revised Layout

6.02.2014 Lot Calculations for Revised 27 Lots.pdf

6.02.2014 Engineering Comments about Storm Pond Design.pdf
6.02.2014 Multi-Modal Plan Pages from 2013 Oregon City TSP.pdf
Woody Berends Letter 5.24.2014.pdf

6.02.2014 Debbie Fuller Pictures.pdf

The Barlow Road.pdf

AP06-02.FinalOrder.pdf

AP 06-02 NOD final order.pdf

AP 06-02 VossDrainage.pdf

CD Director Response to Barbara Renkin.pdf
May 12 Public Comment Cards.pdf

May 12 Commission Report
May 12 ZC 14-01 / TP 14-01 Staff Report
May 12 Vicinity Map

May 12 Complete Application

May 12 Replinger Comments

May 12 All Public Comments Recieved Prior to May 5
May 12 Engineering Policy EP00-01v6 1
May 12 Ted Thonstad School District Capacity Email

May 12 Preliminary Plat Lot Dimensional Calculations
May 12 SHPO response

May 12 CRW Comments

May 12 Public Notices

May 12 Land Use Transmittal Email and Form

May 12 HUD Email regarding Dedications.pdf
May 12 OCSD Emails regarding Dedications.pdf
May 12 PC Applicant Exhibit Tax Lots.pdf

May 12 PC Exhibit Debbie Fuller Pictures.pdf
May 12 PC Exhibit C LaSalle Zoning.pdf
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http://oregon-city.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=2480
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=5243d580-0a0d-4b84-90d8-fa7e361085af.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=3e5069e1-8297-40aa-a204-ebccba109b65.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=8165f9f9-b3cf-4639-9d16-75a0cdfb1553.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=1241fd18-3ae4-4569-ab45-3bdfdc010525.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=4502fa47-d784-472c-985e-af83fe492258.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=af778faa-b007-4c74-8fb4-209155f41b91.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=a0728879-8e6d-47c4-94a4-b57202efaed8.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=fafb02f4-f78c-4d73-9e3f-b6292c2f3e5f.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=fd73f9ae-3042-4d62-8a77-0bc9a5b49b55.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=f741cdad-b778-46c4-ad81-214aa44fc0e8.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=b2b9e4c7-a8f3-4724-b61d-5704fb014273.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=59759185-5183-45a1-a6ed-ec4ec843b5d2.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=93e37ee2-eb74-400f-b988-72d0bdca6efb.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=bb05c87f-5986-4788-b1f0-0a028ed2f32d.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=67cbd31d-1c28-453d-b425-021993f1781a.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=9878b389-1498-4083-a1fc-6205218729b2.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=8b2cf5ff-d157-465f-b8ef-27d2dbec25f3.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=174c2d0e-3dab-4f34-9b4e-6a85e584bc83.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=994946d7-1e23-447c-b413-7c297fc9ec69.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=ab5d2c30-2714-4556-ba1d-4ac997c0a3f8.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=0766accd-5076-4eed-8fe6-8f30980bed16.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=9658583a-7b8e-4d3e-ada8-97b58b5ed658.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=36d7b222-4c04-4955-9366-3e366b9ea582.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=7eeca5f4-6411-4aef-a901-570dfa0128b1.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=5d2288a2-15a8-422c-b786-3cb0ec07b78e.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=8ef914da-54bb-4bd8-bf83-e9273dd3bcbf.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=02253846-0756-49f1-a230-d03e2d8c26a7.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=5bd9bd6e-6184-499e-8ca3-e6085a0523f0.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=28b1e554-2b72-43be-bde1-7317db500162.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=947caaa8-6474-401c-a49f-781d71ca4d06.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=df0ed180-4ede-4b0c-a9f0-dcbff98bd0cb.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=367ecb62-0081-4c52-95a4-4c0668b1faee.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=9f6eaec8-ce8e-4f06-abd7-c923bcb19df4.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=f87526b7-2b35-4b2e-80b7-ffa407a7e11c.pdf
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3c. PC 14-050 Proposed zone change from R-8 single-family to R-6 single-family and
a10-lot subdivision for properties located at 19751 and 19735 Meyer
Road (Planning Files ZC 14-02 and TP 14-02)

Sponsors: Community Development Director Tony Konkol
Attachments: ~ Commission Report

ZC 14-12 TP 14-02 Staff Report final

Vicinity Map
Surrounding Zoning Map

Signed Applications

Applicant's Letter to Planning Commission

Applican'ts Narrative Revised

Applicant's Response to Determination of Incompleteness

Preliminary Plat and Plan Set Revised

Trails Master Plan Map

Traffic Analysis Letter

Letter from John Replinger

Preliminary Stormwater Plan Revised

Preliminary Title Reports

Gaffney Lane Neighborhood Association Notes

Pre-Application Notes

4, Communications

5. Adjournment

Public Comments: The following guidelines are given for citizens presenting information or raising
issues relevant to the City but not listed on the agenda.

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

*  When the Chair calls your name, proceed to the speaker table and state your name and city of
residence into the microphone.

»  Each speaker is given 3 minutes to speak. To assist in tracking your speaking time, refer to the
timer at the dais.

»  Asageneral 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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http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=d4e13597-17c2-4a0a-b927-32ca4f178985.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=304f33c5-54e9-4f54-bcbd-6ee9afd71fc0.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=cba5e774-b0c2-4c5d-ae6e-a3c2c9afe7d2.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=e544dc2b-ccbd-4d1c-93b1-dcfa0f0d3e80.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=ef3e25c3-510a-478a-83b6-a35c3e9fde02.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=f2877527-e325-4ee5-bf51-37cf83bdee38.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=98966b0d-687b-4359-b813-4497ce1a2198.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=844a9a30-441f-48c3-b76c-de797cead81c.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=84ee50e6-afc1-4f63-a2c3-59a5f8087351.pdf
http://Oregon-City.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=a115c503-4ffb-4b6b-96b9-a75409fe85d8.pdf
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R Staff Report

OREGON

CITY File Number: PC 14-051

Agenda Date: 6/9/2014 Status: Agenda Ready
To: Planning Commission Agenda #: 3a.
From: Community Development Director Tony Konkol File Type: Planning Item
SUBJECT:

Portland Metro Men's Center -
Conditional Use Permit (CU 13-01), Site Plan and Design Review (SP 13-11), Lot Line
Abandonment (LL 13-04), and Nonconforming Use Review (LN 14-04)

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Motion):
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take additional public testimony and then continue
the public hearing to the the July 14th, 2014 meeting.

BACKGROUND:

The applicant has submitted a Site Plan and Design Review, Conditional Use, Nonconforming Use,
and Lot Line Abandonment application in order to utilize the site for the Portland Metro Men’s Center
a religious institution and associated Christian recovery program, including dormitory facilities for
sixty-two (62) people comprised of up to sixty (60) students enrolled in the program and at least two
employees, construct associated structures, and consolidate two lots. The new nonconforming use
application was submitted to verify the legality of the religious institution use of the subject property to
continue its non-residential Christian recovery program for men (including counseling, religious
training, worship services and religious ceremonies).

Please see the Memorandum from staff for details.

City of Oregon City Page 1 Printed on 6/3/2014



To:
From:
Re:
Date:

o RE G o N Community Development Department
C I I Y 221 Molalla Ave. Suite 200 | Oregon City OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880

MEMORANDUM

Oregon City Planning Commission

Kelly Moosbrugger, Planner

CU 13-01/SP 13-11/LL 13-04 /LN 14-04 Portland Metro Men'’s Center
June 2, 2014

On April 28th, 2014, the Planning Commission continued the public hearing for the Portland Metro
Men’s Center conditional use proposal (CU 13-01/SP 13-11/LL 13-04) to June 9th. 2014.

The applicant submitted additional items into the record subsequent to the April 28t meeting date:

On May 8, 2014 the applicant submitted a nonconforming use application to verify the
legality of the religious institution use of the subject property to continue its non-residential
Christian recovery program for men (including counseling, religious training, worship
services and religious ceremonies). As this is considered a substantial change to the land
use application, the 120-day clock re-started on May 8, 2014, when the City staff
determined the application was complete. As a result, the City provided public notice of the
complete revised application, including CU 13-01 Conditional Use, SP 13-11 Site Plan and
Design Review, LL 13-04 Lot Line Adjustment, and LN 14-04 Nonconforming Use Review.
The new 120-day deadline is September 4, 2014.

On May 29, 2014, the applicant submitted a memorandum from KPFF Consulting Engineers
that describes a proposal for on-site underground sewage storage tanks.

On May 30, 2014, the applicant submitted a letter from Boeger & Associates, LLC in support
of the memorandum from KPFF.

As aresult of the late submittal from the Applicant’s project engineers, the City staff was unable to

review the storage tank proposal to prepare a staff report by the June 2nd release of the Planning

Commission packet. Thus, staff requests the Planning Commission continue the hearing until July
14th, 2014.

City of Oregon City | PO Box 3040 | 221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200 | Oregon City, OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 www.orcity.org



o RE G o N Community Development Department
C I I Y 221 Molalla Ave. Suite 200 | Oregon City OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880

In addition to the items entered into the record by the Applicant and this memorandum, the
following items are entered into the record by staff:

PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED:
1. Aletter from Walter and Sherrill Johnson opposing the recovery program at this location.

2. Aletter from Gayle Scalf opposing the use of the church for anything but worship, and

expressing concerns about the safety of the neighborhood resulting from the patients at the
center.

3. Aletter from Janet Brumbaugh opposing the use of the church for anything but worship, and
expressing concerns about the safety of the neighborhood resulting from the patients at the
center.

City of Oregon City | PO Box 3040 | 221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200 | Oregon City, OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 www.orcity.org



ORE G o N _ Community Development ~ Planning
C I l Y 221 Molalla Ave. Suite 200 | OregonBlty OR 97545
Ph (503) 722-3769 | Fax (?531 722-3889
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File Number(s): Consolidate with CUP 13-01/Sp 13-1/LL13-04 LR iy-o\
Proposed Land Use or Activity; Non-Conforming Use Review for current use of site as a religious institution

Nan-Residentiat Christlan recovery program far men (including counseding, rellglous training, worship services and religious ceremonies)

Project Name: Portland Metro Men's Center Number of Lots Proposed (If Applicable): n/a
Physical Address of Site: 405 Warner Parrott Road, Oregon City, Oregon 97045

Clackamas County Map and Tax Lot Number(s): Map 3-2E-06CA, Tax Lots 1700 and 1800
App! : f e /

Applicant(s) Signature: ___ " ¢i- )/Z

Applicant(s) Name Printed: Dave Olwer for Teen Challenge international PNWC ... 5/7/14
Mailing Address; PO Box 609, Lebanon, Cregon 97355

phone: (941) 230-1910 Fax: Email: dave.oliver@teenchallengepnw.com
Property Owner(s):

Property Owner(s) Signature:

Property Owner(s) Name Printed: S8Me as applicant Date:

Malling Address:
Phane: Fax: Email;

Representati
Representatwe(s}Sagﬁature /@"‘ ,M.; }/L\./\-w’--"‘"‘”‘”

Representative (s) Name pnnted Micheal M. Reeder, Arnold Gallagher P.C.  pa¢e. 5/6/14
Mailing Address: 800 Willamette Street, Suite 800, Eugene, Oregon 97401
phone: (541) 484-0188 Fax: (541) 484-0536 Emall: Mreeder@arnoldgallagher.com

All signatures represented must have the full iegal capacity and hereby autherize the filing of this application and certify that the
Information and exhibits herewith are correct and indicate the porties willingness to comply with oll code requirerents,

www.orcity.org/planning
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ARNOLD GALLAGHER

~———— ATTORNEYS AT LAW ———-
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

Micheal M. Reeder
mreeder@arnoldgallagher.com
541-484-0188

May 7, 2014

Tony Konkel

Community Development Director
City of Oregon City

221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045

Re:  Teen Challenge International Pacific Northwest Centers — PMMC
Non-Conforming Use Review Application Written Narrative

Dear Mr. Konkel:

As you may know, I represent Teen Challenge Intetnational Pacific Northwest
Centers (“Teen Challenge”), the owner of 405 Warner Parrott Road (the “Subject Property”)
and the religious nonprofit organization that operates various Chtistian-based recovery
centers for teens and adults throughout the Pacific Notthwest, including the Portland Metro
Men’s Center (“PMMC”). The PMMC has operated on the Subject Property since
November 2012.

Please accept this letter as the written natrative in support for the Non-Conforming
Use Review Application (the “NCU Application™) for the current “day use™ of the Subject
Property pursuant to Oregon City Municipal Code (“OCMC”) 17.58.060. While we do not
believe there is any legal or factual question that the current use of the Subject Property as a
religious institution is a legal, nonconforming use, we submit this application out of an
abundance of caution based on our conversations with you and the City Attorney. We
specifically ask that you consolidate this application with the pending applications, CU 13-01,

" While there have been accusations from opponents to the CUP Application (defined below) that the Subject Property
is being used for overnight accommodations, these accusations are meritless; no one has stayed overnight on the Subject
Property since my client acquired the Subject Property in November 2012. An anonymous complaint was filed with the
Oregon City Code Enforcement Division alleging that the Subject Property was being used as a “dormitory.” On
February 20, 2014, my client and I both received an unsigned letter from the Oregon City Code Enforcement Division
alerting us to the fact that someone had filed a complaint and demand that “[i]f the property is currently being used as a
dormitory, this use must cease immediately.” I responded to the code enforcement letter in an email to the code
enforcement officer, Ms. Wilson, on February 24, 2014, wherein I explained that my client is not using, nor has it ever
used, the Subject Property for overnight accommodations or dormitory use. I submitted this email into the record for
the CUP Application on February 24, 2014. It is my understanding that the anonymous complainant has offered no
evidence that would support his or her conclusion that any code violations are occurring on the Subject Property. Mere
suspicion is not evidence.

800 Willamette Street ® Suite 800 ¢ Eugene, OR 97401 + P: 541.484.0188 = F.541.484-0536
amnoldgallagher.com ¢ Correspondence: P.O, Box 1758 = Eugene, OR 97440-1758



Tony Konkel

Teen Challenge NCU Application
May 7, 2014

Page 2

SP 13-11, LL 13-04 (the “CUP Application”) and have the Planning Commission review and
process all four applications togethet.

There are two preliminary matters that require some explanation before analyzing the
NCU Application.

CUP Application Approval Would Make Non-Conforming Use Question Moot

As explained throughout the February 3, 2014 staff report for the CUP Application
(the “CUP Staff Report”), should the Planning Commission approve the CUP Application,
the question of the legal status of the current use is moot. In the CUP Staff Report, page 11,
staff asserts: “If this application is denied, the applicant will be required to stop using the site
until the necessary approvals are obtained. The current day-use of the site requires
Condidonal Use approval by the Planning Commission.” While we disagree with staff that a
conditional use approval is required in order to continue the current use of the Subject
Property, we nonetheless agree that should the Planning Commission approve the CUP
Application, no conditional use approval for the current use of the Subject Property would
be required. 2

RLUIPA’s Equal Terms Provision Makes Non-Conforming Use Question Moot

A nonconforming use determination for the cutrent use of the Subject Property is
not required because the “Equal Terms” provision of the Religious Land Use and
Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000, 42 U.S.C. Sec. 2000cc (“RLUIPA”), requires the City
to treat the cutrent, religious day use of the Subject Property equally with nonteligious
institutions and assemblies.

We therefore ask that the Planning Commission find that the Equal Terms provision
of RLUIPA applies in this case and that, therefore, no nonconforming use review ot
conditional use approval for the current use of the Subject Property is required.

The Equal Terms provision states:
“No government shall impose or implement a land use regulation in a manner that treats a

religions assembly or institution on less than equal terms with a nonreligions assembly or
institution.”’

2 For reasons discussed previously and in this letter, we do not believe that a CUP is required for either the current use
(i-e. day use) or the proposed use. We mention this only to preserve such issue should it become necessary to preserve
my client’s rights under the Federal Fair Housing Act and the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act.

3 42 USC 2000cc-(b)(1).



Tony Konkel

Teen Challenge NCU Application
May 7, 2014

Page 3

The explicit language of RLUIPA requires a broad construction of RLUIPA:

“This Act shall be construed in favor of a broad protection of religions exercise, to the
maximum exitent permitted by the terms of this Act and the Constitution.”™

RLUIPA’s Equal Terms provision requires the City to treat the current use of the
Subject Propetty as an outright permitted use just as it does other nonreligious institutions
and assemblies in the R-10 zoning district. As you well know, the R-10 district permits
outright “Community Centers” and “Neighborhood Centers.” See OCMC 17.08.020,
“Permitted Uses.” The day use of the PMMC is a valid comparator to a Neighborhood
and/or Community Center. RLUIPA’s Equal Terms provision requires the City to treat the
PMMC day use on equal terms as the comparators.” Since Neighborhood Centers and
Community Centers are permitted in the R-10 zone without the need for a CUP, then the
PMMC day use also need not apply for a CUP. Therefore, the issue of whether the PMMC
day use is a legal, nonconforming use is moot because under RLUIPA’s Equal Terms
provision, the City is required to treat the Subject Property as a legal conforming use,
permitted outright.

Evidence of Legal Non-Conforming Use as a Religious Institution

In addition to approving the CUP Application, and in addition to determining that
the RLUIPA Equal Terms provision applies, Teen Challenge also respectfully requests that
the City approve the NCU Application and determine that the current use of the Subject
Property is (at the very least) a legal, nonconforming use.

In order for an applicant to receive a determination from the City that the current use
of the property is a legal, nonconforming use, the applicant is required to show that: (1) the
nonconforming use was lawfully established and (2) the nonconforming use has not become
more nonconforming within the past 20 years from the date of application.
OCMC 17.58.060. The applicant must also show that the use has not been discontinued for
a year or more. OCMC 17.58.030.

During our conversation with you and the City Attorney at the City Attorney’s office,
City staff instructed Teen Challenge that in order to receive a nonconforming use
determination from the City that Teen Challenge would need to provide proof showing that
the “religious institution”® use at the Subject Property was not discontinued for a year or
mote. I have attached three letters that each, independently, verify that the Subject Property

442 USC 2000cc-3(g).

5 See Young v. Javkson Connty, 58 Or LUBA 64, 67-68 (2008).

5 OCMC 17.04.1015 defines “religious institution” as follows: “A church or place of worship or religious assembly with
related facilities such as the following in any combination; rectory or co[n]vent, private school, meeting hall, offices for

administration of the institution, licensed child or adult daycare, playground or cemetery.”
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was used continuously as a religious institution (as defined by the OCMC) since the church
building’s construction in the 1960s.

The use of the Subject Property for a religious institution ceased on Aptil 29, 2012,
and then resumed again in November 2012, This lapse in use of less than 7 months is less
than the one-year limitation imposed in the OCMC. There is no question that the prior use
of the Subject Property was for a “religious institution” and there is also no question that the
current use of the Subject Property (since November 2012) is for a “religious institution.”
Therefore, it is quite obvious that the current day use of the Subject Property is a legal,
nonconforming use. Please see below a summary of the three attached letters verifying this
fact.

Letter from Rev. Michael J. Gerlicher

Reverend Michael Gerlicher, Director of Finance for the Otegon Ministry Network
of the Assemblies of God, provided a letter dated March 31, 2014, to the City wherein he
verified the following:

® The Assemblies of God, Oregon District acquired title to the Subject Propetty on
May 4, 1962.

e Church services operated continuously until April 29, 2012.
Letrer from Rev. Michael Durant

Reverend Michael Durant, a former Oregon City Assembly of God board member and
associate pastor, provided a letter to the City dated March 28, 2014, wherein he verified the
following:

® The continuous use of the Subject Property for use as a teligious institution since
the “mid 1960’s.”

e The names and duration of service of various pastors who lead the Oregon City
Assembly of God church since 1978.

® The current use of the Subject Property by Teen Challenge is a continuation of the
former religious institution.

Letter from Ed and Evelyn Brubaker

These two individuals provided a handwritten, undated letter that verified the
following:

* The Subject Property was acquired for the Otegon City Assembly of God in 1962.

AG-
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® The names and duration of service of various pastors who lead the Oregon City
Assembly of God church since 1946.

® That the church on the Subject Property operated continuously from 1962 to 2012.

Please note that the OCMC specifically allows for a change in ownership, tenancy or
management without affecting its lawful nonconforming status. OCMC 17.58.030. Merely
because the Subject Property changed ownership in 2012, that change in ownership does not
constitute “discontinuance.”

For the reasons stated above, and based on the evidence attached, Teen Challenge
respectfully requests that the City determine that the current use of the Subject Property is a
legal, nonconforming use and may continue without need for an additional land use
approval.

Conclusion

Teen Challenge respectfully requests that the City: (1) approve the CUP Application,
(2) determine that the RLUIPA Equal Terms provision applies and that no nonconforming
use determination for the current use of the Subject Property is necessary, and (3) to the
extent that actions (1) and (2) may be challenged, determine that the current religious
institution use of the Subject Property is (at the very least) a legal, nonconforming use and
may therefore continue without need for any additional action.

Respectfully submitted,

/ﬁ,\g_/f\ J&JM’\M__MWMW,WM —

Micheal M. Reeder
Attorney for Teen Challenge

MMR:jgh
Attachments
NAP - T\Tecn Challenge Internatl. 16245\Oregon City CUP 16249-13\Nonconforming Use\NCU Review Application Letter.docx
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Developing Effective Leaders = Building Healthy Churches and Ministries

March 31, 2014

City of Oregon City
625 Center Street
Cregon City, OR 97045

To whom it may concern:

On May 4, 1962 the property located at 405 WARNER PARROTT ROAD was deeded to
hoth the Assemblies of God, Oregon District, Inc. and the local church also known as
Assembly of God of Oregon City. The congregation operated continuously as a local
church without interruption until the last service was held on April 29, 2012,

Shortly thereafter, the Assemblies of God, Oregon District was pleased to enter into
negotiations with Teen Challenge Pacific Northwest. We extended a reasonable pericd
of due dikgence. Our organizations share common origins in the Assemblies of God
U.S.A. denomination and we were delighted to have ministry continue in this location.

If you have questions about this matter, we would be delighted to help.
Sincerely,

Ll bid ———

Rev. Michael ) Gerlicher, CPA
Director of Finance

Cc:  Garry Wallace, Executive Director
Portland Metro Men’s Center

PO Box 9178 | Solem, Oregon 97305-0178 | 503.393.441) | fax 503:393.4430 | wwyw.oreqanagiorg ™



March 28, 2014

To whom it may concern,

My name is Michael Durant and | am writing this letter on behalf of the Teen
Challenge Center located at 405 Warnerparrot RD. in Oregon City.

The location in Oregon City 405 Warnerparrot RD. has a significant meaning to
me as | attended church at this location for approx. 32 years. | have lived in the
Oregon City area for all of my life. My family started attending Oregon City
Assembly of God in October of 1978. At that time | was 7 years old. Dr. J.W.
Jepson was our pastor. Dr. Jepson pastored OCAG until moving to ancther
ministry in 1985. He was replaced by Pastor Eugene Slape who pastored the
church for a few years. During my high school years (around 1988) a new and
younger pastor named Larry Rogers was elected as the pastor. He pastored the
church until sometime around 1996.

In the mid 90's Pastor Wayne Wilson came from Goshen Oregon to pastor
Oregon City Assembly of God. Pastor Wayne pastored the church for about ten
years before moving on to another ministry. He was replaced by Zach Lucas.

During Zach Lucas’s time as pastor of the church, the church name was changed
to River of Life Christian Center. Legally it was Oregon City Assembly of God
doing business under the name River of Life Christian Center. | was a board
member of the church at this time. In 2008 | became the associate pastor of
River of Life Christian Center. In the summer of 2010 | left my position at River
of Life to pursue other ministry opportunities. However my parents, my sister and
my brother-laws-family still attended the church.

In the fall of 2010 Zach Lucas resigned as the pastor at River of Life Christian
Center. He was replaced by Pastor Alan Kern.

Alan Kern had a difficult time pastoring the church as it was in significant financial
trouble. He was only pastor for 6-7 months before resigning.

After Alan Kern resigned Pastor Randy Robertson a former missionary and
former Sr. Pastor of another church served as the pastor at River of Life Christian
Center. Pastor Randy is known for turning churches around in Oregon. He had
a tough time as the finances of the church were at a critical point.



AS the finances became worse Pastor Randy contacted The QOregon Ministry
Network (Oregon District of the Assemblies of God) who stepped in to evaluate
the financial condition of the church. The decision at that point was made to
close the church.

| was asked to attend a meeting with the board and the members at that time. It
was announced the church was to close. When everyone left the doors were
locked. That was April of 2012. It was a very sad day as the church that started
all the way back in 1941 and was a church over 71 years was now closed.

The building sat vacant for a few months before Teen Challenge purchased the
building. The church existed at that location from the mid 1960’s until in closed
and became the new Teen Challenge Center.

I still serve in ministry and not only minister to others in the community but also at
Teen Challenge in Oregon City. | hold ministerial credentials from the General
Counsel of the Assemblies of God.

The work God started there is still continuing just under a new name and a new
sign.

Sincerely,

Rev Michael Durant
22875 S. Tonya CT.
Beavercreek, OR 97004
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Permit Receipt
RECEIPT NUMBER 00027899

Account Number: 001731 Paid: 5/8/2014

Applicant: TEEN CHALLENGE INTL PAC NW CNT Cashier: lterway

Type: check #1045

Description: May 2014

Notes:

Permit Number Fee Description Amount
LN-14-0004 4332 Legal Non Conforming 808.00

Total: $808.00



Page 1 of 4

DATE: 5/29/14

PROJECT: 314808-Portland Men’s Metro Center = SUBJECT: Sanitary Sewer Recommendations at
405 Warner Parrott Road

TO: Micheal M. Reeder FROM: Pete Miller, PE, Oregon, 85480
Arnold Gallagher P.C. KPFF Consulting Engineers

PHONE: 541-484-0188 PHONE: 541-684-4902

EMAIL: mreeder@arnoldgallagher.com EMAIL: pete.miller@kpffcivil.com

Introduction

KPFF Consulting Engineers has been retained by you in your capacity as legal counsel for Teen Challenge
Portland Men’s Metro Center (PMMC). We have been asked to review the proposed project at 405 Warner
Parrott Road in relation to the sanitary sewer capacity within the Oregon City sanitary sewer system and to
team with Boeger and Associates to develop a plan that will assure that the proposed project described in
the PMMC application for file numbers CU 13-01, SP 13-11, LL 13-04 and LN 14-04 complies with former
Oregon City Municipal Code (OCMC) 17.56.010.A.3, which states:

“The site and proposed development are timely, considering the adequacy of
transportation systems, public facilities and services existing or planned for
the area affected by the use.”

The purpose of this memorandum is, to the extent that it is necessary, to provide substantial evidence that
the proposed project will meet the criteria found at former OCMC 17.56.010.A.3, specifically in relation to
adequate sanitary sewer facilities.

Background
PMMC is proposing a dormitory facility for up to 62 people (60 residents and 2 residential staff members)

as part of its Christian faith-based recovery program for adult men. It is our understanding that the PMMC
program will also have up to eight daytime office staff members at the site as well. We also understand the
existing church building will continue to be utilized for administrative and other religious services for the
residents; the use of the site facilities will be exclusive to the PMMC. The church will not be used by a local
congregation open to the general public. The total maximum number of people that will regularly occupy
the site will be 70 people.

In its February 3, 2014 staff report, City staff found that the criteria of former OCMC 17.56.010.A.3 had
been met. The staff report stated:

“Utilities- As demonstrated within this report, the [sanitary] sewer, water
and storm drainage utilities are present and adequate to serve the proposed
uses.” (p. 15)

1201 Oak Street, Suite 100, Eugene, OR 97401 541-684-4902 FAX 541-684-4909

Austin, TX Eugene, OR Portland, OR
G When provided by KPFF, paper copies are printed on 100% Recycled Post-Consumer Fiber (PCF) paper
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During the initial public hearing before the Planning Commission on February 10, 2014, there was no
indication from City staff that there was any problem with the sanitary sewer capacity for the site. It is my
understanding that for various reasons (unrelated to the sanitary sewer capacity issue) the public hearing
on the PMMC application was continued to February 24, 2014. However, a few hours prior to the
February 24, 2014 “continued” public hearing before the Planning Commission on the PMMC application,
you were alerted by the City Attorney, Jennifer Bragar of Garvey Schubert Barer, that City staff recently
received new preliminary information regarding the performance and capacity issues for the City’s sanitary
sewer system directly abutting the PMMC property at 405 Warner Parrott Road. It came to your attention
that the City’s consultant engineering firm, Brown and Caldwell, had discovered, what the City believed to
be existing sanitary sewer capacity problems, in the sanitary sewer services area that serves the PMMC site.

After the February 24th meeting, and in response to City staff’s newly identified sanitary sewer capacity
concerns, you retained KPFF to review the situation and provide an analysis of the City’s concerns and to
propose any recommendations that would alleviate the City’s concerns. | carefully reviewed the City’s
adopted and acknowledged 2003 Oregon City Sanitary Sewer Master Plan (the Adopted SSMP). While the
Adopted SSMP identified some surcharging in the Hazelwood system just downstream of Warner Parrott
Road, the Adopted SSMP did not identify any deficiencies over the 20-year planning period. According to
my review of the Adopted SSMP, it is clear that the Adopted SSMP identifies the Hazelwood tributary
adjacent to the PMMC site as adequate. Specifically, the Adopted SSMP states on page ES-6, “Although the
modeling indicates slight surcharging in some pipe segments for existing and buildout conditions, the
surcharging is not enough to warrant improvements.”

On March 6, 2014, City staff invited Teen Challenge and its team, including myself, to a meeting at the City
Attorneys’ offices at Garvey Shubert Barer in Portland to discuss the sanitary sewer issue. The City Engineer
presented calculations and profile information, based on modeling, which showed a surcharge and a
potential overflow condition at Warner Parrott Road adjacent to the proposed PMMC site during a 10-year
storm event. At this meeting, City staff indicated that a moratorium may need to be imposed until the
sanitary sewer system in the Hazelwood area could be upgraded. After this meeting, | discussed possible
solutions with the City Engineer via telephone on April 8, 2014. The City Engineer stated there would need
to be “no increased flows” from redevelopment sites such as PMMC.

Given the concerns that Oregon City had regarding the impact to their sanitary sewer system, KPFF
reviewed the “Draft Sanitary Sewer Master Plan” dated January 30, 2014, prepared by Brown and Caldwell
(the Draft SSMP) and attempted to gather as much information as possible regarding the prior uses
associated with the property in an effort to establish a baseline for existing use versus proposed use. Based
upon information provided by Garry Wallace, Executive Director of PMMC, the church construction
(remodel) drawings from the 1970s show seating for 448 people. This information was presented in a
memorandum dated April 22, 2014, from KPFF to you that you subsequently provided to the City.

The City responded with a memorandum from Brown and Caldwell dated April 28, 2014. On page 14, there
is a comparison between the flows from a 448-seat church and the proposed PMMC development.
According to the assumptions made by Brown and Caldwell, the peak flows from the 448-seat church
(4 gallons/seat/day) equate to 8.8 gpm while the peak flows from the proposed PMMC development
equate to 21.04 gpm (85 gallons/resident/day plus 10 gallons/office staff/day).
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Analysis

To restate the issue, according to the modeling done by Brown and Caldwell, the City believes that the
sanitary sewer system in Warner Parrott Road has the potential to surcharge and overflow at the 5-year
and 10-year storm events. The main reason is due to infiltration and inflow (I & I) from stormwater and
groundwater. The flows from | & | are about 80% of the total flow in the system so, consequently, the
average daily sewer flow in the sewer system is adequately conveyed. Only when there are significant
rainfall events (e.g. 5-year and 10-year storm events) will there be concerns with conveyance.

Brown and Caldwell’s Methodology Baseline

Using the Brown and Caldwell methodology as a baseline, the flow from the existing church equates to
20 residents and 8 staff at the PMMC site (Exhibit A). Based on this methodology, at the very least and
without any on-site mitigation of any kind, the project could be approved for 20 residents and 8 staff
without increasing the flow over the historic use of the property as a 448-person church. According to the
Brown and Caldwell analysis, any number of residents (and staff) above this would potentially increase
flows to Warner Parrott Road.

We believe that Brown and Caldwell’s methodology is overly and unjustifiably conservative and, therefore,
incorrect. It appears that Brown and Caldwell assumed that the proposed dormitory would produce
85 gallons/resident/day. It also appears that Brown and Caldwell categorized the proposed dormitory use
as falling under the category of “boarding school” (which, according to Metcalf and Eddy, Inc. has a typical
flowrate of 85 gallons/student/day). We believe this flowrate to be inaccurate. The PMMC residents
generally spend the majority of the day off-site working, volunteering, and participating in other activities
conducted away from the site. In this regard, they are more like a resident of a single-family residence and
not a boarding school student who generally remains on site 24 hours a day. The Brown and Caldwell
flowrate of 85 gallons/student (resident)/day is not accurate; it is too high.

The USEPA On-site Wastewater Treatment Systems Manual states that homes with US Energy Policy Act
(EPACT) efficient fixtures would have typical average daily wastewater flows of 40 to 60/gallons/person/day
(Exhibit B). Using these flow values:

e At 60 gallons/person/day = 28 residents and 8 staff
e At 40 gallons/person/day = 42 residents and 8 staff

Also highlighted on Exhibit B is an analysis of average daily residential flows conducted by Brown and
Caldwell in 1984. Approximately 30 years ago, before low flow plumbing fixtures became commonplace,
Brown and Caldwell determined average daily residential wastewater flows varied from 57.3 to 73.0
gallons/person/day. Consequently, 30 years later, using an estimate of 40 to 60 gallons/person/day is
completely within reason.

KPFF Methodology Baseline
In the April 22, 2014 KPFF memorandum from to you, we asserted that the site could accommodate

between 23 and 160 residents depending on the methodology used. We concluded that the best approach
was to discard the low number (23) and the high number (160). We concluded, therefore, that the best
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approach was to choose the average site occupancy of 54 residents. We continue to believe that this
methodology is the best approach and that the baseline should be 54 residents (which equates to 53
residents and 8 staff).

Suggested Solution

Since the peak flows in the City system will likely last only a few hours every 5 to 10 years at most, a viable
solution is to mitigate for the peak flow from the PMMOC site. In order to accommodate the proposed
additional residents (42 using the Brown and Caldwell baseline methodology or 9 using the KPFF
methodology) and to meet the City’s desire to have “no increased flows,” the solution is to provide
underground storage tanks to store sewer flow from the dormitory and release it when there is capacity in
the City system (Exhibit C).

In the proposed solution, sewer flow from the new dormitory building will gravity drain to three, 3000-
gallon underground tanks that will be located on the northeast section of the property. According to the
Brown and Caldwell assumptions, the average daily sewer flow from the site is 5350 gallons [(85 gpcd x
62 full-time residents) + (10 gpcd x 8 office staff)]. Consequently, the tanks can conservatively store 1.6
days of flow without discharging to the City system. The sewage will then be pumped via a grinder pump to
the City system in Warner Parrott Road. There will be a monitoring system in or near the right of way which
will monitor the flow and elevation within the public system. The flow monitor will send a signal to the
pump and to the City (if requested). If there is capacity in the system, which is the vast majority of the time,
the flow from the PMMC site will be discharged to the City system. If the City sewer is surcharged and
flowing at a high elevation, the PMMC sewer flow will be stored on-site in the underground tanks and no
flow will be pumped to the City system. Once the fully automated system determines there is capacity in
the City system, the site flow will be released.

This solution is ideal and practical for the following reasons:

1. The surcharging in the City system only lasts a few hours every 5 to 10 years.

2. The tanks and pump system with monitoring can adequately control the flow from the site.
3. System monitoring benefits the City by conveying real time information about the characteristics of
the system.
Conclusion

The proposed project complies with former OMMC 17.56.010.A.3, which states:

“The site and proposed development are timely, considering the adequacy of
transportation systems, public facilities and services existing or planned for
the area affected by the use.”

The existing City service is impacted by | & | issues on an infrequent basis during large storm events. By
mitigating for the potential increase in flow from the PMMC site during 5- and 10-year storm events, the
existing service is clearly adequate to serve the proposed development. In addition to the low flow fixtures
that will be used throughout the project, the storage tanks and pump system with monitoring controls will
mitigate for potential impacts to the City system. In fact, the proposed mitigation measure will improve the
current situation and has the potential to provide the City with valuable and critical real time information
regarding this part of its sanitary sewer system.



EXHIBIT A - ESTIMATED FLOWS FROM PMMC

Average
Daily Average
sanitary Daily Dry Weather
User Net Residents Unit Flow, flow, sanitary Peak Peak Flow, Infiltration/Inflow at Peak Flow Peak Flow
Type Acres Jusers gped gal/day flow, cfs  Factor gal/day 1,000 gpad gal/day gpm
Existing Church NA 2.13 448 4 2240 0.0035 4.707 10543 2130 12673 8.80
Brown & Caldwell
Proposed Dormitory Resident 2.13 62 85 6588 0.0103 4.213 28171 2130 30301 21.04
Brown & Caldwell Staff 2.13 8 10 100
Proposed Dormitory Resident 2.13 20 85 2125 0.0034 4.710 10479 2130 12609 8.76
(85 gped) Staff 2.13 8 10 100
Proposed Dormitory Resident 2.13 28 60 2100 0.0034 4.715 10373 2130 12503 8.68
(60 gped) Staff 2.13 8 10 100
Proposed Dormitory Resident 2.13 42 40 2100 0.0034 4.715 10373 2130 12503 8.68
(40 gped) Staff 2.13 8 10 100

Average Daily Sanitary Flow includes 1.25 contingency factor for unanticiapted changes in land use per Chapter 5 of the Portland, BES, Sewer and Drainage Facilities Design Manual, 2007

Peak Factor Formula from Chapter 5 of the Portland, BES, Sewer and Drainage Facilities Design Manual, 2007 PF =2.65 (Quprin C,S)'D

.1014

Peak Flow Ex. Church

Peak flow less than Ex. Church

Peak flow less than Ex. Church

Peak flow less than Ex. Church
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Chapter 3: Establishing Treatment System Performance Requirements

cracked treatment tanks, and system damage caused
by tree roots also can be significant sources of clear
water that can adversely affect treatment perfor-
mance. These flows might cause periodic hydraulic
overloads to the system, reducing treatment effec-
tiveness and potentially causing hydraulic failure.

3.3.1 Residential wastewater flows

Average daily flow

The average daily wastewater flow from typical
residential dwellings can be estimated from indoor
water use in the home. Several studies have evalu-
ated residential indoor water use in detail (Ander-
son and Siegrist, 1989; Anderson et al., 1993;
Brown and Caldwell, 1984; Mayer et al., 1999). A
summary of recent studies is provided in table 3-1.
These studies were conducted primarily on homes
in suburban areas with public water supplies.
Previous studies of rural homes on private wells
generally indicated slightly lower indoor water use
values. However, over the past three decades there
has been a significant increase in the number of
suburban housing units with onsite systems, and it
has recently been estimated that the majority of
OWTSs in the United States are located in subur-
ban metropolitan areas (Knowles, 1999).

In 1994 the U.S. Energy Policy Act (EPACT)
standards went into effect to improve water use
efficiency nationwide. EPACT established national
flow rates for showerheads, faucets, urinals, and
water closets. In 2004 and again in 2007 energy use
standards for clothes washers will go into effect,
and they are expected to further reduce water use
by those appliances. Homes built after 1994 or
retrofitted with EPACT-efficient fixtures would
have typical average daily wastewater flows in the
40 to 60 gallons/person/day range. Energy- and
water-efficient clothes washers may reduce the per
capita flow rate by up to 5 gallons/person/day
(Mayer et al., 2000).

Of particular interest are the results of the Residen-
tial End Uses of Water Study (REUWS), which
was funded by the American Water Works Associa-
tion Research Foundation (AWWARF) and 12
water supply utilities (Mayer et al., 1999). This
study involved the largest number of residential
water users ever characterized and provided an
evaluation of annual water use at 1,188 homes in
12 metropolitan areas in North America. In addi-
tion, detailed indoor water use characteristics of
approximately 100 homes in each of the 12 study
areas were evaluated by continuous data loggers
and computer software that identified fixture-
specific end uses of water. Table 3-2 provides the

Table 3-1. Summary of average daily residential wastewater flows®

Stud Number of Study duration Study average Study range
v residences (months) (gal/pers/day)” (gal/pers/day)
Brown & Caldwell (1984) 210 66.2 (250.6)" 57.3-73.0
(216.9-276.3)"
Anderson & Siegrist (1989) 90 3 70.8 (268.0) 65.9-76.6
(249.4-289.9)
Anderson et al. (1993) 25 3 50.7 (191.9) 26.1-85.2
(98.9-322.5)
Mayer et al. (1999) 1188 1° 69.3 (262.3) 57.1-83.5
(216.1-316.1)
Weighted Average 153 68.6 (259.7)

* Based on indoor water use monitoring and not wastewater flow monitoring.

® Liters/person/day in parentheses.

° Based on 2 weeks of continuous flow monitoring in each of two seasons at each home.

USEPA Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems Manual
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B Boeger & Associates, LLC

& g Civil and Environmental - Engineering and Planning

May 29, 2014

Mr. Micheal Reeder

Arnold Gallagher P.C.

800 Willamette Street, Suite 800
Eugene, OR 97401

RE: Teen Challenge Portland Men’s Metro Center — Sanitary Sewer Recommendations
Dear Mr. Reeder,

Boeger & Associates, LLC. has been retained by Arnold Gallagher P.C. to provide technical
assistance and oversight regarding the sanitary sewer capacity concerns raised by the City of
Oregon City for the Teen Challenge Portland Men’s Metro Center (PMMC).

It is my understanding that the City has taken the position that the sanitary sewer system in the
Hazelwood (Warner Parrot Road) area may flood during a 1- in 10-year storm event. (See
“Draft Technical Memorandum” produced by City’s consultant Brown and Caldwell, dated April
28,2014). 1t is also my understanding that based on this concern, the City has taken the position
that it cannot permit any “increased flows™ from the redevelopment of the PMMC site.

The purpose of this letter is to support the May 29, 2014 memorandum from Pete Miller of
KPFF, and to briefly explain why the proposed solution is an effective method to address
capacity concerns while allowing the PMMC to develop the site as proposed. Before discussing
our approach, a brief summary of our qualifications is presented to document our experience and
expertise in this area of engineering.

Qualifications of Dennis J. Boeger, PE, CWRE

I have over 20 years of experience in the field of septic system and water system on-site
planning, design, and construction management. This includes residential, industrial, and
commercial sites over much of the state of Oregon. Iam registered as a Professional Engineer in
Oregon and Washington, and am a Certified Water Rights Examiner in the state of Oregon. I
have been responsible for projects ranging from residential size, up to 50,000 gallons per day.
This has included many projects which incorporate many of the same features that are proposed
to serve the metro center. | have also designed and obtained approvals for various concrete tanks
manufactured by Willamette Graystone, Inc. The tank submittals went through the DEQ Product
Approval Process and received the approvals to install them on sites all over Oregon.

I am currently on the Board of Directors of the Oregon On-Site Waste Water Association
(O2WA) as Engineer. I have attended numerous annual O2WA conferences, and have presented
at two of them regarding the topics of designing a facility with focus on operation and

1158 High St., Suite 102, Eugene, OR 97401 ~ (541) 302-4996 ~ FAX (541) 302-4968 ~ dboeger@boegerassociates.com
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maintenance. I am currently serving as Engineering Committee Member on the Willamette
Valley Groundwater Management Committee (GWMA). Ihave also served as an expert witness
on private waste water projects to provide specific information on how and why it is feasible to
collect sewage on a particular site, and then treat it further, or disperse it on site or discharge it
off-site (public sewer in this case).

Proposed Solution at the PMMC

KPFF and Boeger & Associates, LLC have devised a solution to address the City’s concerns
regarding the adequacy of sanitary sewer in the Warner Parrott Road area. The solution is more
fully described in detail by Pete Miller in his May 29, 2014 KPFF memorandum. Essentially,
the solution is to install three, 3,000 gallon tanks underground on the northeast section of the
PMMOC site. An automated manhole monitoring system would be installed into a designated
manhole in the City’s public sewer system that would indicate when the sewer system capacity
being reached. Once the automated system indicates the liquid levels have dropped, the system
on site will automatically trigger the timed dosing of sewage flows to the City’s sewer system.

The proposed method to store the sewage on site during a high flow, or surcharged event, and
then release it at lower flows is a routine practice in the on-site industry. In the on-site arena, it is
often required to store incoming sewage in a tank or tanks under high flow periods, then dose it
to the next component downstream in a more consistent manner. The proposed tanks are
standard off-the-shelf concrete tanks manufactured by Willamette Graystone, specifically made
for storing/treating sewage. These tanks are required to be water-tight, and are structurally sound
to address buoyancy and traffic loading issues.

The automated system proposed for this solution is manufactured by Mission Communications,
Inc. It has been incorporated in many municipal and other applications for the very purpose of
providing actual liquid level data on a 24 hour basis. This automation includes signals to
activate or de-activate a system on the site. The Mission system shall be monitored by Mission’s
office in North Carolina, and the data can be shared with others as authorized. This may be
valuable hard flow data the city can use towards further modeling or notifications to the public
from this system.

In summary, the proposed method to store and release the sewage flows from the PMMC site is a
standard solution routinely used in the on-site industry. The unique aspect of this solution is that
a remote signal will determine if the sewage is held on site, or is released to the sewer. Itisa
solution which directly meets the City’s capacity concerns.

Please contactme if you have any questions or comments.

.
Dennis J. Boeger,
Principal Engineer

1158 High St., Suite 102, Eugene, OR 97401 ~ (541) 302-4996 ~ FAX (541) 302-4968 ~ dboeger@boegerassociates.com
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municipalities in the U.S. According to the

By Lauryn Colquitt Sewer backups are an ongoing problem for

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, up
to 75,000 annual backups and overflows account

for 10 billion gal of untreated wastewater discharge.

Underground infrastructure management is dif-
ficult for many utilities, but there is equipment
that can help them detect problems before they
become catastrophic. Solutions are helping utilities
nationwide take proactive measures to streamline
efficiency, improve infrastructure and avoid prob-
lems. The village of Waterford, Wis., and the city of
Clarksburg, WVa., are two utilities that were able
to end backups and overflows with new manhole
monitoring equipment.

Vitlage of Waterford, Wis.

The village of Waterford in southern Wisconsin
is a community surrounded by several rivers.
It serves 5,000 customers with average flows of
500,000 gal per day (gpd). The oldest part of the
village was built in the 1900s.

For years, officials have struggled to pre-
vent recurring backups in an environmentally

middle of a flower bed, and we were able to make
the in-ground antenna blend in with it.”

The monitor sends notifications when the level
in the well begins to rise. This gives utility work-
ers a chance to tend to the well and clean it before
a backup occurs. The monitoring device has helped
the village utility prevent any basement backups.
Workers had to raise the floats about 2 in. because
heavy rain events would trigger an early alarm.

“Most of the time, the level drops back down
because it’s still flowing,” Bergles said. “When
the float is triggered and we receive an alarm, we
know there is a problem.

“The Manhole Monitor is great,” Bergles added.

“We are definitely planning on placing them in
more wells and manholes.” :

Bergles can obtain reports on the Mission Web
portal. When the utility installs additional moni-
tors, personnel will be able to compare histori-
cal data. Reports show high level and surcharge
events in comparison to the rainfall documented
by the local National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration station.

The village continues to update its equipment
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monitoring ezluipment.

Village of Waterford, Wis.

The village of Waterford in southern Wisconsin
is a community surrounded by several rivers.

It serves 5,000 customers with average flows of
500,000 gal per day (gpd). The oldest part of the
village was built in the 1900s.

For years, officials have struggled to pre-
vent recurring backups in an environmentally
responsible manner. Assistant Director of Public
Utilities James Bergles said he and his team spent
many hours addressing these issues and resolving
them. One of the problem areas was an unmoni-
tored siphon well.

The River Street gravity siphon well is located
15 ft away from one of the rivers in town. It is near
many houses, restaurants and a high school. A
gravity siphon well doesn’t use power to move sew-
age. Instead, it relies on gravity and atmospheric
pressure. The sewage travels under the river to the
manhole on the opposite side of the river. Grease
and oil buildup from nearby restaurants frequently
inhibit the well. During heavy rain, the well also is
overwhelmed with surge flows. These two factors
significantly decrease the performance of the well.
With no monitoring equipment in place, this pre-
sented a significant problem to the village utility.

“We haven't had any sanitary sewer over-
flows, but we have experienced basement back-
ups with a nearby resident,” Bergles said. “The
homeowner is quick to call when there’s a
backup in their basement.”

The remote location of the well made it diffi-
cult to provide AC power for a monitoring device.
Bergles knew it was going to take a specialized
product to monitor the area. He considered the
Manhole Monitor, designed and manufactured by
Mission Communications.

“We like that it’s plug-and-play and no exter-
nal power is required,” Bergles said. “Other than
the preemptive alarms, we wanted the monitoring
device to blend in with the aesthetics of the natu-
ral environment. The well is actually located in the

“We are definitely planning on placing them in
more wells and manholes.” ’

Bergles can obtain reports on the Mission Web
portal. When the utility installs additional moni-
tors, personnel will be able to compare histori-
cal data. Reports show high level and surcharge
events in comparison to the rainfall documented
by the local National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration station.

The village continues to update its equipment
and its infrastructure.

City of Clarksburg, W.Va.

The city of Clarksburg, W.Va., manages a com-
bined sewer system that originally was built in
the early 1950s. Treatment plant capacity cur-
rently is 8 mgd. With heavy rain events, the sewer
system takes in up to 12 million gal. Wastewater
Treatment Plant Superintendent Paul Lehosit
and his team have spearheaded a long-term con-
trol plan to improve the entire collection system.
Lehosit has worked closely with the West Virginia
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) to
accomplish this task. DEP approved a $12-million
upgrade, which includes monitoring equipment
on each of the city’s 56 combined sewer overflow
(CSO) manholes. The city currently has Manhole
Monitors on four of its most active CSO manhole
sites. Lehosit plans on installing the monitors at
additional CSO manhole locations.

“We've been using the Mission system for nearly
three years. The data and charts that we get from
the Web portal are so helpful when it comes to
preparing the reports that we submit to the DEP,”
Lehosit said.

Before using Mission for its CSO monitoring,
the city of Clarksburg used a different device that
required daily site visits by CSO inspector Jody
Ash to download data. He said the new system is
an improvement. “The data from the Mission sys-
tem comes straight to our website,” Ash said. “We
don’t have to go out of our way to get it. Ultimately,
this gives us more time to focus on other tasks.”

Ash uses the monitor to track the duration of
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overflows. He monitors when an overflow starts
and stops during a heavy rainfall. The monitor
sends early notifications when the float is tipped,
but Ash said that because it is a combined sys-
tem, there is nothing the city can do to stop the
CSO manholes from overflowing. “The rain is our
biggest enemy. We are confident that this new
upgrade, along with the monitors will completely
eliminate the overflows,” Ash said.

According to Ash, the monitors are very easy

S T sy

to install inside the manholes. “It has cut instal-
lation time in half,” he said. “There is no wiring,
You just plug it in and it’s good to go.”

Online data access and reliability of alarms have
given staff more time to spend on other projects.
The utility has achieved a significant savings in
operations and maintenance schedules with a 50%
reduction in site visits. Ash still makes daily visits
to the most active CSO manholes to double check
their status. Lehosit said he hopes the monitors

will help detect non-rainfall-related problems in the
city of Clarksburg once the upgrade is complete.

Lauryn Colquitt is marketing coordinator for Mission
Communications. Colquitt can be reached at
laurync@123me.com or 678.969.0021,

For more information, write in 1110 on this issue’s
reader service form on page 63.

SELF-CLEANING WATER FILTERS

Forsta Filters™ are ideal for municipal and industrial applications
and offer automatic operation with minimal maintenance. The
point-of-suction backwash won’t interrupt system flow while
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Salf Cleaning Water Filters

www.forstafilters.com
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May 19, 2014

TO: Oregon City, Community Development-Planning
221 Molalla Ave. Suite 200

Oregon City, OR. 97045
ATTN: Kelly Moosbrugger, Planner

SUBIJECT: File #CU 13-01: Conditional Use, SP 13-11, LL 13-04, LN 14-04. 405 Warner Parrott Road,
Oregon City, OR. 97045.

I strongly oppose the development of the church as a business. It is supposed to be a place of worship only.
I oppose any and all re-zoning.

I'will not be safe in my home or neighborhood because of drug users. Do you hear and understand what 1
am saying? I will not be safe.

Please stop this Project now.

Janet Brumbaugh
1071 Birchwood Drive
Oregon City, OR. 97045
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May 19, 2014

TO: Oregon City, Community Development-Planning
221 Molalla Ave. Suite 200

Oregon City, OR. 97045

ATTN: Kelly Moosbrugger, Planner

SUBJECT: File #CU 13-01: Conditional Use, SP 13-11, LL 13-04, LN 14-04. 405 Warner Parrott Road,
Oregon City, OR. 97045.

I strongly oppose the development of the church as a business. It is supposed to be a place of worship only.
I oppose any and all re-zoning.

I will not be safe in my home or neighborhood because of drug users. Do you hear and understand what I
am saying? I will not be safe.

Please stop this Project now.

Sincerely,

Gayle Scalf
1072 Birchwood Drive
Oregon City, OR. 97045
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ot City of Oregon City e

503-657-0891

L AT e
i I Staff Report

G{RS%?"‘?’H File Number: PC 14-049
Agenda Date: 6/9/2014 Status: Agenda Ready
To: Planning Commission Agenda #: 3b.
From: Community Development Director Tony Konkol and File Type: Planning ltem
SUBJECT:

ZC 14-01/ TP 14-01 (Continued from May 12, 2014): Zone Change from R-10 to R-8 with 29-Lot
Subdivision between Ames Street and Holcomb Boulevard.

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Motion):
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval with conditions to the
City Commission for their consideration.

BACKGROUND:

Please see attached Summary Memorandum from the reviewing planner Pete Walter for
details.

The applicant has revised the application since June 2. The new application still requests a
zone change to R-8 a portion of the property but the subdivision includes 2 fewer lots than
previously proposed. Staff has prepared a memorandum (attached) that describes the various
changes that have been made to the proposal. These changes include the following which are
described in detail in the attached memorandum:

- Slightly different layout for 27 lots vs. 29 lots.

- Larger average lot size.

- Reduced block length proposed, eliminating need to provide a pedestrian accessway in one
location.

- Inclusion of Barlow Road Historic Corridor Easement (1993 adopted alignment). The
adopted alignment of the Historic Barlow Road was overlooked and as such the applicant has
included the required Visual Corridor Easement into the current proposal. Per 0OCMC 17.40
HRB review is not required if the applicant does not propose a modification of the adopted
alignment.

- Proposal for off-site improvements to Ames and Swan intersection to widen road pavement
to address statements from the public about congestion issues due to the narrow pavement
width of Ames Street at the intersection with - Swan Avenue. ICON would like to offer a
solution by paving additional road pavement to bring the widen the current paved width of
pavement.

- The proposed layout continues to implement and concur with the Oregon City Transportation
System Plan "Multi-Modal Connectivity Plan", Figure 10 (attached) by providing needed
additional local street connections.

- The applicant's transportation engineer and the City's Transportation consultant will be
present to respond to commissioner concerns related to Traffic Safety, Sight Distance and
Speeding at the intersection of Holcomb Blvd and Holcomb School Road. traffic impacts at
Holcomb School Road and Holcomb Boulevard.

City of Oregon City Page 1 Printed on 6/3/2014




File Number: PC 14-049

- The applicant's transportation engineer and the City's Transportation consultant will be
present to respond to commissioner concerns related to potential cut-through traffic impacts
between Holcomb Boulevard and Forsythe Road / Swan Avenue.

- Further clarification of the support of Clackamas County Housing Authority and Oregon City
School District regarding the street improvements and connection to Holcomb School Road.

- The applicant is proposing to construct an off-site pathway on the school property to connect
to the pedestrian accessway within the development.

- The applicant will address concerns regarding the perceived impacts to the off-site drainage
ditch. Staff has provided the City Commission prior denial of an appeal of the Sunnybrook
subdivision to the north in 2005 based on the adequacy of the Sunnybrook stormwater report
and pond design.

Staff finds that the proposed zone change from R-10 to R-8 and 27-Lot subdivision application
as proposed by the applicant can meet all of the applicable criteria for approval, with the
proposed Conditions of Approval as addressed in the original Staff Report, with the addition of
Condition of Approval #29 as discussed in the attached memorandum.

City of Oregon City Page 2 Printed on 6/3/2014



o RE G o N Community Development Department
C I I Y 221 Molalla Ave. Suite 200 | Oregon City OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880

MEMORANDUM
To: Oregon City Planning Division
From: Pete Walter, AICP, Associate Planner
Re: 7ZC 14-01 /TP 14-01

Date: 6/02/2014

Dear Chair Kidwell and Planning Commissioners:

This memo attempts to summarize and respond to several issues and concerns raised by the
Planning Commission during the May 12, 2014 public hearing to consider ZC 14-01 / TP 14-01.

The applicant has revised the application based on comments received at the May 12, 2014 public
hearing. The new application continues to request a zone change to R-8 on a portion of the property
but the subdivision includes 2 fewer lots than previously proposed. This memorandum
summarizes some of the changes and also attempts to respond to the Planning Commission
concerns regarding the proposal.

Revised layout for 27 lots vs. 29 lots.

The revised layout includes 27 lots. Ten of the lots will have R-10 zoning, with the remaining 17 lots
re-zoned to R-8. Staff has reviewed all of the lots for compliance with the respective lot size, depth
and width requirements for the proposed zone and found all lots to be in compliance with
applicable dimensional standards for lot layout, size, width and depth. Lot calculations are provided
in the attachments.

Slightly larger average lot size.

The average lot size for the R-10 lots is 10,009 sf, the average lot size for the R-8 lots is 9,156 sf, and
the average lot size for the entire subdivision is 9,465 square feet, approximately 513 square feet
more than the initial proposal for 29 lots.

Reduced block length
The location of Stables Place has moved north, shortening the overall block length and eliminating
the need to provide a pedestrian access way between Stable’s Way and Pastures Way.

City of Oregon City | PO Box 3040 | 221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200 | Oregon City, OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 www.orcity.org



o RE G o N Community Development Department
C l I Y 221 Molalla Ave. Suite 200 | Oregon City OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880

Inclusion of Barlow Road Historic Corridor Easement (1993 adopted alignment).

The Planning Commission correctly pointed out that the adopted alignment of the Historic Barlow
Road affects the property. The applicant has included the required Visual Corridor Easement into
the current proposal without modification. Historic Review Board approval is not required if the
applicant does not propose a modification of the adopted corridor alignment. A copy of the 1993
adopted alignment is attached, as is a copy of the tax map indicating a dotted line across the subject
property. The historic overlay district applies pursuant to OCMC 17.40.030 Designated, 4. Historic
corridors designated in accordance with this section.

3. The Oregon Trail-Barlow Road Historic Corridor: properties identified in the 1993 Barlow Road
Historic Corridor inventory of the Barlow Road by Clackamas County. (copy attached)

The city’s GIS system was not updated to include the historic corridor alignment in the applicable
layer when the Historic Review Board affirmed the corridor alignment in 2008, and as such the
property was not flagged automatically as falling within the historic overlay district. Staff is
updating the city GIS map layer to include the corridor for the Barlow Road 1993 alignment.

Recommended Revised Finding for OCMC 17.40 Barlow Trail

17.40.060 Exterior alteration and new construction.

H. The following standards apply to development within historic corridors:

1. Within the Oregon Trail-Barlow Road historic corridor, a minimum of a thirty-foot wide-open
visual corridor shall be maintained and shall follow the actual route of the Oregon Trail, if
known. If the actual route is unknown, the open visual corridor shall connect within the open
visual corridor on adjacent property.

2. No new building or sign construction shall be permitted within required open visual corridors.
Landscaping, parking, streets, driveways are permitted within required open visual corridors.

Finding: Complies with Condition. The applicant has proposed a 30’ wide View Corridor
Easement across lots 20, 24, 25, 26, and 27 for the Historic corridor of the Barlow Trail. The
applicant has not proposed to modify the adopted alignment. Prior to recordation of the final
plat for the subdivision, a plat restriction shall be placed on the subdivision indicating the
requirements of OCMC 17.40.060-H. Oregon Trail-Barlow Road Historic Corridor and the
location of the Barlow Road easement on the applicable lots. The plat note shall state “No new
building or sign construction shall be permitted within required open visual corridors.
Landscaping, parking, streets, driveways are permitted within required open visual corridors.”
The applicant can assure this standard is met through Compliance with Condition of
Approval #29.

City of Oregon City | PO Box 3040 | 221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200 | Oregon City, OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 www.orcity.org
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Oregon City Transportation System Plan

The proposed layout continues to implement and concur with the Oregon City Transportation
System Plan "Multi-Modal Connectivity Plan", Figure 10 (attached) by providing needed additional
local street connections. The plan clearly indicates the need for additional local street connections
through the parcel and connecting to Holcomb School Road.

Holcomb Boulevard / Holcomb School Road Intersection

The applicant's transportation engineer and the City's Transportation consultant will be present to
respond to commissioner concerns related to Traffic Safety, Sight Distance and Speeding at the
intersection of Holcomb Blvd and Holcomb School Road. This three legged intersection was
analyzed in detail in the applicant’s TIA, and determined to operate acceptably at full buildout of
the subdivision. Various concerns regarding traffic generation, crashes, speeding, and sight distance
at this intersection have been raised. The City’s adopted standards regarding the preparation of
Traffic Impact Analyses may be reviewed at the following link:

http://www.orcity.org/publicworks/guidelines-transportation-impact-analysis-tia

Swan Avenue / Ames Street Intersection

The applicant's transportation engineer and the City's Transportation consultant will be present to
respond to commissioner concerns related to potential cut-through traffic impacts between
Holcomb Boulevard and Forsythe Road / Swan Avenue. The applicant also submitted an excerpt
from the submitted TIA of the traffic counts for this intersection at the previous hearing on May 12,
which show that traffic volumes are sufficiently low that it will operate well within Oregon City’s
performance standards upon full buildout of the site.

Off-site road and drainage improvements to Ames and Swan intersection

To address statements from the public about congestion issues due to the narrow pavement width
of Ames Street at the intersection with Swan Avenue, the applicant would like to offer a solution by
paving additional road pavement to bring the widen the current paved width of pavement. The
traffic impact analysis submitted did not identify any problems at this off-site intersection and city
code does not require off-site improvements that are not directly abutting the subject parcel. The
applicant submitted the specific traffic counts for the record for the intersection, which show that
traffic volumes are sufficiently low that it will operate well within Oregon City’s performance
standards upon full buildout of the site. However, the current pavement width and drainage
situation at the intersection was built to an older, county standard, and does not meet current city
standards. Widening the pavement may improve turning movements. The public works department

City of Oregon City | PO Box 3040 | 221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200 | Oregon City, OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 www.orcity.org
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will need to review and approve construction plans for these improvements within the existing
ROW, however staff supports the applicant’s proposal.

Status of off-site Road Dedications Pastures Way / Holcomb School Road.

The planning commission requested further clarification of the support of Clackamas County
Housing Authority (CCHA) and Oregon City School District (OCSD) regarding the street
improvements and connection to Holcomb School Road. The applicant is proposing to construct an
off-site pathway on the school property to connect to the pedestrian accessway within the
development. Staff has attached an email from Wes Rogers of the school district regarding the
proposal and the applicant will provide an update at the hearing, both with respect to OCSD and
CCHA'’s support for the road improvements.

It should be noted that a Minor Partition application (MP 13-03) was recently approved for the
properties abutting the south side of Holcomb School Road which requires street improvements
including sidewalks on that side of the street. The applicant will be responsible for coordinating the
design of the street improvements with the proposed development to ensure that the
improvements meet city standards for ADA, pedestrian, bicycle and traffic safety improvements.

Drainage Impacts / Drainage Ditch

The applicant will address concerns regarding the perceived impacts to the existing off-site
drainage ditch, to which the Sunnybrook Estates development to the north is connected via an
armored drainage outfall from the Sunnybrook Estates pond meeting city standards. The applicant
has proposed a new drainage pond within Tract A of the proposed development. the Testimony was
provided at the May 12, 2014 that farm run-off may be the draining directly into the ditch and that
the run-off from the actual subdivision pond in Sunnybrook Estates is not the cause of any bank
erosion. For further background, staff has provided a copy of the City Commission prior denial of an
appeal (AP 06-02) of the Sunnybrook subdivision (TP 05-10) to the north in 2005 based on the
adequacy of the Sunnybrook stormwater report and pond design. A copy of the City Commission’s
final order regarding that is attached, and public works staff will be present to answer any
questions the planning commission may have regarding the city’s storm water design standards at
June 9 public hearing.

Storm Pond Design

There was a concern expressed regarding the future design of the storm pond and whether it would
have vertical or sloped walls. Currently, the City’s adopted Stormwater and Grading Design
Standards for a Type “A” Storm Pond state that interior side slopes are not permitted to be steeper

City of Oregon City | PO Box 3040 | 221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200 | Oregon City, OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 www.orcity.org
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than 4 horizontal to 1 vertical, however retaining walls are permitted. Engineering staff will
address this in further detail at the public hearing.

Lot Dimensions around the Existing House
A concern was raised about lot dimensions and setbacks for the existing house and a request was
made to superimpose the plat on a recent aerial photograph. The applicant has provided this.

Off-site Recreational / Pedestrian Trail at Holcomb Elementary

The applicant has proposed to construct a portion of the new trail system at Holcomb Elementary
School which will connect to the required pedestrian accessway within the subdivision. This trail
will also provide another off-street connection for pedestrians and bicyclists.

Summary and Recommendation

Staff has prepared a staff report for the proposed development. With the additional finding
attached to this memorandum and repeated below regarding compliance with OCMC 17.40 staff
requests that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the revised proposal based on the
applicant’s proposal and the Staff Report of May 12, 2014. No additional conditions of approval are
recommended at this time. Staff will add the following finding to the staff report of May 12t, 2014
and include the new condition of approval #29.

Finding: Complies with Condition. The applicant has proposed a 30’ wide View Corridor
Easement across lots 20, 24, 25, 26, and 27 for the Historic corridor of the Barlow Trail. The
applicant has not proposed to modify the adopted alignment. Prior to recordation of the final
plat for the subdivision, a plat restriction shall be placed on the subdivision indicating the
requirements of OCMC 17.40.060-H. Oregon Trail-Barlow Road Historic Corridor and the
location of the Barlow Road easement on the applicable lots. The plat note shall state “No new
building or sign construction shall be permitted within required open visual corridors.
Landscaping, parking, streets, driveways are permitted within required open visual corridors.”
The applicant can assure this standard is met through Compliance with Condition of
Approval #29.

Condition of Approval 29. Prior to recordation of the final plat for the subdivision, a plat
restriction shall be placed on the subdivision indicating the requirements of OCMC 17.40.060-
H. Oregon Trail-Barlow Road Historic Corridor and the location of the Barlow Road easement
on the applicable lots. The plat note shall state “No new building or sign construction shall be
permitted within required open visual corridors. Landscaping, parking, streets, driveways are
permitted within required open visual corridors.”

City of Oregon City | PO Box 3040 | 221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200 | Oregon City, OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 www.orcity.org
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Sunnybrook Il - ZC 14-01/ TP 14-01 Preliminary Plat Lot Calculations - Revised

Lot Size (sf Width (ft) Depth (ft)
R-10 Lots (min = 65) (min = 80)
1 9061 80 106

2 9017 84 107

3 9143 87 107
4 9620 65 148

5 12952 89 148
6 10048 97.9 105
13 10212 103 96.5
14 10018 100 100.8
15 10008 100 100.8
16 10008 100 100.8
Total 100087

Avg 10009 91 112
Min 9017 65 96.5
Max 12952 103 148
R-8 lots (min = 60) (min = 75)
7 8468 77 112
8 8102 71 114
9 8463 75 114
10 8516 75 114
11 8108 71 114
12 8797 78 114
17 8507 85 101
18 8507 85 101
19 8006 80 101
20 8246 82.4 101
21 13963 101 150
22 8583 60 85

23 14131 65 185
24 8709 71 127
25 8464 65 127
26 8861 63.8 133
27 9046 65 142
Total 155477

Avg 9146 75 116
Min 8006 60 85
Max 14131 101 185
Summary

Avg 9465 81 117
Min 8006 60 85
Max 14131 103 185




Pete Walter

From: Todd Martinez

Sent: Monday, June 02, 2014 2:36 PM

To: Pete Walter

Cc: Gordon Munro; Aleta Froman-Goodrich

Subject: RE: Memorandum summarizing modifications for ZC 14-01 TP 14-01 Sunnybrook II

You’re right on, and | can talk about current standards and any proposed modifications (if relevant). | assumed the
memo item had some to do in particular with a variance or modification from both our standard and from what they’ve
proposed before.

Todd

From: Pete Walter

Sent: Monday, June 02, 2014 2:31 PM

To: Todd Martinez

Cc: Gordon Munro; Aleta Froman-Goodrich

Subject: RE: Memorandum summarizing modifications for ZC 14-01 TP 14-01 Sunnybrook Il

Regarding the storm pond, | am under the impression that we are still using the old manual, which was adopted in 2000.
In Chapter 4, Page 21 for a Type “A” pond it specifies that side slopes above retaining walls can be no steeper than 4:1,
but it clearly still allows retaining walls on the interior.

| know that these standards are being revised, so if | am totally off base with this, let me know.

Pete

From: Todd Martinez

Sent: Monday, June 02, 2014 2:25 PM

To: Pete Walter

Cc: Gordon Munro; Aleta Froman-Goodrich

Subject: RE: Memorandum summarizing modifications for ZC 14-01 TP 14-01 Sunnybrook Il

Pete,

From what Gordon briefed me on from last planning commission hearing, you’ve hit the “hot” topics for engineering. |
would like to confirm the applicant’s engineer (civil) and transportation engineer (same) and John Replinger will be a the
hearing also. | won’t be able to talk in detail about their proposed new storm pond geometry or about the impacts to
safety, trips, etc. for either of the new street intersections proposed.

Thanks,

Todd

From: Pete Walter
Sent: Monday, June 02, 2014 9:55 AM



To: Gordon Munro
Cc: Aleta Froman-Goodrich; Todd Martinez
Subject: Memorandum summarizing modifications for ZC 14-01 TP 14-01 Sunnybrook II

Gordon,

Please can you scan this memorandum ASAP and let me know if you have any changes. | am recommending the addition
of one condition of approval for the Barlow Trail. Other than that, | do not see the need to modify the original staff
report from May 12 for the change to 27 lots.

Pete



Multi-Modal Connectivity

The aggregate effect of local street design impacts the effectiveness of the regional system when
local travel is restricted by a lack of connecting routes, and local trips are forced onto the regional
network.” Therefore, streets should be designed to keep through motor vehicle trips on arterial
streets and provide local trips with alternative routes. Street system connectivity is critical because
roadway networks provide the backbone for bicycle and pedestrian travel in the region. Metro’s local
street connectivity principal encourages communities to develop a connected network of local
streets to provide a high level of access, comfort, and convenience for bicyclists and walkers that
travel to and among centers.

Connectivity of the existing transportation system was reviewed to identify current deficiencies.
These locations will be further addressed in the pedestrian, bicycle and motor vehicle plans
Topography, environmental constraints, railroads and existing development may be limiting the
connectivity in areas of Oregon City. These factors may not stop the possible connections from
being made in the noted areas lacking connectivity, but will affect what modes could be
accommodated and the financial viability. The major areas lacking connectivity include:

® East and west connectivity across OR 213 between Redland Road and Beavercreek Road, a
distance of over two miles

m East to west connectivity between OR 99E (south of the Canemah neighborhood) and the
South End neighborhood, with greater than four miles between connections

A multi-modal connectivity plan for Oregon City is shown in Figure 5. It specifies the general
location where new streets or shared-use paths could potentially be installed as nearby areas are
developed or as the opportunity arises. The purpose of the plan is to ensure that new developments
accommodate circulation between adjacent neighborhoods to improve connectivity for all modes of
transportation. The criteria used for providing connections are as follows (as required in the Metro
Regional Transportation Functional Plan’):

® Provide a full local street connection at least every 530 feet (or 1/10 of a mile), if possible

® Provide a pedestrian and bicycle connection every 330 feet if a full-street connection is not
possible

2 Metro 2035 Regional Transportation Plan, Local Street Network Concept

3 Metro Regional Transportation Functional Plan, Section 3.08.110, Subsection E, Street System Design Requirements

T.M. #3- Street Network and Connectivity:
April 2012 Page 10
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Planning Commission, 5/24/2014

I'm Woody Berends and | live on the corner of Ames & Swan Av here in Oregon City. |
brought a letter in to your office awhile back with my concerns about the proposed
development of Mark Handris. Since that letter Mark called me with a proposal that
sounded reasonable. He stated he would like to put in only 2 extra houses over the R10
zoning. He also said he would propose doing road and drainage improvements along
Ames. He stated some signs and speed bumps in the new development would be
added.

| contacted a few neighbors such as Aaron Mcloud, Warren Berends and Mark Higgley
to see what they thought of such a proposal. All that | spoke to said they would support
this. There are some that | didnt speak to that want no compromises from what | hear.
So, | guess this neighborhood is split on the issue. While | understand we are not the
city planners, | believe we have a voice. If Icon-is not required to do any improvements
to Ames, all said they would not support his proposals. These are all important safety
and drainage issues that need to be addressed. Thank You for listening.

‘ Sincerely,
Elwood (Woody) Berends
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BEFORE THE CITY COMMISSION
FOR THE CITY OF OREGON CITY, OREGON

In the matter of an appeal of the City File No. AP 06-02
Director’s approval of an 11-lot (Serres Appeal of the Voss Subdivision)
residential subdivision on

approximately 7.23 acres zoned R-10 FINDINGS OF FACT,

in the City of Oregon City. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

City File No. TP 05-10 AND FINAL ORDER

I Summary:

This Opinion is the decision of the City Commission denying the appeal and approving
with conditions this application for an 11-lot residential subdivision on approximately 7.23 acres
zoned R-10. This decision is based on the September 29, 2006 Staff Report and Notice of
Decision, including the conditions contained therein, and the November 21, 2006 Memorandum
from the City Attorney as supplemented by the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law set

forth below.

. Procedural Overview:

The subject property is identified in the September 29, 2006 Director’s decision
approving this 11-lot residential subdivision, subject to 22 conditions of approval. The property
is bounded on two sides (on the north and east) by the city limits and the Urban Growth
Boundary. The owner of the neighboring property immediately north of the subject site, Dan
Serres represented by attorney William Stalnaker, timely appealed the Director’s decision,
raising the following three assignments of error:

1. The City's Decision to approve the Application for Subdivision Approval
conditioned on satisfying Conditions 17 and 19 of the Staff Report and Notice of
Decision is inconsistent with the City's Stormwater Drainage System, Chapter
16.12.350.

2. Collection of stormwater in a retention facility and discharge to a single point onto
an adjoining property transforms sheet flow into a single discharge; this is not
consistent with the common law of surface water drainage in Oregon.

3. The City's decision to require “...an armored flow path from the storm manhole to
the ditch” presumes a connection to Appellant's farm drainage ditches.
Appellant’s farm drainage ditches lie entirely on his property. Connection to the
farm drainage ditches will require the Applicant to trespass on Appellant’s
property.

Mr. Stalnaker included with the appeal a July 19, 2006 letter that was already part of the
record of this matter, and the appeal was scheduled and noticed for a public hearing before the
City Commission on December 6, 2006. The City Attorney prepared and released to the public,
more than seven days before the hearing, a November 21, 2006 memorandum addressing the
appeal issues.
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At the December 6, 2006 hearing, the City Attorney read the announcements required
by ORS 197.763 (5) & (6) and ORS 197.796, and stated that the Commission’s review of the
matter was on the record, with no new evidence allowed. The City Commission disclosed all ex
parte contacts, conflicts of interest and bias. The only ex parte contact disclosed was a site visit
by the Mayor. Daniel Kearns, attorney representing the applicant Terry Voss, asked the Mayor
to elaborate on what she heard and saw in her site visit. Following this disclosure, there were
no procedural objections, nor any objections to the participation of any member of the
Commission. No one requested a continuance or that the record be kept open.

At the December 6" hearing, the Commission received a verbal explanation of the
development proposal and the Director’s decision approving the subdivision from Dan Drentlaw,
Community Development Director. The City Attorney, William Kabeiseman, provided an
explanation of his memorandum, and the City Engineer, Nancy Kraushaar, provided comments
on the City’s stormwater system and design requirements for subdivisions. Public testimony
was received from the applicant’s attorney, Daniel Kearns, and design engineer, Steve Roper.
The appellant had informed staff in advance that neither he nor his attorney would be present at
the hearing. No one else asked to testify, and the record closed at the conclusion of the
December 6" hearing.

1. Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law: The City Commission finds as follows:

This is an on-the-record review of the Director’s approval of this 11-lot subdivision and
Mr. Serres’ appeal, which raised three assignments of error. Under OCMC 17.50.190(F), the
City Commission’s review of the Director’s decision to approve this subdivision is limited to the
three bases stated in Mr. Serres’ Notice of Appeal. We address each in turn.

1. The City’s Decision to approve the Application for Subdivision Approval
conditioned on satisfying Conditions 17 and 19 of the Staff Report and
Notice of Decision is inconsistent with the City’s Stormwater Drainage
System, Chapter 16.12.350.

In this assignment, Mr. Serres asserts that the subdivision proposal does not meet the
requirements of OCMC §16.12.350, and the Director erred in concluding otherwise. OCMC
§16.12.350 requires in pertinent part that:

16.12.350. 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.

B. Stormwater Drainage System. Applicants shall design and install
drainage facilities within land divisions and shall connect the development's
drainage system to the city’s storm drainage system as a minimum requirement
for providing services to the applicant’s development. 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 city’s storm
drainage system to the development site and for providing for the connection of
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upgradient properties to that system. The applicant shall design the drainage
facilities in accordance with city drainage master plan system. The applicant
shall design the drainage facilities in accordance with the city drainage master
plan requirements, Chapter 13.12 and the Public Works Stormwater and Grading
Design Standards. (emphasis added)

According to the appeal, this subdivision will not connect to the “city’s storm drainage system”
because it discharges at the property line into an existing ditch, which the appellant claims is on
his property and into which the applicant is not allowed to discharge stormwater.

The Community Development Director and City Engineer both testified, as did the
applicant’s engineer Steve Roper, that this development meets the City's stormwater system
design requirements and that, in fact, it will discharge into the City’s storm drainage system. In
particular, the development design includes a stormwater collection system that will collect all
surface stormwater runoff from each lot and the public rights-of-way and convey those flows to a
publicly owned treatment and detention facility (Tract A) in the northeast corner of the property.
This detention facility will be dedicated to the City and will become part of the City's storm
drainage system. Accordingly, this development will connect to, and discharge its stormwater
into, a city-owned stormwater facility in compliance with OCMC §16.12.350.

Based on the testimony of the Community Development Director, the City Engineer and
the applicant’s engineer, the Commission finds this criterion is met, and the Director did not err
in finding compliance. Accordingly, we deny this assignment of error.

2. Collection of stormwater in a retention facility and discharge to a single
point onto an adjoining property transforms sheet flow into a single
discharge; this is not consistent with the common law of surface water

drainage in Oregon.

This argument does not implicate any of the mandatory approval criteria upon which the
City evaluates development proposals, including this subdivision. Instead, the argument asserts
that Oregon common law may be violated if and when this development is constructed. The
argument is premised on the assumption that this development will disrupt the natural surface
drainage patterns and stormwater flow that has historically passed from up-gradient properties
(from the south and west) over and through this property to the north and east.

Again, the Commission heard testimony from the City Engineer, the applicant’s attorney
and design engineer about the historic and natural flow patterns over these properties based on
the evidence in the record. This unrebutted testimony shows that the up-gradient properties
have recorded drainage easements over the subject property to convey their stormwater onto
and across the subject property through existing French drains. These drains exit the subject
property into the ditch that Mr. Serres claims to be on his property that runs along the eastern
and northern edges of the subject property. Moreover, this testimony shows there has been an
extensive system of drainage tiles on the subject property for more than 30 years that collect
and convey surface and subsurface water northward toward the Serres property, day-lighting
into Mr. Serres’ ditch. This testimony, in light of the City Attorney’s memo, appears to establish
the natural and historic stormwater drainage patterns and is sufficient to convince the
Commission that the applicant has a legal claim to discharge stormwater from his property into
these ditches on the north and east boundaries of his property.
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We find, based on this testimony and evidence in the record, that the second
assignment of error does not raise an issue related to the mandatory subdivision approval
criteria administered by the City. On that basis we deny the appellant’'s second argument.

3. The City’s decision to require “...an armored flow path from the storm
manhole to the ditch” presumes a connection to Appellant’s farm drainage
ditches. Appellant’s farm drainage ditches lie entirely on his property.
Connection to the farm drainage ditches will require the Applicant to
trespass on Appellant’s property.

Under this final assignment of error, the appellant asserts that the stormwater overflow
discharge from the detention facility (Tract A) would cause a trespass of stormwater onto Mr.
Serres’ property. The assignment also indicates that Condition 17 imposed by the Director
would similarly result in a trespass by requiring the applicant to install rip-rap on land owned by
Mr. Serres.’

We disagree. A plain reading of Condition 17 does not necessarily require trespass onto
Mr. Serres’ property, and its requirements can be met without trespassing. Moreover, the
testimony presented at the hearing by the applicant’s attorney and design engineer indicates
that the subject property has long been tiled, and those tiles drain directly into the ditch claimed
by Mr. Serres. This establishes the natural and historic flow patterns for this property, and it
creates the presumption that the applicant has a long-standing prescriptive easement and
common law drainage right to convey stormwater from his property into the ditch. For these
reasons, we deny this assignment of error.

As a final matter, Mr. Serres’ appeal statement and supporting letter express his concern
that this development will increase stormwater flow volumes and velocity onto his property,
causing erosion and flooding. The applicant’s design engineer, however, testified that only the
current and normal amount (volume) of stormwater will flow from the subject property onto Mr.
Serres' property, and no more. Mr. Roper also testified that, because the stormwater system for
this subdivision is designed according to the City's stormwater design standards, it will detain
the peak flows and discharge from the detention facility at one-half the rate of the pre-
development 2-year storm event and the pre-development 10-year storm event. According to
Mr. Roper, this design, in accordance with the City's standards, will ensure that peak flows are
less than current/normal peak flows, which will reduce (and not increase) the possibility for
erosion and flooding during storm events. In other words, post-development rates of
stormwater discharge will not exceed the pre-development rates of discharge.

Based on this testimony and the record before us, we are satisfied that the problems Mr.
Serres fears are unlikely to occur. In any event, the unrebutted evidence and testimony in the
record shows that this development meets the City’'s subdivision requirements, including the
applicable stormwater standards, and the Director’s approval was proper. In the event Mr.
Serres finds he has a trespass claim against the applicant upon completion of this development,
he must pursue that claim as a civil matter since it is not within the jurisdiction or authority of the
City Commission to resolve.

V. Decision:

! Condition 17 provides that “The applicant shall provide, at a minimum, an armored flow path from

the storm manhole to the ditch.”
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The Commission adopts as its own, and incorporates herein by this reference, the
Director's September 29, 2006 Staff Report and Notice of Decision and the City Attorney’s
November 21, 2006 Memorandum. Based on these documents and the foregoing findings and
conclusions that resolve the appeal issues, the Commission finds that the proposal meets all of
the applicable approval criteria, and for that reason the appeal (AP 06-02) is denied, and this
subdivision (TP 05-10) is approved, subject to compliance with the 22 conditions of approval set
forth in the Director’'s September 29, 2006 Decision.

Date of Decision: December A0 , 2006.

The City Commission for Oregon City

py: MM@M
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CITY OF OREGON CITY

Land Use Decision
320 WARNER MILNE ROAD OREGON CITY, OREGON 97045
TEL (503) 657-0891 FAx (503) 722-3880

NOTICE OF LAND USE DECISION
AP 06-02 (Appeal of Planning File TP 05-10)
DATE OF NOTICE OF DECISION: December 21, 2006

APPELLANT: Dan Serres William J. Stalnaker, Atty.
14620 S. Forsythe Rd 1001 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200
Oregon City, OR 97045 Oregon City, OR 97045
APPLICANT/ Terry Voss
OWNER: 14550 S Ames Street
Oregon City, OR 97045
REPRESENTATIVE: SR Design LLC Dan Kearns, Atty.
8196 SW Hall Boulevard 610 SW Alder Street, Suite 910
Beaverton, Oregon 97008 Portland, OR 97205
REQUEST: The applicant is seeking approval for an 11-Lot Subdivision on approximately 3.08

acres in the R-10 Single-Family Dwelling District.

LOCATION: Parcels located at No Address, identified as Clackamas County Map 2-2E-21D, Tax
Lot 1402, and 14550 Ames Street, identified as Clackamas County Map 2-2E-21D,
Tax Lot 1404.

CONTACT: Peter Walter, AICP, Associate Planner - 503.657.0891

DECISION: On December 20", 2006, after reviewing all of the evidence in the record and considering all
of the arguments made by the applicant, appellant and citizens, the City Commission concluded that the
Community Development Director was correct and that the criteria for the approval of a Subdivision had been
met with conditions. Accordingly, the City Commission entered a final order, attached as Exhibit 1, affirming
and adopting as its own the Staff Report, findings and Conditions of Approval, attached as Exhibit 2, for File
Number TP 05-10.

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. Notice of the application and planning commission hearing is published and mailed to the applicant, recognized
neighborhood association and property owners within three hundred feet. Notice must be issued at least twenty days pre-hearing, and the staff report
must be available at least seven days pre-hearing. 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 320 Warner-Milne
Road, Oregon City, OR 97045, (503) 657-0891, between the hours of 8am and 1pm. Copies of these documents are available (for a fee) upon request.




FINAL ORDER - EXHIBIT 1
AP 06-02

(ATTACHED)
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10.

11.

12.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL - EXHIBIT 2
Planning File: AP 06-02 (TP 05-10)
Date: December 21, 2006

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

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.

The water system shall be designed for Ames Street, “A” Street, and “B” Street. All water mains in
dead end streets will have to be extended to the ends of the roadways, and ended with 8-inch gate
valves and blow-offs for future extension with development of adjacent properties.

Fire hydrants shall be located and installed per Clackamas County Fire District No. 1’s requirements.

The sanitary sewer system shall be designed to provide for future extension of gravity sanitary sewer
mains where needed for development of adjacent properties. The use of the proposed 6-inch main in
“A” Street requires further scrutiny during the plan review stage. The details of how the private force
mains connect to the public line will also be further reviewed during the plan review stage.

Sanitary sewer improvements shall be constructed along the site’s street frontages of Ames Street, and
to the extent possible, along “A” Street and “B” Street.

Storm sewer improvements shall be constructed along the site’s street frontages of Ames Street, “A”
Street, and “B” Street.

The applicant shall provide a full-street improvement from the existing east end of Ames Street to the
east edge of Tax Lot 1500 matching the requirement for “A” and “B” Streets except for the narrower
planter strip of 3.5 feet. The rest of Ames Street shall be a half-street plus 10 feet of pavement for a
total of 26 feet of pavement. The applicant shall provide curb and gutter on the north side, 5-foot
planter strip including curb, and 5-foot sidewalk on the north side while the south side will not have
the planter strip or sidewalk.

The City requires full-street improvements for A and B Streets. The improved street portion the
applicant is required to provide for a full-street includes, but is not to be limited to, base rock, paved
full-street width of 32 feet, curbs and gutters, 5-foot planter strip including curb width, 5-foot concrete
sidewalk behind the planter strip, city utilities (water, sanitary and storm drainage facilities), curb
return radii, curb (handicap) ramps, centerline monumentation in monument boxes, traffic control
devices, street trees, and street lights.

The applicant has proposed a temporary emergency access turnaround easement for both streets until
the street continues through to another access point. These easements or an alternate solution will be
subject to approval by the Clackamas County Fire District #1.

The applicant shall ensure drainage for the southern half of the half-street Ames Street improvement is
controlled and designed to flow into a city stormwater facility.

The Applicant shall provide reserve strips for this development at the stub ends of Ames Street, “A”
Street, and “B” Street and along the southern side of Ames along the TL 1404 boundary.

Exhibit 2



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

The applicant shall submit for approval a street tree plan prior to the issuance of a grading permit for
the site. The street tree plan shall also include the planting of street trees on all new streets and along
the newly extended Ames Street.

A tree removal and replanting plan is required prior to receiving engineering approval. If trees are later
proposed to be removed outside of the building area, the applicant will follow the prescriptive
replanting schedule outlined in OCMC 16.12.310-1.

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. All existing and proposed utilities
and easements shall be indicated on the construction plans. All off-site utility easements required for
this project shall be obtained and submitted to the City prior to approval of the construction plans.

The applicant shall follow the conclusions and recommendations of the Geotechnical Engineering
Report dated August 18, 2005 (Exhibit 10) by Beth K. Rapp, Staff Geologist, and Scott L. Hardman,
P.E.,of GeoPacific Engineering, Inc.

The applicant shall provide, at a minimum, an armored flow path from the storm manhole to the ditch.

The applicant shall provide a revised Landscaping Plan identifying which trees will be removed from
the site in relation to the setbacks, utility easements and ROW for the project. The landscaping plan
shall be approved by the Planning Department prior to the issuance of a grading permit for the site.
Trees that are to be removed that are not located within the ROW, utility easements or setbacks shall
be replaced on site pursuant to OCMC 16.12.310.

The applicant must plan to construct and complete the entire stormwater system, including the pond
and its landscaping prior to recording of the plat. The City will not accept a surety for the pond
landscaping unless Staff determines that an adequate planting season is not available prior to
submission of the final plat. Even if this is the case, Staff will still require a minimum of an adequate
application of hydroseeding/erosion blanket or other means to ensure the pond performs adequately to
meet turbidity regulations within the City’s Erosion Control regulations.

Prior to receiving Plat approvals, the applicant shall submit all CC&R’s, maintenance agreements,
dedications, easements, and related documents for the subdivision

The applicant shall ensure that construction plans for the subdivision conform to the Sight Distance
Requirements of OCMC 10.32.

The applicant shall agree to transfer the appropriate number of PPSS LID “lot” units from TL 1402 to
TL 1404 to match the 11 lots being proposed on TL 1402. The applicant shall pay the city for the 11
units of PPSS LID for TL 1402 prior to recordation of the plat.

Exhibit 2
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Tony Konkol

From: Tony Konkol

Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2014 9:47 AM

To: '‘Barbara Renken'

Cc: David Frasher; Jim Loeffler; Charles Kidwell
Subject: RE: Planning Commission Meeting, May 12, 2014

Morning Barbara,

Thank you for the email and bringing forward your, and others concerns, it is greatly appreciated. | will be happy to
explain and enter the following summary into record at the next Planning Commission meeting.

During the meeting there were several issues raised through testimony and by the Planning Commission members. |
emailed one of my staff members asking them to give me a call if they were available because | had a question. My staff
member called me and | left room to take the call.

| then asked Mr. Handris to step outside and we exited the commission chamber into the public lobby. | informed Mr.
Handris that there were several questions/concerns raised during the hearing, including questions and requests for
detailed drawings/information from the Planning Commission, that we did not have available at the meeting to respond
to. | asked Mr. Handris how he would like to proceed. Mr. Handris asked if the application was denied, would he be
allowed to submit another application. | informed him that there is a specific section of the code that addresses the re-
submittal of an application and that [ would need to review it.

I informed Mr. Handris that if he were to request a continuance, that do to Memorial Day, we would not have another
meeting until June 9" and that he would need to request an extension of the 120-day decision deadline because there
would not be sufficient time with the continuance to meet the 120-day notice of decision date. The applicant controls
the 120-date and this date cannot be changed by the city without a request to do so from the applicant. | also informed
Mr. Handris that if he were to request a continuance, it would need to occur prior to the Planning Commission closing
the public hearing. Mr. Handris asked if he could withdraw the application and submit an R-10 subdivision. | informed
him that he is permitted to do so. The discussion was general in nature, including recent zone change decisions by the
Planning Commission and clarifying how the hearing process would move forward, both at the Planning Commission and
City Commission, if based on a recommendation from the Planning Commission or an appeal.

The Assistant City Attorney joined Mr. Handris and myself in the public lobby right outside the chamber doors. |
introduced Mr. Handris and Ms. Bragar and then updated Ms. Bragar on the hearing procedural discussion Mr. Handris
and | had. We returned to the commission chambers.

[, as well as my staff, have many responsibilities during the public meetings. Assisting the City Commission and Planning
Commission in making decisions, working with citizens to participate in the process and ensuring for all involved, the
city, citizens and the applicant, that the public hearing process is conducted fairly, appropriately and per the
requirements of the Oregon City Municipal Code.

Once again, thank you for your email, | certainly understand why you and others had questions and | hope my response
above addresses your concerns. | will certainly do a better job of clarifying in the future. | would request, if you have the
ability, that you forward this email to those that have raised the concern with you. | would like to make sure the facts
are available and continued questions, suspicions or rumors of my conduct, ethics or ability to conduct myself as a
professional representative of this city are not left unanswered until the next Planning Commission meeting. Please let

me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
Tony



503.496.1562

From: Barbara Renken [mailto:miniflower@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 9:26 AM

To: Tony Konkol

Cc: David Frasher

Subject: Planning Commission Meeting, May 12, 2014

Hello Tony,

Monday night at the Planning Commission Meeting, at approximately 2 hrs:33 minutes, during the
rebuttal to the Citizen Comments, you left the meeting in the middle of Rick Givens' response. You
returned shortly and requested that Mr. Handris step outside the Chambers with you. At 2
hrs:37min:19 seconds, the attorney exits the Chambers. All three of you return at 2 hrs: 37min:57

seconds.

Since this was an open meeting | find your action places you in a compromising position. What could
you possibly have to say to Mr. Handris that you couldn't say from your position on the panel, given
this was a public hearing? Your actions were of concern to many guests and thought to be
inappropriate.

| am requesting that you explain your actions at the next meeting of the Planning Commission.

Thank you,
Barbara Renken
PPNA C.I.C.
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ot City of Oregon City e

503-657-0891

L AT e
i I Staff Report

G{RS%?"‘?’H File Number: PC 14-046
Agenda Date: 5/12/2014 Status: Agenda Ready
To: Planning Commission Agenda #: 3a
From: Community Development Director Tony Konkol and File Type: Planning ltem
SUBJECT:

ZC 14-01/ TP 14-01: Zone Change from R-10 to R-8 with 29-Lot Subdivision between Ames Street
and Holcomb Boulevard.

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Motion):

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the proposed zone change and
subdivision and forward the application to the City Commission for consideration at the June
4th, 2014 City Commission Public Hearing.

BACKGROUND:

Staff finds that the proposed zone change from R-10 to R-8 and 29-Lot subdivision application
as proposed by the applicant can meet all of the applicable criteria for approval, with the
proposed Conditions of Approval as addressed in the attached Staff Report.
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JOREGON
Community Development - Planning
C I I Y 221 Molalla Ave. Suite 200 | Oregon City OR 97045
Ph (503) 722-3789 | Fax (503) 722-3880

TYPE IV APPLICATION
STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION
May 7,2014
Planning Commission Public Hearing: May 12, 2014

FILE NO.: TP 14-01: 29-Lot Subdivision
ZC 14-01: Zone Change
OWNERS: Terry & Rene Voss / Stephen Jones
APPLICANT: Mark Handris, ICON Construction and Development

REPRESENTATIVES: Rick Givens, Planning Consultant
Bruce Goldson, P.E., Theta Engineering

REQUEST: The Applicant is seeking approval for a Zone Change from “R-10” Single-Family
Dwelling District to “R-8” Single-Family Dwelling District as well as a 29-lot
subdivision.

LOCATION: Clackamas Map 2-2E-21DC-01600 / NO SITUS ADDRESS

(Exhibit 1) 14550 Ames Street, Oregon City, Clackamas Map 2-2E-21DC-01300

14591 Holcomb Blvd, Oregon City, Clackamas Map 2-2E-28AB-01600

REVIEWER: Pete Walter, AICP, Associate Planner
Todd Martinez, P.E., Development Services

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the Planning Commission recommend approval with conditions
of Planning files TP 14-01 and ZC 14-01 to the City Commission for their
consideration at the June 4, 2014 public hearing.

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.

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

The subject property is located on the south side of Ames Street at its present terminus at the city
limit. It is immediately west of the Holcomb Elementary School campus and abuts on its south
boundary the Housing Authority of Clackamas County (HACC) “Oregon City View Manor”

development on Holcomb Blvd.

The subject property is zoned R-10 and this application includes a proposal to apply R-8 zoning to
Tax Lots 2-2E-21DC 1600 and 2-2E-28AB 1600, as well as to a small area of Tax Lot 2-2E-21DC 1300.
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Figure 1. Vicinity Map
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The subject property slopes gently from north to south. The original Sunnybrook Estates subdivision
is located immediately to the north of this site and is developed with single family homes.
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The site contains two existing single-family homes and several outbuildings. The existing home on
the southerly Tax Lot 1600 is proposed to be moved to Lot 16 within the planned subdivision to
allow for the proposed development of the property. The proposal for the northerly home includes
removal of some portions of the structure that were added on to the main house structure. With this
remodeling, the home will fit on proposed Lot 5 in conformance with R-10 setbacks.
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Figure 2: Aerial Photo of Site
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Figure 3: Proposed Zoning

Surrounding Uses and Zoning:

The subject property is bordered by residential zoning: R-10 to the north, east, and west, and R-3.5
to the south. Other nearby zoning designations include R-8 and County lands outside of the City
limits and Urban Growth boundary. See Figure 4 for a surrounding zoning map.
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City/Public Notice and Comments:

Notice of the public hearings for this proposal (See Exhibit 10) was mailed to property owners within
300 feet of the subject site, the neighborhood association and the Citizen Involvement Council. The
notice was advertised in the Clackamas Review / Oregon City News and Estacada News and the site
was posted with land use notification signs. The notice requested comments and indicated that
interested parties could testify at the public hearing or submit written comments prior to or at the
hearing. The application was transmitted to the Clackamas River Water District, Oregon Department
of Transportation, Clackamas County, Oregon City Police Department, City Engineer, Public Works
Operations Manager, Development Services Manager, Oregon City School District, GIS Coordinator,
and the City transportation consultant for comment. Comments from John Replinger, a City
consultant for Replinger and Associates, have been incorporated into this staff report.

Also, a copy of the complete application ZC 14-01 / TP 14-01 was made available on the city website
for downloading at http://www.orcity.org/planning/landuse once the application was deemed to be
complete.

Comments received before the staff report was written include the following:

Betty Johnson, Engineering Associate with Clackamas River Water (Exhibit 9):
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1. Parcels 22E21DC01600 & 22E28AB01600 are currently within the Clackamas River
Water District service boundary and within the city limits of Oregon City.

2. There are no available Clackamas River Water waterlines to serve these parcels. It is
recommended that the parcels be served by Oregon City water infrastructure.

3. If the City requires this development to undergo an annexation process for city services
the District would like to be included as part of the process to withdraw the parcels from
the District’s Service Boundary.

CRW has no objections to this application, however these comments are introductory and may
change based on the preliminary/final design.

The Public Works Department is working with Clackamas River Water to address and resolve these
jurisdictional issues independently of this development review.

Public Comments
Public Comments were received before 5/5/2014 from the following residents and groups (Exhibit 5).

Leroy and Marge Staudenmier (opposed):

The Staudenmiers’ primary comments include concerns about the adequacy of the retention pond, drainage
impacts, water and mud running out of the drainage pond in existing Sunnybrook Estates subdivision, lots
size, quality of life, unimproved conditions of off-site roads, and traffic impacts at Ames and Swan avenue
intersection.

Duane and Wanda Shearer (opposed):
The Shearer’s primary comments include concerns about street safety, changes to lot size, limited on-street
parking, school capacity, and drainage.

Debbie Fuller (opposed):
Ms. Fuller’s primary comments include concerns about re-zoning, subdivision, construction traffic, driveway
blockages, fencing, half streets, property values, rental ownership, liveability and quality of life.

Woody Berends (opposed):

Mr. Berend'’s primary comments include concerns about the safety of the Ames Street / San Avenue
intersection, the existing width of Ames Street, on-street parking, drainage impacts, storm water drainage
and maintenance for a ditch that runs on/near his property, and changes from R-10 zoning.

Bob LaSalle, Chair, Park Place Neighborhood Association (opposed)

Please Note: the first set of comments of the PPNA were submitted on February 3, 2014 prior to the formal
public notice of the application. The letter, accompanied by numerous resident signatures, summarizes the
neighborhood association meeting that was held on January 20, 2014. The letter includes concerns about the
current width of Ames Street (20’) where it intersects Swan Avenue, the proposed connection to the
Holcomb Boulevard/ School road, reductions in property values, smaller lots sizes and changing zoning from
R-10.

Bob LaSalle, Chair, Park Place Neighborhood Association (opposed)
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The second letter from Mr. LaSalle was submitted on April 28, 2014. The PPNA is opposed to the R-8
rezoning. Comments include concerns about the changes to the feel of the development due to smaller lot
sizes and setbacks., the narrow width of Ames Street where it intersects with Swan Avenue, possible damage
to streets that may be caused by construction traffic, the proposed street connection to Holcomb School
Road, street widths, on-street parking. The letter also makes reference to certain comprehensive plan
policies and makes remarks about the review process.

Staff Response to Public Comments

Due to the wide variety of the issues discussed in the various public comments, Planning Staff will address the
public comments verbally during the presentation of the Staff Report at the upcoming public hearing, however,
staff has determined that none of the comments submitted cite or indicate an approval criterion in the Oregon
City Municipal Code which has not been met or which cannot be met through compliance with the
recommended Conditions of Approval.

I1. DECISION-MAKING CRITERIA:

Oregon City Municipal Code Standards and Requirements
Title 16: Land Division:
Chapter 16.08, Subdivisions-Process and Standards
Chapter 16.12, Minimum Improvements and Design Standards for Land Divisions
Title 12: Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places:
Chapter 12.04, Street Design Standards
Chapter 12.08, Public and Street Trees
Title 13: Public Services
Chapter 13.12, Stormwater Management
Title 17: Zoning:
Chapter 17.08, R-10 Single Family Dwelling District
Chapter 17.10, R-8 Single Family Dwelling District
Chapter 17.41, Tree Protection
Chapter 17.47, Erosion and Sediment Control
Chapter 17.68, Zone Changes and Amendments

IIL. COMPLIANCE WITH APPROVAL CRITERIA
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 a neighborhood association prior to
submitting this application. Once the application was deemed complete, the City noticed the application to
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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.

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant requested a zone change from “R-10” Single-Family
Dwelling District to the “R-8” 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 near R-8 zoned properties, and thus the density of R-8 development is appropriate.

Goal (5) Natural Resources

Policy 5.4.4: Consider natural resources and their contribution to quality of life as a key community value when
planning, evaluating and assessing costs of City actions.

Finding: Complies as Proposed. This policy is implemented by the application of the Natural Resources
Overlay District (NROD). The subject property is not located within the NROD boundary.

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-8 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. The applicant has proposed to
construct erosion control improvements at the existing outfall. Please refer to the findings within this report.

Goal 10: Housing
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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-8 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. This
standard has been met.

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-8 zoning. Sanitary sewer is available from an existing 8-inch line that is
installed in Ames Street along the frontage of the property which will be extended into the property. Water
service is available from an 8-inch City line in Ames Street and School Road that will be extended into the
property. Storm water service is provided by a 12-inch pipe on Ames Street that will be extended into the
property. Oregon City School District provides education services and has adequate levels of service
available (Exhibit 6). Police and fire protection are provided by the City of Oregon City. The site is not located
within walking distance of any parks, however builders 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 as Proposed. All public facilities necessary to serve this project are available at adequate
levels to meet the proposed R-8 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.

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 impact study (TIS) was prepared for this project, dated
February 4, 2014, by Todd Mobley, P.E. of Lancaster Engineering (Exhibit 2). The TIS was reviewed by John
Replinger of Replinger and Associates, City transportation consultant, who concluded: “15. Conclusions and
Recommendations. The engineer concludes that traffic operations would be adequate at all analyzed
intersections. He concludes no mitigation is needed for traffic operations. He concludes no safety mitigation
is necessary and sight distance is acceptable. I concur with the conclusions of the applicant’s engineer.”

Mr. Replinger finds that the submitted TIS provides an adequate basis upon which to assess the impacts of
the proposed subdivision and agreed that off-site mitigation for traffic impacts is not required (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 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 in the discussion of
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compliance with Goal 11, above and 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-8 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 as Proposed. Please see above comments. Additionally, Mr. Replinger reviewed the TIS

specifically for compliance with this standard. As stated in Exhibit 3 - Comment 6. Analysis:

“Traffic volumes were calculated for the intersections described in #1, above. At each location, the level of
service (LOS) and delay calculations were provided to assess operations relative to the city’s operational
standard. The analysis was undertaken for the AM, mid-day, and PM peak hours and included year 2014 existing
conditions, 2017 background conditions, and year 2017 total traffic conditions.

According to the engineer, the intersection of Holcomb Boulevard and Holcomb School Road is predicted to
operate at LOS “C” during the AM peak hour; “B” during the mid-day peak hour and “A” during the PM peak
hour under all conditions. The intersection volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) is predicted to be 0.43 or better under
all conditions and easily meets the city’s operational standard. The other three intersections are predicted to
operate at LOS “A” or better under all conditions during all hours. The performance of all study area
intersections is predicted to meet city standards during the peak hours.

The engineer also analyzed the potential for the new connection, Pasture Way, from Ames Street to Holcomb
School Road to shift traffic patterns. He concluded that even with the potential new cut-through traffic, the
intersections would still easily meet the city’s operational standards. I found his methodology to be sound and
concur with his conclusions on the ability of the streets to accommodate this neighborhood traffic.

The engineer concluded no mitigation measures were necessary. I concur with his conclusions.”

And, under comment 14, “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.”

Staff concurs with Mr. Replinger and finds that the application is consistent with this approval criterion (C).

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 17.10 “R-8” SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING DISTRICT

Lots 10-29 will be rezoned to R-8. Please refer to Staff’s Preliminary Plat Lot Analysis chart in Exhibit 7.

17.10.040. A. Minimum lot area, eight thousand square feet;

Finding: Complies as Proposed. Chapter 16.10.050 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
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subdivision, on average, meets the minimum site area requirement of the underlying R-8 zone. In the R-8
zone, the 20% standard would allow certain lots to be as small as 6,400 square feet. The smallest lot size
proposed is 7,266 square feet. The largest is 11,370 square feet. The average lot size for the entire R-8
portion of subdivision is 8,017 square feet.

17.10.040. B. Minimum lot width, sixty feet;

Finding: Complies as proposed. The proposed lot widths exceed the minimum lot width of 60 feet. The
smallest lot width proposed is 65 feet. The widest is 101 feet. The average lot width is 73 feet. This standard
has been met.

17.10.040. C. Minimum lot depth, seventy-five feet;

Finding: Complies as Proposed. As demonstrated below, the proposed lot depths exceed the minimum lot
depth of 75 feet. The smallest lot depth proposed is 100 feet. The deepest is 135 feet. The average lot depth is
109 feet. This standard has been met.

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

Finding: Not Applicable. 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. The
Applicant did not propose to construct structures with the proposed development.

17.10.040.E

E. Minimum Required Setbacks:

1. Front yard fifteen feet minimum setback;

2. Front porch, ten feet minimum setback;

2. 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;

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

4. Corner side yard, fifteen feet minimum setback;

5. Rear yard, twenty feet minimum setback;

6. Rear porch, fifteen feet minimum setback.

Finding: Complies as Proposed. 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.

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

Finding: Complies as Proposed. 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.

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 as Proposed. 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.
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CHAPTER 17.08 “R-10" SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING DISTRICT
Lots 1-9 will remain zoned R-10. Please refer to Staff’s Preliminary Plat Lot Analysis chart in Exhibit 7.

17.08.040. A. Minimum lot area, ten thousand square feet;

Finding: Complies as Proposed. Chapter 16.10.050 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
subdivision, on average, meets the minimum site area requirement of the underlying R-10 zone. In the R-10
zone, the 20% standard would allow certain lots to be as small as 8,000 square feet. The smallest lot size
proposed in the R-10 zone is 9,017 square feet. The largest is 12,952 square feet. The average lot size for the
R-10 portion of the subdivision is 10,001 square feet.

17.08.040. B. Minimum lot width, sixty-five feet;

Finding: Complies as proposed. The proposed lot widths for the R-10 portion of the subdivision meet or
exceed the minimum lot width of 65 feet. The smallest lot width proposed is 65 feet. The widest is 107 feet.
The average lot width is 90 feet. This standard has been met.

17.08.040. C. Minimum lot depth, eighty feet;

Finding: Complies as Proposed. As demonstrated below, the proposed lot depths for the R-10 portion of
the subdivision exceed the minimum lot depth of 80 feet. The smallest lot depth proposed is 87 feet. The
deepest is 148 feet. The average lot depth is 113 feet. This standard has been met.

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

Finding: Not Applicable. 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. The
Applicant did not propose to construct structures with the proposed development.

17.08.040.E

Minimum required setbacks:

1. Front yard, twenty feet minimum setback,

2. Front porch, fifteen 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, ten feet minimum setback for at least one side yard; eight 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.

Finding: Complies as Proposed. 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.

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

Finding: Complies as Proposed. 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.
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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 as Proposed. 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.

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. The Applicant can meet this standard through all Conditions of
Approval.

16.08.015 Preapplication conference required.
Finding: Complies as Proposed. Consistent with City procedures, a pre-application conference was
held on November 19, 2013 (PA 13-37).

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 preliminary plat was submitted within six months of the pre-
application conference date. The applicant’s 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. The application was reviewed and determined to be complete on March 7, 2014.

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.

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
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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.

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 with
connectivity analysis as well as a Transportation Impact Study (Exhibit 2). This standard is met.

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. lllustrated 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.

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The development application included preliminary site, utility, and
drainage plans as well as the proposed lots, street, and trees proposed to be removed. The site does not
contain any known wetlands or other natural or cultural features according to the city’s official inventories.

D. Archeological Monitoring Recommendation. For all projects that will involve ground disturbance, the
applicant shall provide,
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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 (PA 13-37) was sent to the
Oregon State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) as well as various tribes for review. SHPO indicated the
proposed development would have no impact on any known archeological resources (Exhibit 8).

16.08.030 - Preliminary Subdivision Plat - Narrative Statement

In addition to the plans required in the previous section, the applicant shall also prepare and submit a
narrative statement that addresses the following issues:

A. Subdivision Description. A detailed description of the proposed development, including a description of
proposed uses, number and type of residential units, allocation and ownership of all lots, tracts, streets, and
public improvements, the structure of any homeowner's association, and each instance where the proposed
subdivision will vary from some dimensional or other requirement of the underlying zoning district. For each
such variance, a separate application will be required pursuant to Chapter 17.60, Variances;

Finding: Complies as Proposed. A detailed description of the proposed subdivision including the above
listed information, as applicable, was submitted with this development application.

B. Timely Provision of Public Services and Facilities. The applicant shall explain in detail how and when each of
the following public services or facilities is, or will be, adequate to serve the proposed development by the time
construction begins:

1. Water

Finding: Complies with Conditions. There is an existing 8-inch Oregon City (City) water main in Ames
Street and School Road. The Applicant proposed the water line be installed in the proposed streets
connecting to the existing pipe with an 8-inch pipe on both Ames Street and School Road forming a looped
system.

All new water services shall be constructed with individual copper water laterals a minimum of 1-inch
diameter in size connecting the water main to the water meter.

Staff concurs that sufficient water mains are installed. Prior to final plat, the Applicant shall submit the
proposed development to Clackamas County Fire District No. 1 for review. In the event that fire hydrants are
required by Clackamas County Fire District No. 1, staff finds there is adequate area available on the subject
property for such installation.
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The Applicant has 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. 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 Conditions of Approval 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.

2. Sanitary Sewer

Finding: Complies with Condition. There is an existing 8-inch gravity sanitary sewer main in Ames Street.
A new 8-inch public sanitary sewer main will be installed in the proposed streets. The Applicant has
proposed to provide sanitary sewer laterals to all of the lots in the proposed development.

The existing pipe cover at Stables Place is 6.5-feet, and at Pasture Way it is only 2.5-feet that is DI pipe. This
does not meet City standards of 8-foot of cover. Where there is insufficient cover DI pipe may be required.
The initial lots close to the intersection of Ames Street and Pasture Way may not be able to be served by
gravity due to the shallow depth of the existing sanitary sewer. A few of the lots may need to be served by
individual and privately owned pump stations located on the lots.

The proposed sanitary sewer system will meet City code requirements with a few modifications. All new
sanitary sewer laterals shall be constructed with individual laterals connecting to the sanitary sewer main.
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
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 Conditions of Approval 1, 2, 3, 7 and 8.

3. Storm Sewer and Storm Water Drainage

Finding: Complies with Condition. There are existing storm water facilities in Ames Street which consist
of 12-inch pipe to goes to a 16-inch pipe on Pasture Way and discharges to a detention pond. The outfall
from the pond is a 12-inch pipe that discharges to a drainage ditch. The overland flow from the property is
captured in a catchbasin and conveyed to the existing collection system.

Storm water detention and treatment is required. The applicant has proposed to provide a storm detention
and treatment facility on a tract near the intersection of Ames Street and Pasture Way. This will discharge to
the existing storm collection system on Ames Street. A preliminary storm report has been submitted to
determine the sizing of the facilities. A final storm report will be required as part of the final design.

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
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
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determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the Applicant can meet this standard
through Conditions of Approval 1, 2, 3,9, 10 and 11.

4. Parks and Recreation

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The site is not located within walking distance of any existing city parks;
however, Park System Development Charges will be paid at the time building permits are issued for each lot
in the subdivision. The Oregon City Park and Recreation Plan (1999) does not identify a park on this
property, however it does indicate the need for a trail (N-3), which the applicant has accommodated with the
proposed pedestrian accessways that run through the development from east to west.

5. Traffic and Transportation

Finding: Complies as Proposed. A transportation impact study (TIS) was prepared for this project, dated
February 4, 2014, by Todd Mobley, P.E. of Lancaster Engineering (Exhibit 2). The TIS was reviewed by John
Replinger of Replinger and Associates, City transportation consultant, who concluded: “15. Conclusions and
Recommendations. The engineer concludes that traffic operations would be adequate at all analyzed
intersections. He concludes no mitigation is needed for traffic operations. He concludes no safety mitigation
is necessary and sight distance is acceptable. I concur with the conclusions of the applicant’s engineer.”

Mr. Replinger finds that the submitted TIS provides an adequate basis upon which to assess the impacts of
the proposed subdivision and agreed that off-site mitigation for traffic impacts is not required (Exhibit 3).

Additionally, Mr. Replinger reviewed the TIS specifically for compliance with the planned function, capacity,
and level of service standards adopted in the code and TSP (Transportation System Plan). As stated in
Exhibit 3 - Comment 6. Analysis:

“Traffic volumes were calculated for the intersections described in #1, above. At each location, the level of
service (LOS) and delay calculations were provided to assess operations relative to the city’s operational
standard. The analysis was undertaken for the AM, mid-day, and PM peak hours and included year 2014
existing conditions, 2017 background conditions, and year 2017 total traffic conditions.

According to the engineer, the intersection of Holcomb Boulevard and Holcomb School Road is predicted to
operate at LOS “C” during the AM peak hour; “B” during the mid-day peak hour and “A” during the PM peak
hour under all conditions. The intersection volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) is predicted to be 0.43 or better
under all conditions and easily meets the city’s operational standard. The other three intersections are
predicted to operate at LOS “A” or better under all conditions during all hours. The performance of all study
area intersections is predicted to meet city standards during the peak hours.

The engineer also analyzed the potential for the new connection, Pasture Way, from Ames Street to Holcomb
School Road to shift traffic patterns. He concluded that even with the potential new cut-through traffic, the
intersections would still easily meet the city’s operational standards. I found his methodology to be sound
and concur with his conclusions on the ability of the streets to accommodate this neighborhood traffic.

The engineer concluded no mitigation measures were necessary. | concur with his conclusions.”

And, under comment 14, “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.”
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Additional detail comments in response to the City’s adopted standards for preparation of Transportation
Impact Analysis were provided in the applicant’s TIS and reviewed by the City’s Transportation Consultant.

Staff concludes that the proposed improvements to the transportation system are timely and adequate to
serve the proposed development.

6. Schools

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The Oregon City School District provides education services for the
children of future residents. The School District provided an email in response to concerns regarding the
adequate capacity of Holcomb Elementary (Exhibit 6). School funding is provided through a variety of
sources including property taxes and surcharges that will be assessed with future building permits for the
homes.

7. Fire and Police Services

Finding: Complies with Condition. Clackamas County Fire District No. 1 provides 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 order
to assure adequate protection new fire hydrants shall be located and installed as required per Clackamas
County Fire District No. 1. Staff concurs that sufficient water mains are installed. In the event that fire
hydrants are required by Clackamas County Fire District No. 1 requirements, staff finds there is adequate
area available on the subject property for such installation.

The City of Oregon City Police Department will provide police services to the subject site. Property taxes will
be paid by future property owners to fund police protection services, thereby ensuring funding for police
services. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the Applicant can meet
this standard through Condition of Approval 4.

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.

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.

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 as Proposed. The Applicant included draft CC&R’s in the application submittal. There
are no conflicts with City codes within the CC&Rs.

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;
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Finding: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant proposed to construct the subdivision in a single phase. This
standard has been met.

F. Overall density of the subdivision and the density by dwelling type for each.

Finding: Complies as Proposed. According to the applicant, the subject property contains a total area of
8.03 acres. The R-10 portion of the subdivision measures 124,864 square feet in area and would have 25,777
sg. ft. of street area. A storm detention tract measuring 7,123 sq. ft. in area is proposed; together with a 1,501
sq. ft. pedestrian walkway. The nine lots within this section of the project average 10,000 sq. ft. in area,
consistent with the R-10 zone’s minimum lot size standard. The R-8 section of the subdivision contains 5.17
acres. The street rights-of-way within this section measure 61, 422 sq. ft. in area and 3,158 sq. ft. is
comprised of pedestrian walkway. The average lot size is 8,030 sq. ft., consistent with the minimum lot size
standard of the R-8 zone. Staff calculations based on the proposed preliminary plat indicate a slightly larger
average lot size of 8,633 square feet. This will be confirmed upon review of the final plat, however the overall
density of the development is in compliance with all applicable criteria.

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 Il 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 as Proposed. This staff report contains findings and conditions of approval to assure
that the applicable approval criteria are met. Dimensional standards for the underlying zones have been
reviewed and found to comply as shown above. These findings are supported by substantial evidence which
includes preliminary plans, a Transportation Impact Study, and other written documentation.

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
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Chapter 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.

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.

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The proposed subdivision provides for adequate building site size,
convenient motor vehicle, pedestrian, bicycle and transit access, and control of traffic circulation, based on
the existing conditions and limitations imposed by topography and other natural features and surrounding
development patterns. The proposed street pattern provides for adequate building site size, as
demonstrated by the site plan submitted with this application.

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 layout is consistent with this requirement.

16.12.040--Building Sites

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

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The buildings sites proposed that are appropriate in size, width, shape, and
orientation for low-density residential development, consistent with the proposed R-10 and R-8 zoning of the
property. 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 80% of the maximum density of the base zone for the net
developable area as defined in Section 17.04.

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The subject property contains a total area of 8.03 acres. The R-10 portion
of the subdivision measures 124,864 square feet in area and would have 25,777 sq. ft. of street area. A storm
detention tract measuring 7,123 sq. ft. in area is proposed; together with a 1,501 sq. ft. pedestrian walkway.
The net site area for this portion of the site is 90,463 sq. ft. Dividing by 10,000 sq. ft. per unit results in a
maximum density of 9 units and, at 80% of the maximum, a minimum density of 8 units. The nine lots within
this section of the project exceed the minimum standard. The R-8 section of the subdivision contains 5.17
acres (225,205 sq. ft.). The street rights-of-way within this section measure 61,422 sq. ft. in area and 3,158
sq. ft. is comprised of pedestrian walkway. The net site area is 160,625 sq. ft. Dividing the net area by 8,000
sq. ft. per unit results in a maximum density of 20 units and, at 80% of maximum, a minimum density of 16
units. The proposed 20 units within this area comply with the minimum density standard.

16.12.050 Calculations of Lot Area.

A subdivision in the R-10, R-8, R-6, R-3.5 and R-2 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.

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The proposed subdivision includes lots utilizing the flexibility allowed by
this section. In the R-10 zone, the 20% standard would allow lots as small as 8,000 square feet. The smallest
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lot proposed in the R-10 portion of the subdivision is Lot 2 and it measures 9,017 sq. ft. in area. The average
lot size for the R-10 portion of the subdivision is 10,001 square feet. In the R-8 zone, the 20% standard would
allow lots as small as 6,400 square feet. The smallest lot proposed in the R-8 portion of the subdivision is Lot
18 at 7,266 sq. ft. in area. The average lot size for the R-8 portion of the subdivision is 8,017 square feet.

16.12.055 Building Sites -Through Lots

Through Ilots 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.

Finding: Not applicable. No through lots are proposed.

16.12.060 Building site--Lot and parcel side lines.

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

Finding: Complies as Proposed. As far as practicable, the proposed lot lines and parcels run at right angles
(i.e. are perpendicular) to the street upon which they face. A few exceptions, Lots 16 though 20, have minor

deviations due to the required curvature of the proposed new streets.

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 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.
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 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 Conditions of Approval 1 and 3.

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.
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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 facade 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: Not applicable. The project does not contain or abut any neighborhood collector, collector or
minor arterial streets.

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: Not Applicable. No lots have been proposed which are capable of redivision in accordance with this
chapter.

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:

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

Finding: Complies with Conditions. The Applicant proposed public utility easements (PUE’s) along all
street frontages. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the Applicant can
meet this standard through Condition of Approval 13.

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: Complies as proposed. There are no unusual facilities in the proposed development.

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,
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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. There are no watercourses traversing or bounding the site.

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. There are no access easements proposed or required with this development.

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. There are no identified significant natural features that require resource
protection pursuant to this section.

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. Inspection will be provided for as required by this standards and city
policy. 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. 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
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such improvement. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the Applicant
can meet this standard through Conditions of Approval 1 and 3.

16.12.095 Same--Public facilities and services.

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

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

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The applicant has proposed a street system that appears to conform to the
adopted Transportation System Plan and the street connectivity requirements of the city code. 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 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 Conditions of Approval 1 and 2.

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 Standardes.

Finding: See section 16.08.030.B.3 of this report for a description of the storm drainage system.

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
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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: See section 16.08.030.B.2 of this report for a description of the sanitary sewer system.

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: See section 16.08.030.B.1 of this report for a description of the water system.

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 Conditions. Currently there are sidewalks on the north side of Ames Street, the
street that abuts the proposed development. The Applicant has proposed to install 5- foot wide sidewalks on
the south side of Ames Street, and 5-foot wide sidewalks on the new streets within the proposed
development. These sidewalks should be constructed to City standards. Staff has determined that it is
possible, likely and reasonable that the Applicant can meet this standard through Conditions of
Approval 1, 14, 15,16 and 17.

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.
Finding: Complies as proposed. The applicant has proposed two pedestrian accessways which may be used
by bicyclists to cross between local streets. There are no identified on-street or off-street bicycle routes
identified within this area in the City’s adopted Transportation System Plan.

G. Street Name Signs and Traffic Control Devices. The applicant shall install street name signs at all street
intersections. The applicant shall install 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 with Condition. The Applicant indicated it will comply with this section. The Applicant
can meet this standard through Condition of Approval 22.

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. A street lighting plan shall be provided as part of the design plans to be
reviewed by the City. PGE owns, installs and maintains all new street lights within the City. The applicant
shall coordinate directly with PGE for the design of street lights. The Applicant is responsible for this
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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 Conditions of Approval 1, 14, 15, 16
and 17.

L. Street Trees.
Finding: Please refer to Chapter 12.08, Street Trees.

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’s plans indicated compliance with this section.

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’s application materials indicated compliance with this
section.

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 they will comply with this section.

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. 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 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 Condition of Approval 3.

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.
Finding: Please refer to the findings in chapter 12.04 within this report.

16.12.105 Same--Timing requirements.
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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 as Proposed. The Applicant indicated compliance with this section and will submit the
required performance guarantees or will perform the improvements required for this application. This
standard is met.

16.12.110 - Minimum improvements—Financial guarantee.

When conditions of permit approval require a permitee to construct certain improvements, the city may, in its
discretion, allow the permitee to submit a performance guarantee in lieu of actual construction of the
improvement. Performance guarantees shall be governed by this section.

A. Form of Guarantee. Performance guarantees shall be in a form approved by the city attorney Approvable
methods of performance guarantee include irrevocable standby letters of credit to the benefit of the city issued
by a recognized lending institution, certified checks, dedicated bank accounts or allocations of construction
loans held in reserve by the lending institution for the benefit of the city. The form of guarantee shall be
specified by the city engineer and, prior to execution and acceptance by the city shall be reviewed and approved
by the city attorney. The guarantee shall be filed with the city engineer.

B. Timing of Guarantee. A permitee shall be required to provide a performance guarantee as follows:

1. After Final Approved Design by the City: A permitee may request the option of submitting a performance
guarantee when prepared for temporary/final occupancy. The guarantee shall be one hundred twenty percent
of the estimated cost of constructing the remaining public improvements as submitted by the permit tee’s
engineer. The engineer's estimated costs shall be supported by a verified engineering estimate and approved by
the city engineer.

2. Before Complete Design Approval and Established Engineered Cost Estimate: A permitee may request the
option of submitting a performance guarantee before public improvements are designed and completed. The
guarantee shall be one hundred fifty percent of the estimated cost of constructing the public improvements as
submitted by the permittee's engineer and approved by the city engineer. The engineer's estimated costs shall
be supported by a verified engineering estimate and approved by the city engineer. This scenario applies for a
fee-in-lieu situation to ensure adequate funds for the future work involved in design, bid, contracting, and
construction management and contract closeout. In this case, the fee-in-lieu must be submitted as cash,
certified check, or other negotiable instrument as approved to form by the city attorney.

C. Duration of the Guarantee. The guarantee shall remain in effect until the improvement is actually
constructed and accepted by the city. Once the city has inspected and accepted the improvement, the city shall
release the guarantee to the permitee. 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
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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 permitee complete the improvement. Once constructed and approved by the city, any
remaining funds shall be refunded to the permitee. 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 as Proposed. The Applicant indicated compliance with this section and will submit the
required performance guarantees or will perform the improvements required for this application. This
standard is met.

CHAPTER 12.04 - STREETS, SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES

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 11
Land Use application and may require additional evidence from a transportation engineer or others to verify
compliance. Compliance with the following criteria is required:

The modification meets the intent of the standard;

The modification provides safe and efficient movement of pedestrians, motor vehicles, bicyclists and freight;
The modification is consistent with an adopted plan; and
The modification is complementary with a surrounding street design; or, in the alternative,

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: Not applicable. The Applicant has not proposed any modifications to the street standards.

mo O W

12.04.010 Construction specifications—Improved streets.

All sidewalks hereafter constructed in the city on improved streets shall be constructed to city standards and
widths required in the Oregon City Transportation System Plan. The curb shall be constructed at the same time
as the construction of the sidewalk and shall be located as provided in the ordinance authorizing the
improvement of said street next proceeding unless otherwise ordered by the city commission. Both sidewalks
and curbs are to be constructed according to plans and specifications provided by the city engineer.

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant indicated compliance with this section.

12.04.020 Construction specifications—Unimproved streets.

Sidewalks constructed on unimproved streets shall be constructed of concrete according to lines and grades
established by the city engineer and approved by the city commission. On unimproved streets curbs do not have
to be constructed at the same time as the sidewalk.

Finding: Not applicable. There are no sidewalks proposed on unimproved streets.

12.04.025 - Street design—Driveway Curb Cuts.
A. One driveway shall be allowed per frontage. In no case shall more than two driveways be allowed on any
single or two-family residential property with multiple frontages.

TP 14-01 and ZC 14-01: Sunnybrook II Zone Change and 29-lot Subdivision



B. With the exception of the limitations identified in 12.04.025.C, all driveway curb cuts shall be limited to the
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Minimum Driveway Maximum Driveway
Property Use Width at sidewalk or | Width at sidewalk
property line or property line
Single or Two-Family Dwelling with one | 10 feet 12 feet
Car Garage/Parking Space
Single or Two-Family Dwelling with two | 12 feet 24 feet
Car Garage/Parking Space
Single or Two-Family Dwelling with 18 feet 30 feet
three or more Car Garages/Parking
Space
Non Residential or Multi-Family 15 feet 40 feet
Residential Driveway Access

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).
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant indicated compliance with this section. There will be one
driveway for each lot, and the dimensions will be met.

C. The decision maker shall be authorized through a Type Il 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.

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.

TP 14-01 and ZC 14-01: Sunnybrook II Zone Change and 29-lot Subdivision



30

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.

E. Exceptions. The public works director reserves the right to waive this standard, if it is determined through a

Type Il decision including written findings; that it is in the best interest of the public to do so.

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement.

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 acknowledges this requirement.

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: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement.

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: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement.

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: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement.

12.04.034 Assessment of costs.
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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: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement.

12.04.040 Streets--Enforcement.

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: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement.

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. No retaining walls are proposed.

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. No retaining walls are proposed.

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: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement.

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.

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement.

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.
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Finding: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement.

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 cuts for utilities in Ames Street. The
pavement restoration shall be done in accordance with the City’s Pavement Cut Standards. Staff has
determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the Applicant can meet this standard
through Conditions of Approval 1 and 24.

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 as Proposed. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement.

12.04.120 Obstructions - Permit Required

A. Permanent Obstructions. It is unlawful for any person to place, put or maintain any obstruction, other than a
temporary obstruction, as defined in subsection B of this section, in any public street or alley in the city,
without obtaining approval for a right-of-way permit from the commission by passage of a resolution.

1. The city engineer shall provide applicants with an application form outlining the minimum submittal
requirements.

2. The applicant shall submit at least the following information in the permitting process in order to allow
the commission to adequately consider whether to allow the placement of an obstruction and whether
any conditions may be attached:

a. Site plan showing right-of-way, utilities, driveways as directed by staff:

b. Sight distance per Chapter 10.32, Traffic Sight Obstructions;

c. Traffic control plan including parking per Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
d. Alternative routes if necessary;

e. Minimizing obstruction area; and

f. Hold harmless/maintenance agreement.

3. If the commission adopts a resolution allowing the placement of a permanent obstruction in the right-of-
way, the city engineer shall issue a right-of-way permit with any conditions deemed necessary by the
commission.

B. Temporary Obstructions.

1. A "temporary obstruction” is defined as an object placed in a public street, road or alley for a period of not
more than sixty consecutive days. A "temporary obstruction" includes, but is not limited to, moving
containers and debris dumpsters.

2. The city engineer, or designee, is authorized to grant a permit for a temporary obstruction.

3. The city engineer shall provide applicants with an application form outlining the minimum submittal
requirements.

4. The applicant shall submit, and the city engineer, or designee, shall consider, at least the following items
in the permitting process. Additional information may be required in the discretion of the city engineer:
a. Site plan showing right-of-way, utilities, driveways as directed by staff;

b. Sight distance per Chapter 10.32, Traffic Sight Obstructions;
c. Traffic control plan including parking per Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD);
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d. Alternative routes if necessary;
e. Minimizing obstruction area; and
f- Hold harmless/maintenance agreement.
5. In determining whether to issue a right-of-way permit to allow a temporary obstruction, the city engineer
may issue such a permit only after finding that the following criteria have been satisfied:
a. The obstruction will not unreasonably impair the safety of people using the right-of-way and nearby
residents;
b. The obstruction will not unreasonably hinder the efficiency of traffic affected by the obstruction;
c. No alternative locations are available that would not require use of the public right-of-way; and
d. Any other factor that the city engineer deems relevant.
6. The permittee shall post a weatherproof copy of the temporary obstruction permit in plain view
from the right-of-way.
C. Fees. The fee for obtaining a right-of-way permit for either a permanent obstruction or a temporary
obstruction shall be set by resolution of the commission.
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement.

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: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement.

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: Complies as Proposed. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement.

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 to vacate a street or alley.

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 applicalble. The applicant has not proposed to vacate a street or alley.

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
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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 as Proposed. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement. The proposed street
design provides for the extension of Stables Place and Pasture Way from Ames Street on the north,
southward through the subject property to connect with Holcomb School road at the southeast corner of the
site. This street system will provide for a much-needed second access point to the existing residential
neighborhoods located along Ames Street. At present, in excess of 50 lots are accessed via Ames Street west
of Swan Avenue, and there is only one way in and out of the neighborhood. Proposed street improvements
and utility plans will be reviewed by the City Engineer for compliance with City standards prior to
construction.

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:

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 Proposed. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement. As discussed above, the

proposed street design provides for the extension of Stables Place and Pastures Way from Ames Street on

the north, through the subject property to connect with Holcomb School road at the southeast corner of the
site. A shadow plan has been provided on the Site Plan that shows how the proposed development will tie in
with developable properties to the west. Holcomb Elementary School abuts the site on its eastern border and
the HACC housing property abuts on the south.

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.

Finding: Complies with Conditions. The Applicant acknowledges this requirement. All streets within the
proposed development are local streets that have been designed to comply with City standards by providing
for 54 feet of right-of-way and 32’ of pavement. A portion of Stables Place has been designed with a roughly
34 street improvement, as the remainder of the street can be provided with the future development of
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property to the west. The street section in this area provides 38 feet of right-of-way, 27 feet of pavement, a
half-foot of curb on one side, 5 foot planter strip on one side, and a five foot sidewalk.

The proposed connection of Pastures Way with Holcomb School Road will require right-of-way dedication
from both Holcomb Elementary School and Oregon City View Manor. According the applicant, discussions
are on-going with Oregon City School District and with the Housing Authority of Clackamas County regarding
these dedications. Both have indicated initial support for the required dedications. The Oregon City School
Board will be considering the matter again at the April 14, 2014 Board meeting. The Housing Authority has
forwarded the request to the HUD Special Application Center in Chicago and a decision is expected soon. If
either dedication should ultimately fail to be approved, there is sufficient frontage on Holcomb School Road
to provide for an emergency vehicle access. The following diagram shows the planned intersection
configuration with areas of proposed dedications identified.

Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the Applicant can meet this
standard through Conditions of Approval 12 through 23.

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.
. Right- Public .
Road Comprehensive of-Wa Pavement Access Sidewalk Landscape | Bike Street Travel Median
Classification | Plan Designation Wi dtl;V Width Strip Lane | Parking Lanes
Mixed Use,
Commercial or 0.5 ft. 10.5 ft. sidewalk including (5) 12 ft.
Public/Quasi Bz 5 5 ftx5 ft. tree wells di el Lanes G2
Major Public
AR s 120 ft 88 ft. e 5f 105t 6/t | N/ (‘?alrl ‘g t 6 ft.
Vi 126 ft 94 ft. bz 5ft 105t 6 ft. 8ft (‘?alni { 2 6 ft.
Road Comprehensi Right- | p ¢ | public Land Bike | Street | Travel
oa omprehensive : avemen Access . andscape ike ree rave ,
Classification | Plan Designation Ov]:/i'f;;;" Width Sidewalk Strip Lane | Parking Lanes Median
Mixed Use,
Commercial or 0.5 ft. 10.5 ft. sidewalk including (5) 12 ft.
Public/Quasi L1 i 5 ft.x5 ft. tree wells i i Lanes O
Minor Public
Arterial Industrial 118ft 86 ft. 05 ft 51t 105t 6/t 7f (5L)ai i { b N/A
Restdential 100 ft 68 ft. L 5f 105t 6 ft. 7 ft (‘?L)alni f 5 6 ft.
Road Comprehensive ‘:}l_‘gwh: Pavement EZLIZ; Sidewalk Landscape Bike Street Travel Median
Classification | Plan Designation Wid tl;v Width Strip Lane | Parking Lanes
Mixed Use,
Commercial or 0.5 ft. 10.5 ft. sidewalk including (3) 12 ft.
Collector Public/Quasi claie L 5 ftx5 ft. tree wells g i Lanes Lz
Public
Industrial 88 ft. 62 ft. 0.5 ft. 5ft. | 7.5 ft. 6 ft. 7ft. (3) 12 ft. N/A

TP 14-01 and ZC 14-01: Sunnybrook II Zone Change and 29-lot Subdivision




36

Lanes
Residential 85 ft. 59t CelE 5f 7.5 ft 6t 71 (3’L)aln i f L N/A
Road Comprehensive ;;l_gwh: Pavement j:g:;g Sidewalk Landscape Bike Street Travel Median
Classification | Plan Designation Wi dtl{ Width Strip Lane | Parking Lanes
Mixed Use,
Commercial or 0.5 ft. 10.5 ft. sidewalk including (2) 12 ft.
Public/Quasi A e 5 ft.x5 ft. tree wells e e Lanes g
Local :
Public
Industrial 60 ft. 38 ft. 0.5 ft. 5ft. 551t (2) 19 ft. Shared Space N/A
Residential 541t 32 ft. 0.5 ft. 5 ft. 551t (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 0.52 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 conditions. All the proposed streets are local residential streets which have a
requirement of 54-feet of right-of-way, 32-feet of pavement, curb & gutter, 5-foot planter strip with trees, 5-
foot sidewalk and street lighting. All the streets (Ames Street, Stables Place and Pasture Way) will match the
City requirements for local streets.

Pasture Way is proposed to complete a connection between Ames Street and School Street, which connects
directly to Holcomb Blvd. This connection provides an important connection in the street network. In order
to complete this street connection the applicant has proposed to obtain right-of-way from the School District
(Holcomb Elementary School) and the Housing Authority of Clackamas County (Oregon City View Manor
development). The applicant has initiated discussions with both entities.

Ames Street is the completion of an existing half street improvement, and a portion of Stables Place will be
the construction of a half street improvement. This is discussed in greater depth in section 12.04.220 of this
report.

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
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 Conditions of Approval 1, 2, 3, 14, 15, 16,17, 18 and 28.

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
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access control restriction shall exist until such time as a public street is created, by dedication and accepted,
extending the street to the adjacent property.

B. The City may grant a permit for the adjoining owner to access through the access control.

C. The plat shall contain the following access control language or similar on the face of the map at the end of
each street for which access control is required: “Access Control (See plat restrictions).”

D. Said plats shall also contain the following plat restriction note(s): “Access to (name of street or tract) from
adjoining tracts (name of deed document number/s]) shall be controlled by the City of Oregon City by the
recording of this plat, as shown. These access controls shall be automatically terminated upon the
acceptance of a public road dedication or the recording of a plat extending the street to adjacent property
that would access through those Access Controls.”

Finding: Complies with conditions. The applicant has proposed a half street improvement on a portion of

Stables Place that is along the boundary of the property. A City controlled access strip shall be dedicated

along the half street portion of Stables Place. It shall be recorded on the plat and shall control the ingress

and egress to the property adjacent to the street. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and

reasonable that the Applicant can meet this standard through Conditions of Approval 12.

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. There are no off-set intersections proposed.

12.04.194 Traffic Sight Obstructions
All new streets shall comply with the Traffic Sight Obstructions in Chapter 10.32.
Finding: Complies as proposed. The applicant acknowledges this requirement.

12.04.195 Spacing Standards.

A. All new streets shall be designed as local streets unless otherwise designated as arterials and collectors in
Figure 8 in the Transportation System Plan. The maximum block spacing between streets is 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.

B. All new development and redevelopment shall meet the minimum driveway spacing standards identified in
Table 12.04.195.B.

Table 12.04.195.B Minimum Driveway Spacing Standards

Street
Functional
Classification Minimum Driveway Spacing Standards Distance
Minimum distance from a street corner to a driveway for
Major Arterial | all uses and

. . . 175 ft.
Streets | Minimum distance between driveways for uses other than f
single and two-family dwellings
Minimum distance from a street corner to a driveway for
Minor Arterial | all uses and
175 ft.

Streets | Minimum distance between driveways for uses other than
single and two-family dwellings
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Table 12.04.195.B Minimum Driveway Spacing Standards

Street

Functional
Classification Minimum Driveway Spacing Standards Distance
Minimum distance from a street corner to a driveway for
all uses and
Collector Streets Minimum distance between driveways for uses other than 100 fe
single and two-family dwellings

Local | Minimum distance from a street corner to a driveway for
Streets | all uses and
Minimum distance between driveways for uses other than
single and two-family dwellings
The distance from a street corner to a driveway is measured along the right-of-way from the edge of the
intersection right-of-way to the nearest portion of the driveway and the distance between driveways is

measured at the nearest portions of the driveway at the right-of-way.

Finding: Complies as proposed. The applicant has proposed to connect to existing intersections on Ames
Street. The intersection of Stables Place and Pasture Way is more than 150-feet from the intersection of
Pasture Way and Ames Street. It is also more than 150-feet from the new intersection of Pasture Way and
School Street.

251t

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.

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

B. Accessways shall be free of horizontal obstructions and have a nine-foot, six-inch high vertical clearance to
accommodate bicyclists. To safely accommodate both pedestrians and bicycles, accessway right-of-way
widths shall be as follows:

1. Accessways shall have a fifteen-foot-wide right-of-way with a seven-foot wide paved surface between a
five foot planter strip and a three foot planter strip.

2. If an accessway also provides secondary fire access, the right-of-way width shall be at least twenty-three
feet wide with a fifteen-foot paved surface a five foot planter strip and a three foot planter strip.

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

D. To enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety, accessways shall be lighted with pedestrian-scale lighting.
Accessway lighting shall be to a minimum level of one-half foot-candles, a one and one-half foot-candle
average, and a maximum to minimum ratio of seven-to-one and shall be oriented not to shine upon adjacent
properties. Street lighting shall be provided at both entrances.

E. Accessways shall comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).

F. The planter strips on either side of the accessway shall be landscaped along adjacent property by installation
of the following:
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1. Within the three foot planter strip, an evergreen hedge screen of thirty to forty-two inches high or
shrubs spaced no more than four feet apart on average;

2. Ground cover covering one hundred percent of the exposed ground. No bark mulch shall be allowed
except under the canopy of shrubs and within two feet of the base of trees;

3. Within the five foot planter strip, two-inch minimum caliper trees with a maximum of thirty-five feet of
separation between the trees to increase the tree canopy over the accessway;

4. In satisfying the requirements of this section, evergreen plant materials that grow over forty-two inches
in height shall be avoided. All plant materials shall be selected from the Oregon City Native Plant List.

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

H. Accessway surfaces shall be paved with all-weather materials as approved by the city. Pervious materials are
encouraged. Accessway surfaces shall be designed to drain stormwater runoff to the side or sides of the
accessway. Minimum cross slope shall be two percent.

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

J. The Community Development Director may approve an alternative accessway design due to existing site
constraints through the modification process set forth in Section 12.04.007.

Finding: Complies with conditions. The applicant has proposed two 15-foot wide pedestrian access ways

as the proposed block length is longer than 330-feet. One access way connects Stables Place and Pasture

Way, and the other extends from Pasture Way to the east to the edge of the property.

The pedestrian access ways shall meet the requirements of this section which includes a 5-foot planter strip
with trees, 7-foot paved surface and 3-foot planter strip with plantings and pedestrian level lighting. There
shall be a street light at either end of the pedestrian way except where it ends at the property boundary.

Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the Applicant can meet this
standard through Conditions of Approval 19.

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: Complies with conditions. The pedestrian accessways shall be incorporated into a recorded
easement that requires the property owner to provide for ownership, liability and maintenance. Staff has
determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the Applicant can meet this standard
through Condition of Approval 20.

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
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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.

Finding: Not applicable. This application is not within the Regional Center.

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.

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The intersection of Holcomb Boulevard at Holcomb School Road currently
operates at LOS C with a v/c of 0.36 during the morning peak hour; at LOS B with a v/c ratio of 0.19 during
the midday peak hour; and at LOS A with a v/c ratio 0f 0.09 during the evening peak hour. Following the
background growth of traffic and the development of the site, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS
C with a v/c ratio of 0.43 during the morning peak hour; at LOS B with a v/c ratio of 0.22 during the midday
peak hour; and at LOS A with a v/c ratio of 0.10 during the evening peak hour.

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.

Finding: Complies as Proposed. The intersection of Holcomb Boulevard at Holcomb School Road currently

operates at LOS C with a v/c of 0.36 during the morning peak hour; at LOS B with a v/c ratio of 0.19 during

the midday peak hour; and at LOS A with a v/c ratio 0f 0.09 during the evening peak hour. Following the
background growth of traffic and the development of the site, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS
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C with a v/c ratio of 0.43 during the morning peak hour; at LOS B with a v/c ratio of 0.22 during the midday
peak hour; and at LOS A with a v/c ratio of 0.10 during the evening 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:

[-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 as Proposed. See findings above.

12.04.210 Street design--Intersection Angles.

Except where topography requires a lesser angle, streets shall be laid out to intersect at angles as near as
possible to right angles. In no case shall the acute angles be less than eighty degrees unless there is a special
intersection design. An arterial or collector street intersecting with another street shall have at least one
hundred feet of tangent adjacent to the intersection unless topography requires a lesser distance. Other streets,
except alleys, shall have at least fifty feet of tangent adjacent to the intersection unless topography requires a
lesser distance. All street intersections shall be provided with a minimum curb return radius of twenty-five feet
for local streets. Larger radii shall be required for higher street classifications as determined by the city
engineer. Additional right-of-way shall be required to accommodate curb returns and sidewalks at
intersections. Ordinarily, intersections should not have more than two streets at any one point.

Finding: Complies with conditions. The applicant has proposed that the intersections on Ames Street
with Pasture Way and Stables Place are at 90-degrees. The intersection of Pasture Way and Stables Places is
also proposed to be at 90-degrees. The intersection of Pasture Way and School Street shall be 90-degrees.
Due to the horizontal curves required to provide the intersection angle, additional right-of-way and
pavement width is required for the right turn movement from Pasture Way onto School Street.

Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the Applicant can meet this
standard through Conditions of Approval 1 and 21.

12.04.215 Street design--Off-Site Street Improvements.
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During consideration of the preliminary plan for a development, the decision maker shall determine whether
existing streets impacted by, adjacent to, or abutting the development meet the city’s applicable planned
minimum design or dimensional requirements. Where such streets fail to meet these requirements, the decision-
maker shall require the applicant to make proportional improvements sufficient to achieve conformance with
minimum applicable design standards required to serve the proposed development.

Finding: Complies with conditions. See section 12.04.180 and 12.04.220 of this report for improvements
on Ames Street and the connection to School Street.

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 conditions. The applicant has proposed to construct a portion of Stables Place as a
half street improvement. It is proposed to dedicate 38-feet of right-of-way, construct 26-feet of pavement,
curb & gutter, 5-foot landscape strip and 5-foot sidewalk. The landscape strip and sidewalk would be located
on the east side of the street. This meets the requirements of a half-street improvement for a local street.
The pavement shall have a temporary curb on the west side for storm water control, or other improvements
such that run-off from the street is directed away from the neighboring property.

The applicant proposes to complete the southern portion of Ames Street which is constructed as a half-street
right now.

From Stable Place to the east Ames Street has a right-of-way of 53-feet and 26-feet of pavement. The current
requirement for a local street is a 54-foot right-of-way, 32-feet of pavement, curb & gutter, 5-foot planter
strip and 5-foot sidewalk. The applicant shall dedicate 1-foot of right-of-way, provide 6-feet of new
pavement and resurface the pavement to the centerline of the street, provide a curb & gutter, a 5-foot planter
strip with trees, a 5-foot sidewalk and street lighting.

From Stable Place to the west Ames Street has a right-of-way of 50-feet and 25-feet of pavement. The
current requirement for a local street is a 54-foot right-of-way, 32-feet of pavement, curb & gutter, 5-foot
planter strip and 5-foot sidewalk. The applicant shall dedicate 2-foot of right-of-way, provide 7-feet of new
pavement and resurface the pavement to the centerline of the street, provide a curb & gutter, a 5-foot planter
strip with trees, a 5-foot sidewalk and street lighting.
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Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the Applicant can meet this
standard through Conditions of Approval 1, 2, 15, 16 and 17.

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 proposed cul-de-sacs or dead-ends.

12.04.230 Street Design--Street Names.

Except for extensions of existing streets, no street name shall be used which will duplicate or be confused with
the name of an existing street. Street names shall conform to the established standards in the City and shall be
subject to the approval of the City.

Finding:

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 conditions. The applicant has proposed a number of horizontal curves in the
street alignment.

On Stables Place there is a compound curve that consists of two curves with a 100-foot radius and one curve
with a 150-foot radius. This provides a gentle curve that is mid-block on a long and otherwise straight block
on a local street. These curves will act as speed control on a local street, and are short enough not to cause
discomfort while driving.

On Stables Place there is also a horizontal curve that has a 52-foot radius. This curve acts like an
intersection. There is another 100-foot radius horizontal curve on Stables Place that is only 40-feet long.
This is another gentle curve in the street that would act as speed control on a local street and is short enough
not to cause discomfort while driving.

Where Pastures Way connects to School Street there is a compound curve that consists of two curves with a
100-foot radius each. This is a longer curve that ends in an intersection. Per the American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standards on the Geometric Design of Highways and
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Streets the radius of the curve should be 180-feet for a speed of 25 mph. Mitigating measures are required
which include a “stop” sign on Pastures Way at the intersection with School Street, additional lighting of the
curve, and a “stop sign ahead” sign on Pastures Way near the beginning of the compound curve.

Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the Applicant can meet this
standard through Conditions of Approval 1, 18, 22, and 23.

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: Not applicable. The development does not abut an arterial or collector street.

12.04.245 Street Design--Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety.

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

All crosswalks shall include a large vegetative or sidewalk area which extends into the street pavement as far as
practicable to provide safer pedestrian crossing opportunities. These curb extensions can increase the visibility
of pedestrians and provide a shorter crosswalk distance as well as encourage motorists to drive slower. The
decision maker may approve an alternative design that achieves the same standard for constrained sites or
where deemed unnecessary by the City Engineer.

Finding: Not applicable. Additional measures are not warranted for this location. Staff does not anticipate
any hazards from cut-through non-local traffic automobile traffic.

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. The property is not located in the zone district indicated above and the applicant
has not proposed alleys.

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 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: Complies as Proposed. There are no transit facilities indicated within the development site.
Pedestrian accessways have been proposed within the development to minimize travel distance.
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12.04.265 Street design--Planter Strips.

All development shall include vegetative planter strips that are five feet in width or larger and located adjacent
to the curb. This requirement may be waived or modified if the decision maker finds it is not practicable. The
decision maker may permit constrained sites to place street trees on the abutting private property within 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 conditions. See sections 12.04.180 and 12.04.220 of this report.

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 as proposed. The applicant acknowledges this requirement.

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: Complies as proposed. The applicant acknowledges this requirement.

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-
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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.

The following clearance distances shall be maintained when planting trees:

Fifteen feet from streetlights;

Five feet from fire hydrants;

Twenty feet from intersections;

A minimum of five feet (at mature height) below power lines.

. All trees shall be a minimum of two inches in caliper at six inches above the root crown and installed to city
specifications.

D. All established trees shall be pruned tight to the trunk to a height that provides adequate clearance for
street cleaning equipment and ensures ADA complaint clearance for pedestrians.

Finding: Complies with Conditions. The applicant submitted a preliminary site plan that indicates street
trees spaced throughout the development at 35’ on center. The Applicant indicated that the street trees
would be planted in accordance with Chapter 12.08 but did not indicate the species. Prior to final plat the
Applicant shall submit a final Street Tree Plan for the frontage of the properties that includes the number,
location, size, and species of the trees. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that
the Applicant can meet this standard through Condition of Approval 25.

AN W =W

12.08.020 Street tree species selection.

The community development director may specify the species of street trees required to be planted if there is an
established planting scheme adjacent to a lot frontage, if there are obstructions in the planting strip, or if
overhead power lines are present.

Finding: Complies with Condition. The Applicant indicated that the street trees would be planted in
accordance with Chapter 12.08 but did not indicate the species. Prior to final plat the Applicant shall submit a
final Street Tree Plan for the frontage of the properties that includes the number, location, size, and species of
the trees. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the Applicant can meet
this standard through Condition of Approval 25.

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. There are no existing street trees proposed to be removed with this development.

Chapter 17.41 TREE PROTECTION STANDARDS

17.41.010-040 Tree Protection.

TP 14-01 and ZC 14-01: Sunnybrook II Zone Change and 29-lot Subdivision



47

New development shall be designed in a manner that preserves trees to the maximum extent practicable. As a
requirement of any Type Il land use application, the siting of structures, roadways and utility easements shall
provide for the protection of tree resources to the maximum extent practicable. This applies to all subdivision,
partition and site plan and design review applications.

Finding: Applicable. Compliance with this section is required.

17.41.050 Same--Compliance options.

Applicants for review shall comply with these requirements through one 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; or

B. Option 2 -- Dedicated Tract. Protection of trees or groves by placement in a tract within a new subdivision
or partition plat pursuant to Section 17.41.080, or

C. Option 3 -- Restrictive Covenant. Protection of trees or groves by recordation of a permanent restrictive
covenant pursuant to Section 17.41.090.

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, dying or hazardous,
pursuant to the following applicable provisions.

The community development director, pursuant to a Type Il 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.

Farm or forest resources. An applicant for development may claim that the regulated grove or trees was a
designated farm or forest use, tree farm, Christmas tree plantation, or other approved timber use prior to
development application. "Forest practices"” and "forestlands" as used in this subsection shall have the meaning
set out in ORS 30.930. "Farming practice"” as used in this subsection shall have the meaning set out in ORS
30.930. "Farm use"” as used in this subsection shall have the meaning set out in ORS 215.203. In this case, the
applicant may propose an alternative mitigation plan to be approved by the community development director.
Finding: Complies as Proposed. The applicant indicates that the subject property contains a total of thirty-
three trees in the main body of the site, another 22 trees along the easterly property line adjacent to Holcomb
Elementary School, and an arborvitae hedge along a portion of the rear lines of proposed Lots 2 and 3. As
shown on the grading plan, extensive site grading is needed in order to get the site to drain properly to the
shallow storm and sewer lines in Ames Street. Several trees in the southern portion of the site, where the
existing terrain does not need to be disturbed, will be retained. Additionally, the trees along the east property
line will not be disturbed and the arborvitae hedge will remain.

17.41.060 Tree removal and replanting--Mitigation (Option 1).

Regulated trees that are removed outside of the construction area, if removed shall be replanted with the
number of trees specified in Column 1 of Table 17.41.060-1. Regulated 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

Size of tree removed Column 1 Column 2

(DBH) Number of trees to be Number of trees to be
planted. planted.
(If removed Outside of (If removed Within the
construction area) construction area)

6to12” 3 1

13 to 18” 5 2
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19 to 24” 8 3
25 to 30” 10 4
31 and over” 15 5

Finding: Complies with Condition. 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. The applicant indicates
that the subject property contains a total of thirty-three trees in the main body of the site, another 22 trees
along the easterly property line adjacent to Holcomb Elementary School, and an arborvitae hedge along a
portion of the rear lines of proposed Lots 2 and 3. Staff has reviewed the plans and it appears that 14 trees
that are indicated for removal are located outside of any construction area. The applicant has not provided a
specific calculation of the number of trees to be removed, preserved and required to be replaced based on
their location. Prior to final plat, the Applicant shall submit a revised tree mitigation plan in accordance with
OCMC 17.41 and Table 17.41.060-1. Staff has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that
the Applicant can meet this standard through Condition of Approval 26.

17.41.070 Planting area priority for mitigation (Option 1).

Development applications which opt for removal or trees with subsequent replanting pursuant to Section
17.41.050A. and shall be required to mitigate for tree cutting by complying with the following priority for
replanting standards C.1.--4. below:

First Priority. Replanting on the development site. First priority for replacement tree locations shall be planting
on-site.

Finding: Complies with Condition. See finding above.

17.41.075 -125 Tree Mitigation Options

These code sections provide a variety of compliance options for land use applications, including preservation
and mitigation of trees, the use of flexible lots sizes and setbacks, on-site density transfer, preservation tracts,
and fee-in-lieu of planting.

Finding: Not Applicable. The Applicant did not seek compliance based on these options.

17.41.130. Regulated Tree Protection Procedures During Construction.

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 OCMC 17.41.130(B). No trees designated for removal shall be
removed without prior written approval from the Community Development Director.

Finding: Complies with Conditions. The Applicant indicated that the required procedures and arborist
recommendations will be followed throughout the period of construction activities on the site. All tree
protection measures shall be indicated on all construction plans for the public improvements and grading of
the site. Changes in soils hydrology and site drainage within tree protection areas will be avoided. Prior to
issuance of any construction permit, grading or fill permit, or construction plans by the Public Works
Department the applicant shall request an inspection by a member of the Planning Division that these
measures have been installed. The applicant can assure this standard is met through Condition of
Approval 26.

Stormwater Conveyance, Quantity and Quality in Chapter 13.12

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.

A. Stormwater Conveyance. The stormwater conveyance requirements of this chapter shall apply to all
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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

Finding: Complies with Condition. The applicant has proposed to install a storm water collection system
within the street ROW and a storm water detention and treatment facility within a tract, which shall connect
to an existing City owned storm water collection system. The City owned system discharges to an existing
drainage way in the County. The applicant performed a preliminary storm water report to determine the
storm water requirements and a downstream capacity evaluation and found that there is sufficient capacity
in both the City and County collection system to convey the run-off from the proposed development. Staff
has determined that it is possible, likely and reasonable that the Applicant can meet this standard
through Conditions of Approval 1, 2, 3,9, 10 and 11.

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: Not applicable. The development is not in a Natural Resource Overlay District.

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. The proposed development will create more than 2,000 square feet of
new impervious area, so storm water quantity control is required. See section 16.08.030 B3 of this report
for a description of the storm drainage system and quantity control.

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 has not been requested.

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:
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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 as Proposed. The applicant has proposed to construct more than four homes, so storm
water quality control is required. See section 16.08.030.B.3 of this report for a description of the storm
drainage system and quality control.

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 waste discharges or increased stormwater flow will flow into the
Clackamas River with this development.

IV. CONCLUSION AND DECISION:

In conclusion, the proposed zone change and 29-lot subdivision located at 14591 Holcomb Blvd and 14550
Ames Street, Oregon City, identified as Clackamas Map 2-2E-21DC-01600, Clackamas Map 2-2E-21DC-01300
and Clackamas Map 2-2E-28AB-01600, can meet the approval standards outlined in this Staff Report,
subject to the Applicant’s proposal, and attached proposed Conditions of Approval contained in this report.
Therefore, the Community Development Director recommends approval of the application with Conditions.
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V. EXHIBITS
The following exhibits are attached to this staff report.
1. Vicinity Map
2. Applicant’s Submittal
Land Use Application Form
Narrative
Neighborhood Meeting Notes
Assessor Maps
Existing Conditions
Preliminary Plan w/ Lot Sizes and Tree Locations
Preliminary Grading and Erosion Control Plan
Preliminary Street Profiles
Preliminary Street Plan
Preliminary Utility Plan
Preliminary Drainage Report (Jan 2014)
Revised Preliminary Drainage Report (March 2014)
. Subdivision Guarantee
Transportation Impact Study
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3. Comments from John Replinger of Replinger and Associates
4. Public Comments received prior to May 5.

a. Berends

b. Fuller

c. Shearer

d. Staudenmier

e. Park Place Neighborhood Association Chair LaSalle

f. Park Place Neighborhood Association Chair LaSalle

5. Engineering Policy EP 00-01

6. OCSD Email from Ted Thonstad, Facilities Director, regarding Holcomb school capacity (no
conflicts).

7. Preliminary Plat Lot Dimensional Calculations

8. Comments from SHPO re: Archeological Resources (no conflicts).

9. Comments from CRW (no conflicts).

10. Public Notices
11. Land Use Transmittal Form (Emailed to affected parties)
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PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
TP 14-01 and ZC 14-01

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. This
includes attending a pre-design meeting with the City. (DS)

Prior to final plat approval, the Applicant shall sign a Non-Remonstrance Agreement for the purpose of
making sanitary sewer, storm sewer, water and/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. (DS)

Prior to final plat approval, 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 other ponding situations. The plan shall show the
existing and proposed swales. (DS)

All new water lines shall be 8-inch diameter. The new water lines shall form a looped system with no
dead-ends. It shall be connected to the existing water distribution system on Ames Street at both Stables
Place and Pastures Way, and on School Street. (DS)

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

Prior to final plat, the Applicant shall submit the proposed development plans to Clackamas County Fire
District No. 1 for review and install any required fire hydrants. (F)

All new sanitary sewer mains shall be 8-inch diameter gravity mains connected to the existing collection
system on Ames Street at both Stables Place and Pastures Way. Where there is insufficient cover at the
connection on Pastures Way DI pipe shall be used. (DS)

All new sanitary sewer laterals shall be constructed with individual laterals connecting to the sanitary
sewer main. Where there is insufficient depth to provide for gravity service lines near the intersection of
Ames Street and Pastures Way, individual and privately owned pump systems shall be provided. It shall
be marked on the plans where these systems are required. (DS)

Public storm sewer improvements shall be designed and constructed to collect, detention and treatment
in a manner suitable to the Public Works Department. (DS)

Temporary storm collection and conveyance shall be designed and constructed along the half street
portion of Stables Place such that run-off from the street shall not be discharged to the adjacent property.
Improvements may include a temporary curb along the east side of the street. (DS)

A final storm water report which reflects the final design shall be completed as part of the design. (DS)

The applicant shall dedicate to the City a controlled access strip along the half street portion of Stables
Place. It shall be recorded on the plat and shall control the ingress and egress to the property adjacent to
the street. (DS)
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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. All existing and proposed utilities and
easements shall be indicated on the construction plans. Any off-site utility easements required for this
project, such as for work on the storm outfall, shall be obtained and submitted to the City prior to
approval of the construction plans. (DS)

The Applicant shall construct improvements on the proposed new streets that includes dedication of 54-
feet of right-of-way, and improvements that include, but are not to limited to, base rock, paved street
width of 32 feet, curb and gutter, 5-foot landscape strip excluding curb width, 5-foot concrete sidewalk
(curb, landscape strip and sidewalk on both sides of the street), curb return radii, centerline
monumentation in monument boxes, traffic control devices, street trees, and street lights. This shall
include sidewalks, landscape strip, curb, gutter and pavement on land to be dedicated by the Clackamas
County Housing Authority to connect the sidewalk to the existing sidewalk on Holcomb School Street.
(DS)

The Applicant shall construct improvements on Ames Street east of Stables Way which include a 1-foot
right-of-way dedication (such that there is 27-feet from centerline), and improvements that includes, but
are not to limited to, base rock, 6-feet of additional paved street, resurfacing of the existing pavement to
centerline, curb and gutter on the south side of the street, 5-foot landscape strip excluding curb width on
the south side of the street, 5-foot concrete sidewalk on the south side of the street, curb return radii,
centerline monuments in boxes, traffic control devices, street trees, and street lights. (DS)

The Applicant shall construct improvements on Ames Street west of Stables Way which include a 2-foot
right-of-way dedication (such that there is 27-feet from centerline), and improvements that includes, but
are not to limited to, base rock, 7-feet of additional paved street, resurfacing of the existing pavement to
centerline , curb and gutter on the south side of the street, 5-foot landscape strip excluding curb width on
the south side of the street, 5-foot concrete sidewalk on the south side of the street, curb return radii,
centerline monuments in boxes, traffic control devices, street trees, and street lights. (DS)

The Applicant shall construct improvements on the half street portion of Stables Way which include a
dedication of 38-feet of right-of-way, and improvements that includes, but are not to limited to, base
rock, 26-feet of paved street, curb and gutter on the west side of the street, 5-foot landscape strip
excluding curb width on the west side of the street, 5-foot concrete sidewalk on the west side of the
street, curb return radii, centerline monuments in boxes, traffic control devices, street trees, and street
lights. (DS)

The applicant shall obtain sufficient right-of-way from the School District (Holcomb Elementary School)
and the Housing Authority of Clackamas County (Oregon City View Manor development) in order to
construct a complete street section at the intersection between Pastures Way and School street such that
itis a 90-degree angle, and such that there is sufficient room to allow a larger curve at the intersection to
facilitate a right hand turn from Pastures Way onto Holcomb School Street. The applicant shall connect
the sidewalk on Pastures Way to the sidewalk on the northwest side of Holcomb School Street, and
provide a curb ramp. Prior to recording of the final subdivision plat for the subject parcel, the applicant
shall finalize the agreements with Holcomb Elementary School (OCSD) and the Housing Authority of
Clackamas County (Oregon City View Manor development) and provide copies of the recorded
agreements to the City, along with any easements and dedication documents that are required. If full
right-of-way cannot be obtained, the applicant shall construct an emergency vehicle access within the
dedicated Right-of-Way of Pastures Way to be approved by the City and Clackamas Fire District #1.

The applicant shall provide a 15-foot wide pedestrian access way between Stables Place and Pastures
Way, and from Pastures Way to the eastern boundary of the property. This shall include a 5-foot planter
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strip with trees, a 7-foot paved section and a 3-foot planter strip with plantings per the code. It shall also
include pedestrian level lighting, and there shall be street lights in the public right-of-way at the ends of
the pedestrian way. (DS)

The pedestrian accessways shall be incorporated into a recorded easement that requires the property
owner to provide for ownership, liability and maintenance. (DS)

The intersection of Pasture Way and School Street shall be 90-degrees. Due to the horizontal curves
required to provide the intersection angle, additional right-of-way and pavement width is required for
the right turn movement from Pasture Way onto School Street. (DS)

At the intersection of Pastures Way and there shall be a “stop” sign on Pastures Way. There shall also be
a “stop sign ahead” sign on Pastures Way near the beginning of the compound curve. There shall also be
extra lighting through the compound horizontal curve. (DS)

The horizontal curves on Stables Place are designed as traffic calming structures. The final radius of the
curves shall be coordinated with the City staff. (DS)

Where pavement cuts are made in existing streets for the installation of improvements, the restoration
shall be done in accordance with the City of Oregon City Pavement Cut Standards. (DS)

Prior to final plat the Applicant shall submit a final Street Tree Plan for the frontage of the properties
that includes the number, location, size, and species of the trees. (P)

Prior to final plat approval the Applicant shall submit a tree mitigation plan in accordance with OCMC
17.41. Prior to issuance of any construction permit, grading or fill permit, or construction plans by the
Public Works Department the applicant shall request an inspection by a member of the Planning Division
that these measures have been installed. 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. Prior to final plat, the Applicant shall submit a revised tree
mitigation plan in accordance with OCMC 17.41 and Table 17.41.060-1. (P)

Prior to final plat, the applicant shall coordinate with the City to select an appropriate name for the new
streets. (P)

Prior to final of building permits, the applicant must submit street lighting plan and documentation from
a lighting professional that confirms that the lighting meets the City’s requirements under OCMC
16.12.090. (DS)

(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.
(F) = Verify that condition of approval has been met with the Clackamas County Fire Department.
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Project Information:

Date:

Applicant/Owner:

Planning
Consultant;

Project Engineer:

Request:

Location:

Legal Description:

Site Area:

Sunnybrook Phase 2

Subdivision and Zone Change Application

Application Narrative

February 2014

Icon Construction and Development, LLC.
1980 Willamette Falls Drive, Suite 200
West Linn, OR 97068

(503) 657-0406

Rick Givens

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

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

The applicant is requesting approval of a 29-lot subdivision, and a
zone change from “R-10" Single-Family Dwelling District to R-8
Single-Family Dwelling District for a portion of the property.

The property is located at 14550 Ames Street and 14591 Holcomb
Blvd., Oregon City, OR.

Tax Lot 1300 and 1600 of Clackamas County Assessor’'s Map
2-2E-21DC and Tax Lot 1600 of Map 2-2E-28AB.

8.03 Acres

Background Information:

The subject property is located on the south side of Ames Street at its present terminus
at the city limits line. It is immediately west of the Holcomb Elementary School campus
and abuts on its south boundary the Housing Authority of Clackamas County (HACC)
“Oregon City View Manor” development on Holcomb Blvd.

The subject property is zoned R-10 and this application includes a proposal to apply R-8
zoning to Tax Lots 2-2E-21DC 1600 and 2-2E-28AB 1600, as well as to a small area of
Tax Lot 2-2E-21DC 1300.

Sunnybrook Phase 2
Subdivision and Zone Change Application
Page 1 of 39
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Figure 1: Vicinity Map
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