
 

 

 
 

EXHIBIT 1. 
 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
SP 14-01 

 
Public Works / Engineering Development Services Division 
1. The Applicant is responsible for this project’s compliance with Engineering Policy 00-01, and for design 

of facilities in compliance with City design standards.  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. 

2. 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. 

3. Prior to final construction plan 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 Grading Plan to the City for 
review prior to the approval of construction plans.  A final site Grading Plan shall be required as part of 
the final construction plans per the City’s Grading Criteria and the International Building Code.  If 
significant grading is required 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 site boundaries.  Grading shall in no way create any 
water traps, or other ponding situations.  Prior to final construction plan approval, provide final 
geotechnical report. 

4. The water system shall consist of a master meter assembly owned by CRW capable of accurately 
providing and metering domestic and fire flow quantities.  Following the master meter the distribution 
system shall be constructed as a standard City system with main lines, services, meters and fire hydrants. 
The water distribution system shall be designed to meet City design standards.  

5. The proposed water line within the easement in the alley loops behind buildings A1 and A3 shall be 
deleted, and all the water services to the buildings fronting Beavercreek Road shall be from the proposed 
new water line in Beavercreek Road. 

6. All water services shall comply with the City’s standards for backflow prevention, including the larger 
buildings, community center and pool shall have appropriate back flow prevention devices on the water 
services. 

7. Water service for the proposed development shall be provided by the City through a master meter owned 
by CRW.  The specific terms and provisions for water service shall be provided through an 
intergovernmental agreement (IGA) between the City and CRW. Requirements for water service include: 

a. Prior to submitting construction plans to the City, an IGA between the City and CRW 
providing the terms and provisions for water service to the development must be executed. 

b. Prior to construction plan approval and after the execution of the proposed IGA, the 
applicant shall receive CRW’s written approval of design plans and specifications for the 
water facilities agreed upon through the IGA. 
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c. The applicant shall be responsible for all costs associated with the design and construction 
of a water line and meter sized to meter domestic and fire flows.  The cost would include 
hydraulic modeling by CRW as well as review and inspection. 

d. Once constructed and accepted the water distribution system would be donated to the City 
to be maintained and operated. 

e. The master meter and vault assembly would be donated to CRW to be operated and 
maintained.  

8. Prior to construction plan approval, the Applicant shall submit the proposed development plans to 
Clackamas County Fire District No. 1 for review and incorporate all Fire District requirements in the 
construction plans as applicable, and prior to final plat approval the Applicant shall install any required 
fire hydrants. (Clackamas Fire District #1) 

9. The sanitary sewer collection system shall be designed to meet City design standards.  

10. The proposed 8-inch sanitary sewer line within the easement in the alley loops behind buildings A1 and 
A3 shall be deleted, and relocated to Beavercreek Road.   All the services to the buildings fronting 
Beavercreek Road shall be from the proposed new sanitary sewer line in Beavercreek Road.  This pipe 
shall be designed with consideration for connection to a future 15-inch pipe in Beavercreek Road to allow 
for future transfer to the Beavercreek basin. 

11. A final stormwater drainage report which reflects the final design shall be completed and submitted.  The 
final report shall address downstream impacts in more detail taking into account the change in discharge 
location.  The final report shall also reflect the final site plan, potential for over-detention and potential 
changes to the storm facilities on Beavercreek Road. 

12. The applicant shall sign a standard “Maintenance Covenant and Access Easement”. The developer will be 
responsible for operating and maintaining the private stormwater facilities including collection piping, 
detention and treatment facilities.  The City will be given access to inspect the storm water facilities, and 
require maintenance and/or repairs be done. 

13. Treatment of stormwater runoff from the two private parking lots (behind buildings A2 and A3) shall be 
required prior to discharge into the public storm system.  This could be in the form of LID methods or a 
cartridge filter. 

14. Stormwater treatment is not provided for Meyers Road.  The applicant will need to provide treatment 
such as an LID method prior to discharge to the public system.  This would be consistent with the 
Beavercreek Concept Plan. (DS) 

15. The applicant has indicated that they may construct a stormwater swale along Beavercreek Road located 
between the proposed on-street parking and sidewalk.  This will cause people to either walk through the 
stormwater swale or on Beavercreek Road until they can access a crosswalk. The applicant will need to 
address this issue through modifying the swale design to incorporate pedestrian egress zone with 
sidewalk connectors across the stormwater swale. If stormwater swales are not constructed, , the 
applicant shall meet the requirements  of providing stormwater detention and treatment through the 
other proposed stormwater facilities and over detention within the proposed stormwater pond as may 
be determined through the final stormwater management plan. 

16. The final solution for the storm water facilities on Beavercreek Road shall be coordinated with the City 
and the County.  Drainage facilities shall be in conformance Tri-City Service District #4 regulations and 
Clackamas Roadway Standards, Chapter 4 . Any surface water runoff from the site to the Beavercreek 
Road right-of-way shall be detained outside of the right-of-way in conformance with Clackamas Roadway 
Standards.  Any surface water runoff discharged to the Beavercreek Road right-of-way will only be 
allowed if it can be shown that the existing system has the capacity to accept the runoff and no adverse 
downstream impacts will be created. 

17. 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 
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project, such as for work on the storm outfall, shall be obtained and submitted to the City prior to approval 
of the construction plans. 

18. Street “A” and Street “B” shall be local streets that are similar to the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan for 
a neighborhood “greenstreet”.  There shall be a 62-foot right-of-way dedication. 

19. The street section for Street “A” and “B” shall include, but is not to be limited to, base rock, paved street 
width of 40-foot of pavement, curb and gutter, a 5.5-foot planter strip and a 5-foot sidewalk, curb return 
radii, curb (handicap) ramps, centerline monumentation in monument boxes, traffic control devices, 
street trees, and street lights.  There shall be parallel parking on both sides of the street.  There shall also 
be curb extensions at the street intersections. 

20. Mid-block curb extensions will not be allowed. The applicant shall provide revised plans for the re-
configuration, re-location or elimination of the 90-degree parking spaces.    

21. The western end of the public portion of Street “B” shall be at the “T” with the two alley loops.  The two 
alley loop shall be private, and shall have public access easements over them. 

22. Meyers Road shall be minor arterial constructed similar to the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan for a 
collector “greenstreet”.  There shall be an 86-foot right-of-way dedication. 

23. Meyers Road shall include, but is not to be limited to, base rock, paved street width of 64-foot of 
pavement, curb and gutter, a 7.5-foot planter strip and a 5-foot sidewalk, curb return radii, curb 
(handicap) ramps, centerline monumentation in monument boxes, traffic control devices, stripping, 
street trees, and street lights.  There shall be parallel parking on both sides of the street, and bike lanes. 

24. Beavercreek Road shall be major arterial constructed similar to the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan.  
There shall be a 92-foot right-of-way.  The right-of-way dedication shall be sufficient to provide 47-feet 
of ROW from the centerline on the easterly side of the road (the side where the proposed development is 
located). 

25. Beavercreek Road shall include, but is not to be limited to, base rock, paved street width of 32-foot of 
pavement from centerline (8-foot interim planting area, 6-foot bike lane, 12-foot travel lane and half of 
the 12-foot turning lane), curb and gutter, a 7.5-foot storm swale/planter strip and a 7-foot sidewalk, 
curb return radii, curb (handicap) ramps and end of sidewalk ramps, centerline monumentation in 
monument boxes, traffic control devices, stripping, street trees, and street lights.  Appropriate pavement 
tapers shall be provided, per Clackamas County Roadway Standards Section 250.6.4. There shall be an 8-
foot interim planting area. 

26. At the intersection of Beavercreek Road and Meyers Road there shall be two travel lanes and one turn 
lane on both streets. 

27. Beavercreek Road is Clackamas County jurisdictional right-of-way; final street improvements on 
Beavercreek Road shall be in compliance with Clackamas County Roadway Standards. (DS) 

28. The applicant shall provide access control strips across the ends of Meyers Road, Street “A” and Street 
“B” where they stop at the edge of the development. 

29. The sidewalk that connects Street “B” to Beavercreek Road shall be in a 15-foot wide public access 
easement.  

30. The driveway entrances to the four private parking lots shall be designed for two way traffic, and shall 
be a minimum of 24-feet wide. 

31. The driveway entrance on Meyers Road shall be approximately 240 feet from the intersection of 
Beavercreek Road.  The driveway entrance on Street “A” shall be approximately 100 feet from the 
intersection of Meyers Road.   The two driveway entrances on Street “B” shall be approximately 160 feet 
from the intersection of Street “A”. 

32. The intersection angle between Meyers Road and Beavercreek Road shall be 80 degrees.  (DS) 
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33. 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, or Clackamas County 
standards in County ROW’s. 

34. The applicant shall provide 8-inch sanitary sewer collection system in the existing and future public right-
of-way with the connection to the existing collection system at the manhole located in Meyers Road at 
Emerson Court.  A short section of the collection system shall be located in a 15-foot wide public easement 
that extends from the western end of “B” Street to the Beavercreek Road ROW. 

35. The applicant shall refer to the City’s standard for typical utility placement within the public street section 
for location of underground utilities. 

36. The applicant shall pay a fee-in-lieu for an 8-inch pipe along the northerly frontage of the development 
on Beavercreek Road (from the northerly development boundary to Meyers Road).  This fee-in-lieu shall 
be based upon costs for design and construction for a public agency construction project.  An estimate of 
this cost shall be provided to the City for review and approval. 

37. The applicant shall pay fee-in-lieu of downstream improvements in the Glen Oak Basin required due to 
the cross basin connection.  The amount of the fee-in-lieu shall be $545,000 in accordance with the 
documentation provided in the “Public Works Engineering File Memorandum” (November 5, 2014). 

38. The new water system shall include a minimum 12-inch main in Beavercreek Road from Glen Oak Road 
at the proposed master meter to Meyers Road, and 8-inch water mains throughout the site.  The system 
shall be designed to loop the water lines as much as possible. 

39. The new water lines shall be located within public right-of-way to the maximum extent possible.  From 
the westerly end of proposed street “B” to the ROW of Beavercreek Road there shall be a 15-foot wide 
easement for water line. 

40. A signal modification for the Beavercreek/Meyers signal shall be approved by Clackamas County Traffic 
Engineering, including signal pole locations, lane configuration, signal detection and signal phasing.  The 
applicant shall also provide queuing estimates for the Beavercreek/Meyers intersection prior to the 
approval of the improvement plans. 

41. The applicant shall provide funds to construct school zone flashers on Beavercreek Road to replace the 
existing school speed zone signs in the vicinity of the project site. 

42. The applicant shall provide minimum intersection sight distance at the intersection of the new Meyers 
Road intersection with Beavercreek Road.  In addition, no plantings at maturity, retaining walls, 
embankments, fences or any other objects shall be allowed to obstruct vehicular sight distance.  Minimum 
sight distance is 500 feet in each direction.  Sight distance shall be measured from a point 14.5 feet back 
from the edge of the travel lane at a driver’s eye height in the driveway of 3.5 feet to a vehicle height of 
3.5 feet in the oncoming travel lanes.  The applicant shall demonstrate sight lines and compliance with 
minimum intersection sight distance as part of the Development Permit for the project. 

43. The applicant shall submit an Engineer's cost estimate to be approved by Clackamas County Engineering 
for the asphalt concrete, aggregates, and any other required public improvement in the Beavercreek Road 
right-of-way. 

44. Prior to commencement of site work the applicant shall obtain a Development Permit from Clackamas 
County for design and construction of required improvements to Beavercreek Road.  To obtain the 
Permit, the applicant shall submit plans prepared and stamped by an Engineer registered in the State of 
Oregon, provide a Performance Guarantee, and pay an Inspection Fee. The Performance Guarantee is 
125% of the approved Engineer’s cost estimate for the required improvements.  

45. Prior to commencement of utility work within the Beavercreek Road right-of-way a Utility Placement 
Permit shall be obtained from the Clackamas County.  

46. Prior to commencement of any work, including grading, and prior to issuance of the Clackamas County 
Development and Utility Placement permits, the contractor shall: Provide a traffic control plan for review 
and approval from Clackamas County's Engineering Office.  Provide a certificate of liability insurance, 
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naming the County as additionally insured.  Obtain separate "Street Opening Permits" for utility 
installations within the County right-of-way.  The applicant shall obtain these permits from the 
Engineering office prior to the issuance of the Development Permit. 

47. The applicant shall pay a fee-in-lieu of improvements for the proportional share, 14 percent, of costs to 
construct the right-turn lane from Meyers Road to northbound OR213.  The fee-in-lieu amount is $50,400. 

 
Community Development / Planning Division 
1. Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant shall include the details indicating the required 

number and extent of pedestrian amenities within the pedestrian amenity areas required by OCMC 
17.62.055.D in front of all buildings on the applicable site plan sets (landscaping, etc.). 

2. The applicant proposed to name the two new public cross streets at a later time. Those names will comply 
with the City’s adopted street naming policy. 

3. Street tree species shall be selected from the adopted Oregon City Street Tree List or as recommended by 
a Certified Arborist or Landscape Architect and shall be planted in accordance with Chapter 12.08 to 
promote and maintain the community tree canopy adjacent to public streets. Revised and Final street 
tree plans shall be submitted for review at the time of construction plan review by the City Engineer 
(Revised Street Tree Plan) and following approval of Construction Documents by the City Engineer (Final 
Street Tree Plan). 

4. Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide a revised plan set indicating common 
pedestrian path connections in the areas described in the bullet points below in order to provide safe and 
convenient pedestrian access throughout the site, with concurrent revisions to landscaping and civil plan 
sets. 

• The large landscaped island situated between Buildings A3 and T2 - there is no common pedestrian 
path connection to Beavercreek Road in this location. Pedestrian would be forced to walk in the 
vehicle drive aisles to traverse the property from southeast to northwest. 

• The large landscaped island situated between Buildings A1 and T7 - there is no common pedestrian 
path connection to Beavercreek Road in this location. Pedestrian would be forced to walk in the 
vehicle drive aisles to traverse the property from southeast to northwest. 

• Between Buildings T6 and T7 - there is no common pedestrian path connection to Beavercreek Road 
in this location;  

• Between Buildings T1 and T2 – there is no common pedestrian path connection to Beavercreek Road 
in this location. 

5. Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide revised plans for a public pedestrian 
accessway to connect the dead-end Street B with the public sidewalk along Beavercreek Road. The public 
pedestrian accessway in this location shall be designed in accordance with the standards A-K of OCMC 
section 12.04.199 and shall be completed with the public streets prior to issuance of any building permit 
for the property. 

6. Prior to issuance of a building permits, the applicant shall confirm to the satisfaction of the Planning 
Director that screening of mechanical equipment conforms as the applicant has proposed. Revised or 
supplemental plans indicating the appropriate screening shall be submitted if required by the Planning 
Director. 

7. Prior to issuance of building permits the applicant shall submit revised plans that provide a minimum of 
three amenities selected from list D1 of section 17.62.055D for the pedestrian amenity area at the 
northern corner of Building A1 where the setback exceeds twenty feet. Below in this area on the revised 
building plans prior to issuance of a building permit. 

8. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for any of the live-work units, the applicant shall record a 
deed restriction or other document prepared for approval by the City Attorney that includes the 
applicable restrictions of section 17.54.105.F.(1-4) which shall be recorded with the County Recorder’s 
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office. Said document shall bind the owner, heirs and assigns in perpetuity unless extinguished with prior 
approval of the Oregon City Community Development Director. 

9. Prior to issuance of a building permit for any building on the site, the applicant shall provide structural 
and architectural details on the submitted building permit application and plan set, to demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the Oregon City Building Official and Planning Director that proposed window designs on 
all facades meet the minimum distance of 2” recess or projection from the building facades as required 
by OCMC section 17.62.057(L) – Window Design. 

10. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy the applicant shall provide a revised lighting plan that 
shows how the pedestrian circulation system, including the pedestrian accessways, will be adequately 
illuminated pursuant to OCMC 17.62.065 D.7 and Table 1-17.62.065. 

11. Prior to issuance of building permits,  the applicant shall provide a revised parking plan that identifies 
the spaces available for employee, student and commuter parking and designate at least five percent, but 
not fewer than two, of those spaces for exclusive carpool and vanpool parking. 

12. The applicant’s transportation engineer shall provide an analysis and explanation showing that the 
proposed configuration is safe and does not create unsafe maneuvering conditions in the public right-of-
way, otherwise the applicant shall provide revised plans for the re-configuration, re-location of 
elimination of the 90-degree parking spaces.    

13. Should performance guarantees be required in order to assure completion of specific site improvements 
prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy the applicant shall provide such guarantees in a form 
approved by the city attorney. 

14. Applicant shall provide revised landscaping plans indicating the location, size and type of mitigation trees 
on a revised landscaping plan prior to issuance of a final certificate of occupancy for the site. All mitigation 
trees shall be identified separately from and in addition to any standard required landscaping trees 
required under Chapter 17.62, street trees required under Chapter 12.08, and parking lot trees required 
under Chapter 17.52.   
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SUMMARY	
  
	
  
This	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Design	
  Review	
  Application	
  code	
  review	
  narrative	
  is	
  	
  provided	
  per	
  the	
  request	
  of	
  Oregon	
  City	
  
as	
  stated	
  in	
  the	
  pre-­‐application	
  meeting	
  notes	
  under	
  “Additional	
  Code	
  Sections”.	
  	
  This	
  sectionalso	
  includes	
  
narratives	
  requested	
  for	
  other	
  specifically	
  called	
  out	
  sections	
  in	
  the	
  pre-­‐application	
  meeting	
  notes.	
  	
  	
  Other	
  
individual	
  narratives	
  or	
  studies	
  for	
  the	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Design	
  Review	
  Application	
  may	
  apply	
  to	
  the	
  complete	
  
application	
  package	
  and	
  are	
  called	
  out	
  where	
  applicable.	
  
	
  
The	
  proposed	
  project	
  is	
  a	
  combination	
  of	
  121	
  rental	
  apartments	
  and	
  62	
  rental	
  live-­‐work	
  units	
  that	
  form	
  a	
  
village	
  concept.	
  	
  The	
  site	
  is	
  a	
  cornerstone	
  for	
  possible	
  future	
  expansion	
  of	
  currently	
  un-­‐zoned	
  land	
  around	
  it.	
  	
  
This	
  un-­‐zoned	
  land	
  is	
  in	
  the	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  Concept	
  Plan	
  area	
  currently	
  under	
  consideration	
  for	
  approval	
  by	
  
Oregon	
  City.	
  	
  Our	
  proposed	
  community’s	
  mix	
  of	
  live-­‐work	
  ground	
  floor	
  commercial	
  and	
  regular	
  apartments	
  
provides	
  opportunities	
  for	
  meeting	
  the	
  base	
  zoning	
  of	
  the	
  site	
  while	
  also	
  meeting	
  the	
  intent	
  of	
  the	
  un-­‐adopted	
  
Beavercreek	
  Road	
  Concept	
  Plan.	
  	
  

SECTION	
  12.04	
  
	
  

• 12.04.007	
  Modifications:	
  
	
  
Where	
  design	
  modifications	
  are	
  requested	
  the	
  applicant	
  has	
  called	
  them	
  out	
  in	
  the	
  appropriate	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.010	
  Construction	
  specifications—Improved	
  streets	
  
	
  
Improved	
  sidewalks	
  along	
  city	
  streets	
  on	
  the	
  plan	
  are	
  designed	
  to	
  city	
  standards	
  
	
  

• 12.04.020	
  Construction	
  specifications—Unimproved	
  streets	
  
	
  
N/A	
  -­‐	
  No	
  unimproved	
  streets	
  exist	
  on	
  the	
  submitted	
  plan.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.025	
  Street	
  design—Driveway	
  curb	
  cuts	
  
	
  
Driveway	
  curb	
  cuts	
  meet	
  the	
  design	
  standards	
  of	
  the	
  multi-­‐family	
  residential	
  driveway	
  access	
  
standards.	
  	
  There	
  is	
  only	
  one	
  driveway	
  access	
  point	
  per	
  frontage	
  off	
  of	
  any	
  existing	
  or	
  proposed	
  public	
  
road.	
  	
  These	
  driveways	
  meet	
  the	
  width	
  standards	
  called	
  out	
  in	
  the	
  guidelines	
  of	
  15	
  feet	
  minimum	
  and	
  
40	
  feet	
  maximum.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.030	
  Maintenance	
  and	
  repair	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  agrees	
  the	
  owner	
  shall	
  maintain	
  and	
  repair	
  the	
  sidewalks.	
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• 12.04.032	
  Required	
  sidewalk	
  repair	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.033	
  City	
  may	
  do	
  work.	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.034	
  Assessment	
  of	
  costs.	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.040	
  Streets—Enforcement	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.050	
  Retaining	
  walls—Required	
  
	
  
Retaining	
  walls	
  required	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  grading	
  concepts	
  of	
  the	
  plan	
  are	
  called	
  out	
  on	
  the	
  grading	
  plans	
  
submitted	
  with	
  the	
  application.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.060	
  Retaining	
  walls—Maintenance	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.070	
  Removal	
  of	
  sliding	
  dirt.	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.080	
  to	
  section	
  12.04.110	
  Excavations.	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  these	
  sections.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.120	
  to	
  section	
  12.04.140	
  -­‐	
  Obstructions	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  these	
  sections	
  and	
  has	
  not	
  plans	
  to	
  Obstruct	
  the	
  roadways,	
  alleyways	
  or	
  
sidewalks	
  once	
  construction	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  project	
  is	
  complete.	
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• 12.04.150	
  to	
  section	
  12.04.160	
  Street	
  and	
  alley	
  vacations.	
  
	
  
No	
  street	
  or	
  alley	
  vacations	
  are	
  proposed	
  for	
  this	
  permit	
  and	
  plan.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.170	
  to	
  section	
  12.04.175	
  	
  Street	
  design	
  
	
  
Located	
  in	
  the	
  center	
  of	
  the	
  453	
  acre	
  area	
  whose	
  future	
  has	
  been	
  carefully	
  studied	
  in	
  the	
  Beavercreek	
  
Road	
  Concept	
  Plan	
  any	
  decisions	
  made	
  by	
  the	
  site	
  plan	
  proposed	
  with	
  this	
  application	
  will	
  have	
  
multiple	
  ramifications	
  on	
  the	
  future	
  developments	
  for	
  years	
  to	
  come.	
  	
  One	
  of	
  the	
  largest	
  impacts	
  on	
  
the	
  future	
  development	
  of	
  the	
  area	
  will	
  be	
  the	
  framework	
  in	
  which	
  they	
  have	
  to	
  plug	
  in	
  to;	
  the	
  largest	
  
factor	
  of	
  the	
  framework	
  is	
  of	
  course	
  the	
  street	
  network.	
  	
  The	
  most	
  critical	
  step	
  was	
  determining	
  the	
  
number	
  of	
  through-­‐streets	
  to	
  parallel	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  between	
  Beavercreek	
  and	
  the	
  planned	
  Central	
  
Parkway	
  which	
  would	
  ultimately	
  define	
  block	
  size	
  and	
  developable	
  land	
  areas.	
  	
  We	
  focused	
  on	
  the	
  
Oregon	
  City	
  Municipal	
  Code	
  and	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  Concept	
  Plan	
  for	
  direction	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  investigating	
  
block	
  sizing	
  at	
  a	
  local,	
  state	
  and	
  national	
  level.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Considering	
  the	
  givens	
  we	
  have	
  to	
  work	
  with,	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  as	
  an	
  Arterial	
  Street	
  and	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  
as	
  a	
  Collector	
  Street,	
  the	
  first	
  major	
  factor	
  was	
  the	
  minimum	
  street	
  intersection	
  spacing	
  standards	
  
outlined	
  in	
  OCMC	
  Chapter	
  12.04.195.	
  	
  As	
  found	
  in	
  Table	
  12.04.040	
  no	
  Local	
  Street	
  or	
  Neighborhood	
  
Collector	
  (depending	
  on	
  how	
  the	
  new	
  parallel	
  road	
  will	
  be	
  classified)	
  shall	
  be	
  within	
  300	
  feet	
  as	
  
measured	
  along	
  Meyers	
  Road.	
  	
  Using	
  this	
  piece	
  of	
  information	
  coupled	
  with	
  an	
  effort	
  to	
  standardize	
  
the	
  grid	
  system	
  made	
  the	
  direction	
  rather	
  clear	
  that	
  one	
  parallel	
  road	
  would	
  be	
  the	
  most	
  logical	
  path.	
  	
  
With	
  one	
  block	
  dimension	
  defined,	
  further	
  analysis	
  of	
  block	
  sizing	
  was	
  then	
  completed	
  to	
  help	
  inform	
  
how	
  many	
  perpendicular	
  cross	
  streets	
  to	
  plan	
  between	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  and	
  Glen	
  Oak	
  Road.	
  
	
  
There	
  is	
  of	
  course	
  a	
  wide	
  range	
  in	
  block	
  sizes	
  as	
  you	
  sample	
  major	
  metropolitan	
  areas	
  across	
  the	
  
country;	
  from	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  largest	
  at	
  1000’x500’	
  in	
  New	
  York	
  to	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  smallest	
  right	
  here	
  in	
  
Portland	
  at	
  only	
  200’x200’.	
  	
  Delving	
  further	
  into	
  how	
  different	
  block	
  sizes	
  function	
  and	
  the	
  feel	
  they	
  
lend	
  to	
  the	
  pedestrian	
  environment	
  is	
  quite	
  informative;	
  and	
  by	
  filtering	
  this	
  information	
  by	
  the	
  types	
  
of	
  use	
  and	
  other	
  site	
  specific	
  design	
  parameters	
  we	
  can	
  zero	
  in	
  on	
  an	
  effective	
  range	
  to	
  best	
  suit	
  the	
  
goals	
  of	
  the	
  Concept	
  Plan.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
After	
  analyzing	
  this	
  information	
  and	
  applying	
  it	
  to	
  our	
  site	
  plan	
  we	
  feel	
  confident	
  that	
  the	
  340’x440’	
  
block	
  size	
  we	
  have	
  proposed	
  provides	
  the	
  needed	
  balance	
  between	
  maximizing	
  pedestrian	
  circulation	
  
routes	
  and	
  net	
  developable	
  land	
  areas.	
  	
  The	
  rationale	
  behind	
  a	
  340’x440’	
  block	
  size	
  is	
  the	
  consistent	
  
grid	
  spacing	
  and	
  the	
  flexibility	
  it	
  will	
  lend	
  to	
  the	
  different	
  development	
  zones	
  within	
  the	
  Beavercreek	
  
Road	
  Concept	
  Plan.	
  	
  In	
  areas	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  mixed	
  employment	
  zone	
  it	
  is	
  just	
  large	
  enough	
  to	
  allow	
  the	
  
buildings	
  to	
  face	
  onto	
  the	
  streets	
  with	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  alleys	
  and	
  interior	
  parking	
  where	
  a	
  smaller	
  block	
  size	
  
would	
  limit	
  our	
  ability	
  to	
  meet	
  this	
  code	
  requirement.	
  	
  As	
  the	
  grid	
  extends	
  north	
  to	
  the	
  North	
  
Employment	
  Campus	
  it	
  will	
  lend	
  itself	
  to	
  larger	
  building	
  footprints	
  for	
  commercial	
  and	
  business	
  
tenants.	
  	
  Connecting	
  to	
  the	
  South	
  in	
  the	
  Main	
  Street	
  and	
  Mixed	
  Use	
  Neighborhoods	
  the	
  same	
  concept	
  
as	
  the	
  MEV	
  could	
  be	
  used	
  (building	
  street	
  frontage	
  with	
  interior	
  alleyways	
  and	
  parking	
  concept)	
  with	
  
the	
  option	
  to	
  introduce	
  additional	
  local	
  streets	
  creating	
  half-­‐blocks	
  at	
  220’x340’	
  for	
  the	
  most	
  
pedestrian	
  dense	
  shopping	
  districts.	
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As	
  the	
  timeline	
  for	
  future	
  developments	
  is	
  unknown,	
  the	
  new	
  internal	
  public	
  streets	
  would	
  be	
  dead-­‐
end	
  stubs	
  with	
  temporary	
  turn-­‐arounds	
  and	
  signage	
  indicating	
  future	
  extension.	
  	
  The	
  site	
  itself	
  would	
  
be	
  linked	
  to	
  the	
  existing	
  transportation	
  network	
  by	
  extending	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  to	
  the	
  North	
  across	
  
Beavercreek	
  Road	
  into/through	
  the	
  property.	
  	
  As	
  determined	
  by	
  a	
  traffic	
  impact	
  analysis,	
  one	
  lane	
  
aligned	
  with	
  the	
  existing	
  northbound	
  lane	
  will	
  be	
  provided	
  for	
  site	
  ingress	
  with	
  2	
  lanes	
  provided	
  for	
  
egress	
  at	
  the	
  intersection.	
  	
  All	
  stub	
  roads	
  and	
  site	
  topography	
  are	
  deigned	
  to	
  meet	
  existing	
  grade	
  at	
  the	
  
property	
  lines	
  as	
  closely	
  as	
  possible	
  to	
  ensure	
  smooth	
  transition	
  for	
  future	
  developments.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.180	
  Street	
  design	
  
	
  
The	
  new	
  roads	
  proposed	
  within	
  the	
  site	
  fall	
  into	
  two	
  classification	
  categories	
  per	
  Table	
  12.04.180.	
  	
  The	
  
Meyers	
  Road	
  extension	
  is	
  classified	
  as	
  a	
  “Collector”	
  while	
  the	
  internal	
  public	
  streets	
  fall	
  into	
  the	
  “Local”	
  
street	
  classification.	
  
	
  
Per	
  the	
  “Collector”	
  standards	
  the	
  right	
  of	
  way	
  provided	
  for	
  the	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  extension	
  into	
  what	
  the	
  
comprehensive	
  plan	
  identifies	
  as	
  a	
  mixed-­‐use,	
  commercial	
  or	
  public/quasi-­‐public	
  area	
  is	
  86	
  feet	
  in	
  
width	
  with	
  a	
  pavement	
  width	
  of	
  64	
  feet.	
  	
  Three	
  12	
  foot	
  travel	
  lanes	
  are	
  provided	
  at	
  the	
  intersection	
  in	
  
addition	
  to	
  bike	
  lanes,	
  sidewalk,	
  landscape	
  strip	
  and	
  street	
  parking.	
  	
  
	
  	
  
The	
  only	
  variation	
  from	
  the	
  strict	
  interpretation	
  of	
  the	
  table	
  is	
  the	
  proposed	
  sidewalk	
  and	
  landscape	
  
strip	
  design	
  we	
  propose	
  for	
  Meyers	
  Road.	
  	
  As	
  noted	
  in	
  Section	
  12.04.180	
  the	
  standards	
  provided	
  in	
  
table	
  12.04.180	
  are	
  the	
  maximum	
  design	
  standards;	
  the	
  deviation	
  we	
  propose	
  is	
  to	
  follow	
  the	
  
landscape	
  strip	
  and	
  sidewalk	
  requirements	
  for	
  a	
  collector	
  classified	
  road	
  but	
  the	
  industrial/residential	
  
standard	
  of	
  a	
  5	
  foot	
  walk	
  with	
  7.5	
  foot	
  landscape	
  strip.	
  	
  This	
  modification	
  conforms	
  to	
  the	
  intent	
  of	
  the	
  
standards	
  by	
  providing	
  safe	
  and	
  efficient	
  movement	
  of	
  pedestrians,	
  motor	
  vehicles,	
  bicyclists	
  and	
  
freight	
  in	
  addition	
  to	
  being	
  complimentary	
  to	
  the	
  surrounding	
  street	
  design	
  in	
  character	
  and	
  scale.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  new	
  internal	
  streets,	
  Street	
  A	
  and	
  Street	
  B,	
  would	
  be	
  dedicated	
  as	
  public	
  roads	
  and	
  would	
  be	
  
classified	
  as	
  “Local”	
  streets.	
  	
  Following	
  the	
  standards	
  in	
  the	
  table	
  for	
  the	
  Mixed-­‐use,	
  commercial	
  or	
  
public/quasi-­‐public	
  designation	
  the	
  right	
  of	
  way	
  provided	
  for	
  the	
  new	
  internal	
  streets	
  is	
  62	
  feet	
  in	
  
width.	
  	
  The	
  proposed	
  plan	
  for	
  bicycle	
  and	
  pedestrian	
  access	
  are	
  again	
  a	
  slight	
  deviation	
  from	
  the	
  strict	
  
application	
  of	
  the	
  table	
  by	
  utilizing	
  the	
  standards	
  for	
  local	
  road	
  classification	
  but	
  instead	
  the	
  plan	
  
designation	
  type	
  of	
  industrial	
  or	
  residential.	
  	
  This	
  option	
  goes	
  above	
  the	
  standards	
  of	
  the	
  Mixed-­‐use,	
  
commercial	
  or	
  public/quasi-­‐public	
  designation	
  by	
  providing	
  bike	
  lanes	
  where	
  none	
  are	
  required.	
  	
  
	
  
Within	
  the	
  newly	
  created	
  blocks	
  are	
  alley	
  loops	
  that	
  serve	
  the	
  parking	
  areas.	
  	
  The	
  width	
  of	
  the	
  
proposed	
  alleys	
  is	
  24	
  feet	
  to	
  accommodate	
  90	
  degree	
  parking	
  on	
  both	
  sides	
  and	
  would	
  have	
  a	
  right-­‐of-­‐
way	
  designated	
  with	
  the	
  same	
  width.	
  
	
  
	
  

• 12.04.185	
  Street	
  design—Access	
  control	
  
	
  
The	
  dead	
  end	
  conditions	
  proposed	
  at	
  the	
  north	
  property	
  boundary	
  of	
  the	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  extension	
  and	
  
new	
  public	
  street	
  A	
  and	
  Street	
  B	
  at	
  the	
  east	
  property	
  boundary	
  shall	
  have	
  access	
  control	
  granted	
  to	
  the	
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city	
  per	
  this	
  section.	
  	
  The	
  access	
  control	
  restrictions	
  shall	
  exist	
  until	
  the	
  neighboring	
  properties	
  are	
  
developed	
  and	
  the	
  streets	
  are	
  extended	
  to	
  the	
  adjacent	
  properties.	
  	
  	
  
	
  

• 12.04.190	
  Street	
  design—Alignment	
  
	
  
The	
  planned	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  extension	
  across	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  is	
  aligned	
  with	
  the	
  centerline	
  of	
  the	
  
existing	
  roadway.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.194	
  Traffic	
  sight	
  obstructions	
  
	
  
The	
  site	
  plan	
  and	
  landscape	
  planting	
  plan	
  have	
  been	
  designed	
  to	
  exclude	
  vegetation	
  and	
  built	
  elements	
  
exceeding	
  three	
  feet	
  in	
  height	
  within	
  the	
  clear	
  vision	
  area	
  as	
  defined	
  by	
  Section	
  10.32.020.	
  	
  Required	
  
street	
  trees	
  planted	
  along	
  Meyers	
  and	
  Beavercreek	
  Roads	
  will	
  have	
  all	
  branches	
  and	
  foliage	
  removed	
  to	
  
a	
  height	
  of	
  eight	
  feet	
  above	
  the	
  grade.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.195	
  Spacing	
  standards	
  
	
  
The	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  extension	
  is	
  classified	
  as	
  a	
  Collector	
  Street	
  with	
  a	
  minimum	
  distance	
  of	
  100	
  feet	
  from	
  
a	
  street	
  corner	
  to	
  a	
  driveway	
  and	
  between	
  driveways.	
  	
  The	
  dimension	
  from	
  the	
  edge	
  of	
  the	
  
Beavercreek	
  Road	
  right	
  of	
  way	
  to	
  the	
  nearest	
  portion	
  of	
  the	
  parking	
  lot	
  driveway	
  access	
  on	
  the	
  north	
  
side	
  of	
  the	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  extension	
  is	
  185	
  feet;	
  complying	
  with	
  Table	
  12.04.195.B.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  distance	
  from	
  the	
  intersection	
  of	
  new	
  Local	
  Street	
  A	
  with	
  the	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  extension	
  to	
  the	
  
nearest	
  portion	
  of	
  the	
  alley	
  access	
  to	
  the	
  north	
  of	
  building	
  A2	
  is	
  58	
  feet;	
  complying	
  with	
  the	
  25	
  foot	
  
minimum	
  for	
  local	
  street	
  distances	
  from	
  Table	
  12.04.195.B.	
  
	
  
The	
  intersections	
  listed	
  above	
  represent	
  the	
  shortest	
  distance	
  cases;	
  all	
  other	
  intersections/distances	
  
exceed	
  these	
  minimums	
  and	
  are	
  compliant	
  with	
  the	
  standards	
  set	
  forth	
  in	
  Table	
  12.04.195.B.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.199	
  Pedestrian	
  and	
  bicycle	
  accessways	
  
	
  
Per	
  the	
  definition	
  provided	
  in	
  this	
  section,	
  Pedestrian/bicycle	
  access	
  ways	
  are	
  intended	
  to	
  provide	
  
direct,	
  safe	
  and	
  convenient	
  connections	
  where	
  public	
  street	
  connections	
  for	
  automobiles,	
  bicycles	
  and	
  
pedestrians	
  are	
  unavailable	
  or	
  where	
  the	
  public	
  street	
  option	
  is	
  unavailable,	
  impractical	
  or	
  
inappropriate.	
  	
  As	
  previously	
  covered	
  under	
  the	
  discussion	
  for	
  Section	
  12.04.170	
  through	
  12.04.175	
  the	
  
proposed	
  site	
  plan	
  street	
  grid	
  provides	
  both	
  bike	
  lanes	
  and	
  safe	
  pedestrian	
  ways	
  on	
  both	
  sides	
  of	
  all	
  
proposed	
  public	
  streets.	
  	
  The	
  site	
  plan	
  as	
  proposed	
  provides	
  both	
  practical	
  and	
  direct	
  access	
  for	
  both	
  
cyclists	
  and	
  pedestrians	
  throughout	
  the	
  site	
  under	
  the	
  three	
  hundred	
  thirty	
  foot	
  interval	
  standard	
  
therefore	
  no	
  additional	
  access	
  ways	
  are	
  required	
  or	
  planned	
  for	
  the	
  site.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.205	
  Mobility	
  standards	
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See	
  the	
  Transportation	
  Impact	
  Analysis	
  performed	
  for	
  the	
  proposed	
  project	
  submitted	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  this	
  
Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Design	
  Review	
  application.	
  

• 12.04.210	
  Street	
  design—Intersection	
  angles.	
  
	
  
The	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  extension	
  is	
  planned	
  to	
  be	
  aligned	
  with	
  the	
  centerline	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  section	
  of	
  road	
  
on	
  the	
  south	
  side	
  of	
  Beavercreek	
  Road.	
  	
  The	
  new	
  segment	
  of	
  road	
  is	
  planned	
  to	
  shift	
  10.5	
  degrees	
  
north	
  beginning	
  at	
  the	
  centerline	
  of	
  Beavercreek	
  Road.	
  	
  The	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  extension	
  to	
  the	
  north	
  will	
  
therefore	
  create	
  a	
  79.5	
  degree	
  angle	
  at	
  the	
  intersection	
  with	
  Beavercreek	
  Road.	
  	
  The	
  factor	
  that	
  lead	
  to	
  
this	
  alignment	
  was	
  the	
  decision	
  to	
  maintain	
  the	
  existing	
  centerline	
  of	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  through	
  the	
  
intersection	
  and	
  its	
  interaction	
  with	
  the	
  existing	
  gas	
  line	
  easement	
  to	
  the	
  north	
  of	
  Meyers	
  (at	
  an	
  angle	
  
of	
  77.5	
  degrees	
  to	
  Beavercreek	
  Road).	
  	
  The	
  intersection	
  angle	
  as	
  shown	
  was	
  necessary	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  
accommodate	
  the	
  street	
  alignment	
  and	
  86	
  foot	
  road	
  right	
  of	
  way	
  width	
  while	
  avoiding	
  any	
  interference	
  
with	
  the	
  existing	
  easement.	
  	
  
	
  
All	
  other	
  proposed	
  intersections	
  occur	
  at	
  90	
  degree	
  angles	
  and	
  include	
  more	
  than	
  the	
  minimum	
  
tangent	
  adjacent	
  to	
  the	
  intersections.	
  	
  Intersection	
  corners	
  are	
  designed	
  with	
  a	
  28	
  foot	
  radius	
  (three	
  
feet	
  over	
  minimum)	
  to	
  accommodate	
  the	
  turning	
  radius	
  of	
  common	
  fire	
  department	
  equipment.	
  	
  	
  
	
  

• 12.04.215	
  Street	
  design—Off-­‐site	
  street	
  improvements	
  
	
  
Street	
  design	
  improvements	
  along	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  are	
  per	
  the	
  concepts	
  asked	
  for	
  in	
  the	
  Beavercreek	
  
Road	
  Concept	
  Plan.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.220	
  Street	
  design—Half	
  street	
  
	
  
N/A	
  –	
  The	
  proposed	
  project	
  has	
  no	
  half	
  streets.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.225	
  Street	
  design—Cul-­‐de-­‐sacs	
  and	
  dead-­‐end	
  streets	
  
	
  
The	
  dead-­‐end	
  streets	
  shown	
  on	
  the	
  plan	
  are	
  not	
  permanent	
  dead-­‐end	
  streets.	
  	
  They	
  are	
  designed	
  to	
  be	
  
connected	
  to	
  future	
  developments	
  on	
  adjacent	
  parcels	
  at	
  an	
  undetermined	
  time	
  in	
  the	
  future.	
  	
  These	
  
temporary	
  dead-­‐end	
  streets	
  are	
  designed	
  with	
  areas	
  that	
  allow	
  for	
  turn	
  around	
  which	
  could	
  be	
  
converted	
  to	
  parallel	
  parking	
  spaces	
  once	
  the	
  project’s	
  proposed	
  street	
  network	
  is	
  connected	
  to	
  future	
  
developments.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.230	
  Street	
  design—Street	
  names	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  will	
  name	
  the	
  two	
  new	
  public	
  cross	
  streets	
  at	
  a	
  later	
  time.	
  	
  Those	
  names	
  will	
  comply	
  with	
  
the	
  standards	
  of	
  this	
  section.	
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• 12.04.235	
  Street	
  design—Grades	
  and	
  curves	
  
	
  
All	
  grades	
  and	
  curves	
  on	
  the	
  proposed	
  plan	
  meet	
  the	
  design	
  standards	
  of	
  the	
  City.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.240	
  Street	
  design—Development	
  abutting	
  arterial	
  or	
  collector	
  street	
  
	
  
The	
  proposed	
  site	
  plan	
  includes	
  live/work	
  residential	
  units	
  abutting	
  an	
  existing	
  arterial	
  street	
  
(Beavercreek	
  Road)	
  which	
  are	
  governed	
  by	
  Section	
  17.54.105	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  MUC-­‐1	
  zoning	
  classification	
  
of	
  the	
  site	
  and	
  the	
  associated	
  dimensional	
  standards	
  in	
  Section	
  17.29.050.	
  	
  The	
  improvements	
  along	
  
the	
  north	
  side	
  of	
  Beavercreek	
  will	
  include	
  at	
  a	
  minimum	
  a	
  curb	
  and	
  gutter,	
  an	
  eight	
  foot	
  parking	
  lane,	
  
an	
  8	
  foot	
  storm	
  drainage	
  swale	
  with	
  street	
  trees	
  and	
  a	
  six	
  foot	
  sidewalk	
  as	
  indicated	
  in	
  Engineering-­‐
utilities	
  notes	
  issues	
  with	
  the	
  Pre-­‐application	
  meeting	
  notes	
  dated	
  July	
  5th,	
  2013.	
  	
  No	
  further	
  additional	
  
requirements	
  have	
  been	
  requested	
  or	
  made	
  required	
  beyond	
  the	
  measures	
  listed	
  above	
  by	
  the	
  
decision	
  maker.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.245	
  Street	
  design—Pedestrian	
  and	
  bicycle	
  safety	
  
	
  
The	
  proposed	
  street	
  designs	
  adequately	
  address	
  pedestrian	
  and	
  bicycle	
  safety	
  by	
  utilizing	
  traffic	
  
calming	
  elements	
  such	
  as	
  parallel	
  street	
  parking	
  and	
  marked	
  pedestrian	
  crossings.	
  	
  The	
  decision	
  maker	
  
reserves	
  the	
  right	
  to	
  make	
  further	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  proposed	
  designs.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.255	
  Street	
  design—Alleys	
  
	
  
Access	
  to	
  private	
  off-­‐street	
  parking	
  and	
  loading	
  facilities	
  are	
  adequately	
  provided	
  for	
  per	
  the	
  driveway	
  
design	
  standards.	
  	
  The	
  street	
  network	
  called	
  for	
  in	
  this	
  plan	
  meets	
  the	
  design	
  intent	
  of	
  the	
  Beavercreek	
  
Road	
  Concept	
  Plan	
  and	
  does	
  not	
  interfere	
  with	
  the	
  pedestrian	
  experience	
  requested	
  by	
  the	
  MUC-­‐1	
  
zone.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.265	
  Street	
  design—Planter	
  strips	
  
	
  
All	
  proposed	
  new	
  public	
  streets	
  on	
  the	
  site	
  plan	
  include	
  a	
  minimum	
  five	
  foot	
  wide	
  planting	
  strip	
  
adjacent	
  to	
  the	
  curb	
  within	
  the	
  right	
  of	
  way.	
  	
  The	
  tree	
  species	
  have	
  been	
  selected	
  and	
  shall	
  be	
  planted	
  
in	
  accordance	
  with	
  Chapter	
  12.08	
  to	
  promote	
  and	
  maintain	
  the	
  community	
  tree	
  canopy	
  adjacent	
  to	
  
public	
  streets.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.270	
  Standard	
  construction	
  specifications	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  will	
  follow	
  it.	
  
	
  

• 12.04.280	
  Violation—Penalty	
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The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  

SECTION	
  12.08	
  –	
  STREET	
  TREES	
  
	
  

• 12.08.015	
  Street	
  tree	
  planting	
  and	
  maintenance	
  requirements	
  
	
  
Along	
  Beavercreek	
  Road,	
  the	
  streetscape	
  has	
  been	
  enhanced	
  with	
  2	
  in.	
  caliper	
  Zelkova	
  serrata	
  “Halka	
  
spaced	
  approximately	
  every	
  40	
  feet.	
  	
  Within	
  the	
  main	
  interior	
  road,	
  Meyers	
  Rd,	
  3.5	
  in.	
  caliper	
  Crategus	
  
laevigata	
  “Crimson	
  Cloud”	
  trees	
  have	
  been	
  planted	
  approximately	
  every	
  30	
  feet.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Interior	
  streetscape	
  trees	
  include	
  2in.	
  caliper	
  Carpinus	
  getulus	
  ‘Fastigiata’	
  planted	
  30	
  feet	
  on	
  center,	
  
2in.	
  caliper	
  Pyrus	
  calleryana	
  ‘Glen’s	
  Form’	
  TM	
  planted	
  every	
  30	
  feet	
  on	
  center,	
  and	
  Zelkova	
  serrata	
  
“Halka	
  Zel	
  will	
  be	
  planted	
  at	
  interior	
  intersections.	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  
All	
  trees	
  will	
  be	
  irrigated	
  and	
  will	
  require	
  minimal	
  maintenance	
  other	
  than	
  yearly	
  inspection	
  for	
  disease.	
  
	
  

• 12.08.020	
  Street	
  tree	
  species	
  selection	
  
	
  
No	
  conditions	
  are	
  present	
  that	
  would	
  require	
  the	
  director	
  to	
  specify	
  the	
  species	
  of	
  trees	
  required	
  to	
  be	
  
planted.	
  
	
  

• 12.08.025	
  General	
  tree	
  maintenance	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 12.08.030	
  Public	
  property	
  tree	
  maintenance	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 12.08.035	
  Public	
  tree	
  removal	
  
	
  
N/A	
  –	
  No	
  public	
  trees	
  are	
  being	
  removed	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  applicant’s	
  plan.	
  
	
  

• 12.08.040	
  Heritage	
  Trees	
  and	
  Groves	
  
	
  
N/A	
  -­‐	
  The	
  applicant’s	
  submitted	
  application	
  does	
  not	
  consider	
  removal	
  of	
  any	
  Heritatge	
  Trees,	
  as	
  
detailed	
  in	
  the	
  Arborist’s	
  report.	
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• 12.08.045	
  Gifts	
  and	
  funding	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 12.08.050	
  Violation—Penalty.	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  

13.08	
  SEWER	
  REGULATIONS	
  
	
  

• 13.08.010	
  Sewer	
  connections—Required	
  
	
  
The	
  proposed	
  project	
  will	
  be	
  connected	
  to	
  the	
  public	
  sewer	
  system	
  as	
  shown	
  on	
  the	
  plans.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.020	
  Connection	
  required—Notice	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.030	
  Privies	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  has	
  no	
  plans	
  to	
  connect	
  to	
  any	
  systems	
  mentioned	
  in	
  this	
  section.	
  	
  Any	
  septic	
  system	
  that	
  
might	
  exist	
  from	
  the	
  original	
  house	
  located	
  on	
  the	
  parcel	
  where	
  the	
  applicant	
  is	
  proposing	
  the	
  project	
  
would	
  be	
  properly	
  decommissioned	
  and	
  removed	
  during	
  construction	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  systems.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.040	
  Engineer—Approval	
  required	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  will	
  comply	
  with	
  it.	
  

	
  

• 13.08.050	
  Engineer—Permits.	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  will	
  comply	
  with	
  it.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.060	
  Bond	
  required	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  will	
  comply	
  with	
  it.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.070	
  Acceptance	
  of	
  connection	
  by	
  city	
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The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  will	
  comply	
  with	
  it.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.080	
  Notification	
  of	
  engineer	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  will	
  comply	
  with	
  it.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.090	
  Connections	
  to	
  existing	
  work	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  will	
  comply	
  with	
  it.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.100	
  Barriers	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  will	
  comply	
  with	
  it.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.110	
  Condition	
  of	
  fixtures	
  
	
  
N/A	
  –	
  The	
  proposed	
  project	
  is	
  not	
  carrying	
  off	
  animal	
  refuse.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.120	
  Permit	
  revocation	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.130	
  Development	
  and	
  user	
  charges	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.140	
  Applications	
  outside	
  city	
  limits.	
  
	
  
N/A	
  –	
  The	
  applicant’s	
  project	
  is	
  not	
  outside	
  of	
  city	
  limits.	
  

• 13.08.150	
  Permit	
  issuance—Connection	
  supervision	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  will	
  comply	
  with	
  it.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.160	
  Entry	
  in	
  lien	
  record	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
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• 13.08.170	
  Private	
  connections	
  prohibited	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  will	
  comply	
  with	
  it.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.180	
  Unlawful	
  substances	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.190	
  Sanitary	
  requirements	
  
	
  
N/A	
  –	
  The	
  applicant	
  is	
  not	
  proposing	
  any	
  factories	
  or	
  workshops.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.200	
  Collection	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.210	
  STEP	
  systems	
  
	
  
N/A	
  –	
  The	
  applicant	
  is	
  not	
  proposing	
  any	
  STEP	
  systems.	
  

• 13.08.220	
  Violation—Penalty	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 13.08.230	
  Standard	
  construction	
  specifications	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  will	
  comply	
  with	
  it.	
  

SECTION	
  13.12	
  –	
  STORM	
  WATER	
  MANAGEMENT	
  
	
  

• 13.12.010	
  Purpose	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  has	
  designed	
  a	
  storm	
  water	
  management	
  system	
  that	
  
meets	
  the	
  minimum	
  standards	
  and	
  requirements	
  of	
  this	
  section.	
  These	
  include	
  provisions	
  for	
  mitigating	
  
the	
  potential	
  impacts	
  to	
  pre	
  developed	
  hydrologic	
  conditions	
  including	
  increases	
  in	
  runoff	
  flow	
  
intensities	
  and	
  impacts	
  to	
  stormwater	
  runoff	
  quality.	
  	
  	
  
	
  

• 13.12.020	
  Adoption	
  of	
  standards	
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The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 13.12.030	
  Superceding	
  Oregon	
  City	
  Drainage	
  Master	
  Plan	
  Appendix	
  A	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 13.12.040	
  Definitions	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 13.12.050	
  Applicability	
  and	
  exemptions	
  
	
  
A.	
  Stormwater	
  Conveyance.	
  The	
  stormwater	
  conveyance	
  requirements	
  of	
  this	
  chapter	
  shall	
  apply	
  to	
  all	
  
stormwater	
  systems	
  constructed	
  with	
  any	
  development	
  activity,	
  except	
  as	
  follows:	
  
1.	
  The	
  conveyance	
  facilities	
  are	
  located	
  entirely	
  on	
  one	
  privately	
  owned	
  parcel;	
  
2.	
  The	
  conveyance	
  facilities	
  are	
  privately	
  maintained;	
  and	
  
3.	
  The	
  conveyance	
  facilities	
  receive	
  no	
  stormwater	
  runoff	
  from	
  outside	
  the	
  parcel's	
  property	
  limits.	
  
	
  
Those	
  facilities	
  exempted	
  from	
  the	
  stormwater	
  conveyance	
  requirements	
  by	
  the	
  above	
  subsection	
  will	
  
remain	
  subject	
  to	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  Oregon	
  Uniform	
  Plumbing	
  Code.	
  Those	
  exempted	
  facilities	
  
shall	
  be	
  reviewed	
  by	
  the	
  building	
  official.	
  
	
  
APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE	
  TO	
  SECTION:	
  The	
  proposed	
  project	
  is	
  subject	
  to	
  applicable	
  city	
  stormwater	
  
conveyance	
  requirements.	
  Please	
  refer	
  to	
  the	
  stormwater	
  report	
  that	
  is	
  included	
  in	
  this	
  application	
  for	
  
additional	
  information.	
  	
  
	
  
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;	
  
2.	
  Activities	
  that	
  create	
  more	
  than	
  two	
  thousand	
  square	
  feet	
  of	
  impervious	
  surface,	
  cumulated	
  over	
  
any	
  given	
  seven	
  year	
  period;	
  or	
  
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;	
  
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,	
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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	
  
	
  
APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE:	
  The	
  proposed	
  project	
  is	
  subject	
  to	
  applicable	
  city	
  stormwater	
  quality	
  control	
  
requirements.	
  Please	
  refer	
  to	
  the	
  stormwater	
  report	
  that	
  is	
  included	
  in	
  this	
  application	
  for	
  additional	
  
information.	
  
	
  
C.	
  Stormwater	
  Quality	
  Control.	
  The	
  stormwater	
  quality	
  control	
  requirements	
  of	
  this	
  chapter	
  shall	
  apply	
  
to	
  the	
  following	
  proposed	
  activities,	
  uses	
  or	
  developments:	
  
1.	
  Category	
  A.	
  Activities	
  subject	
  to	
  general	
  water	
  quality	
  requirements	
  of	
  this	
  chapter:	
  
a.	
  The	
  construction	
  of	
  four	
  or	
  more	
  single-­‐family	
  residences;	
  
b.	
  Activities	
  located	
  wholly	
  or	
  partially	
  within	
  water	
  quality	
  resource	
  areas	
  pursuant	
  to	
  Chapter	
  17.49	
  
that	
  will	
  result	
  in	
  the	
  creation	
  of	
  more	
  than	
  five	
  hundred	
  square	
  feet	
  of	
  impervious	
  surface	
  within	
  the	
  
WQRA	
  or	
  will	
  disturb	
  more	
  than	
  one	
  thousand	
  square	
  feet	
  of	
  existing	
  impervious	
  surface	
  within	
  the	
  
WQRA	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  commercial	
  or	
  industrial	
  redevelopment	
  project.	
  These	
  square	
  footage	
  
measurements	
  will	
  be	
  considered	
  cumulative	
  for	
  any	
  given	
  seven	
  year	
  period;	
  or	
  
c.	
  Activities	
  that	
  create	
  more	
  than	
  eight	
  thousand	
  square	
  feet	
  of	
  new	
  impervious	
  surface	
  for	
  other	
  than	
  
a	
  single-­‐family	
  residential	
  development.	
  	
  This	
  eight	
  thousand	
  square	
  foot	
  measurement	
  will	
  be	
  
considered	
  cumulative	
  for	
  any	
  given	
  seven	
  year	
  period;	
  
d.	
  An	
  exemption	
  to	
  the	
  stormwater	
  quantity	
  control	
  requirements	
  of	
  this	
  subsection	
  will	
  be	
  granted	
  if	
  
the	
  development	
  site	
  discharges	
  to	
  a	
  stormwater	
  quality	
  control	
  facility	
  approved	
  by	
  the	
  city	
  engineer	
  
to	
  receive	
  the	
  developed	
  site	
  runoff	
  after	
  verification	
  that	
  the	
  facility	
  is	
  adequately	
  sized	
  to	
  receive	
  the	
  
additional	
  stormwater.	
  
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.	
  
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).	
  
	
  
APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE:	
  The	
  proposed	
  project	
  is	
  subject	
  to	
  applicable	
  city	
  stormwater	
  quality	
  control	
  
requirements.	
  Please	
  refer	
  to	
  the	
  stormwater	
  report	
  that	
  is	
  included	
  in	
  this	
  application	
  for	
  additional	
  
information.	
  	
  
	
  

• 13.12.060	
  Abrogation	
  and	
  greater	
  restrictions	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
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• 13.12.070	
  Severability	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 13.12.080	
  Submittal	
  requirements	
  
	
  
A.	
  Timing	
  and	
  Scope	
  of	
  Required	
  Submittal.	
  
1.	
  Applications	
  subject	
  to	
  the	
  stormwater	
  conveyance	
  requirements	
  of	
  this	
  chapter	
  shall	
  include	
  an	
  
engineered	
  drainage	
  plan	
  and	
  design	
  flow	
  calculation	
  report	
  submitted	
  prior	
  to,	
  or	
  contemporaneous	
  
with,	
  submittal	
  of	
  an	
  application	
  for	
  a	
  building,	
  land	
  use	
  or	
  other	
  city	
  issued	
  permit.	
  
2.	
  Applications	
  subject	
  to	
  the	
  stormwater	
  quantity	
  and/or	
  Category	
  A	
  quality	
  requirements	
  of	
  this	
  
chapter	
  shall	
  include	
  an	
  engineered	
  drainage	
  plan	
  and	
  an	
  engineered	
  drainage	
  report	
  submitted	
  prior	
  
to,	
  or	
  contemporaneous	
  with,	
  submittal	
  of	
  an	
  application	
  for	
  a	
  building,	
  land	
  use	
  or	
  other	
  city	
  issued	
  
permit.	
  
3.	
  Applications	
  subject	
  to	
  Category	
  B	
  water	
  quality	
  special	
  management	
  practices	
  shall	
  demonstrate	
  
compliance	
  with	
  the	
  additional	
  management	
  practices	
  for	
  commercial,	
  industrial	
  and	
  multi-­‐unit	
  
dwelling	
  land	
  uses	
  of	
  the	
  Public	
  Works	
  Stormwater	
  and	
  Grading	
  Design	
  Standards	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  site	
  
plan	
  and	
  design	
  review	
  process.	
  
4.	
  Applications	
  subject	
  to	
  Category	
  C	
  water	
  quality	
  requirements	
  for	
  the	
  Clackamas	
  River	
  Watershed	
  
are	
  subject	
  to	
  OAR	
  340-­‐41-­‐470	
  (Three	
  Basin	
  Rule).	
  No	
  new	
  discharges	
  will	
  be	
  approved	
  until	
  a	
  copy	
  of	
  a	
  
current	
  DEQ	
  permit,	
  or	
  written	
  statement	
  from	
  DEQ	
  that	
  none	
  is	
  required,	
  is	
  on	
  file	
  with	
  the	
  city.	
  
B.	
  Required	
  engineered	
  drainage	
  plans,	
  drainage	
  reports,	
  and	
  design	
  flow	
  calculation	
  reports,	
  which	
  
contain	
  methods	
  and	
  proposed	
  facilities	
  to	
  manage	
  stormwater	
  conveyance,	
  quantity	
  and/or	
  quality,	
  
shall	
  be	
  prepared	
  in	
  compliance	
  with	
  the	
  submittal	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  Public	
  Works	
  Stormwater	
  and	
  
Grading	
  Design	
  Standards.	
  
C.	
  Each	
  project	
  site,	
  which	
  may	
  be	
  composed	
  of	
  one	
  or	
  more	
  contiguous	
  parcels	
  of	
  land,	
  shall	
  have	
  a	
  
separate	
  valid	
  city	
  approved	
  plan	
  and	
  report	
  before	
  proceeding	
  with	
  construction.	
  
	
  
APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE:	
  The	
  preliminary	
  stormwater	
  report	
  is	
  submitted	
  along	
  with	
  the	
  preliminary	
  
plans	
  in	
  accordance	
  with	
  the	
  Oregon	
  City	
  Municipal	
  Code	
  (OCMC).	
  Additional	
  details	
  are	
  described	
  in	
  
the	
  stormwater	
  report.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  

• 13.12.090	
  Approval	
  criteria	
  for	
  engineered	
  drainage	
  plans	
  and	
  drainage	
  report	
  
	
  
An	
  engineered	
  drainage	
  plan	
  and/or	
  drainage	
  report	
  shall	
  be	
  approved	
  only	
  upon	
  making	
  the	
  following	
  
findings:	
  
A. The	
  plan	
  and	
  report	
  demonstrate	
  how	
  the	
  proposed	
  development	
  and	
  stormwater	
  management	
  

facilities	
  will	
  accomplish	
  the	
  purpose	
  statements	
  of	
  this	
  chapter;	
  
	
  

APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE:	
  The	
  purpose	
  statements	
  found	
  in	
  Section	
  13.12.010	
  discuss	
  minimizing	
  
increases	
  to	
  stormwater	
  runoff,	
  preventing	
  runoff	
  from	
  exceeding	
  downstream	
  capacities,	
  preventing	
  
irresponsible	
  discharge	
  of	
  stormwater	
  onto	
  adjacent	
  property,	
  etc.	
  These	
  purpose	
  criteria	
  are	
  reflected	
  
in	
  the	
  approval	
  criteria	
  found	
  in	
  this	
  section.	
  As	
  shown	
  on	
  the	
  preliminary	
  utility	
  plan,	
  on-­‐site	
  
stormwater	
  is	
  collected	
  and	
  conveyed	
  to	
  a	
  private	
  stormwater	
  facility.	
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Stormwater	
  is	
  detained	
  and	
  treated	
  in	
  the	
  stormwater	
  detention	
  facility	
  and	
  then	
  discharged	
  to	
  a	
  
culvert	
  located	
  in	
  Beavercreek	
  Rd,	
  which	
  discharges	
  to	
  the	
  existing	
  roadside	
  ditch	
  in	
  Beavercreek	
  road	
  
that	
  drains	
  in	
  a	
  northwest	
  direction.	
  	
  

	
  
B.	
  The	
  plan	
  and	
  report	
  meet	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  Public	
  Works	
  Stormwater	
  and	
  Grading	
  Design	
  
Standards	
  adopted	
  by	
  resolution	
  under	
  Section	
  13.12.020.	
  
	
  
APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE:	
  The	
  preliminary	
  stormwater	
  report	
  and	
  plans	
  provided	
  with	
  this	
  application	
  
meet	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  Public	
  Works	
  Stormwater	
  and	
  Grading	
  standards	
  adopted	
  under	
  Section	
  
13.12.020.	
  	
  
	
  
C. Unless	
  otherwise	
  exempted	
  by	
  Section	
  13.12.050(B),	
  the	
  plan	
  and	
  report	
  includes	
  adequate	
  

stormwater	
  quantity	
  control	
  facilities,	
  so	
  that	
  when	
  the	
  proposed	
  land	
  development	
  activity	
  takes	
  
place,	
  peak	
  rates	
  and	
  volumes	
  of	
  runoff:	
  

1. Do	
  not	
  exceed	
  the	
  capacity	
  of	
  receiving	
  drainage	
  conveyance	
  facilities;	
  
	
  
APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE:	
  The	
  preliminary	
  stormwater	
  report	
  demonstrates	
  that	
  the	
  proposed	
  project	
  
does	
  not	
  exceed	
  the	
  capacity	
  of	
  receiving	
  drainage	
  conveyance	
  facilities.	
  This	
  is	
  accomplished	
  with	
  the	
  
proposed	
  stormwater	
  facility	
  that	
  includes	
  detention.	
  	
  
	
  

2. Do	
  not	
  increase	
  the	
  potential	
  for	
  streambank	
  erosion;	
  and	
  
	
  

APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE:	
  The	
  property	
  discharges	
  into	
  a	
  roadside	
  ditch	
  and	
  flows	
  for	
  approximately	
  1900	
  
feet	
  north	
  along	
  the	
  east	
  edge	
  of	
  Beavercreek	
  Rd.	
  	
  At	
  the	
  Beavercreek	
  Rd/	
  Loder	
  Rd	
  intersection	
  the	
  
ditch	
  flow	
  enters	
  a	
  culvert	
  under	
  Loder	
  Rd	
  and	
  then	
  drains	
  towards	
  the	
  west	
  under	
  Beavercreek	
  Rd	
  
where	
  it	
  ultimately	
  contributes	
  to	
  a	
  natural	
  creek	
  approximately	
  800	
  ft	
  west	
  of	
  Beavercreek	
  Rd.	
  This	
  	
  
discharge	
  point	
  is	
  substantially	
  distant	
  (approximately	
  2700	
  feet)	
  from	
  the	
  proposed	
  development.	
  
Potential	
  impacts	
  due	
  to	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  peak	
  stormwater	
  flow	
  rates	
  will	
  be	
  modulated	
  well	
  before	
  it	
  
discharges	
  to	
  this	
  creek.	
  The	
  preliminary	
  stormwater	
  report	
  demonstrates	
  that	
  the	
  potential	
  for	
  
streambank	
  erosion	
  is	
  not	
  increased.	
  This	
  is	
  achieved	
  by	
  stormwater	
  detention	
  and	
  protecting	
  outfall	
  
locations.	
  	
  
	
  

3. Do	
  not	
  add	
  volume	
  to	
  an	
  off-­‐site	
  closed	
  depression	
  without	
  providing	
  for	
  mitigation.	
  
	
  

APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE:	
  Volume	
  is	
  not	
  added	
  to	
  an	
  off-­‐site	
  closed	
  depression.	
  Therefore,	
  the	
  application	
  
satisfies	
  this	
  criterion.	
  
	
  
	
  
D. Unless	
  otherwise	
  exempted	
  by	
  Section	
  13.12.050(C),	
  the	
  proposed	
  development	
  includes:	
  

1.	
  Adequate	
  stormwater	
  quality	
  control	
  facilities,	
  so	
  that	
  when	
  the	
  proposed	
  land	
  development	
  
activity	
  takes	
  place,	
  the	
  temperature	
  and	
  overall	
  pollution	
  level	
  of	
  stormwater	
  runoff	
  is	
  no	
  greater	
  
than	
  the	
  water	
  entering.	
  When	
  no	
  water	
  enters	
  a	
  project,	
  then	
  stormwater	
  runoff	
  shall	
  be	
  
compared	
  to	
  rain	
  samples;	
  and	
  

	
  
APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE:	
  As	
  illustrated	
  in	
  the	
  preliminary	
  plans	
  and	
  discussed	
  in	
  the	
  preliminary	
  
stormwater	
  report,	
  the	
  proposed	
  project	
  includes	
  an	
  adequately	
  sized	
  stormwater	
  quality	
  facility.	
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2.	
  Stormwater	
  quality	
  control	
  facilities	
  which:	
  
a.	
  Are	
  in	
  compliance	
  with	
  applicable	
  National	
  Pollutant	
  Discharge	
  Elimination	
  System	
  (NPDES)	
  
requirements;	
  

	
  
APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE:	
  An	
  NPDES	
  1200-­‐C	
  Permit	
  will	
  be	
  obtained	
  prior	
  to	
  construction	
  because	
  the	
  
existing	
  ground	
  disturbance	
  will	
  exceed	
  1	
  acre.	
  Proper	
  erosion	
  control	
  measures	
  will	
  be	
  provided	
  to	
  
ensure	
  erosion	
  or	
  siltation	
  off	
  of	
  the	
  site	
  will	
  not	
  occur.	
  	
  
	
  

b.	
  Minimize	
  the	
  deterioration	
  of	
  existing	
  watercourses,	
  culverts,	
  bridges,	
  dams	
  and	
  other	
  
structures;	
  and	
  

	
  
APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE:	
  As	
  illustrated	
  in	
  the	
  preliminary	
  plans	
  and	
  discussed	
  in	
  the	
  preliminary	
  
stormwater	
  report,	
  the	
  proposed	
  project	
  is	
  designed	
  to	
  minimize	
  the	
  deterioration	
  of	
  existing	
  
watercourses,	
  culverts,	
  bridges,	
  dams,	
  and	
  other	
  structures.	
  This	
  is	
  achieved	
  through	
  stormwater	
  
quality,	
  detention,	
  and	
  outfall	
  protection.	
  	
  
	
  

c.	
  Minimize	
  any	
  increase	
  in	
  nonpoint	
  source	
  pollution.	
  
	
  

APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE:	
  As	
  shown	
  on	
  the	
  preliminary	
  stormwater	
  plans	
  and	
  discussed	
  within	
  the	
  
preliminary	
  stormwater	
  report,	
  the	
  public	
  stormwater	
  facilities	
  incorporated	
  within	
  the	
  project	
  will	
  
minimize	
  the	
  increases	
  in	
  nonpoint	
  source	
  pollution	
  in	
  accordance	
  with	
  city	
  requirements.	
  	
  

	
  
E.	
  The	
  storm	
  drainage	
  design	
  within	
  the	
  proposed	
  development	
  includes	
  provisions	
  to	
  adequately	
  
control	
  runoff	
  from	
  all	
  public	
  and	
  private	
  streets	
  and	
  roof,	
  footing,	
  and	
  area	
  drains	
  and	
  ensures	
  
future	
  extension	
  of	
  the	
  current	
  drainage	
  system.	
  

	
  
APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE:	
  As	
  shown	
  in	
  the	
  preliminary	
  stormwater	
  plan	
  and	
  discussed	
  in	
  the	
  preliminary	
  
stormwater	
  report,	
  the	
  proposed	
  project’s	
  stormwater	
  will	
  be	
  collected	
  within	
  storm	
  water	
  system	
  
components	
  including	
  curb	
  inlets,	
  and	
  storm	
  laterals	
  prior	
  to	
  being	
  conveyed	
  to	
  the	
  on-­‐site	
  stormwater	
  
facility.	
  The	
  project	
  is	
  located	
  at	
  the	
  upper	
  elevation	
  of	
  its	
  containing	
  watershed	
  –	
  no	
  upstream	
  
stormwater	
  system	
  extensions	
  are	
  anticipated.	
  	
  
	
  

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

	
  
APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE:	
  There	
  is	
  no	
  stream	
  bank	
  located	
  in	
  proximity	
  to	
  the	
  subject	
  property.	
  There	
  is	
  a	
  
stormwater	
  facility	
  proposed	
  on	
  site,	
  and	
  outfall	
  protection	
  is	
  proposed.	
  Stream	
  bank	
  erosion	
  is	
  not	
  
anticipated	
  as	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  project	
  see	
  13.12.090.	
  C.2.	
  above.	
  	
  	
  
	
  

G.	
  Specific	
  operation	
  and	
  maintenance	
  measures	
  are	
  proposed	
  that	
  ensure	
  that	
  the	
  proposed	
  
stormwater	
  quantity	
  control	
  facilities	
  will	
  be	
  properly	
  operated	
  and	
  maintained.	
  

	
  
APPLICANT	
  RESPONSE:	
  As	
  shown	
  on	
  the	
  preliminary	
  stormwater	
  plans	
  and	
  detailed	
  within	
  the	
  
preliminary	
  stormwater	
  report,	
  specific	
  operation	
  and	
  maintenance	
  measures	
  are	
  proposed,	
  that	
  when	
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followed,	
  will	
  ensure	
  that	
  the	
  proposed	
  stormwater	
  control	
  facilities	
  will	
  be	
  properly	
  operated	
  and	
  
maintained	
  for	
  continued	
  effectiveness.	
  	
  
	
  

• 13.12.100	
  Alternative	
  materials,	
  alternative	
  design	
  and	
  methods	
  of	
  construction	
  
	
  
None	
  at	
  this	
  time.	
  
	
  

• 13.12.110	
  Transfer	
  of	
  engineering	
  responsibility	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  will	
  comply	
  by	
  providing	
  written	
  notice	
  to	
  the	
  City	
  per	
  the	
  
standards	
  outlined	
  in	
  this	
  section.	
  	
  
	
  

• 13.12.120	
  Standard	
  Construction	
  Specifications	
  
	
  
Not	
  applicable	
  for	
  the	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Design	
  Review	
  Application.	
  	
  
	
  
All	
  construction	
  of	
  public	
  facilities	
  will	
  be	
  in	
  accordance	
  with	
  the	
  most	
  recent	
  addition	
  of	
  the	
  Oregon	
  
chapter	
  APWA	
  Standard	
  Specifications	
  for	
  public	
  works	
  construction	
  as	
  adopted	
  and	
  modified	
  by	
  the	
  
city	
  of	
  Oregon	
  City.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  

• 13.12.130	
  Administrative	
  provisions	
  
	
  
Not	
  applicable	
  for	
  the	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Design	
  Review	
  Application.	
  	
  	
  
	
  

• 13.12.140	
  Maintenance	
  of	
  public	
  stormwater	
  facilities	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  not	
  necessary	
  for	
  the	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Design	
  Review	
  
Application	
  but	
  will	
  become	
  relevant	
  during	
  the	
  construction	
  of	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  The	
  applicant	
  will	
  follow	
  
these	
  procedures	
  provided	
  they	
  are	
  still	
  in	
  place	
  at	
  the	
  time	
  of	
  the	
  construction.	
  
	
  

• 13.12.150	
  Penalties	
  and	
  enforcement	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 13.12.160	
  Hazardous	
  conditions	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
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• 13.12.170	
  Permits	
  from	
  other	
  jurisdictions	
  
	
  
All	
  permits	
  from	
  other	
  jurisdictions	
  necessary	
  for	
  the	
  approval	
  of	
  the	
  permitting	
  and	
  construction	
  of	
  the	
  
project	
  will	
  be	
  obtained.	
  	
  At	
  the	
  time	
  of	
  submittal	
  of	
  this	
  application	
  it	
  is	
  anticipated	
  that	
  the	
  applicant	
  
will	
  eventually	
  require	
  the	
  following	
  permits	
  for	
  construction:	
  DEQ	
  1200C	
  permit.	
  Clackamas	
  County	
  
Construction	
  Permit	
  for	
  Beavercreek	
  Road.	
  	
  
	
  

• 13.12.180	
  Violation—Penalty	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

17.29	
  –	
  MUC	
  –	
  Mixed	
  Use	
  Corridor	
  District	
  
	
  

• 17.29.010	
  Designated	
  
	
  
The	
  proposed	
  development	
  is	
  located	
  in	
  an	
  MUC-­‐1	
  zone	
  along	
  Beavercreek	
  Road.	
  	
  The	
  proposed	
  
project	
  will	
  contain	
  a	
  mix	
  of	
  multi-­‐family	
  residential	
  and	
  live-­‐work	
  uses.	
  
	
  

• 17.29.020	
  Permitted	
  uses—MUC-­‐1	
  and	
  MUC-­‐2	
  
	
  
The	
  proposed	
  development	
  is	
  allowed	
  under	
  sub-­‐section	
  N	
  of	
  this	
  section,	
  Residential	
  Units,	
  multi-­‐
family.	
  	
  Any	
  of	
  the	
  live-­‐work	
  uses	
  will	
  conform	
  with	
  the	
  uses	
  permitted	
  in	
  this	
  section.	
  	
  	
  The	
  section	
  of	
  
this	
  application	
  describing	
  live-­‐work	
  businesses	
  will	
  better	
  elaborate	
  on	
  the	
  types	
  of	
  businesses	
  that	
  
may	
  operate	
  in	
  the	
  live-­‐work	
  spaces.	
  
	
  

• 17.29.030	
  Conditional	
  uses—MUC-­‐1	
  and	
  MUC-­‐2	
  zones	
  
	
  
None	
  of	
  the	
  uses	
  in	
  this	
  section	
  are	
  currently	
  envisioned	
  for	
  the	
  development	
  and	
  are	
  not	
  part	
  of	
  this	
  
application.	
  
	
  

• 17.29.040	
  Prohibited	
  uses	
  in	
  the	
  MUC-­‐1	
  and	
  MUC-­‐2	
  zones	
  
	
  
None	
  of	
  the	
  uses	
  in	
  this	
  section	
  will	
  be	
  allowed	
  in	
  the	
  live-­‐work	
  portions	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  development.	
  
	
  

• 17.29.050	
  Dimensional	
  standards—MUC-­‐1	
  
	
  
The	
  maximum	
  building	
  height	
  is	
  defined	
  by	
  Section	
  17.04.550	
  as:	
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“"Height	
  of	
  building"	
  means	
  a	
  vertical	
  distance	
  measured	
  from	
  the	
  average	
  elevation	
  of	
  the	
  
finished	
  grade	
  along	
  the	
  street-­‐facing	
  elevation	
  to	
  one-­‐half	
  the	
  vertical	
  distance	
  between	
  the	
  
eaves	
  and	
  the	
  highest	
  ridge	
  for	
  a	
  gable,	
  hip	
  or	
  gambrel	
  roof.”	
  

	
  
The	
  proposed	
  building	
  elevations	
  range	
  from	
  37	
  feet	
  to	
  39	
  feet	
  from	
  average	
  finished	
  grade	
  to	
  the	
  
midpoint	
  of	
  the	
  roof.	
  
	
  
The	
  surrounding	
  properties	
  have	
  no	
  current	
  zoning	
  designation	
  and	
  therefore	
  there	
  is	
  no	
  minimum	
  
setback	
  required	
  per	
  17.29.050.C	
  
	
  
The	
  distance	
  from	
  the	
  edge	
  of	
  the	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  right	
  of	
  way	
  to	
  the	
  buildings	
  is	
  7’-­‐3”.	
  	
  Per	
  Section	
  
17.62.055.D	
  one	
  additional	
  measure	
  will	
  be	
  provided	
  to	
  allow	
  a	
  maximum	
  front	
  yard	
  setback	
  of	
  ten	
  
feet;	
  the	
  standard	
  maximum	
  of	
  5	
  feet	
  per	
  17.29.050.E.1	
  plus	
  one	
  five	
  foot	
  increase.	
  	
  	
  Pedestrian	
  scale	
  
lighting	
  has	
  been	
  selected	
  from	
  Section	
  17.62.055.D	
  to	
  qualify	
  for	
  the	
  five	
  foot	
  increase.	
  
	
  
The	
  lot	
  coverage	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  site	
  plan	
  is	
  approximately	
  64%	
  with	
  the	
  landscaped	
  area	
  to	
  exceed	
  
the	
  minimum	
  20%	
  requirement.	
  	
  
	
  

• 17.29.060	
  Dimensional	
  standards—MUC-­‐2	
  
	
  
Not	
  applicable	
  as	
  we	
  are	
  not	
  in	
  the	
  MUC-­‐2	
  zone.	
  
	
  

• 17.29.070	
  Floor	
  area	
  ratio	
  (FAR)	
  
	
  
The	
  project	
  is	
  in	
  an	
  MUC-­‐1	
  zone	
  and	
  section	
  17.29.050	
  does	
  not	
  contain	
  floor	
  area	
  ratio	
  specifications,	
  
only	
  dimensional	
  standards,	
  which	
  the	
  project	
  meets.	
  
	
  

17.41	
  Tree	
  Protection	
  Standards	
  
	
  

• 17.41.010	
  Protection	
  of	
  trees—Intent	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  the	
  intent	
  of	
  this	
  section	
  of	
  code	
  to	
  preserve	
  as	
  many	
  existing	
  trees	
  as	
  
possible.	
  	
  As	
  part	
  of	
  our	
  application	
  a	
  tree	
  survey	
  is	
  submitted	
  discussing	
  existing	
  trees	
  on	
  the	
  property.	
  	
  
It	
  is	
  not	
  feasible	
  to	
  design	
  the	
  project	
  without	
  removing	
  the	
  existing	
  trees.	
  	
  The	
  application	
  planting	
  
plan	
  shows	
  that	
  all	
  the	
  trees	
  which	
  have	
  to	
  be	
  removed	
  have	
  been	
  replaced	
  per	
  code	
  by	
  the	
  required	
  
multiplier	
  of	
  new	
  trees.	
  	
  This	
  amount	
  of	
  new	
  tree	
  planting	
  is	
  also	
  discussed	
  in	
  the	
  tree	
  survey.	
  
	
  

• 17.41.020	
  Tree	
  protection—Applicability	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  that	
  it	
  must	
  comply	
  with	
  the	
  standards	
  of	
  this	
  section	
  since	
  it	
  is	
  going	
  
through	
  a	
  Type	
  II	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Design	
  Review	
  process.	
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• 17.41.030	
  Tree	
  protection—Conflicting	
  code	
  provisions	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 17.41.040	
  Same—Exemptions	
  
	
  
This	
  section	
  does	
  not	
  apply	
  to	
  us	
  as	
  we	
  are	
  proposing	
  a	
  new	
  development	
  and	
  not	
  maintenance	
  or	
  
pruning	
  of	
  existing	
  trees	
  in	
  a	
  private	
  existing	
  development	
  or	
  farm.	
  
	
  

• 17.41.050	
  Same—Compliance	
  options	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  choosing	
  to	
  use	
  Option	
  number	
  1,	
  mitigation.	
  
	
  

• 17.41.060	
  Tree	
  removal	
  and	
  replanting—Mitigation	
  (Option	
  1)	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  has	
  submitted	
  a	
  tree	
  survey	
  including	
  a	
  mitigation	
  plan	
  and	
  report	
  from	
  a	
  certified	
  
arborist	
  that	
  outlines	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  trees	
  to	
  be	
  mitigated	
  and	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  trees	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  planted.	
  	
  	
  
	
  

• 17.41.060	
  Tree	
  removal	
  and	
  replanting—Mitigation	
  (Option	
  1)	
  
	
  
Our	
  plan	
  is	
  to	
  utilize	
  Choice	
  A	
  and	
  re-­‐plant	
  on	
  our	
  site.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Pursuant	
  to	
  the	
  project	
  Arborist	
  report	
  (15)	
  trees	
  are	
  to	
  be	
  removed	
  all	
  of	
  which	
  are	
  located	
  within	
  the	
  
construction	
  area;	
  (9)	
  trees	
  are	
  recommended	
  for	
  removal	
  for	
  the	
  purpose	
  of	
  construction	
  and	
  (6)	
  are	
  
recommended	
  for	
  removal	
  because	
  of	
  poor	
  or	
  hazardous	
  conditions.	
  	
  In	
  accordance	
  with	
  this	
  report	
  
(20)	
  are	
  required	
  for	
  mitigation.	
  	
  The	
  proposed	
  landscape	
  plan	
  for	
  the	
  project	
  includes	
  the	
  placement	
  
of	
  (237)	
  trees	
  on	
  the	
  property	
  which	
  will	
  exceed	
  this	
  requirement.	
  
	
  
	
  

• 17.41.075	
  Alternative	
  mitigation	
  plan	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  not	
  utilizing	
  this	
  section.	
  

	
  

• 17.41.080	
  to	
  Section	
  17.41.125	
  
	
  
These	
  sections	
  are	
  not	
  applicable.	
  	
  The	
  applicant	
  is	
  not	
  utilizing	
  the	
  Options	
  that	
  these	
  sections	
  of	
  code	
  
apply	
  to.	
  	
  The	
  applicant	
  is	
  utilizing	
  Option	
  1.	
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• 17.41.130	
  Regulated	
  tree	
  protection	
  procedures	
  during	
  construction.	
  
	
  
No	
  trees	
  will	
  be	
  removed	
  that	
  are	
  not	
  shown	
  for	
  removal	
  and	
  mitigation	
  per	
  the	
  enclosed	
  Tree	
  Survey	
  
and	
  final	
  approved	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Design	
  Review	
  permit,	
  without	
  prior	
  written	
  authorization	
  from	
  the	
  
Planning	
  Director.	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant’s	
  plan	
  includes	
  removing	
  all	
  the	
  standing	
  trees	
  currently	
  on	
  the	
  site	
  so	
  sub-­‐sections	
  B	
  and	
  
C	
  of	
  this	
  section	
  of	
  code	
  do	
  not	
  apply.	
  
	
  

17.47	
  –	
  Erosion	
  and	
  Sediment	
  Control	
  
	
  

• 17.47.010	
  Purpose	
  
	
  
Erosion	
  and	
  sediment	
  control	
  is	
  necessary	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  sediment	
  and	
  sediment	
  laden	
  water	
  does	
  not	
  
leave	
  the	
  site	
  during	
  any	
  construction	
  activity	
  that	
  exposes	
  native	
  soils.	
  Sediments	
  laden	
  water	
  can	
  
seriously	
  effect	
  biological	
  systems	
  with	
  natural	
  riparian	
  areas.	
  	
  The	
  purpose	
  of	
  erosion	
  and	
  sediment	
  
control	
  is	
  to	
  protect	
  the	
  natural	
  environment,	
  prevent	
  the	
  loss	
  and	
  transport	
  of	
  top	
  soils	
  and	
  to	
  protect	
  
air	
  quality	
  through	
  dust	
  control.	
  	
  Sediment	
  is	
  normally	
  transported	
  by	
  Wind,	
  concentrated	
  stormwater	
  
runoff	
  off	
  and	
  by	
  construction	
  equipment	
  that	
  travels	
  into	
  and	
  out	
  of	
  construction	
  areas.	
  For	
  a	
  full	
  
description	
  of	
  how	
  erosion	
  and	
  sediment	
  control	
  will	
  be	
  managed	
  for	
  the	
  development	
  see	
  17.47.070	
  
below	
  
	
  

• 17.47.030	
  Applicability	
  
	
  
This	
  section	
  applies	
  to	
  our	
  proposed	
  project.	
  
	
  

• 17.47.040	
  Abrogation	
  and	
  greater	
  restrictions	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  has	
  read	
  and	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 17.47.050	
  Severability	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  has	
  read	
  and	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 17.47.060	
  Permit	
  required	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  will	
  obtain	
  all	
  necessary	
  permits	
  for	
  erosion	
  control	
  required	
  by	
  any	
  municipality	
  with	
  
jurisdiction	
  over	
  this	
  project	
  prior	
  to	
  the	
  start	
  of	
  construction.	
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• 17.47.070	
  Erosion	
  and	
  sediment	
  control	
  plans	
  
	
  
The	
  developer,	
  working	
  with	
  the	
  project	
  civil	
  engineer	
  will	
  prepare	
  Erosion	
  and	
  Sediment	
  control	
  plans	
  
(ESCP)	
  and	
  specifications	
  for	
  the	
  development.	
  	
  The	
  plans	
  will	
  provide	
  all	
  the	
  details	
  and	
  best	
  
management	
  practices	
  (BMP’s)	
  so	
  that	
  the	
  project	
  contractor(s)	
  can	
  insure	
  that	
  sediment	
  laden	
  
stormwater	
  runoff	
  does	
  not	
  leave	
  the	
  site	
  during	
  any	
  storm	
  event.	
  	
  Some	
  of	
  these	
  BMP’s	
  include	
  silt	
  
fence,	
  catch	
  basin	
  	
  filter	
  “socks”,	
  straw	
  bale	
  wattles,	
  temporary	
  sediment	
  settling	
  basins,	
  bio	
  filtration	
  
bags	
  and	
  plastic	
  covering	
  of	
  temporary	
  stockpile	
  material.	
  	
  BMP’s	
  will	
  also	
  ensure	
  that	
  construction	
  
equipment	
  will	
  not	
  track	
  sediment	
  on	
  the	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  or	
  Meyers	
  Road.	
  	
  BMP’s	
  typically	
  used	
  for	
  
construction	
  traffic	
  include	
  passive	
  wheel	
  washes	
  and	
  large	
  aggregate	
  construction	
  pads	
  at	
  all	
  ingress/	
  
egress	
  locations.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  project	
  will	
  expose	
  more	
  than	
  1	
  acre	
  of	
  the	
  site	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  grading	
  operations.	
  Accordingly,	
  a	
  DEQ	
  
1200	
  C	
  permit	
  will	
  be	
  obtained	
  by	
  the	
  developer	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  
	
  
Erosion	
  and	
  sediment	
  control	
  is	
  a	
  performance	
  responsibility	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  contractor.	
  The	
  plans	
  will	
  
ensure	
  that	
  the	
  contractor	
  has	
  an	
  understanding	
  of	
  the	
  erosion	
  control	
  methods	
  and	
  specifications	
  
necessary	
  to	
  meet	
  its	
  performance	
  specification	
  and	
  will	
  meet	
  the	
  permitting	
  conditions	
  imposed	
  by	
  
the	
  City	
  of	
  Oregon	
  City	
  and	
  the	
  DEQ	
  1200C	
  permit.	
  	
  
	
  

• 17.47.080	
  Plan	
  implementation	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  that	
  all	
  portions	
  of	
  this	
  section	
  will	
  be	
  followed	
  before	
  and	
  during	
  the	
  
construction	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  development.	
  
	
  

• 17.47.090	
  Plan	
  performance	
  guarantee	
  and	
  security	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  that	
  a	
  guarantee	
  will	
  be	
  provided	
  prior	
  to	
  development.	
  	
  The	
  applicant	
  
asks	
  that	
  the	
  form	
  of	
  this	
  guarantee	
  be	
  provided	
  by	
  the	
  appropriate	
  City	
  entity.	
  
	
  

• 17.47.100	
  Correction	
  of	
  ineffective	
  measures	
  and	
  enforcement	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  acknowledges	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  understands	
  the	
  City	
  has	
  the	
  power	
  to	
  utilize	
  the	
  methods	
  
stated	
  in	
  this	
  section	
  to	
  enforce	
  that	
  the	
  construction	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  development	
  conforms	
  with	
  the	
  
standards	
  and	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  approved	
  Erosion	
  and	
  Sedimentation	
  control	
  plan	
  and	
  the	
  erosion	
  
and	
  sedimentation	
  standards	
  of	
  Code	
  section	
  17.47.	
  
	
  

17.50	
  –	
  Administration	
  and	
  Procedures	
  
	
  

• 17.50.010	
  Purpose	
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The	
  applicant	
  is	
  currently	
  planning	
  to	
  obtain	
  the	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Design	
  Review	
  approval	
  before	
  
proceeding	
  with	
  submittal	
  of	
  any	
  concurrent	
  building	
  plans.	
  	
  However,	
  depending	
  on	
  initial	
  feedback	
  
and	
  results	
  of	
  the	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Design	
  Review	
  review	
  process	
  the	
  applicant	
  reserves	
  the	
  right	
  to	
  
change	
  our	
  mind	
  and	
  may	
  decide	
  to	
  submit	
  building	
  permit	
  plans	
  to	
  be	
  reviewed	
  concurrently.	
  
	
  

• 17.50.030	
  Summary	
  of	
  the	
  city's	
  decision-­‐making	
  processes	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  submitting	
  a	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Design	
  Review	
  application.	
  	
  According	
  to	
  the	
  chart	
  in	
  this	
  
section	
  of	
  code	
  this	
  is	
  a	
  Type	
  II	
  process.	
  
	
  

• 17.50.040	
  Development	
  review	
  in	
  overlay	
  districts	
  and	
  for	
  erosion	
  control	
  
	
  
This	
  section	
  does	
  not	
  apply	
  as	
  the	
  proposed	
  development	
  does	
  not	
  fall	
  into	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  zones	
  or	
  
categories	
  described	
  here.	
  
	
  

• 17.50.050	
  Preapplication	
  conference	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  held	
  a	
  pre-­‐application	
  conference	
  on	
  July	
  9th,	
  2013.	
  	
  	
  The	
  applicant	
  requested	
  a	
  six-­‐month	
  
extension	
  to	
  the	
  pre-­‐application	
  conference	
  deadline	
  be	
  allowed	
  as	
  permitted	
  under	
  subsection	
  B	
  of	
  
this	
  section	
  of	
  code.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  underlying	
  zoning	
  or	
  building	
  requirements	
  have	
  occurred	
  
between	
  the	
  time	
  of	
  the	
  conference	
  and	
  the	
  time	
  of	
  this	
  application.	
  	
  The	
  plan	
  submitted	
  here	
  is	
  also	
  
substantially	
  the	
  same	
  to	
  the	
  plan	
  and	
  concept	
  presented	
  at	
  the	
  pre-­‐application	
  conference.	
  	
  The	
  
applicant’s	
  request	
  for	
  an	
  extension	
  was	
  granted	
  by	
  the	
  planning	
  director.	
  
	
  

• 17.50.055	
  Neighborhood	
  association	
  meeting	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  held	
  a	
  Neighborhood	
  meeting	
  on	
  August	
  15th.	
  	
  	
  Oregon	
  City	
  provided	
  mailing	
  addresses	
  
for	
  all	
  residents	
  within	
  a	
  300	
  foot	
  radius	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  project	
  site.	
  	
  Notifications	
  of	
  the	
  meeting	
  were	
  
mailed	
  to	
  all	
  residents	
  on	
  this	
  list.	
  	
  The	
  Neighborhood	
  association	
  was	
  notified	
  of	
  the	
  meeting	
  via	
  e-­‐
mail.	
  	
  E-­‐mail	
  was	
  as	
  approved	
  as	
  a	
  method	
  of	
  notification	
  by	
  the	
  Chairs	
  of	
  the	
  neighborhood	
  
association.	
  	
  An	
  exhibit	
  with	
  this	
  application	
  contains	
  information	
  on	
  the	
  notification	
  of	
  the	
  meeting,	
  
meeting	
  attendance	
  and	
  meeting	
  comments.	
  
	
  

• 17.50.060	
  Application	
  requirements	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  owns	
  the	
  property	
  where	
  the	
  proposed	
  development	
  will	
  be	
  constructed.	
  
	
  

• 17.50.070	
  Completeness	
  review	
  and	
  one	
  hundred	
  twenty-­‐day	
  rule	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  aware	
  of	
  the	
  deadlines	
  and	
  procedures	
  for	
  a	
  complete	
  application	
  and	
  for	
  the	
  review	
  
process	
  after	
  an	
  application	
  is	
  deemed	
  complete.	
  



_____________________________________________________________________________________________	
  
19896	
  Beavercreek	
  Rd	
   Site	
  Plan	
  Application	
  
	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Code	
  Narrative	
   	
  29	
  

	
  

• 17.50.080	
  Complete	
  application—Required	
  information	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  has	
  submitted	
  all	
  information	
  requested	
  under	
  this	
  section.	
  

	
  

• 17.50.090	
  Public	
  notices	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  aware	
  of	
  the	
  public	
  notice	
  provision	
  of	
  this	
  Type	
  II	
  application	
  and	
  will	
  follow	
  section	
  
17.50.100	
  regarding	
  the	
  on-­‐property	
  notification	
  as	
  directed	
  by	
  the	
  City.	
  
	
  

• 7.50.100	
  Notice	
  posting	
  requirements	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  will	
  follow	
  the	
  City’s	
  lead	
  in	
  posting	
  a	
  sign	
  on	
  the	
  property	
  that	
  will	
  describe	
  notice	
  of	
  the	
  
proposed	
  development.	
  
	
  

• 17.50.110	
  Assignment	
  of	
  decision-­‐makers	
  
	
  
We	
  are	
  aware	
  the	
  City	
  Planning	
  Director	
  will	
  make	
  the	
  decision	
  on	
  this	
  land	
  use	
  application.	
  
	
  

• 17.50.120	
  Quasi-­‐judicial	
  hearing	
  process	
  
	
  
This	
  section	
  does	
  not	
  apply	
  as	
  we	
  are	
  not	
  submitting	
  permits	
  for	
  any	
  land	
  use	
  that	
  would	
  require	
  a	
  Type	
  
III	
  or	
  Type	
  IV	
  decision.	
  
	
  

• 17.50.130	
  Conditions	
  of	
  approval	
  and	
  notice	
  of	
  decision	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  aware	
  of	
  and	
  has	
  read	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 17.50.140	
  Performance	
  guarantees	
  
	
  
If	
  conditions	
  of	
  approval	
  require	
  performance	
  guarantees	
  they	
  will	
  be	
  provided	
  per	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  
this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 17.50.150	
  Covenant	
  with	
  the	
  city	
  
	
  
This	
  section	
  does	
  not	
  apply	
  to	
  us	
  as	
  the	
  application	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  quasi-­‐judicial	
  decision	
  process	
  (Type	
  III	
  or	
  
Type	
  IV).	
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• 17.50.160	
  Ex	
  parte	
  contact,	
  conflict	
  of	
  interest	
  and	
  bias	
  
	
  
This	
  section	
  does	
  not	
  apply	
  to	
  us	
  as	
  the	
  application	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  quasi-­‐judicial	
  decision	
  process	
  (Type	
  III	
  or	
  
Type	
  IV).	
  
	
  

• 17.50.170	
  Legislative	
  hearing	
  process	
  
	
  
This	
  section	
  does	
  not	
  apply	
  to	
  us	
  as	
  the	
  application	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  quasi-­‐judicial	
  decision	
  process	
  (Type	
  III	
  or	
  
Type	
  IV).	
  
	
  

• 17.50.180	
  Objections	
  to	
  procedure	
  
	
  

The	
  applicant	
  is	
  aware	
  of	
  the	
  objection	
  procedures	
  and	
  has	
  read	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 17.50.190	
  Appeals	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  aware	
  of	
  the	
  appeals	
  process	
  for	
  a	
  Type	
  II	
  application	
  as	
  explained	
  under	
  this	
  section	
  of	
  
code	
  and	
  related	
  sections	
  of	
  ORS.	
  
	
  

17.50.200	
  Expiration	
  of	
  an	
  approval	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  aware	
  that	
  we	
  have	
  two	
  years	
  from	
  final	
  approval	
  of	
  this	
  application	
  to	
  receive	
  building	
  
permits	
  for	
  the	
  proposed	
  project.	
  
	
  

17.50.210	
  Extension	
  of	
  an	
  approval	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  aware	
  that	
  we	
  can	
  request	
  extension	
  of	
  an	
  approval	
  per	
  the	
  limitations	
  of	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

17.50.220	
  Reapplication	
  limited	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  aware	
  of	
  and	
  has	
  read	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

17.50.230	
  Interpretation	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  aware	
  that	
  the	
  more	
  restrictive	
  requirements	
  will	
  apply.	
  
	
  

17.50.240	
  Conformity	
  of	
  permits	
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The	
  applicant	
  is	
  not	
  aware	
  of	
  any	
  way	
  that	
  we	
  are	
  not	
  in	
  conformance	
  of	
  any	
  provisions	
  of	
  Title	
  16	
  and	
  
Title	
  17	
  and	
  any	
  other	
  permits	
  previously	
  issued	
  by	
  the	
  City	
  for	
  this	
  site	
  and/or	
  this	
  development.	
  
	
  

17.50.260	
  Reconsideration	
  of	
  a	
  final	
  decision	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  aware	
  of	
  its	
  right	
  to	
  request	
  a	
  reconsideration	
  of	
  a	
  ruling	
  by	
  the	
  Planning	
  Director.	
  
	
  

17.50.270	
  Revocation	
  of	
  a	
  previously	
  approved	
  permit	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  aware	
  that	
  it	
  must	
  follow	
  the	
  conditions	
  of	
  the	
  permit	
  or	
  face	
  possible	
  consequences	
  
outlined	
  in	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

17.50.280	
  Transfer	
  of	
  approval	
  rights	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  aware	
  that	
  the	
  approvals	
  granted	
  here	
  run	
  with	
  the	
  land	
  and	
  can	
  be	
  transferred	
  with	
  a	
  
transfer	
  of	
  ownership	
  in	
  the	
  land.	
  
	
  

17.50.290	
  Fees	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  has	
  included	
  the	
  application	
  fee	
  for	
  a	
  Type	
  II	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Design	
  Review	
  Permit.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

17.52	
  –	
  Off-­‐Street	
  Parking	
  and	
  Loading	
  
	
  

• 17.52.010	
  Applicability	
  
	
  
This	
  section	
  applies	
  to	
  our	
  project	
  
	
  

• 17.52.15	
  Planning	
  commission	
  adjustment	
  of	
  parking	
  standards	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  is	
  not	
  requesting	
  any	
  adjustments	
  from	
  the	
  base	
  parking	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  City	
  code.	
  
	
  

• 17.52.020	
  Number	
  of	
  automobile	
  spaces	
  required	
  
	
  
The	
  table	
  below	
  includes	
  the	
  proposed	
  unit	
  count	
  by	
  unit	
  type	
  and	
  calculates	
  both	
  the	
  minimum	
  
parking	
  and	
  maximum	
  parking	
  numbers	
  per	
  the	
  ratios	
  given	
  in	
  Table	
  17.52.020:	
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The	
  total	
  parking	
  provided	
  on	
  site	
  is	
  332	
  stalls	
  per	
  183	
  units	
  for	
  an	
  average	
  of	
  1.82	
  stalls	
  per	
  dwelling	
  
unit	
  which	
  falls	
  within	
  the	
  range	
  allowed	
  as	
  calculated	
  in	
  the	
  table	
  above.	
  
	
  
All	
  proposed	
  stalls	
  meet	
  the	
  dimensional	
  requirements	
  for	
  the	
  type	
  and	
  use	
  of	
  each	
  proposed	
  stall	
  
type.	
  	
  On-­‐street	
  parking	
  has	
  been	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  total	
  parking	
  stalls	
  however	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  labeled	
  in	
  any	
  
way	
  to	
  restrict	
  their	
  use	
  by	
  the	
  general	
  public.	
  
	
  

• 17.52.030	
  Standards	
  for	
  automobile	
  parking	
  
	
  
Our	
  group	
  parking	
  areas	
  are	
  accessed	
  by	
  paved	
  driveways	
  that	
  are	
  located	
  in	
  the	
  interest	
  of	
  public	
  
safety	
  and	
  in	
  no	
  cases	
  are	
  there	
  groups	
  of	
  more	
  than	
  four	
  parking	
  spaces	
  that	
  would	
  require	
  backing	
  up	
  
into	
  public	
  streets.	
  	
  No	
  driveway	
  slopes	
  are	
  greater	
  than	
  15%	
  and	
  a	
  conceptual	
  drainage	
  plan	
  has	
  been	
  
prepared	
  by	
  the	
  civil	
  engineer	
  and	
  submitted	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  this	
  application	
  package.	
  
	
  
The	
  proposed	
  site	
  plan	
  includes	
  only	
  0	
  degree	
  (parallel)	
  and	
  90	
  degree	
  parking	
  stall	
  configurations	
  
which	
  meet	
  the	
  dimensional	
  requirements	
  for	
  standard	
  dimension	
  stalls	
  per	
  17.50.303.D	
  parking	
  
standard	
  parking	
  angle	
  space	
  dimensions	
  table.	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  proposed	
  project	
  does	
  not	
  include	
  or	
  have	
  uses	
  similar	
  to	
  those	
  listed	
  in	
  line	
  item	
  E	
  of	
  this	
  section	
  
and	
  therefore	
  is	
  not	
  subject	
  to	
  the	
  carpool	
  and	
  vanpool	
  parking	
  requirements.	
  
	
  

• 17.52.040	
  Bicycle	
  parking	
  standards	
  
	
  
Per	
  Table	
  A	
  of	
  this	
  section	
  a	
  minimum	
  of	
  1	
  bicycle	
  parking	
  stall	
  is	
  required	
  for	
  every	
  10	
  units	
  in	
  Multi-­‐
family	
  uses	
  with	
  three	
  or	
  more	
  units	
  with	
  50%	
  of	
  stalls	
  required	
  to	
  be	
  covered.	
  	
  For	
  183	
  proposed	
  units	
  
on	
  site,	
  18	
  bicycle	
  stalls	
  are	
  required,	
  9	
  to	
  be	
  covered.	
  	
  The	
  proposed	
  site	
  plan	
  accounts	
  for	
  bicycle	
  
parking	
  for	
  the	
  townhome	
  units	
  to	
  be	
  provided	
  for	
  within	
  the	
  attached	
  garages;	
  leaving	
  the	
  required	
  
stalls	
  to	
  be	
  distributed	
  among	
  the	
  stacked	
  flat	
  style	
  buildings	
  (A1-­‐A3	
  and	
  C1).	
  	
  	
  
	
  

Unit	
  Type Quantity
Min.	
  Parking	
  

Ratio
Max.	
  Parking	
  

Ratio
Min.	
  
Stalls

Max.	
  
Stalls

Studio	
  Live/Work	
  Stacked	
  Flat	
  Units 11 1 1.5 11 16.5
1-­‐Bed/1-­‐Bath	
  Stacked	
  Flat	
  Units 58 1.25 2 72.5 116
2-­‐Bed/2-­‐Bath	
  Live/Work	
  Stacked	
  Flat	
  Units 15 1.5 2 22.5 30
2-­‐Bed/2-­‐Bath	
  Stacked	
  Flat	
  Units 47 1.5 2 70.5 94
3-­‐Bed/2-­‐Bath	
  Stacked	
  Flat	
  Units 10 1.75 2.5 17.5 25
5-­‐Bed/5-­‐Bath	
  Stacked	
  Flat	
  Units 6 3 5 18 30
Total	
  Stacked	
  Flat	
  Apartment	
  Units 147 212 311.5

3-­‐Bed/2-­‐Bath	
  Live/Work	
  Towhomes 36 1.75 2.5 63 90

min max
Total	
  Units	
  on	
  Site 183 total	
  parking 275 401.5
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The	
  proposed	
  locations	
  are	
  indicated	
  on	
  the	
  site	
  plan	
  at	
  both	
  ends	
  of	
  the	
  buildings	
  A1-­‐A3	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  at	
  
the	
  parking	
  lot	
  side	
  central	
  entrance.	
  	
  Building	
  C1	
  has	
  a	
  rack	
  located	
  in	
  the	
  plaza	
  in	
  front	
  of	
  the	
  main	
  
building	
  entrance.	
  	
  The	
  locations	
  shown	
  represent	
  stationary	
  hoop-­‐style	
  bike	
  racks	
  securely	
  attached	
  to	
  
paved	
  surfaces	
  to	
  which	
  residents/visitors	
  would	
  utilize	
  personal	
  locks	
  to	
  store	
  their	
  bikes.	
  	
  The	
  racks	
  
located	
  at	
  each	
  end	
  of	
  buildings	
  A1-­‐A3	
  are	
  positioned	
  under	
  a	
  building	
  cantilever	
  above	
  providing	
  the	
  
code	
  required	
  cover.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  
All	
  bike	
  racks	
  are	
  located	
  in	
  close	
  proximity	
  to	
  building	
  entrances	
  and	
  adjacent	
  to	
  but	
  not	
  in	
  the	
  
circulation	
  path	
  for	
  convenience	
  and	
  to	
  avoid	
  conflicts	
  with	
  pedestrian	
  and	
  motor	
  vehicle	
  movement	
  
while	
  maintaining	
  direct	
  access	
  to	
  a	
  right	
  of	
  way.	
  
	
  

• 17.52.060	
  Parking	
  lot	
  landscaping	
  
	
  
All	
  interior	
  and	
  perimeter	
  parking	
  lots	
  have	
  been	
  landscaped	
  per	
  code.	
  	
  All	
  trees	
  selected	
  will	
  be	
  a	
  
minimum	
  of	
  2”	
  caliper	
  in	
  size.	
  	
  All	
  groundcover	
  is	
  spaced	
  a	
  maximum	
  of	
  16”	
  and	
  no	
  shrubs	
  are	
  spaced	
  
more	
  than	
  4’	
  on	
  center.	
  
	
  

• 17.52.070	
  Alternative	
  landscaping	
  plan	
  
	
  
Not	
  applicable.	
  	
  We	
  are	
  not	
  utilizing	
  alternative	
  landscaping	
  plans.	
  
	
  

• 17.52.080	
  Maintenance	
  
	
  
The	
  applicant	
  has	
  read	
  this	
  section	
  and	
  acknowledges	
  it.	
  
	
  

• 17.52.090	
  Loading	
  areas	
  
	
  
No	
  applicable	
  as	
  we	
  are	
  not	
  proposing	
  any	
  commercial	
  developments.	
  
	
  
	
  

17.54	
  –	
  Supplemental	
  Zoning	
  Regulations	
  and	
  Exceptions	
  
	
  

• 17.54.010	
  Accessory	
  buildings	
  and	
  uses	
  
	
  
No	
  accessory	
  buildings	
  are	
  proposed	
  with	
  the	
  submitted	
  plan	
  for	
  review	
  with	
  the	
  exception	
  of	
  a	
  
swimming	
  pool.	
  	
  An	
  in-­‐ground	
  swimming	
  pool	
  is	
  planned	
  between	
  the	
  clubhouse	
  and	
  the	
  east	
  property	
  
line.	
  	
  The	
  swimming	
  pool	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  located	
  less	
  than	
  three	
  feet	
  from	
  the	
  property	
  line.	
  	
  A	
  fence	
  no	
  less	
  
than	
  four	
  feet	
  in	
  height	
  shall	
  be	
  provided	
  in	
  the	
  final	
  design	
  submittal.	
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• 17.54.020	
  Projections	
  from	
  buildings	
  
	
  
Buildings	
  have	
  been	
  located	
  on	
  site	
  such	
  that	
  there	
  are	
  no	
  cases	
  where	
  a	
  building	
  projection	
  extends	
  
into	
  a	
  required	
  yard.	
  
	
  

• 17.54.030	
  Setback	
  exceptions	
  
	
  
The	
  proposed	
  site	
  plan	
  does	
  not	
  include	
  the	
  creation	
  of	
  separate	
  lots;	
  no	
  through-­‐lots	
  exist.	
  
	
  

• 17.54.060	
  Seasonal	
  sales	
  
	
  
Acknowledged.	
  	
  The	
  applicant	
  is	
  not	
  planning	
  for	
  either	
  of	
  these	
  types	
  of	
  sales	
  to	
  occur	
  on	
  the	
  site	
  as	
  
part	
  of	
  this	
  application.	
  
	
  

• 17.54.090	
  Accessory	
  dwelling	
  units	
  
	
  
We	
  do	
  not	
  have	
  any	
  accessory	
  dwelling	
  units	
  on	
  the	
  site.	
  
	
  

• 17.54.100	
  Fences	
  
	
  
No	
  fences	
  are	
  planned	
  for	
  the	
  project	
  application.	
  
	
  

• 17.54.105	
  Live/work	
  units	
  
	
  
Of	
  the	
  total	
  183	
  units	
  on	
  site	
  62	
  are	
  proposed	
  to	
  be	
  Live/Work	
  units	
  (36	
  townhome	
  units	
  and	
  26	
  ground	
  
floor	
  stacked	
  flat	
  apartment	
  units).	
  	
  As	
  described	
  in	
  the	
  code	
  the	
  Live/Work	
  units	
  were	
  selected	
  for	
  use	
  
in	
  the	
  proposed	
  site	
  plan	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  MUC-­‐1	
  zone	
  and	
  vision	
  of	
  the	
  Concept	
  Plan’s	
  
mixed	
  employment	
  village	
  by	
  “providing	
  flexibility	
  by	
  combining	
  residential	
  and	
  commercial	
  uses	
  and	
  
allowing	
  for	
  commercial	
  uses	
  on	
  the	
  ground	
  floor	
  when	
  the	
  market	
  is	
  ready	
  to	
  support	
  them”.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  proposed	
  unit	
  plans	
  and	
  elevations	
  of	
  the	
  live/work	
  units	
  along	
  with	
  their	
  placement	
  on	
  site	
  meet	
  
the	
  code	
  criteria	
  as	
  follows:	
  
	
  

A. All	
  62	
  live/work	
  units	
  on	
  site	
  face	
  onto	
  and	
  are	
  clearly	
  visibly	
  from	
  either	
  an	
  existing	
  or	
  new	
  
primary	
  street/public	
  way	
  with	
  locations	
  for	
  signage	
  provided	
  individually	
  for	
  each	
  unit.	
  	
  The	
  
main	
  front	
  elevation	
  of	
  the	
  live/work	
  space	
  meets	
  the	
  50%	
  transparency	
  requirement	
  by	
  
utilizing	
  a	
  storefront	
  system.	
  	
  Windows	
  are	
  located	
  with	
  the	
  sill	
  between	
  thirteen	
  and	
  thirty	
  
inches	
  above	
  the	
  sidewalk	
  and	
  shall	
  not	
  be	
  highly	
  reflective	
  or	
  glare-­‐producing.	
  	
  

B. The	
  business	
  portion	
  of	
  all	
  62	
  live/work	
  units	
  is	
  limited	
  to	
  the	
  ground	
  floor	
  and	
  does	
  not	
  exceed	
  
fifty	
  percent	
  of	
  the	
  square	
  footage	
  of	
  the	
  unit.	
  	
  The	
  business	
  area	
  of	
  the	
  units	
  range	
  from	
  175	
  
to	
  300	
  square	
  feet.	
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C. The	
  36	
  townhome	
  units	
  have	
  primary	
  business	
  entrance	
  oriented	
  towards	
  either	
  Beavercreek	
  
Road	
  or	
  the	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  extension	
  with	
  alley	
  access	
  for	
  refuse	
  and	
  recycling	
  service	
  and	
  
residential	
  parking.	
  	
  The	
  26	
  ground	
  floor	
  apartment	
  live/work	
  units	
  have	
  their	
  primary	
  business	
  
entrance	
  facing	
  onto	
  the	
  proposed	
  new	
  public	
  streets	
  A	
  and	
  B.	
  	
  The	
  ground	
  floor	
  apartment	
  
units	
  do	
  not	
  have	
  alley	
  access	
  but	
  are	
  served	
  by	
  an	
  internal	
  corridor	
  for	
  residential	
  access	
  to	
  
and	
  from	
  parking	
  and	
  refuse	
  services	
  located	
  behind	
  the	
  buildings	
  as	
  an	
  alternate	
  means	
  of	
  
meeting	
  the	
  intent	
  of	
  separating	
  business	
  and	
  residential	
  functions	
  of	
  the	
  unit.	
  	
  	
  

D. None	
  of	
  the	
  business	
  areas	
  exceed	
  500	
  square	
  feet	
  in	
  area	
  on	
  their	
  own,	
  therefore	
  1	
  stall	
  per	
  
live/work	
  unit	
  is	
  assumed;	
  total	
  62	
  stalls.	
  	
  Shared	
  use	
  of	
  the	
  on-­‐street	
  parking	
  is	
  proposed	
  for	
  
meeting	
  the	
  parking	
  requirements	
  for	
  the	
  live/work	
  units.	
  	
  21	
  on-­‐street	
  parallel	
  stalls	
  along	
  
Beavercreek	
  Road	
  would	
  be	
  available	
  exclusively	
  to	
  the	
  live/work	
  units	
  (not	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  
overall	
  site	
  parking	
  total	
  as	
  they	
  are	
  located	
  on	
  the	
  existing	
  public	
  street)	
  while	
  the	
  remaining	
  
parking	
  needs	
  are	
  proposed	
  to	
  be	
  met	
  through	
  shared	
  use	
  of	
  the	
  on-­‐street	
  parking	
  along	
  the	
  
Meyers	
  Road	
  extension	
  and	
  new	
  internal	
  public	
  streets.	
  	
  The	
  on-­‐street	
  parallel	
  parking	
  within	
  
the	
  site	
  would	
  not	
  at	
  any	
  time	
  be	
  assigned	
  to	
  residents	
  and	
  the	
  hours	
  of	
  business	
  operation	
  of	
  
the	
  live/work	
  units	
  would	
  not	
  materially	
  overlap	
  the	
  residential	
  uses;	
  the	
  primary	
  use	
  hours	
  for	
  
the	
  live/work	
  users	
  would	
  occur	
  during	
  the	
  daytime	
  hours	
  while	
  many	
  residents	
  are	
  away.	
  

E. The	
  number	
  of	
  employees	
  shall	
  be	
  limited	
  to	
  five	
  persons	
  at	
  one	
  time.	
  
F. Restrictions	
  on	
  the	
  proposed	
  live/work	
  units	
  shall	
  be	
  recorded	
  as	
  necessary.	
  

	
  

17.62	
  –	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Design	
  Review	
  
	
  

• 17.62.050	
  Standards	
  
	
  
A1)	
  	
  Landscape	
  narrative	
  
	
  

The	
  landscape	
  plan	
  for	
  this	
  project	
  has	
  been	
  designed	
  to	
  create	
  a	
  pleasing	
  year-­‐round	
  
environment	
  for	
  residents	
  and	
  to	
  be	
  an	
  asset	
  to	
  the	
  overall	
  Oregon	
  City	
  community.	
  	
  All	
  
proposed	
  plantings	
  have	
  been	
  selected	
  in	
  accordance	
  with	
  the	
  City’s	
  requirement	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  
sizing	
  and	
  spacing.	
  
	
  
Plantings	
  within	
  the	
  project	
  are	
  diverse	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  colors,	
  texture,	
  and	
  deciduous/versus	
  
evergreen	
  plant	
  material.	
  	
  Interior	
  spaces	
  within	
  the	
  project	
  provide	
  open,	
  multi-­‐use	
  recreation	
  
spaces	
  for	
  tenants.	
  	
  	
  

	
  
A2.	
  Vehicular	
  Access	
  and	
  Connectivity.	
  

a. With	
  the	
  exception	
  of	
  required	
  on-­‐street	
  parallel	
  parking	
  all	
  proposed	
  parking	
  areas	
  are	
  located	
  
internally	
  within	
  the	
  blocks	
  behind	
  buildings	
  and	
  additionally	
  shielded	
  from	
  view	
  off	
  the	
  public	
  
way	
  by	
  landscaping.	
  	
  The	
  parking	
  for	
  building	
  C1	
  is	
  also	
  an	
  exception	
  with	
  parking	
  on	
  one	
  side	
  
of	
  the	
  building	
  set	
  off	
  the	
  street	
  and	
  buffered	
  by	
  planted	
  areas.	
  

b. Site	
  ingress	
  is	
  located	
  off	
  of	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  by	
  the	
  extension	
  of	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  at	
  the	
  existing	
  
intersection.	
  	
  Additional	
  signaling	
  will	
  be	
  added	
  to	
  the	
  intersection	
  with	
  the	
  addition	
  of	
  the	
  
fourth	
  leg	
  per	
  the	
  traffic	
  engineers	
  report	
  and	
  recommendations.	
  	
  All	
  internally	
  proposed	
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intersections	
  provide	
  a	
  distance	
  greater	
  than	
  the	
  minimum	
  requirements	
  for	
  spacing	
  to	
  
promote	
  public	
  safety.	
  	
  The	
  turning	
  radius	
  provided	
  for	
  both	
  public	
  streets	
  and	
  alleys	
  provide	
  
access	
  for	
  emergency	
  vehicles	
  to	
  all	
  sides	
  of	
  each	
  building.	
  

c. The	
  site	
  is	
  designated	
  as	
  MUC-­‐1	
  and	
  has	
  provided	
  alleys	
  for	
  access	
  to	
  off-­‐street	
  parking	
  
facilities.	
  

d. All	
  vehicular	
  access	
  to	
  parking	
  facilities	
  is	
  from	
  the	
  alley	
  loops.	
  	
  	
  
e. Alleys	
  are	
  provided;	
  standard	
  does	
  not	
  apply.	
  
f. No	
  driveways	
  occur	
  on	
  the	
  site;	
  standard	
  does	
  not	
  apply.	
  
g. Opportunity	
  for	
  connection	
  to	
  future	
  adjacent	
  sites	
  is	
  provided	
  by	
  the	
  public	
  street	
  right	
  of	
  

ways	
  provided	
  with	
  the	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  extension	
  and	
  new	
  local	
  Street	
  A	
  and	
  Street	
  B.	
  	
  No	
  
additional	
  access	
  easements	
  are	
  proposed	
  at	
  this	
  time.	
  

h. Streets	
  will	
  be	
  dedicated;	
  standard	
  does	
  not	
  apply.	
  
i. All	
  public	
  ways	
  have	
  been	
  designed	
  to	
  comply	
  with	
  pedestrian	
  access	
  requirements.	
  
j. Signage	
  shall	
  be	
  provided	
  at	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  the	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  extension,	
  Street	
  A	
  and	
  Street	
  B	
  

where	
  they	
  dead-­‐end	
  at	
  adjacent	
  property	
  lines	
  to	
  inform	
  the	
  public	
  that	
  the	
  dead-­‐end	
  street	
  
may	
  be	
  extended	
  in	
  the	
  future.	
  

k. The	
  proposed	
  site	
  plan	
  is	
  larger	
  than	
  3	
  acres	
  in	
  area	
  and	
  provides	
  streets	
  as	
  required	
  in	
  Chapter	
  
12.04;	
  see	
  responses	
  under	
  that	
  section	
  for	
  detailed	
  description	
  of	
  proposed	
  street	
  network.	
  

l. Garages	
  are	
  provided	
  only	
  on	
  the	
  townhome	
  buildings.	
  	
  All	
  garages	
  face	
  onto	
  the	
  alleyway	
  and	
  
are	
  recessed	
  from	
  the	
  prominent	
  building	
  façade	
  to	
  de-­‐emphasize	
  their	
  presence.	
  

m. No	
  above-­‐grade	
  parking	
  structures	
  proposed;	
  standard	
  does	
  not	
  apply.	
  
	
  
	
  
A3.	
  	
  With	
  the	
  exception	
  of	
  the	
  high	
  school	
  the	
  surrounding	
  area	
  of	
  the	
  site	
  is	
  predominantly	
  single-­‐
family	
  residential	
  construction	
  with	
  traditional	
  northwest	
  vernacular;	
  lap,	
  shingle	
  and	
  board	
  and	
  batten	
  
siding	
  with	
  trim	
  and	
  accent	
  features	
  reminiscent	
  of	
  the	
  craftsman	
  style.	
  	
  The	
  proposed	
  building	
  
elevations	
  for	
  this	
  project	
  would	
  utilized	
  fiber-­‐cement	
  siding	
  with	
  2	
  lap	
  siding	
  reveal	
  depths	
  with	
  board	
  
and	
  batten	
  accent	
  areas.	
  	
  A	
  complimentary	
  color	
  palette	
  would	
  enhance	
  the	
  siding	
  types	
  and	
  help	
  
integrate	
  and	
  the	
  project	
  into	
  and	
  enhance	
  the	
  community	
  landscape.	
  

a. Project	
  site	
  is	
  not	
  located	
  in	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  four	
  districts	
  listed;	
  standard	
  does	
  not	
  apply.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
b. The	
  proposed	
  site	
  has	
  not	
  been	
  identified	
  as	
  being	
  located	
  in	
  a	
  historic	
  area;	
  standard	
  does	
  not	
  

apply.	
  
	
  
A4)	
  	
  Grading	
  Narrative	
  
	
  
The	
  existing	
  site	
  is	
  primarily	
  a	
  grassland	
  which	
  generally	
  slopes	
  toward	
  the	
  northwest	
  at	
  about	
  6	
  
percent.	
  Per	
  the	
  project	
  geotechnical	
  report	
  the	
  underlying	
  soils	
  consist	
  of	
  approximately	
  6”	
  of	
  
vegetation	
  and	
  topsoil	
  (which	
  is	
  not	
  appropriate	
  for	
  structural	
  fill)	
  underlined	
  by	
  brownish	
  red	
  silt	
  with	
  
some	
  clay.	
  	
  An	
  occasional	
  aggregate	
  rock	
  (2	
  ft	
  (-­‐)	
  diameter	
  has	
  been	
  discovered	
  within	
  the	
  test	
  pits	
  
performed	
  on	
  the	
  site.	
  	
  The	
  underlying	
  soils	
  are	
  poorly	
  drained	
  and	
  there	
  could	
  be	
  a	
  moderate	
  risk	
  of	
  
expansive	
  soils	
  under	
  moist	
  and	
  saturated	
  conditions.	
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The	
  grading	
  for	
  the	
  property	
  is	
  shown	
  within	
  the	
  site	
  grading	
  plan	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  development	
  
application.	
  The	
  plans	
  shows	
  excavations	
  (cut)	
  toward	
  the	
  south	
  and	
  east	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  development	
  to	
  
depths	
  of	
  approximately	
  6	
  feet.	
  	
  	
  
The	
  plans	
  shows	
  embankments	
  (fill)	
  toward	
  the	
  north	
  and	
  west	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  development	
  to	
  depths	
  of	
  
approximately	
  6	
  feet.	
  Other	
  than,	
  the	
  disposal	
  of	
  topsoil	
  strippings,	
  the	
  earthwork	
  volumes	
  generated	
  
by	
  total	
  excavation	
  and	
  total	
  embankments	
  is	
  weighted	
  slightly	
  towards	
  more	
  embankments.	
  This	
  
earthwork	
  imbalance	
  is	
  expected	
  to	
  be	
  balanced	
  through	
  excess	
  material	
  generated	
  as	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  
roadway,	
  building	
  and	
  utility	
  excavations.	
  
	
  
Due	
  to	
  the	
  excavation	
  and	
  embankments	
  required	
  for	
  the	
  project,	
  there	
  will	
  be	
  a	
  small	
  amount	
  of	
  
retaining	
  walls	
  constructed	
  for	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  These	
  will	
  not	
  exceed	
  5	
  feet	
  in	
  height	
  and	
  can	
  mostly	
  be	
  
designed	
  as	
  a	
  standard	
  “gravity”	
  wall.	
  All	
  structural	
  wall	
  designs	
  and	
  calculations	
  required	
  for	
  retaining	
  
walls	
  will	
  be	
  prepared	
  by	
  a	
  licensed	
  structural	
  engineer	
  and	
  submitted	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  final	
  engineering	
  
design.	
  
	
  
All	
  grading	
  will	
  be	
  fully	
  protected	
  from	
  erosion	
  through	
  the	
  implementation	
  of	
  a	
  sediment	
  and	
  erosion	
  
control	
  plan	
  (see	
  17.47.010	
  above)	
  
	
  
All	
  embankments	
  will	
  be	
  installed	
  in	
  accordance	
  with	
  the	
  recommendations	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  geotechnical	
  
engineer	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  meeting	
  moisture	
  content	
  goals	
  and	
  relative	
  soil	
  compaction	
  standards	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  
required	
  for	
  the	
  structural	
  support	
  of	
  all	
  roadways,	
  buildings,	
  retaining	
  walls	
  and	
  trench	
  backfill.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
A5)	
  Not	
  Applicable.	
  	
  We	
  are	
  not	
  in	
  a	
  Geologic	
  Hazard	
  Overlay	
  District	
  
	
  
A6)	
  	
  Drainage	
  Narrative:	
  	
  See	
  section	
  13.12	
  above	
  and	
  the	
  preliminary	
  drainage	
  report	
  
	
  
A7)	
  Please	
  see	
  our	
  earlier	
  discussion	
  of	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  Section	
  17.52	
  of	
  the	
  Code.	
  
	
  
A8.	
  	
  Sidewalks	
  and	
  curbs	
  are	
  proposed	
  on	
  all	
  new	
  internal	
  public	
  roads	
  and	
  alleyways.	
  	
  Please	
  see	
  the	
  
site	
  plan	
  and	
  the	
  responses	
  provided	
  to	
  Sections	
  12.04.170	
  through	
  .199	
  above	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  response	
  
to	
  item	
  A9	
  below	
  for	
  detailed	
  information.	
  
	
  
A9.	
  Pedestrian	
  Circulation	
  System.	
  
	
  

a. Pathways	
  have	
  been	
  provided	
  from	
  all	
  building	
  entrances	
  directly	
  to	
  the	
  sidewalks	
  located	
  
within	
  the	
  required	
  right-­‐of-­‐ways.	
  	
  The	
  Live/Work	
  units	
  in	
  some	
  instances	
  have	
  two	
  pathways	
  
provided;	
  one	
  directly	
  to	
  the	
  street	
  with	
  a	
  short	
  run	
  of	
  stairs	
  to	
  accommodate	
  grade	
  changes	
  
with	
  a	
  second	
  path	
  following	
  grade	
  providing	
  an	
  accessible	
  route.	
  	
  	
  

b. Pedestrian	
  pathways	
  are	
  provided	
  throughout	
  the	
  site	
  to	
  allow	
  access	
  from	
  any	
  point	
  on	
  the	
  
site	
  to	
  all	
  public	
  amenities.	
  	
  All	
  building	
  entries	
  and	
  exits	
  are	
  connected	
  directly	
  to	
  the	
  sidewalk	
  
along	
  the	
  street	
  which	
  is	
  used	
  predominantly	
  used	
  to	
  meet	
  this	
  standard.	
  	
  	
  

c. No	
  elevated	
  external	
  stairways	
  or	
  walkways	
  are	
  proposed;	
  standard	
  does	
  not	
  apply.	
  
d. All	
  main	
  building	
  entrances	
  on	
  site	
  are	
  interconnected	
  through	
  the	
  pedestrian	
  walkway	
  system.	
  
e. No	
  adjacent	
  developments	
  exist;	
  standard	
  does	
  not	
  apply.	
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f. Proposed	
  on-­‐site	
  pedestrian	
  walkways	
  will	
  be	
  hard	
  surfaced	
  and	
  at	
  least	
  five	
  feet	
  wide	
  and	
  be	
  
visually	
  distinguishable	
  from	
  adjoining	
  surfaces.	
  	
  Wheel	
  stops	
  will	
  be	
  provided	
  in	
  parking	
  areas	
  
where	
  walkways	
  are	
  directly	
  adjacent	
  to	
  parking	
  spaces	
  other	
  than	
  parallel	
  spaces.	
  	
  All	
  
pedestrian	
  walkways	
  located	
  along	
  a	
  public	
  street	
  will	
  be	
  separated	
  from	
  the	
  auto	
  travel	
  lane	
  
by	
  a	
  minimum	
  five	
  foot	
  landscape	
  buffer.	
  	
  All	
  walkways	
  adjacent	
  to	
  internal	
  parking	
  areas	
  shall	
  
be	
  raised	
  above	
  the	
  parking	
  lot	
  by	
  a	
  6”	
  curb.	
  	
  Pedestrian	
  crossing	
  areas	
  shall	
  be	
  readily	
  
distinguishable	
  to	
  alert	
  drivers	
  of	
  the	
  crossing	
  area.	
  

	
  
A10)	
  	
  Adequate	
  maintenance	
  of	
  private	
  improvements	
  to	
  the	
  private	
  grounds,	
  including	
  streets,	
  drains	
  
and	
  pathways,	
  is	
  planned	
  by	
  the	
  applicant.	
  
	
  
A11)	
  	
  Please	
  see	
  our	
  earlier	
  discussion	
  of	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  Section	
  17.41	
  of	
  the	
  Code	
  
	
  
A12)	
  	
  Natural	
  Resources	
  Overlay	
  District	
  –	
  Not	
  Applicable	
  there	
  are	
  no	
  natural	
  resources	
  identified	
  for	
  
the	
  property.	
  
	
  
A13)	
  	
  The	
  applicant	
  has	
  read	
  this	
  section	
  of	
  code	
  and	
  understands	
  it.	
  
	
  
A14)	
  Water	
  and	
  Sewer	
  Narrative	
  
	
  
Water	
  Service:	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Water	
  service	
  with	
  a	
  separate	
  meter	
  will	
  be	
  provided	
  to	
  each	
  building.	
  	
  A	
  single	
  water	
  meter	
  will	
  be	
  
provided	
  to	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  larger	
  multifamily	
  housing	
  units	
  and	
  not	
  an	
  individual	
  meter	
  to	
  each	
  apartment.	
  	
  
The	
  community	
  center	
  and	
  the	
  mixed	
  use	
  (commercial/	
  residential)	
  building	
  north	
  of	
  Meyers	
  Road.	
  A	
  
separate	
  meter	
  is	
  also	
  anticipated	
  to	
  serve	
  landscape	
  irrigation	
  purposes.	
  
	
  
Where	
  possible	
  all	
  watermains	
  will	
  be	
  looped	
  for	
  two	
  directional	
  water	
  supply	
  and	
  to	
  provide	
  for	
  
continuous	
  water	
  service	
  during	
  maintenance	
  or	
  other	
  temporary	
  valve	
  closures.	
  	
  All	
  public	
  watermains	
  
will	
  be	
  extended	
  to	
  the	
  property	
  line	
  within	
  the	
  new	
  public	
  roadways	
  for	
  future	
  extension	
  to	
  adjacent	
  
properties	
  as	
  they	
  develop.	
  A	
  blow	
  off	
  valve	
  will	
  be	
  provided	
  at	
  the	
  terminal	
  waterline	
  locations.	
  
	
  
All	
  water	
  mains	
  proposed	
  with	
  in	
  the	
  development	
  and	
  connecting	
  to	
  existing	
  water	
  mains	
  in	
  
Beavercreek	
  Road	
  will	
  be	
  public	
  waterlines	
  designed	
  and	
  constructed	
  in	
  accordance	
  with	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  
Oregon	
  City	
  design	
  standards.	
  	
  Where	
  public	
  waterlines	
  are	
  located	
  outside	
  of	
  a	
  dedicated	
  public	
  Right-­‐
of-­‐Way,	
  a	
  public	
  utility	
  access	
  and	
  maintenance	
  easement	
  will	
  be	
  recorded	
  for	
  the	
  benefit	
  of	
  Oregon	
  
City.	
  The	
  size	
  and	
  location	
  of	
  the	
  easement	
  is	
  to	
  be	
  determined	
  by	
  the	
  City	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  final	
  engineering	
  
design.	
  	
  
	
  
Water	
  service	
  for	
  domestic	
  and	
  firefighting	
  services	
  is	
  available	
  within	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  along	
  the	
  
length	
  of	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  There	
  currently	
  exists	
  two	
  watermains	
  in	
  the	
  roadway.	
  The	
  first	
  is	
  a	
  16”	
  diameter	
  
main	
  that	
  is	
  owned	
  by	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  Oregon	
  City.	
  The	
  second	
  is	
  an	
  8”	
  diameter	
  pipe	
  owned	
  by	
  Clackamas	
  
River	
  Water	
  District	
  (CRW).	
  	
  The	
  project	
  is	
  currently	
  located	
  within	
  Oregon	
  City’s	
  water	
  district.	
  
	
  
Although	
  water	
  is	
  available	
  in	
  Beavercreek	
  rd	
  from	
  the	
  16”	
  watermain,	
  the	
  available	
  water	
  pressure	
  in	
  
that	
  main	
  is	
  approximately	
  40	
  psi	
  which	
  is	
  at	
  the	
  low	
  end	
  of	
  the	
  pressure	
  required	
  by	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  Oregon	
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City.	
  	
  There	
  are	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  solutions	
  to	
  this	
  pressure	
  issue.	
  	
  The	
  final	
  solution	
  will	
  be	
  determined	
  
through	
  a	
  collaborative	
  effort	
  between	
  the	
  developer,	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  Oregon	
  City	
  and	
  CRW.	
  The	
  City	
  of	
  
Oregon	
  city	
  is	
  currently	
  updating	
  its	
  water	
  master	
  plan.	
  The	
  selected	
  option	
  will	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  informed	
  by	
  
the	
  findings	
  that	
  result	
  through	
  that	
  master	
  planned	
  effort.	
  	
  Some	
  of	
  the	
  options	
  under	
  discussion	
  
include:	
  
	
  

1. Provide	
  a	
  temporary	
  solution	
  until	
  the	
  City	
  constructs	
  a	
  new	
  reservoir	
  that	
  will	
  increase	
  the	
  
operating	
  pressure	
  in	
  the	
  16”	
  main.	
  These	
  temporary	
  solutions	
  include:	
  

a. Construct	
  a	
  new	
  watermain	
  within	
  Beavercreek	
  Rd	
  that	
  will	
  connect	
  to	
  the	
  outlet	
  side	
  
of	
  a	
  CRW	
  booster	
  pump	
  station	
  approximately	
  800	
  feet	
  south	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  site.	
  	
  This	
  
solution	
  will	
  require	
  an	
  inter-­‐governmental	
  agreement	
  (IGA)	
  between	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  
Oregon	
  City	
  and	
  CRW.	
  
	
  

b. Use	
  the	
  16”	
  main	
  at	
  its	
  current	
  operating	
  pressure	
  and	
  construct	
  booster	
  pump	
  
stations	
  where	
  required	
  on	
  the	
  project	
  that	
  will	
  increase	
  domestic	
  use	
  pressure	
  where	
  
it	
  is	
  required	
  for	
  2	
  and	
  3	
  story	
  structures.	
  Preliminary	
  water	
  pressure	
  modeling	
  indicats	
  
that	
  dynamic	
  pressure	
  and	
  flow	
  necessary	
  per	
  the	
  fire	
  code	
  to	
  fight	
  fires	
  will	
  be	
  
adequate	
  to	
  be	
  served	
  from	
  the	
  existing	
  16”	
  water	
  main	
  and	
  pressure.	
  

	
  
2. Change	
  the	
  water	
  service	
  boundary	
  so	
  that	
  the	
  project	
  can	
  be	
  permanently	
  supplied	
  by	
  CRW.	
  	
  

	
  
As	
  already	
  stated,	
  the	
  final	
  solution	
  will	
  be	
  a	
  combination	
  of	
  the	
  above	
  options	
  and	
  result	
  from	
  a	
  
collaborative	
  effort	
  between	
  the	
  Developer,	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  Oregon	
  City	
  and	
  CRW.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Sanitary	
  Sewer:	
  
	
  
Public	
  sanitary	
  gravity	
  sewer	
  can	
  be	
  provided	
  to	
  all	
  buildings	
  within	
  the	
  development	
  and	
  will	
  be	
  
designed	
  to	
  be	
  consistent	
  with	
  City	
  of	
  Oregon	
  City	
  design	
  standards.	
  Where	
  public	
  sewers	
  are	
  located	
  
outside	
  of	
  a	
  dedicated	
  public	
  Right-­‐of-­‐Way,	
  a	
  public	
  utility	
  access	
  and	
  maintenance	
  easement	
  will	
  be	
  
recorded	
  for	
  the	
  benefit	
  of	
  Oregon	
  City.	
  The	
  size	
  and	
  location	
  of	
  the	
  easement	
  is	
  to	
  be	
  determined	
  by	
  
the	
  City	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  final	
  engineering	
  design.	
  
	
  
Existing	
  sanitary	
  sewer	
  is	
  available	
  within	
  an	
  existing	
  public	
  utility	
  easement	
  within	
  the	
  Carrington	
  Place	
  
sub-­‐division	
  which	
  is	
  contiguous	
  to	
  Beavercreek	
  road.	
  	
  Per	
  the	
  Carrington	
  Place	
  record	
  drawings,	
  the	
  
depth	
  to	
  this	
  existing	
  sanitary	
  sewer	
  (flowline)	
  at	
  the	
  terminal	
  manhole	
  is	
  8.75	
  feet	
  which	
  is	
  of	
  
adequate	
  depth	
  to	
  serve	
  the	
  development.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  City	
  of	
  Oregon	
  City	
  is	
  currently	
  updating	
  its	
  sewer	
  master	
  plan.	
  	
  The	
  new	
  masterplan	
  will	
  establish	
  
new	
  or	
  confirm	
  existing	
  sewer	
  sub-­‐basin	
  boundaries.	
  The	
  proposed	
  development	
  is	
  expected	
  to	
  be	
  
included	
  in	
  the	
  Glennoak	
  sewer	
  sub-­‐basin	
  but	
  that	
  formal	
  designation	
  is	
  still	
  pending	
  public	
  
notification.	
  The	
  master	
  plan	
  will	
  also	
  indicated	
  what	
  downstream	
  capacity	
  problems	
  (if	
  any)	
  exist	
  
within	
  the	
  current	
  sub-­‐basin	
  and	
  if	
  any	
  capacity	
  problems	
  will	
  result	
  from	
  the	
  addition	
  of	
  sewer	
  
contributions	
  from	
  the	
  proposed	
  development.	
  Finally	
  the	
  new	
  sewer	
  master	
  plan	
  will	
  establish	
  the	
  
available	
  capacity	
  of	
  future	
  developments	
  within	
  the	
  Beavercreek	
  Concept	
  master	
  plan	
  area.	
  	
  Some	
  of	
  
these	
  future	
  developments	
  will	
  connect	
  to	
  sewer	
  mains	
  installed	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  this	
  proposed	
  development.	
  
Accordingly,	
  sewer	
  mains	
  will	
  be	
  extended	
  to	
  the	
  property	
  boundary	
  within	
  new	
  public	
  roadways	
  to	
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accommodate	
  sewer	
  flows	
  from	
  future	
  developments.	
  Sewer	
  mains	
  will	
  be	
  sized	
  once	
  the	
  sub-­‐basin	
  
contribution	
  from	
  future	
  development	
  is	
  determined	
  through	
  the	
  master	
  plan	
  update.	
  

	
  
	
  
A15.	
  	
  All	
  proposed	
  roadways	
  have	
  been	
  designed	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  criteria	
  of	
  Chapter	
  12.04	
  and	
  the	
  Street,	
  
Sidewalk	
  and	
  Public	
  Places	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  Oregon	
  City	
  Municipal	
  Code	
  and	
  consistent	
  with	
  the	
  
transportation	
  master	
  plan	
  design	
  standards.	
  	
  The	
  impacts	
  of	
  the	
  additional	
  trips	
  generated	
  by	
  the	
  
proposed	
  project	
  on	
  the	
  existing	
  infrastructure	
  have	
  been	
  studied	
  in	
  a	
  formal	
  traffic	
  impact	
  analysis	
  
which	
  is	
  included	
  in	
  this	
  submittal	
  package.	
  	
  No	
  off-­‐site	
  projects	
  were	
  identified	
  as	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  the	
  traffic	
  
impact	
  analysis	
  and	
  all	
  on-­‐site	
  recommendations	
  have	
  been	
  followed	
  and	
  incorporated	
  into	
  the	
  plans.	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  
A16)	
  	
  No	
  public	
  transit	
  structure	
  is	
  currently	
  planned	
  as	
  the	
  site	
  is	
  not	
  currently	
  served	
  by	
  public	
  transit	
  
at	
  the	
  perimeter	
  of	
  the	
  site.	
  
	
  
A17)	
  	
  The	
  applicant	
  will	
  place	
  all	
  new	
  utility	
  lines	
  underground	
  in	
  this	
  development.	
  	
  
	
  
A18)	
  ADA	
  standards	
  are	
  followed	
  in	
  the	
  site	
  design	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  development.	
  
	
  
A19.	
  MUC-­‐1	
  zone	
  classification;	
  standard	
  does	
  not	
  apply.	
  
	
  
A20.	
  Screening	
  of	
  Mechanical	
  Equipment	
  	
  

a. If	
  mechanical	
  equipment	
  is	
  located	
  on	
  the	
  roof;	
  screening	
  measures	
  complying	
  with	
  this	
  section	
  
will	
  be	
  included	
  to	
  fully	
  conceal	
  the	
  equipment	
  with	
  materials	
  used	
  on	
  the	
  primary	
  façade	
  in	
  a	
  
way	
  that	
  coordinates	
  with	
  the	
  buildings	
  architectural	
  design.	
  

b. No	
  through-­‐wall	
  mechanical	
  units	
  are	
  planned	
  for	
  this	
  project.	
  	
  If	
  meters	
  are	
  installed	
  in	
  groups	
  
on	
  the	
  building’s	
  exterior,	
  they	
  will	
  be	
  properly	
  screened	
  from	
  view	
  through	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  
plantings	
  or	
  a	
  sight-­‐obscuring	
  enclosure	
  constructed	
  of	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  primary	
  materials	
  used	
  on	
  
the	
  primary	
  façade	
  of	
  the	
  building.	
  

c. Any	
  ground	
  mounted	
  above-­‐grade	
  mechanical	
  equipment	
  shall	
  be	
  screened	
  in	
  a	
  way	
  consistent	
  
with	
  this	
  code	
  section	
  and	
  as	
  approved	
  by	
  the	
  community	
  development	
  director	
  and	
  utility	
  
provider.	
  

d. All	
  currently	
  proposed	
  and	
  future	
  mechanical	
  equipment	
  shall	
  comply	
  with	
  the	
  standards	
  of	
  
this	
  section.	
  

e. 	
  No	
  solar	
  energy	
  panels,	
  photovoltaic	
  equipment	
  or	
  wind	
  power	
  generating	
  equipment	
  is	
  
proposed;	
  section	
  does	
  not	
  apply.	
  

	
  
A21.	
  Building	
  Materials	
  

a. Proposed	
  building	
  materials	
  for	
  this	
  project	
  include	
  fiber-­‐cement	
  lap	
  siding	
  and	
  fiber-­‐cement	
  
board	
  and	
  batten	
  siding.	
  

b. None	
  of	
  the	
  listed	
  materials	
  are	
  proposed	
  for	
  use	
  with	
  this	
  project.	
  
c. 1.	
  Concrete	
  block	
  may	
  be	
  selected	
  for	
  use	
  in	
  the	
  construction	
  of	
  the	
  trash	
  enclosures.	
  	
  If	
  so	
  they	
  

will	
  be	
  the	
  split-­‐face	
  style	
  blocks	
  with	
  a	
  color	
  tint.	
  
2.	
  No	
  metal	
  siding	
  proposed	
  
3.	
  No	
  EIFS	
  proposed.	
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4.	
  All	
  fiber-­‐cement	
  and	
  trim	
  work	
  to	
  be	
  painted	
  prior	
  to	
  completion	
  for	
  full	
  weatherization.	
  	
  All	
  
exterior	
  surfaces	
  shall	
  be	
  maintained	
  by	
  the	
  property	
  manager	
  to	
  prevent	
  deterioration.	
  

	
  
A22)	
  The	
  applicant	
  has	
  read	
  and	
  understands	
  this	
  section.	
  
	
  

• 17.62.055	
  Institutional	
  and	
  commercial	
  building	
  standards	
  	
  
	
  
Other	
  Sections	
  of	
  this	
  narrative	
  cover	
  all	
  elements	
  of	
  required	
  setbacks	
  for	
  commercial,	
  live-­‐work	
  and	
  
residential	
  structures	
  in	
  the	
  MUC-­‐1	
  zone.	
  	
  Additionally,	
  a	
  separate	
  narrative	
  on	
  live-­‐work	
  units	
  is	
  
provided	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  overall	
  Site	
  Plan	
  and	
  Design	
  Review	
  application.	
  

	
  
A. Located	
  within	
  the	
  MUC-­‐1	
  zone	
  the	
  proposed	
  site	
  plan	
  includes	
  Live/Work	
  units.	
  	
  As	
  such	
  portions	
  of	
  

this	
  section	
  will	
  apply	
  to	
  the	
  proposed	
  plans.	
  	
  Per	
  the	
  pre-­‐application	
  conference	
  notes	
  form	
  July	
  9,	
  
2013	
  we	
  have	
  been	
  requested	
  to	
  address	
  sub-­‐section	
  D	
  of	
  this	
  section.	
  	
  	
  

A. 1.	
  	
  	
  The	
  proposed	
  site	
  plan	
  has	
  buildings	
  located	
  between	
  7	
  and	
  9	
  feet	
  from	
  the	
  front	
  property	
  setback.	
  	
  
This	
  setback	
  requires	
  the	
  incorporation	
  of	
  one	
  element	
  from	
  the	
  list	
  provided	
  in	
  this	
  section	
  to	
  allow	
  an	
  
additional	
  5	
  feet	
  of	
  setback	
  for	
  a	
  total	
  of	
  10	
  feet.	
  	
  Line	
  item	
  h,	
  enhanced	
  landscaping	
  has	
  been	
  selected	
  
and	
  is	
  represented	
  on	
  the	
  landscape	
  plans	
  included	
  with	
  this	
  submittal.	
  	
  	
  

	
  
	
  

• 17.62.057	
  Multifamily	
  Standards	
  
	
  
A	
  number	
  of	
  techniques	
  have	
  been	
  utilized	
  in	
  the	
  design	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  buildings	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  ensure	
  a	
  
high-­‐quality	
  development	
  that	
  is	
  complimentary	
  to	
  the	
  character	
  of	
  the	
  surrounding	
  neighborhoods.	
  	
  
The	
  following	
  is	
  a	
  brief	
  description	
  of	
  how	
  each	
  standard	
  has	
  been	
  addressed:	
  
	
  
A. The	
  proposed	
  project	
  includes	
  both	
  traditional	
  multi-­‐family	
  residential	
  units	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  Live/work	
  

commercial	
  units;	
  the	
  standards	
  of	
  this	
  section	
  apply	
  to	
  our	
  project.	
  
B. See	
  discussion	
  under	
  section	
  for	
  compliance	
  with	
  Section	
  17.62.050,	
  the	
  following	
  outlines	
  

compliance	
  with	
  the	
  remainder	
  of	
  this	
  section.	
  
C. All	
  street-­‐facing	
  ground-­‐floor	
  units	
  (with	
  the	
  exception	
  of	
  the	
  two	
  units	
  of	
  building	
  C1)	
  are	
  

live/work	
  units	
  and	
  in	
  combination	
  with	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  Section	
  17.62.055	
  the	
  average	
  setback	
  
of	
  all	
  buildings	
  is	
  seven	
  to	
  nine	
  feet.	
  	
  The	
  setback	
  was	
  chosen	
  to	
  satisfy	
  both	
  the	
  five	
  foot	
  maximum	
  
setback	
  of	
  the	
  commercial	
  standards	
  and	
  the	
  twenty	
  foot	
  maximum	
  of	
  this	
  section.	
  	
  An	
  additional	
  
five	
  foot	
  setback	
  allowance	
  per	
  Section	
  17.62.055.D	
  (by	
  incorporating	
  enhanced	
  landscaping	
  of	
  20	
  
square	
  feet	
  per	
  entrance)	
  allows	
  us	
  the	
  proposed	
  setback	
  distance	
  shown	
  in	
  the	
  submitted	
  plans.	
  	
  
We	
  feel	
  the	
  selected	
  setback	
  not	
  only	
  meets	
  the	
  code	
  requirements	
  but	
  also	
  provides	
  the	
  more	
  
intimate	
  pedestrian	
  experience	
  while	
  maintaining	
  enough	
  privacy	
  for	
  the	
  residential	
  portion	
  of	
  the	
  
units.	
  

D. The	
  buildings	
  have	
  been	
  specifically	
  designed	
  and	
  located	
  on	
  the	
  site	
  to	
  follow	
  the	
  street	
  grid	
  that	
  
has	
  been	
  created.	
  	
  The	
  ‘front’	
  or	
  prominent	
  architectural	
  façade	
  of	
  all	
  buildings	
  have	
  been	
  oriented	
  
towards	
  the	
  nearest	
  public	
  street	
  and	
  includes	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  architectural	
  features.	
  	
  On	
  the	
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townhome	
  units	
  a	
  combination	
  of	
  covered	
  porch	
  areas	
  and	
  planting	
  beds	
  provide	
  interest	
  and	
  a	
  
visual	
  transition	
  between	
  the	
  public	
  and	
  private	
  space.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Apartments	
  are	
  much	
  larger	
  structures	
  and	
  use	
  the	
  modulation	
  of	
  the	
  live/work	
  units	
  at	
  street	
  
level	
  to	
  break	
  up	
  the	
  mass	
  into	
  a	
  more	
  human	
  scale.	
  	
  The	
  individual	
  entrances	
  to	
  the	
  live/work	
  
units	
  are	
  highlighted	
  by	
  their	
  closer	
  proximity	
  to	
  the	
  street	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  enhanced	
  planting	
  areas	
  
around	
  each	
  entrance.	
  	
  The	
  main	
  entrance	
  into	
  the	
  interior	
  corridor	
  of	
  the	
  apartment	
  buildings	
  is	
  
centered	
  in	
  the	
  building	
  and	
  is	
  recessed	
  from	
  the	
  street	
  and	
  defined	
  by	
  wider	
  pathways,	
  enhanced	
  
planting	
  areas	
  and	
  covered	
  entryway.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Clubhouse	
  and	
  C1	
  building	
  employ	
  similar	
  techniques;	
  cover	
  entryways,	
  planting	
  areas	
  and	
  
street-­‐facing	
  glazing	
  to	
  provide	
  well-­‐defined	
  building	
  entries	
  that	
  enhance	
  the	
  visual	
  sense	
  of	
  the	
  
transition	
  from	
  public	
  to	
  private	
  areas.	
  
	
  

E. By	
  designating	
  a	
  block	
  size	
  that	
  allows	
  for	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  parking	
  to	
  be	
  located	
  internally	
  behind	
  the	
  
buildings	
  the	
  proposed	
  plan	
  easily	
  provides	
  the	
  required	
  frontage.	
  	
  With	
  the	
  exception	
  of	
  two	
  
sections	
  along	
  new	
  public	
  Street	
  A	
  and	
  Street	
  B	
  where	
  required	
  community	
  open	
  space	
  is	
  located	
  
(noted	
  in	
  table	
  below)	
  all	
  frontages	
  are	
  exceeded.	
  	
  Frontage	
  has	
  been	
  calculated	
  along	
  Beavercreek	
  
Road,	
  the	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  extension,	
  and	
  along	
  new	
  public	
  streets	
  A	
  and	
  B	
  as	
  shown	
  in	
  the	
  table	
  
below:	
  

	
  
	
  
F. Pedestrian	
  circulation	
  	
  

Section	
  17.62.057.E	
  Multi-­‐Family	
  Standards	
  
Frontage	
  Segment Total	
  Length Building	
  Frontage Percentage Notes
Beavercreek	
  Road

South	
  of	
  Meyers	
  Road 726.69 520.5 71.63%
North	
  of	
  Meyers	
  Road 147.6 88.42 59.91%

Meyers	
  Road
South	
  side,	
  Beavercreek	
  to	
  Street	
  A 289.43 185 63.92%
South	
  side,	
  Street	
  A	
  to	
  North	
  PL 50.74 44.94 88.57%
North	
  side

Street	
  A
South	
  Side,	
  Meyers	
  to	
  Street	
  B 334.65 225.93 67.51%
South	
  Side,	
  Street	
  B	
  to	
  East	
  PL 225.42 220.8 97.95%
North	
  Side,	
  Meyers	
  to	
  Street	
  B 346.15 275.43 79.57%
North	
  Side,	
  Street	
  B	
  to	
  East	
  PL 154.3 35 22.68% A

Street	
  B
South	
  Side,	
  Alley	
  Loop	
  to	
  Street	
  A 189.26 120 63.40%
South	
  Side,	
  Street	
  A	
  to	
  East	
  PL 133.87 96.5 72.08%
North	
  Side,	
  Alley	
  Loop	
  to	
  Street	
  A 189.26 0 0.00% A
North	
  Side,	
  Street	
  A	
  to	
  East	
  PL 188.95 120 63.51%

Notes
A.	
  	
  Required	
  community	
  recreation/open	
  space	
  located	
  within	
  street	
  frontage	
  area.
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1. Pathways	
  have	
  been	
  provided	
  from	
  all	
  building	
  entrances	
  directly	
  to	
  the	
  sidewalks	
  located	
  
within	
  the	
  required	
  right-­‐of-­‐ways.	
  	
  The	
  Live/Work	
  units	
  in	
  some	
  instances	
  have	
  two	
  
pathways	
  provided;	
  one	
  directly	
  to	
  the	
  street	
  with	
  a	
  short	
  run	
  of	
  stairs	
  to	
  accommodate	
  
grade	
  changes	
  with	
  a	
  second	
  path	
  following	
  grade	
  providing	
  an	
  accessible	
  route.	
  	
  	
  

2. Pedestrian	
  pathways	
  are	
  provided	
  throughout	
  the	
  site	
  to	
  allow	
  access	
  from	
  any	
  point	
  on	
  
the	
  site	
  to	
  all	
  public	
  amenities.	
  	
  All	
  building	
  entries	
  and	
  exits	
  are	
  connected	
  directly	
  to	
  the	
  
sidewalk	
  along	
  the	
  street	
  which	
  is	
  used	
  predominantly	
  used	
  to	
  meet	
  this	
  standard.	
  	
  	
  

3. No	
  elevated	
  external	
  stairways	
  or	
  walkways	
  are	
  proposed;	
  standard	
  does	
  not	
  apply.	
  

Additional	
  discussion	
  of	
  the	
  pedestrian	
  circulation	
  system	
  can	
  be	
  found	
  with	
  the	
  response	
  to	
  
Section	
  17.62.050	
  Standards,	
  sub-­‐section	
  A.9.	
  	
  	
  

G. All	
  buildings	
  proposed	
  with	
  this	
  site	
  plan	
  are	
  multi-­‐family	
  residential	
  buildings	
  or	
  portions	
  there-­‐of	
  
and	
  therefore	
  are	
  required	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  standards	
  of	
  this	
  section.	
  

1. A	
  number	
  of	
  elements	
  have	
  been	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  design	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  buildings	
  in	
  order	
  
to	
  meet	
  the	
  articulation	
  and	
  modulation	
  requirements.	
  	
  The	
  apartment	
  buildings	
  have	
  both	
  
vertical	
  and	
  horizontal	
  modulation	
  which	
  contributes	
  to	
  the	
  visual	
  articulation	
  of	
  the	
  
ground	
  floor,	
  middle	
  floors	
  and	
  roof	
  line.	
  	
  With	
  the	
  live/work	
  units	
  on	
  the	
  ground	
  floor,	
  a	
  
portion	
  of	
  all	
  the	
  units	
  are	
  a	
  full	
  five	
  feet	
  in	
  front	
  of	
  the	
  floor	
  above	
  and	
  neighboring	
  wall	
  
sections	
  with	
  distinct	
  window	
  and	
  door	
  appearance	
  which	
  defines	
  this	
  portion	
  of	
  the	
  
structure.	
  	
  The	
  middle	
  floors	
  are	
  also	
  vertically	
  modulated	
  in	
  a	
  semi-­‐repetitive	
  way	
  at	
  every	
  
12’	
  structural	
  bay;	
  balconies	
  provide	
  modulations	
  that	
  are	
  deeper	
  and	
  wider	
  than	
  the	
  three	
  
foot	
  by	
  4	
  foot	
  minimum	
  and	
  are	
  incorporated	
  into	
  the	
  overall	
  massing,	
  not	
  tacked	
  on.	
  	
  The	
  
modulation	
  of	
  the	
  upper	
  floors	
  is	
  what	
  allows	
  for	
  a	
  distinctive	
  roof	
  line	
  that	
  is	
  modulated	
  to	
  
follow	
  the	
  building	
  below.	
  	
  The	
  roof	
  has	
  been	
  standardized	
  for	
  constructability	
  while	
  still	
  
maintaining	
  a	
  symmetrical	
  design	
  that	
  provides	
  breaks	
  in	
  the	
  plane	
  at	
  roughly	
  twenty	
  foot	
  
intervals.	
  	
  Gables	
  are	
  located	
  along	
  the	
  roof	
  line	
  to	
  provide	
  additional	
  visual	
  breaks	
  and	
  are	
  
paired	
  with	
  the	
  locations	
  of	
  the	
  horizontal	
  modulation	
  of	
  the	
  live/work	
  units	
  at	
  the	
  ground	
  
floor	
  to	
  add	
  additional	
  emphasis	
  to	
  these	
  units.	
  
	
  
The	
  Townhomes	
  follow	
  many	
  of	
  the	
  same	
  techniques	
  as	
  the	
  apartments.	
  	
  The	
  ground	
  floor	
  
area	
  facing	
  the	
  street	
  of	
  all	
  the	
  units	
  are	
  to	
  function	
  as	
  live/work	
  spaces	
  and	
  have	
  been	
  
designed	
  with	
  covered	
  porch	
  structures	
  at	
  the	
  ground	
  floor.	
  	
  These	
  structures	
  extend	
  five	
  
feet	
  out	
  beyond	
  the	
  walls	
  behind	
  them	
  and	
  create	
  the	
  distinct	
  visual	
  articulation	
  of	
  the	
  
ground	
  floor.	
  	
  The	
  middle	
  floors	
  also	
  include	
  vertical	
  modulation	
  and	
  repetitive	
  window	
  
patterns	
  to	
  define	
  this	
  section	
  of	
  the	
  building,	
  and	
  the	
  roof	
  line	
  matches	
  this	
  modulation	
  to	
  
create	
  a	
  distinctive	
  roof	
  line;	
  completing	
  the	
  articulation	
  requirements.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  	
  

2. The	
  majority	
  of	
  our	
  buildings	
  will	
  be	
  visible	
  from	
  either	
  an	
  existing	
  street	
  or	
  a	
  proposed	
  
new	
  public	
  street.	
  	
  The	
  townhome	
  buildings	
  have	
  been	
  designed	
  in	
  three	
  configurations,	
  3-­‐
unit,	
  4-­‐unit	
  and	
  6-­‐unit	
  buildings,	
  with	
  the	
  longest	
  being	
  96’-­‐3”	
  wide	
  and	
  as	
  such	
  meet	
  the	
  
requirements	
  of	
  this	
  section.	
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The	
  apartment	
  buildings	
  do	
  exceed	
  the	
  120	
  feet	
  maximum	
  and	
  have	
  been	
  designed	
  to	
  
provide	
  the	
  required	
  modulation	
  to	
  break	
  up	
  the	
  continuous	
  building.	
  	
  The	
  buildings	
  have	
  
been	
  designed	
  in	
  two	
  wings	
  that	
  meet	
  at	
  the	
  main	
  building	
  entry	
  at	
  the	
  center	
  of	
  the	
  
building.	
  	
  At	
  20	
  feet	
  deep	
  and	
  36.5	
  feet	
  wide	
  this	
  main	
  entry	
  area	
  is	
  what	
  provides	
  the	
  
required	
  modulation	
  to	
  break	
  the	
  wings	
  into	
  120	
  foot	
  lengths.	
  
	
  

3. The	
  proposed	
  rooflines	
  of	
  the	
  buildings	
  are	
  a	
  6:12	
  slope	
  throughout	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  By	
  
following	
  the	
  vertical	
  modulation	
  of	
  the	
  buildings	
  as	
  described	
  in	
  the	
  previous	
  sub-­‐section	
  
the	
  roofline	
  has	
  been	
  visually	
  broken	
  into	
  sections	
  less	
  than	
  35	
  feet	
  measured	
  horizontally.	
  

H. The	
  site	
  plan	
  includes	
  a	
  total	
  of	
  13	
  proposed	
  buildings	
  comprised	
  of	
  7	
  total	
  building	
  types.	
  	
  Three	
  of	
  
the	
  buildings	
  are	
  3-­‐story	
  stacked-­‐flat	
  style	
  buildings	
  that	
  share	
  a	
  similar	
  appearance,	
  the	
  
community	
  center	
  and	
  building	
  C1	
  are	
  unique	
  building	
  types	
  and	
  the	
  remaining	
  8	
  buildings	
  are	
  
townhomes	
  that	
  are	
  configured	
  as	
  3-­‐unit,	
  4-­‐unit,	
  4-­‐unit/jogged,	
  and	
  6-­‐unit	
  buildings.	
  	
  Building	
  
placement	
  along	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  was	
  especially	
  important	
  with	
  the	
  frontage	
  exceeding	
  700	
  feet;	
  
the	
  multiple	
  townhome	
  configurations	
  were	
  developed	
  and	
  placed	
  strategically	
  to	
  ensure	
  a	
  varied	
  
look	
  along	
  this	
  prominent	
  public	
  way.	
  

I. With	
  183	
  total	
  units	
  on	
  site	
  the	
  code	
  requirement	
  for	
  unit	
  diversity	
  for	
  this	
  project	
  is	
  four	
  unit	
  types	
  
representing	
  a	
  minimum	
  of	
  ten	
  percent	
  of	
  the	
  total	
  units	
  per	
  type.	
  	
  The	
  table	
  below	
  provides	
  the	
  
proposed	
  unit	
  counts	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  and	
  demonstrates	
  that	
  in	
  addition	
  to	
  4	
  unit	
  types	
  of	
  at	
  least	
  ten	
  
percent	
  there	
  are	
  2	
  additional	
  unit	
  types	
  for	
  a	
  total	
  of	
  6	
  unit	
  types	
  in	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  This	
  does	
  not	
  
include	
  the	
  Type	
  A	
  accessible	
  units	
  which	
  would	
  provide	
  additional	
  	
  unit	
  types.	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
J. The	
  proposed	
  site	
  is	
  located	
  within	
  the	
  MUC-­‐1	
  zone	
  which	
  allows	
  commercial	
  uses,	
  however	
  is	
  not	
  

strictly	
  a	
  commercial	
  district	
  and	
  is	
  not	
  in	
  a	
  neighborhood	
  with	
  an	
  established	
  pattern	
  of	
  raised	
  
dwelling	
  units.	
  	
  We	
  have	
  located	
  our	
  buildings	
  within	
  15	
  feet	
  of	
  the	
  sidewalks,	
  so	
  with	
  a	
  
combination	
  of	
  the	
  requirements	
  happening	
  within	
  our	
  site	
  the	
  application	
  of	
  this	
  standard	
  is	
  

17.62.057.I	
  Multi-­‐Family	
  Standards	
  -­‐	
  Unit	
  Type	
  Diversity
Unit	
  Type Quantity Percentage
1-­‐Bed/1-­‐Bath	
  Stacked	
  Flat	
  Units 58 31.69%
2-­‐Bed/2-­‐Bath	
  Stacked	
  Flat	
  Units 47 25.68%
3-­‐Bed/2-­‐Bath	
  Stacked	
  Flat	
  Units 10 5.46%
5-­‐Bed/5-­‐Bath	
  Stacked	
  Flat	
  Units 6 3.28%
Total	
  Stacked	
  Flat	
  Apartment	
  Units 121

Studio	
  Live/Work	
  Stacked	
  Flat	
  Units 11 6.01%
2-­‐Bed/2-­‐Bath	
  Live/Work	
  Stacked	
  Flat	
  Units 15 8.20%
Total	
  Stacked	
  Flat	
  Apartment	
  Live/Work	
  Units 26 14.21%

3-­‐Bed/2-­‐Bath	
  Live/Work	
  Towhomes 36 19.67%

Total	
  Units	
  on	
  Site 183
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unclear.	
  	
  What	
  we	
  propose	
  as	
  a	
  solution	
  to	
  this	
  section	
  is	
  in	
  part	
  solved	
  by	
  the	
  proposed	
  live/work	
  
units	
  at	
  the	
  ground	
  floor.	
  	
  With	
  the	
  Live/work	
  units	
  the	
  spaces	
  at	
  ground	
  level	
  there	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  a	
  
conversion	
  to	
  commercial	
  use	
  as	
  the	
  space	
  already	
  is	
  a	
  commercial	
  use.	
  	
  Because	
  the	
  commercial	
  
function	
  of	
  the	
  space	
  is	
  already	
  being	
  meet	
  within	
  the	
  proposed	
  live/work	
  units	
  there	
  is	
  no	
  
likelihood	
  of	
  a	
  future	
  commercial	
  tenant	
  requiring	
  13	
  foot	
  ceilings.	
  	
  Therefore	
  we	
  are	
  proposing	
  a	
  
10	
  foot	
  ceiling	
  on	
  all	
  ground	
  floor	
  units	
  to	
  promote	
  the	
  aesthetic	
  look	
  of	
  a	
  commercial	
  use	
  from	
  the	
  
exterior	
  while	
  providing	
  a	
  more	
  residential	
  scale	
  to	
  the	
  residential	
  portions	
  of	
  those	
  units.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  The	
  
narrative	
  on	
  live-­‐work	
  units	
  shows	
  that	
  many,	
  if	
  not	
  all,	
  of	
  the	
  commercial	
  businesses	
  that	
  operate	
  
in	
  live-­‐work	
  structures	
  do	
  not	
  require	
  13	
  foot	
  ceilings	
  as	
  they	
  are	
  not	
  required	
  to	
  have	
  extensive	
  
HVAC	
  systems	
  that	
  typically	
  are	
  the	
  reason	
  for	
  13	
  foot	
  ceilings	
  in	
  commercial	
  spaces.	
  	
  	
  

K. To	
  meet	
  the	
  required	
  five	
  points	
  for	
  multifamily	
  building	
  materials	
  the	
  proposed	
  buildings	
  have	
  
included	
  the	
  following	
  architectural	
  details	
  from	
  the	
  provided	
  list:	
  

1. Decorative	
  porches	
  on	
  the	
  townhome	
  buildings	
  
2. Enhanced	
  landscape	
  beds	
  at	
  building	
  entries.	
  
3. Decorative	
  light	
  fixtures	
  at	
  each	
  building	
  entry	
  
4. Decorative	
  roof	
  line	
  with	
  multiple	
  gables	
  
5. Decorative	
  railings	
  on	
  apartment	
  balconies.	
  
6. Decorative	
  trimwork	
  at	
  ground	
  floor	
  windows	
  and	
  doors.	
  

L. All	
  windows	
  in	
  the	
  project	
  will	
  be	
  detailed	
  to	
  provide	
  the	
  required	
  2”	
  recess	
  from	
  the	
  façade	
  and	
  
will	
  be	
  trimmed	
  with	
  either	
  4”	
  or	
  6”	
  trim	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  of	
  a	
  contrasting	
  color	
  to	
  the	
  building	
  base	
  
color.	
  	
  Numerous	
  windows	
  and	
  doors	
  face	
  on	
  to	
  the	
  street	
  and	
  as	
  measured	
  at	
  the	
  first	
  floor	
  the	
  
transparency	
  is	
  as	
  follows:	
  

i. Apartments	
  –	
  main	
  entry	
  elevations	
  =	
  62%	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  -­‐	
  side	
  street	
  facing	
  façade	
  =	
  58%	
  

ii. Townhomes	
  –	
  street	
  facing	
  façade	
  =	
  45%	
  
	
  
M. The	
  proposed	
  multi-­‐family	
  development	
  is	
  located	
  in	
  a	
  site	
  that	
  is	
  zoned	
  as	
  MUC-­‐1	
  and	
  therefore	
  

does	
  not	
  fall	
  subject	
  to	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  section	
  per	
  item	
  2.	
  	
  However,	
  common	
  open	
  spaces	
  
have	
  been	
  provided	
  to	
  enhance	
  to	
  overall	
  project	
  with	
  common	
  open	
  spaces	
  centrally	
  located	
  to	
  be	
  
easily	
  accessible	
  by	
  residents	
  and	
  to	
  create	
  focal	
  points	
  within	
  the	
  site.	
  	
  An	
  open	
  space	
  located	
  
halfway	
  along	
  the	
  Beavercreek	
  frontage	
  provides	
  a	
  visual	
  break	
  in	
  the	
  buildings	
  along	
  Beavercreek	
  
and	
  is	
  aligned	
  with	
  new	
  Street	
  B	
  to	
  provide	
  a	
  pedestrian	
  link	
  into	
  the	
  site.	
  	
  Further	
  down	
  street	
  B	
  at	
  
the	
  intersection	
  with	
  Street	
  A	
  is	
  the	
  major	
  common	
  open	
  space	
  located	
  on	
  the	
  west	
  corner	
  of	
  the	
  
intersection.	
  	
  The	
  pool	
  area	
  located	
  to	
  the	
  east	
  of	
  the	
  community	
  center	
  also	
  provides	
  additional	
  
community	
  recreation	
  space.	
  	
  

N. The	
  proposed	
  project	
  located	
  in	
  an	
  MUC-­‐1	
  zone	
  shall	
  comply	
  with	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  line	
  item	
  2	
  
of	
  the	
  section.	
  	
  With	
  183	
  proposed	
  units	
  the	
  area	
  for	
  common	
  and	
  private	
  open	
  space	
  required	
  by	
  
this	
  section	
  is	
  50	
  square	
  feet	
  per	
  dwelling	
  unit,	
  which	
  equals	
  9,150	
  square	
  feet.	
  	
  In	
  addition	
  to	
  the	
  
private	
  decks	
  of	
  the	
  apartment	
  units	
  common	
  open	
  space	
  has	
  been	
  provided	
  as	
  follows:	
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• 17.62.065	
  Outdoor	
  Lighting	
  
	
  
The	
  submitted	
  site	
  lighting	
  plan	
  meets	
  the	
  standards	
  of	
  this	
  section.	
  	
  	
  

• 17.62.080	
  Special	
  Development	
  Standards	
  along	
  Transit	
  Streets	
  
	
  

A. Direct	
  and	
  convenient	
  pedestrian	
  access	
  is	
  a	
  key	
  feature	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  plan	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  provide	
  
access	
  to	
  the	
  businesses	
  utilizing	
  the	
  Live/work	
  units	
  throughout	
  the	
  site.	
  	
  An	
  in-­‐depth	
  discussion	
  of	
  
the	
  pedestrian	
  circulation	
  system	
  has	
  been	
  provided	
  under	
  the	
  responses	
  to	
  Sections	
  17.62.050.A.9	
  
Standards	
  and	
  17.62.057.F	
  Multifamily	
  standards.	
  

B. While	
  the	
  proposed	
  site	
  does	
  not	
  currently	
  front	
  on	
  any	
  transit	
  routes,	
  the	
  site	
  has	
  been	
  designed	
  
to	
  comply	
  with	
  this	
  section	
  because	
  of	
  the	
  future	
  plans	
  to	
  extend	
  a	
  current	
  route	
  down	
  
Beavercreek	
  Road	
  to	
  a	
  planned	
  stop	
  at	
  the	
  Meyers	
  Road	
  intersection	
  with	
  potential	
  for	
  further	
  
extension	
  south	
  on	
  Beavercreek	
  Road.	
  

C. Proposed	
  townhome	
  buildings	
  T1	
  through	
  T7	
  face	
  onto	
  Beavercreek	
  road	
  of	
  which	
  all	
  units	
  are	
  
Live/Work	
  units.	
  	
  Each	
  live/work	
  unit	
  has	
  its	
  main	
  entrance	
  oriented	
  toward	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  and	
  
will	
  be	
  provided	
  with	
  the	
  required	
  entry	
  lighting.	
  	
  Building	
  C1	
  is	
  also	
  located	
  on	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  
and	
  has	
  its	
  main	
  entry	
  located	
  off	
  of	
  the	
  open	
  space	
  at	
  the	
  intersection	
  with	
  Meyers	
  Road.	
  	
  Clear	
  
access	
  from	
  the	
  transit	
  street	
  to	
  the	
  main	
  building	
  entrance	
  is	
  provided	
  through	
  the	
  open	
  space.	
  

• 17.62.085	
  Refuse	
  and	
  Recycling	
  Standards	
  	
  
	
  

A. Trash	
  enclosure	
  locations	
  are	
  indicated	
  on	
  the	
  proposed	
  site	
  plan	
  by	
  the	
  letter	
  ‘T’.	
  	
  Four	
  stand-­‐
alone	
  trash	
  enclosures	
  are	
  provided,	
  located	
  within	
  close	
  proximity	
  of	
  buildings	
  A1,	
  A2,	
  A3	
  and	
  C1	
  
respectively.	
  	
  The	
  enclosures	
  will	
  be	
  screened	
  by	
  permanent	
  walls	
  on	
  3	
  sides	
  with	
  a	
  gate	
  on	
  the	
  
fourth	
  side	
  facing	
  onto	
  the	
  alley	
  loop	
  through	
  which	
  residents	
  and	
  the	
  collection	
  agency	
  will	
  access	
  
the	
  bins.	
  	
  The	
  trash	
  enclosures	
  will	
  be	
  designed	
  in	
  a	
  style	
  complimentary	
  to	
  the	
  buildings	
  and	
  are	
  
located	
  off	
  the	
  alley	
  aisle	
  as	
  to	
  not	
  interfere	
  with	
  vehicle	
  parking	
  and	
  circulation.	
  	
  Both	
  trash	
  and	
  
recycle	
  bins	
  will	
  be	
  provided	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  estimated	
  demand.	
  	
  	
  	
  

17.65	
  –	
  Master	
  Plans	
  
	
  
N/A	
  –	
  This	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  phased	
  project	
  so	
  this	
  section	
  does	
  not	
  apply.	
  

Common	
  Open	
  Space
Beavercreek	
  mid-­‐block	
  open	
  space 3000
Meyers	
  Road	
  North	
  corner	
  open	
  space 3500
Intersection	
  of	
  Street	
  A	
  and	
  Street	
  B	
  open	
  space 7000
Community	
  center	
  pool	
  area	
  and	
  open	
  space 3600
Open	
  space	
  between	
  buildings	
  A1	
  and	
  T7 2700

Total	
  Common	
  Open	
  Space	
  Provided 19800
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PA-13-24: Pre-application Conference Planning Staff Advisory Notes 

Address: 19896 Beavercreek Road 

Date of Pre-Application Conference: July 9, 2013 

 

Review Process 

It is expected that the applicant will seek approval of the development through the Site Plan and 

Design Review application process. This is a Type II process defined in  17.50.030 - Summary of the 

city's decision-making processes. 

 

If the applicant seeks adjustment of any applicable standards in the applicable zoning code, or 

wishes to develop the site in phases, a Variance, or else a Master Plan Type III approval from the 

Planning Commission would be the appropriate application process, with each phase submitted as 

a subsequent Detailed Development Plan through the Type II process. The Master Plan and Detailed 

Development Plan process is discussed in Chapter 17.65 - MASTER PLANS. 

 

In either case, whether Type II or Type III, the applicant is entitled to a decision from the city for a 

decision of approval, approval with conditions or denial within 120 days of deeming the application 

complete, by state law.  

 

Type II decisions are rendered by the Community Development Director, with appeal on the record 

to the City Commission, and then onto LUBA. 

 

Type III decisions are rendered by the Planning Commission, with appeal on the record to the City 

Commission, and then onto LUBA. 

 

Site Plan Comments 

The site plan indicates 2 local public streets “A” and “B” that connect to adjacent developable 

parcels. Oregon City code requires local public street connectivity as well as collector level public 

street connectivity (aka a “public street grid”).  Alley Loops A, B and C will be required to provide 

public access easements.  

 

The extension of Meyers Road east of Beavercreek Road is designated as a Medium-Term, Likely to 

be Funded, Industrial Minor Arterial road in Oregon City’s latest Transportation System Plan 

update, soon to be adopted (See http://octransportationplan.org/draftdocument/ Project #D47). 

Typical ROW width for minor arterial will be 94’ but may be superceded through the site plan 

process by the PRCP. The concept plan defines Meyers Road extension as a Collector Green Street in 

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.50ADPR.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.50ADPR_17.50.030SUDEKIPR
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.50ADPR.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.50ADPR_17.50.030SUDEKIPR
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.65MAPL.html
http://octransportationplan.org/draftdocument/
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the August 2008 final draft of the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan, with a ROW width of 86’. Please 

see public works comments for more details. 

 

The expansion of Beavercreek Road is designated in the city’s draft TSP. The project is on the Likely 

to be Funded, Major Arterial road with a ROW width of 94’ in Oregon City’s latest Transportation 

System Plan update, soon to be adopted (See http://octransportationplan.org/draftdocument/ 

Projects #D80 and #D81). The BRCP defines this section of Beavercreek Road as a three lane 

arterial section with a ROW width of 90’.  Since a parking lane or parking pockets will also be 

required abutting the live-work section (consistent with the TSP), the ultimate amount of 

dedication required is variable. Please see public works comments for more details. 

 

The overall street system appears to do a good job of setting up the framework for the 

transportation system of the BRCP, and a decent job of anchoring the Main Street as a transit-

supportive street.  

 

Live-Work concepts  

Please develop an explanation of the live work unit concept and how it accomplishes the vision of 

the Mixed Employment Village on the formal application. It would be helpful to get formal 

comments from Tri-Met regarding the development proposal in order to determine whether 

additional transit stops will be needed on Beavercreek Road or the Meyer’s Road extension. 

 

The building layout and orientation appears to meet the intent of the Conditions of Approval of the 

Zone Change ZC 10-01.   

 

Staff has some questions regarding the first floor live-work concept. For example: will these spaces 

be developed under commercial building codes? Will they have adequate ceiling height to 

accommodate commercial use as required by the site plan review code? What kinds of tenants does 

the applicant anticipate for these areas in order to meet the intent of the mixed employment 

village? Will the setback area in front of the units be properly treated as a public amenity area, 

rather than private space? Please elaborate.  

 

Staff anticipates the need for on-street parking on Beavecreek Road. The ultimate street section will 

require review and approval by both Clackamas County Transportation and Oregon City.  

 

The alley access and parking to the rear and sides of the building appears to meet code.    

 

The specific code sections that need to be addressed are outlined below. 

http://octransportationplan.org/draftdocument/
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Approval Criteria to Address in Narrative: 

 

1. Oregon City Municipal Code  

Click on the hyperlinks below to see code section. 

 

Chapter 17.50 - ADMINISTRATION AND PROCEDURES  

A pre-application conference with the Caufield Neighborhood Association is required for a 

complete application. Contact Kattie Riggs, Staff Liaison to the Neighborhood Associations, to set up 

a meeting. Kattie can be reached at (503) 496-1582 or via email kriggs@orcity.org. 

 

 Chapter 17.29 - "MUC"—MIXED-USE CORRIDOR DISTRICT  

Staff Comment: Compliance will be determined once a detailed site plan has been submitted 

and adequacy of the setback area as a public amenity area has been determined.  Otherwise a 5’ 

maximum front setback is the standard of the district. May be increased through 17.62.055.D.  

 

Chapter 17.62 - SITE PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW 

o Please respond to all applicable standards 

 

17.62.050 - Standards. 

 Comments: 

 A.1. Landscaping: Show detailed landscaping  plan with submittal. Show parking lot 

 landscaping (minimum exterior, building buffer and interior requirements). 

 A.2 Vehicle Access and Connectivity: subsections (a) and (f) 

 A.3. Building Structures – appears to be met. 

 A.4. – A.6. Grading, Geologic, Drainage – See Public Works Comments. 

 A.7. – Parking – See 17.52 below. 

 A.8. - Sidewalks and Curbs. Compliance to be determined. 

 A.9. - Pedestrian Circulation. Compliance to be determined. 

 A.10. – Maintenance. Compliance to be determined. 

 A.11. – Tree Protection – Compliance to be determined.  

 A.12. – NROD. Not applicable. 

 A.13. Compliance to be determined. 

 A. 14. Water and Sewer - See Dev. Services Comments (Bob C.) 

 A.15. Adequate ROW and Street Improvements, Level of Service (LOS). 

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.50ADPR.html
mailto:kriggs@orcity.org
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.29MUIXECODI.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE_17.62.055INCOBUST
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE_17.62.050ST
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o Comment: Oregon City code requires local public street connectivity as well as 

collector level public street connectivity (aka a “public street grid”). The public 

street grid proposed appears to meet the intent of the Beavercreek Road Concept 

Plan, the City’s Street Standards as outlined in the current and proposed 

Transportation System Plan (currently being updated), and OCMC 12.04.255. 

 

17.62.055 - Institutional and commercial building standards. 

 OCMC 17.62.055.D.1., cross referenced from OCMC 17.29 MUC-1 above, applies to both the 

apartment buildings and the commercial building on the site. 

D. Relationship of Buildings to Streets and Parking. 

1. Buildings shall be placed no farther than five feet from the front property line. A larger front 

yard setback may be approved through site plan and design review if the setback area 

incorporates at least one element from the following list for every five feet of increased setback 

requested:  

a. Tables, benches or other approved seating area. 

b. Cobbled, patterned or paved stone or enhanced concrete. 

c. Pedestrian scale lighting. 

d. Sculpture/public art. 

e. Fountains/Water feature. 

f. At least twenty square feet of landscaping or planter boxes for each tenant facade fronting 

on the activity area. 

g. Outdoor café. 

h. Enhanced landscaping or additional landscaping. 

i. Other elements, as approved by the community development director,  that can meet the 

intent of this section. 

 

17.62.057 - Multi-family standards. 

The current pre-app site plan provides some details with regard to the multi-family standards 

but further details will be needed at formal submittal time.  

 

A few key sections of these standards are repeated below: 

 

Diversity of unit types. Multifamily buildings with more than seventy-five units are required 

to provide four unit types representing a minimum of ten percent of the total units per unit type 

to allow for a range of households and age groups. Unit types are defined as the following: 

Studio, one-bedroom, two-bedroom and three-bedroom units or an ADA accessible master 

bedroom and bathroom (ground floor or elevator access). 

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE_17.62.055INCOBUST
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE_17.62.057MUMIST
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Community Development Department 

 

J. Raised Ground Floor. This is particularly important when dwelling units are within fifteen 

feet of a sidewalk or common parking area or for buildings in established neighborhoods that 

have an established pattern with raised dwelling units. 

 

Where ground floor residential uses are permitted on the ground 

floor in commercial districts, developments shall incorporate a 

thirteen-foot tall ground floor height to allow future conversion to 

commercial uses where desirable. Such projects can utilize a false 

floor thirty-six inches above the ground for residential uses to 

increase residents' privacy. 

 

 Chapter 17.52 - Off-Street Parking and Loading  

Parking lots on the submitted plan are behind or to the side of buildings, per code. The street 

grid that is proposed does the heavy lifting of facilitating compliance with this requirement. 

Good job.  

 

Chapter 17.52 also regulates the minimum and maximum amount of required parking, based on 

the entire site and the specific uses within it, so a clearer table showing parking minimums and 

maximums as required by code will be needed at formal submittal. One clear way of calculating 

compliance for the entire site is shown below: 

 

Land Use Min spaces Max spaces Parking 

Required 

Parking 

Proposed 

Multi-Family: Studio 1.00 per unit 1.5 per unit   

Multi-Family: 1 bedroom 1.25 per unit 2.00 per unit   

Multi-Family: 2 bedroom 1.5 per unit 2.00 per unit   

Multi-Family: 3 bedroom 1.75 per unit 2.50 per unit   

Live-Work 

(not specified in code) 

    

Office 2.7 per 1000 sf GLA 3.3 / 1000 sf 

GLA 

  

Retail 4.1 per 1000 sf GLA 5 / 1000 sf GLA   

 

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.52OREPALO.html
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Community Development Department 

Applicant will need to provide a detailed explanation of the amount of parking proposed on site 

and provide an adequate rationale for the amount of parking provided for land uses not 

specifically listed in the code.  

On-Street Parking 

On-street parking can be credited toward off-street parking minimums. 

 

Parking Reduction Allowances / Incentives 

Applicants may propose a reduction in the amount of off-street parking required, for transit 

oriented development, transportation demand management, shared parking, and available on-

street parking.  We encourage the applicant to review this section to reduce the overall parking. 

 

Staff could not determine at this point whether the overall landscaping, as well as the parking 

lot landscaping complies with code (i.e. perimeter, interior and building buffer landscaping). 

There are some zoning incentives for LID treatments written into the design review code that 

allows pervious and LID type treatments to be credited towards landscaping requirements. At 

least 10% of the interior of parking lots must be landscaped. A landscape island is required 

between every 8 parking spaces.  The applicant may propose an alternative LID solution for the 

parking lots, in which case dimensional landscaping  standards may be altered. 

 

Chapter 17.41 - TREE PROTECTION STANDARDS 

A tree plan is required which indicates the location of all trees on the site with a diameter of 6” 

DBH or greater. The applicant may select one or more of 4 options for how trees will be 

protected, removed and / or mitigated if removed from the site.  

 

Chapter 17.65 - MASTER PLANS (If Master Plan with Detailed Development Plan) 

If the applicant wishes to develop the site in phases, a Master Plan with a Detailed Development 

Plan is required. This allows the applicant to phase site development over a 20-year period.  

This is a Type III Planning Commission review. The Master Plan process also allows the 

applicant to request specific code adjustments with the Master Plan (like a variance) for 

approval by the Planning Commission. 

 

2. Conditions of Approval from Zone Change PZ 10-01 / ZC 10-01 – See Attached. 

Since the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan has not been adopted yet, the proposed development 

must meet the intent of the Mixed Employment Village in the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan per 

the Conditions of Approval attached to the file PZ 10-01 / ZC 10-01. 

http://www.orcity.org/sites/default/files/BCReport090908Final.pdf  

 

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.41TRPRST.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.65MAPL.html
http://www.orcity.org/sites/default/files/BCReport090908Final.pdf
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This parcel was rezoned conditionally in 2010, with the understanding that actual development of 

the parcel would be complimentary to the realization of the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan as a 

mixed-use employment area. The preferred land uses would be those that generate long-term 

employment. The intent of the Mixed Employment Village is as follows: 

 Allows a variety of uses in a village-oriented transit hub 
 The purpose of the Mixed Employment Village is to provide employment opportunities in an 

urban, pedestrian friendly and mixed-use setting. 
 allows a mix of retail, office, civic and residential uses that make up an active urban district 

and serve the daily needs of adjacent neighborhoods and Beavercreek Road sub-districts 
 3-5 Stories 
 Active Street Level 
 Program connections to OCHS and CCC. 

 

Bearing this intent in mind, it would be advisable to design the apartment buildings to support 

mixed uses, ground floor retail and or office, and live-work opportunities.  As required in 17.62.057 

- Multi-family standards., subsection (J), a Raised Ground Floor with a thirteen-foot ground floor 

height is required in order to allow future conversion to commercial areas. Such projects can utilize 

a false floor thirty-six inches above the ground for residential uses to increase residents' privacy.  

 

3. Transportation 

Traffic Impact Analysis is required. Please contact the City’s transportation consultant John 

Replinger for further information, and to determine whether a more detailed Transportation 

Planning Rule (TPR) analysis is required by ODOT. 

 

ODOT staff will be present at the pre-application conference and so will John Replinger. 

 

Secondly, the parcel is critical to providing transportation contiguity for the remaining re-

developable parcels of land which abut the site. The applicant must show how the proposed 

development plan meets not only the urban design intent for the buildings and uses, but also the 

conceptual transportation plan embodied in the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan. – Hybrid Plan 

Circulation Framework. 

 

Please submit the formal Pre-Application Conference Summary (to be obtained from staff following 

completion of the pre-application conferences) with the Master Plan, Detailed Development Plan, or 

Site Plan and Design Review Application.  

 

Attachments: 

 

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE_17.62.057MUMIST
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE_17.62.057MUMIST
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 Pre-application Conference Summary: 

o Public Works Comments 

o Planning Division Comments 

 Conditions of Approval from ZC 10-01 

 TPR documentation from ZC 10-01 

 

Additional Code Sections 

Written responses to the following code sections will be required for a complete application: 

 Chapter 12.04 - STREETS, SIDEWALKS AND PUBLIC PLACES 
 Chapter 12.08 - PUBLIC AND STREET TREES 

 Chapter 13.08 - SEWER REGULATIONS (Requires compliance with Sanitary Sewer Master 
Plan.) 

 Chapter 13.12 - STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 

 13.12.080 - Submittal requirements. 

 13.12.090 - Approval criteria for engineered drainage plans and drainage report. 

 Chapter 17.29 - "MUC"—MIXED-USE CORRIDOR DISTRICT 

 Chapter 17.41 - TREE PROTECTION STANDARDS 

 Chapter 17.47 - EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL 
 Chapter 17.50 - ADMINISTRATION AND PROCEDURES 
 Chapter 17.52 - Off-Street Parking and Loading 
 Chapter 17.54 - SUPPLEMENTAL ZONING REGULATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS (Fences, 

Hedges and Walls, Accessory Structures, Allowable Projections, etc.) 
 Chapter 17.62 - SITE PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW 

o 17.62.050 - Standards. 
o 17.62.055 - Institutional and commercial building standards. (Live-Work Units) 
o 17.62.057 - Multi-family standards. (Apartments) 

o 17.62.065 - Outdoor lighting. 

o 17.62.080 - Special development standards along transit streets. 

o 17.62.085 - Refuse and recycling standards for commercial, industrial, and multi-
family developments. 

 Chapter 17.65 - MASTER PLANS (if phasing or zoning adjustments to a master plan are 
requested) 

 

 

Responses to Applicant’s Specific Questions: 

1.  Please confirm if there are unpublished conditions to the prior zone change of the property or to the 

un-adopted provisions of the Beaver Creek Road Concept Plan or conditions that have been put in 

place since the re-zone was adopted. 

 

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT12STSIPUPL_CH12.04STSIPUPL.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT12STSIPUPL_CH12.08PUSTTR.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT13PUSE_CH13.08SERE.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA.html#TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA_13.12.080SURE
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA.html#TIT13PUSE_CH13.12STMA_13.12.090APCRENDRPLDRRE
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.29MUIXECODI.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.41TRPRST.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.47ERSECO.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.50ADPR.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.52OREPALO.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.54SUZOREEX.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE_17.62.050ST
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE_17.62.055INCOBUST
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE_17.62.057MUMIST
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE_17.62.065OULI
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE_17.62.080SPDESTALTRST
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE_17.62.085RERESTCOINMUMIDE
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE.html#TIT17ZO_CH17.62SIPLDERE_17.62.085RERESTCOINMUMIDE
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.65MAPL.html


 

 

 

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

 

 

221 Molalla Ave.  Suite 200   | Oregon City OR 97045  

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

Community Development Department 

Not that we are aware of.  

 

 

The timing of the city’s adoption and implementation of the BRCP is undetermined due to pending 

decisions on appeals of the regional Metro urban and rural reserves decisions.  Contact Tony 

Konkol, Community Development Director for further details. 

 

2. Please provide guidance or specific criteria as to the study parameters of a Transportation Impact 

Analysis that will need to be conducted. 

 

3. Please provide guidance or contact with ODOT regarding improvements to Beavercreek Road. 

 

Major issues from a transportation perspective are compliance with the statewide Transportation 

Planning Rule and the city’s transportation system plan. These issues require a thorough scoping of 

the revised TIS with ODOT, County and City transportation staff. Traffic Impact Analysis is required. 

Please contact the City’s transportation consultant John Replinger for further information. 

 

ODOT staff will be present at the pre-application conference and so will John Replinger. 

 

Beavercreek Road is under County jurisdiction. Previously, our contact with the County has been 

Ken Kent. 

 
 

4. SDC Credits, reimbursements. 

Please coordinate this though Public Works . Contact is Todd Martinez, P.E., Development Services.  

 

5. Process, Timelines, Notifications, Appeals. 

Chapter 17.50 - ADMINISTRATION AND PROCEDURES , provides the code for all of these items. 

Staff will review these procedures at the Pre-App. 

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16540/level2/TIT17ZO_CH17.50ADPR.html
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PRE-APPLICATION MEETING NOTES 
July 5TH, 2013 
 
 
Project Number: PA 13-24 
Project Name: Beavercreek 
Meeting Date:   July 9th, 2013 
              
 
 
GENERAL COMMENTS 
 

1. 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.  

2. The Applicant shall sign a Non-Remonstrance Agreement for the purpose of making 
sanitary sewer, storm sewer, water or street improvements in the future that benefit the 
Property and assessing the cost to benefited properties pursuant to the City’s capital 
improvement regulations in effect at the time of such improvement.  

3. The Applicant shall provide an Erosion Prevention and Sedimentation Control Plan to 

the City for approval.   

4. All applicable System Development Charges (SDC) shall be due and payable upon 

building permit issuance. 

5. A grading permit shall be obtained from Development Services for the on-site work. 

 
ENGINEERING - UTILITIES 
 
STREETS 
 

1. The existing right-of-way (ROW) on Beavercreek Road is 60-feet, and it is a County 
street.  It is operating as a major arterial.   The street improvements include 54-feet of 
pavement in good condition which includes two bikes lanes, two travel lanes and a 
medium that is also used as a turn lane.  On the south side there curb, a 6 foot planter 
strip with street trees and a 6 foot sidewalk.   There are also street lights on the south 
side.  The north side consists of a shoulder and a storm drainage ditch.   
 
At a minimum, improvements on the north side will include curb & gutter, a 6 foot    
sidewalk, a 8 foot parking lane, and an 8 foot storm drainage swale with street trees.  
The County may require additional improvements.  
 

2. The intersection of Beaver creek Road and Meyers Road currently has three legs as 
Meyers Road does not extend to the north.  There is a traffic light and pedestrian 
crossing lights.  Entering the intersection from the south and west there are turn lanes.  
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In the proposed configuration with Meyers Road extended through the intersection the 
traffic signals and lanes striping will need to be modified. 

3. The ROW for any new local streets (internal) should meet the requirements of the 
Beavercreek Road Concept Plan.  The ROW would be 62-feet wide.  The improvements 
would consist of two travel lanes, parking on both sides, planter strip and sidewalk on 
both sides, and curb extensions with flow through stormwater planters at the 
intersections.   

 

4.  The extension of Meyers Road would be to collector street standards per the 
Beavercreek Road Concept Plan.  The ROW would be 86 feet wide.  The improvements 
would consist of two travel lanes, two bike lanes, parking on both sides, planter strip and 
sidewalk on both sides, curb extensions with flow through stormwater planters at the 
intersections, and a landscape median.  The landscape median may be modified to a 
turn lane at the intersection of Beavercreek Road.   

 
5. The County may have requirements for the Meyers Road alignment at the intersection of 

Beavercreek Road.  Previously a 50 foot long tangent section at 90-degrees was 
required. 

 
STORMWATER 
 

6. There are no storm drainage facilities (collection, ponds, treatment, etc) adjacent to the 
proposed development, but there is a drainage ditch along Beavercreek Road.  Both 
storm detention and treatment will be required.  The Beavercreek Road Concept Plan 
calls for a three tiered approach to storm drainage:  LID approaches, greenstreets and 
finally regional facilities.  The proposed development appears to be in alignment with this 
approach.  To verify that this will work, a full storm drainage report per City standards will 
be required as part of the application that includes infiltration testing.   
 

It is unclear whether the entire storm drainage can be infiltrated, and it is likely that an 

overflow will be required.  The overflow will need to be defined, and the downstream 

impacts will need to be evaluated.  

WATER 

7. There is a 16-inch water line on Beavercreek Road that is served by the Henrici 
Reservoir.  The overflow elevation of the reservoir is 592 feet.  There are two pressure 
zones in the vicinity of the proposed development:  the Upper pressure zone and the 
Fairway Downs pressure zone which is served by a booster pump station near Glen Oak 
Road.  The boundary between the two pressure zones is approximately Meyers Road. It 
appears that the proposed development is located in an area that would be served by 
both pressure zones. Per the master plan, a change in the boundary between the two 
pressure zones is proposed when a future tank is constructed and 12”/16” pipelines are 
extended.    
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8. The water distribution system in each pressure zone would need to be looped.  
Temporary lines may need to be installed to provide looping until additional development 
occurs.  The lines will also need to be located such that they can be extended to serve 
the rest of the Beavercreek Roan Concept Plan area with the appropriate pressure zone 
and looping.  Development within the Fairway Downs pressure zone may require future 
tank improvements to provide both the domestic water supply and fire flows due to the 
existing capacity of the booster pump station. 

 

9. It is unclear that there is sufficient fire flow in both pressure zones for the proposed type 
of development.  The fire flow capacity of the existing system should be verified and 
compared to the requirements of the Clackamas County Fire District.  Improvements 
may be required.  New fire hydrants should be located per the Fire District.  
 

10. New water lines within the development would be either 12 or 8 inches depending upon 
the location within the distribution system.  The 12 inch pipe is needed to form the 
backbone of the system, and the 8 inch pipe would be used elsewhere. 

 

 
SANITARY SEWER 

11. The applicant has indicated an extension of the sanitary sewer from the end of the 

Emerson Court cul-de-sac across private property.  This is not acceptable if there is a 

method to provide service that keeps the pipe in the ROW.  This can be done on either 

Meyers Road or Beavercreek Road.   

12. The sanitary sewer master plans call for this area to be served by an extension of a 15 
inch pipe along Beavercreek Road.  The end of the public sanitary sewer is 
approximately 3,700 feet from the property to the west.  It is a 12 inch line just east of 
Marjorie Lane.  There is 8-inch sanitary serves the High School and Community College 
that is closer, but it is private.  There are also CIP improvements required on the public 
line all the way to Highway 213.  If the applicant wishes to connect to the sanitary sewer 
along Beavercreek Road per the master plan, then a 15 inch pipe will need to be 
constructed from the property to the end of the public sanitary sewer.  Additional CIP 
improvements may be required depending upon system capacity.  The applicant would 
need to model the existing pipe with the addition of the proposed development.  If there 
are capacity issues, then the CIP projects would need tobe constructed.   
 

13. If the applicant wishes to connect to the sanitary sewer along Meyers Road, then the 
entire sub-basin would need to be modeled.  The additional flow would be from the 
proposed development and the additional area of the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan 
area that would discharge to it.  The CIP would need to be updated.  Per the master 
plan, approximately 1,300 feet of 10” pipe in Glen Oak Rd and a section just south of 
Glen Oak Rd need to be replaced with 12” PVC pipe to provide additional sewer 
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capacity and are required for buildout to prevent overflow conditions.  Additional CIP 
improvements may be required depending upon system capacity.  If there are capacity 
issues due to the proposed development, then the CIP projects would need to be 
constructed.  
 

14. The pipe within the development will need to be sized for the entire area of the 
Beavercreek Road Concept Plan area that will flow through the proposed system.  
 

15. The applicant could coordinate additional modeling efforts with Brown & Caldwell.  They 
are in the process of modeling the new Sanitary Sewer Mater Plan for the City.  
Additional modeling efforts would be funded by the applicant.   
 

 
Rezoning Ordinance Conditions of Approval 
ORDINANCE – Conditions of Approval number 4: 

4 Based on the demonstrated significant effect to the intersection at Highway 213/Meyers 
Road, before receiving building permits the applicant shall contribute a proportional 
share of funding for the construction of the westbound right turn lane at the OR 
213/Meyers Rd intersection. The amount of the proportional share shall be determined 
based on a revised traffic impact analysis that will be submitted at the time a 
development application is submitted when the proposed uses are known. 
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Figure 15 - Beavercreek Road Green Street
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July 17, 2013 

City of Oregon City ODOT Case No: 5274 
221 Molalla Ave, Suite 200 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

Subject: PA 13-24: Beavercreek Live/Work Pre-application conference 
 
Attn: Pete Walter, Planner 

We have reviewed the applicant’s proposal to construct a combination of 3 and 4 
apartment homes and live-work units. The site is in the vicinity of OR 213. ODOT has 
permitting authority for this facility1 and an interest in ensuring that the proposed land 
use is compatible with its safe and efficient operation. To ensure compatibility with state 
standards and requirements, we request the City of Oregon City consider the following. 

ODOT Issues and Requirements 
 
ODOT requests that the City include ODOT in the scoping and review of any required 
traffic impact study (TIS).  For the allowed use ODOT is primarily concerned with 
ensuring the safety and operations of state facilities.  Prior to commencing the TIS, the 
applicant should contact Avi Tayar, P.E., ODOT Region 1 Traffic at 503.731.8221 to 
obtain ODOT concurrence with the scope of the study. 

A zone change has recently been approved for this site and conditions of approval have 
been issued requiring proportional contribution towards a right turn at the OR 
213/Meyers Rd intersection.  If the applicant or City choose to revisit these conditions 
new Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) findings would be required.  Generally, this 
requires a TIS comparing trip generation under the two zoning scenarios. 

The analysis should present a comparison between the land use with the highest trip 
generation rate allowed outright under the proposed zoning/comp plan designation and 
the land use with the highest trip generation rate allowed outright under the existing 
zoning/comprehensive plan designation (this is commonly referred to as the “reasonable 
worst case” traffic analysis).  It is important that the applicant’s transportation engineer 
provide the City the opportunity to review and concur with the mix of land uses and 
square footage they propose to use for the “reasonable worst case” traffic analysis for 
both existing and proposed zoning prior to commencing the traffic analysis. 

                                                           
1 OAR 734-051 website: http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS_700/OAR_734/734_051.html 



ODOT Log #5274 
 

In this case the “reasonable worst case” land use scenario should be nearly identical to 
the “reasonable worst case” presented in the prior zone change’s TIS.  In addition, 
alternative mobility standards have yet to be developed for zone changes.  Therefore, the 
analysis would likely come to the similar conclusions and the same recommended 
conditions of approval for the zone change.  ODOT does not recommend revisiting the 
zone change decision unless the applicant is seeking a different land use designation. 

Thank you for providing ODOT the opportunity to participate in the pre-application 
conference and to comment on the proposal.  If you have any questions regarding this 
matter, please contact me at 503.731.8234. 

Sincerely, 

 
Seth Brumley 
Development Review Planner 

C: Avi Tayar, P.E., ODOT Region 1 Traffic 
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Beavercreek Road – Oregon City, Oregon 

Arborist Report and Tree Plan 
September 11, 2013 

MHA1320 

Purpose  
This Arborist Report is the tree inventory, protection and mitigation plan for the Beavercreek Road 
project provided pursuant to City of Oregon City Municipal Code Chapter 17.41. This document 
describes the existing trees located on the project site, provides arborist recommendations for tree 
removal during construction, and explains the number of replacement trees required to be planted as 
mitigation for tree removal. This report is based on observations made by International Society of 
Arboriculture (ISA) Certified Arborist and Qualified Tree Risk Assessor Morgan Holen (PN‐6145A) during 
a site visit conducted on August 2, 2013.    

 
Scope  of  Work  and  Limitations  
Morgan Holen & Associates, LLC, was contracted by Evergreen Housing to collect tree inventory data for 
individual trees measuring six inches and larger in diameter and to develop an arborist report and tree 
plan for the project. The site is planned for development including apartment buildings and parking lots. 
A site plan was provided by Evergreen Housing illustrating the location of existing trees and potential 
construction impacts. 
 
Visual Tree Assessment (VTA) was performed on individual trees located across the site. The enclosed 
tree inventory data and site plan demonstrate that all trees on site were physically identified. VTA is the 
standard process developed by the ISA whereby the inspector visually assesses the tree from a distance 
and up close, looking for defect symptoms and evaluating overall condition and vitality of individual 
trees. Trees were evaluated in terms of general condition and potential construction impacts. Following 
the inventory fieldwork, we coordinated with Evergreen Housing to discuss treatment recommendations.  
 
The client may choose to accept or disregard the recommendations contained herein, or seek additional 
advice. Neither this author nor Morgan Holen & Associates, LLC, have assumed any responsibility for 
liability associated with the trees on or adjacent to this site. 
 
General  Description  
The Beavercreek Road project site is located at 19896 South Beavercreek Road in Oregon City, Oregon. 
The site is primarily a flat undeveloped field with one single family residence in the southern portion of 
the site which is planned for demolition. The existing trees are generally located around the house and 
appear to have been planted for landscaping purposes. However, two trees are located along the 
northern property boundary and these trees appear to be from natural regeneration. 
 
Tree   Inventory  
A complete description of individual trees is provided in the enclosed tree inventory data. In all, 15 
existing trees were inventoried on site including 11 tree species. Two species included on the City of 
Oregon City’s Nuisance Plant List—cutleaf birch (Betula pendula lacinata) and English hawthorn 
(Crataegus monogyna)—were identified, accounting for three of the inventoried trees. The inventory 
also includes: two well‐maintained fruit trees (Malus spp.); two bigleaf maples (Acer macrophyllum) that  
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have structural defects but appear in fair condition; one blue spruce (Picea pungens) and one Norway 
spruce (Picea abies) in generally fair condition; one Douglas‐fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) in good 
condition with no major defects; two Port‐Orford‐cedars (Chamaecyparis lawsoniana) in good condition, 
but with inherent species limitations including complete susceptibility to Port‐Orford‐cedar root disease 
caused by the fungus Phytophthora lateralis; one flowering cherry (Prunus spp.) tree in decline; one 
dead spruce (Picea spp.); and one Jeffrey pine (Pinus jeffreyi) with six codominant leaders attached to 
the main stem at just three feet above ground level with included bark and an increased probability for 
failure of one or more codominant leaders which presents a significant risk to people and property.     
 
The enclosed tree inventory data includes a numerical condition rating assigned by the arborists to 
generally describe the condition of individual trees as follows: 

1:  Dead / Hazardous 

2:  Poor Condition 

3:  Fair Condition 

4:  Good Condition 

5:  Excellent Condition   
 
None of the trees rated 5 for excellent condition. Table 1 provides a summary of the count of trees by 
species and condition rating.   
 

Table 1. Count of Inventoried Trees by Species and Condition – Beavercreek Road Project. 

Common Name  Species Name 

Condition Rating 

Total  % 1  2  3  4 

apple  Malus spp.      2    2  13.33%

bigleaf maple  Acer macrophyllum      2    2  13.33%

blue spruce  Picea pungens      1    1  6.67%

cherry  Prunus spp.    1      1  6.67%

cutleaf birch  Betula pendula lacinata    2      2  13.33%

Douglas‐fir  Pseudotsuga menziesii        1  1  6.67%

English hawthorn  Crataegus monogyna    1      1  6.67%

Jeffrey pine  Pinus jeffreyi  1        1  6.67%

Norway spruce  Picea abies      1    1  6.67%

Port‐Orford‐cedar  Chamaecyparis lawsoniana        2  2  13.33%

spruce  Picea spp.  1        1  6.67%

Total  2  4  6  3 
15  100% 

Percent of Total  13%  27%  40%  20% 

 
Tree  Plan  and  Mitigation  
City of Oregon City Municipal Code Chapter 17.41 intends to ensure that new development is designed 
in order to maximize tree preservation to the greatest extent feasible. Healthy trees located outside of 
the construction area—defined in section 17.04.230 as rights‐of‐way, public utility easements, and 
within the building footprint of a building site for any mixed‐use, commercial or industrial 
development—must be preserved to the greatest extent possible. Unhealthy, hazardous trees and 
nuisance species are exempt from these regulations.  
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Nine of the 15 inventoried trees are healthy trees of regulated size, but removal of these trees is 
necessary for the purposes of site development; the locations of these trees do not allow for sufficient 
protection during construction. The remaining six trees are of regulated size, but three are invasive 
nuisance species in poor condition, one is an unhealthy and declining cherry in poor condition, one is a 
completely dead spruce, and one is a hazardous pine. Note that the hazardous condition of this tree is 
related to the natural structure of the tree and not the result of intentional action. All 15 trees are 
recommended for removal and are located within the construction area. 
 
In addition, section 17.41.060 requires tree replacement for the removal of regulated healthy trees that 
are removed outside of the construction area at a ratio of 1 to 15 trees replanted for each tree removed 
depending on the size of the tree to be removed and whether or not that tree is located outside of or 
within the construction area. Replacement trees must be at least 2‐inch caliper deciduous trees or 6‐
foot tall evergreens. Table 2 duplicates Table 17.41.060‐1 from the Oregon City Municipal Code. Note 
that the number of replacement trees required on a development site must be calculated separately 
from, and in addition to, any required street trees per City of Oregon City Municipal Code section 12.08. 
 

Table 2. Oregon City Tree Replacement Requirements (per OCMC Table 17.41.060‐1). 

Size of Tree Removed 

Number of Tree to be Planted
(If removed Outside of 
construction area) 

Number of Tree to be Planted
(If removed Within  
construction area) 

6 to 12”  3  1 

13 to 18”  6  2 

19 to 24”  9  3 

25 to 30”  12  4 

31”+  15  5 

 
We coordinated with the project team to discuss site plans and grading requirements and to explore 
alternative construction techniques that might allow sufficient protection for existing healthy trees. All 
15 trees are located within the construction area; nine trees are recommended for removal for the 
purposes of construction and six trees are recommended for removal because of poor or hazardous 
condition and for the purposes of construction.  
 
The enclosed tree inventory data includes a column indicating the number of required mitigation trees. 
Replanting with 20 trees is required as mitigation for the removal of nine regulated healthy trees located 
within the construction area. We recommend replanting with a diverse mix of tree species in the 
proposed park and open space areas. Species recommendations may be provided upon request. The 
City’s Code also provides options for the applicant to plant mitigation trees off‐site, make a cash 
payment in‐lieu‐of replanting, or some combination of replanting and cash payment in order to satisfy 
the mitigation requirements. 
 
Since none of the existing trees are suitable for preservation with development, tree protection 
specifications are not provided. While it seems highly unlikely considering the proposed construction 
and required disturbance area, if any of the existing trees are required to be retained during 
construction please coordinate with us to provide recommendations for tree protection. 
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Please contact us if you have questions or need any additional information. Thank you for choosing 
Morgan Holen & Associates, LLC, to provide consulting arborist services for the Beavercreek Road 
project.  
 
Thank you, 
Morgan Holen & Associates, LLC 
 
 
 

Morgan E. Holen, Owner 
ISA Certified Arborist, PN‐6145A 
ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified 
Forest Biologist 

Enclosures:  MHA1320 Beavercreek Road – Tree Inventory Data 8‐2‐13 
   



MHA1320 Beavercreek Road

Tree Inventory Data 8‐2‐13

Page 1 of 1

No. Common Name Species Name DBH1 C‐Rad2 Cond3
Invasive 

Species Comments Treatment

Outside (O)     

or Within (W) 

Construction 

Regulated 

Healthy 

Tree

Required 

Mitigation

101 bigleaf maple Acer macrophyllum 10 12 3 no codom stems, crown asymmetry remove W yes 1

102 English hawthorn Crataegus monogyna 8 12 2 yes nuisance species; poor condition remove W no 0

103 bigleaf maple Acer macrophyllum 24 22 3 no codom @ 4', some included bark remove W yes 3

104 cutleaf birch Betula pendula lacinata 19 20 2 yes nuisance species; branch decay remove W no 0

105 cutleaf birch Betula pendula lacinata 21 20 2 yes nuisance species; branch decay remove W no 0

106 blue spruce Picea pungens 18 15 3 no sweep in upper crown remove W yes 2

107 Norway spruce Picea abies 24 12 3 no new growth is dead remove W yes 3

108 Port‐Orford‐cedar Chamaecyparis lawsoniana 18 12 4 no inherent species limitations remove W yes 2

109 Port‐Orford‐cedar Chamaecyparis lawsoniana 21 12 4 no inherent species limitations remove W yes 3

110 Douglas‐fir Pseudotsuga menziesii 29 26 4 no no major defects remove W yes 4

111 cherry Prunus  spp. 10 8 2 no dead branches, progressive decline remove W no 0

112 Jeffrey pine Pinus jeffreyi 59 30 1 no

multiple leaders at 3' (6x24"), included 

bark, hazardous condition remove W no 0

113 spruce Picea  spp. 28 n/a 1 no dead remove W no 0

114 apple Malus  spp. 10 12 3 no some stem decay, but well maintained remove W yes 1

115 apple Malus  spp. 10 12 3 no well maintained fruit tree remove W yes 1

Total Number of Mitigation Trees Required to be Planted (per Table 17.41.060‐1): 20
1DBH is tree diameter measured at 4.5‐feet above the ground level, in inches.
2C‐Rad is the average crown radius measured in feet.
3Cond is an arborist assigned rating to generally describe the condition of individual trees as follows‐

1: Dead / Hazardous

2: Poor Condition

3: Fair Condition

4: Good Condition

5: Excellent Condition

Consulting Arborists and Urban Forest Management
3 Monroe Parkway, Suite P220, Lake Oswego, OR  97035

morgan.holen@comcast.net | 971.409.9354





Tuesday,	
  November	
  19,	
  2013	
  1:24:53	
  PM	
  Pacific	
  Standard	
  Time

Page	
  1	
  of	
  2

Subject: RE:	
  Tribal	
  Notification	
  per	
  OCMC	
  17.62.040	
  H(2)
Date: Tuesday,	
  November	
  19,	
  2013	
  1:22:04	
  PM	
  Pacific	
  Standard	
  Time

From: Pete	
  Walter
To: Andrew	
  Brand

Andrew,

SHPO	
  already	
  commented	
  on	
  the	
  pre-­‐application.	
  Attached	
  is	
  their	
  standard	
  letter.	
  We	
  did	
  not	
  receive	
  any	
  feedback
from	
  individual	
  tribes.

Thanks,

Pete

-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐Original	
  Message-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐-­‐
From:	
  Andrew	
  Brand	
  [mailto:andrew@evergreenhd.com]
Sent:	
  Tuesday,	
  November	
  19,	
  2013	
  1:02	
  PM
To:	
  Pete	
  Walter
Subject:	
  Re:	
  Tribal	
  Notification	
  per	
  OCMC	
  17.62.040	
  H(2)

Pete,

Did	
  you	
  have	
  any	
  follow-­‐up	
  on	
  this?

Sincerely,
Andrew	
  Brand

On	
  11/14/13	
  8:33	
  PM,	
  "Andrew	
  Brand"	
  <andrew@evergreenhd.com>	
  wrote:

Pete,

Thanks	
  for	
  checking	
  on	
  this.

Did	
  the	
  City	
  already	
  send	
  notification	
  to	
  the	
  State	
  Archeological
representative	
  per	
  section	
  17.62.040	
  H(1)	
  as	
  well?

Sincerely,
Andrew	
  Brand
Director	
  of	
  Development
Evergreen	
  Housing	
  Development	
  Group,	
  LLC
206-­‐535-­‐6248	
  x	
  101	
  ​	
  Office
206-­‐605-­‐2173	
  -­‐	
  Cell

On	
  11/14/13	
  11:23	
  AM,	
  "Pete	
  Walter"	
  <pwalter@ci.oregon-­‐city.or.us>	
  wrote:

Andrew,

I	
  believe	
  the	
  city	
  already	
  did	
  this.	
  But	
  I	
  will	
  check	
  tomorrow	
  and	
  if
we	
  have	
  not,	
  I'll	
  send	
  the	
  notification.
Pete

mailto:andrew@evergreenhd.com
mailto:andrew@evergreenhd.com
mailto:pwalter@ci.oregon-city.or.us
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Sent	
  from	
  my	
  iPhone

On	
  Nov	
  14,	
  2013,	
  at	
  9:33	
  AM,	
  "Andrew	
  Brand"
<andrew@evergreenhd.com<mailto:andrew@evergreenhd.com>>	
  wrote:

Pete,

Can	
  you	
  confirm	
  the	
  requirement	
  of	
  the	
  municipal	
  code	
  section
17.62.040	
  H(2)?	
  	
  It	
  states	
  that	
  we	
  should	
  get	
  an	
  e-­‐mail	
  from	
  the
applicable	
  tribal	
  cultural	
  resource	
  representativeŠ	
  	
  Is	
  there	
  a
specific	
  representative/tribe	
  we	
  are	
  to	
  reach	
  out	
  to	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  area	
  of	
  our
project?	
  	
  	
  It's	
  vague	
  to	
  me	
  whether	
  we	
  are	
  required	
  to	
  reach	
  out	
  to	
  all
the	
  tribes,	
  just	
  a	
  tribe	
  or	
  tribes	
  closest	
  to	
  our	
  site,	
  or	
  if	
  this
only	
  applies	
  to	
  us	
  if	
  we	
  are	
  within	
  a	
  specifically	
  designated	
  tribal
zone	
  or	
  area	
  determined	
  by	
  the	
  State	
  Historic	
  Preservation	
  Office.

Sincerely,
Andrew	
  Brand
Director	
  of	
  Development
Evergreen	
  Housing	
  Development	
  Group,	
  LLC
206-­‐535-­‐6248	
  x	
  101	
  ​	
  Office
206-­‐605-­‐2173	
  -­‐	
  Cell

mailto:andrew@evergreenhd.com
mailto:andrew@evergreenhd.com%3E


LIVE-­‐WORK	
  CONCEPTS	
  
FOR	
  THE	
  MIXED-­‐EMPLOYMENT	
  VILLAGE	
  
OF	
  THE	
  BEAVERCREEK	
  ROAD	
  CONCEPT	
  PLAN	
  
	
  
	
  
INTRODUCTION	
  
	
  
Evergreen	
   Housing	
   Development	
   Group	
   is	
   proposing	
   a	
   development	
   at	
   19896	
  
Beavercreek	
  Road.	
   	
  This	
  proposal	
  includes	
  a	
  mix	
  of	
  residential	
  uses	
  with	
  live-­‐work	
  
units	
  on	
  the	
  ground	
  floors	
  of	
  certain	
  buildings	
  and	
  in	
  townhouse	
  units	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  
included	
   as	
   part	
   of	
   the	
   development.	
   	
   The	
   Oregon	
   City	
   Planning	
   Department	
   has	
  
requested	
  more	
   background	
   information	
   on	
   the	
   live-­‐work	
   concept	
   to	
   understand	
  
how	
   live-­‐work	
  units	
  will	
   contribute	
   to	
   the	
  goals	
  of	
   the	
  Mixed-­‐Employment	
  Village	
  
portion	
  of	
  the	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  Concept	
  Plan.	
  
	
  
Per	
   the	
   Beavercreek	
   Road	
   Concept	
   Plan,	
   the	
   Mixed	
   Employment	
   Village	
   (MEV)	
  
“allows	
  a	
  mix	
  of	
  retail,	
  office,	
  civic	
  and	
  residential	
  uses	
   that	
  make	
  up	
  an	
  attractive	
  
urban	
  district	
  and	
  serve	
  the	
  daily	
  needs	
  of	
  adjacent	
  neighborhoods	
  and	
  Beavercreek	
  
Road	
   sub-­‐districts.”	
   	
   The	
   live-­‐work	
   concept	
   proposed	
   in	
   the	
   development	
  
application	
  meets	
   these	
  criteria	
   in	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  ways.	
   	
  A	
  more	
  detailed	
   look	
  at	
   the	
  
goals	
  of	
  a	
   live-­‐work	
  unit	
  and	
  some	
  real	
   life	
  outcomes	
  of	
   live	
  work	
  units	
  can	
  clarify	
  
this	
  concept.	
  
	
  
WHAT	
  IS	
  A	
  LIVE-­‐WORK	
  UNIT?	
  
	
  
Live-­‐work	
   units	
   are	
   residential	
   structures	
   with	
   commercial	
   office	
   and	
   retail	
  
capabilities.	
   	
  Most	
  codes	
  where	
   live-­‐work	
  units	
  are	
   formally	
  adopted	
  allow	
  for	
   the	
  
use	
  of	
  either	
   IBC	
  or	
   IRC	
  codes	
  with	
  provisions	
   that	
   the	
  units	
  have	
  design	
   features	
  
that	
  will	
  facilitate	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  the	
  space	
  for	
  a	
  home	
  business.	
  	
  	
  These	
  design	
  features	
  
can	
   include	
   easily	
   convertible	
   rooms	
   to	
   a	
   business	
   use	
   and	
   often	
   have	
   some	
  
separation	
   from	
  other	
  rooms	
  to	
  maintain	
  private	
  residential	
  spaces	
   for	
   the	
  owner.	
  	
  
These	
  units	
  often	
  have	
  exterior	
  entrances	
  allowing	
  clients	
  or	
   the	
  general	
  public	
   to	
  
enter	
  the	
  unit	
  without	
  having	
  to	
  first	
  enter	
  the	
  resident’s	
  private	
  space.	
  
	
  
Live-­‐work	
  units	
  serve	
  multiple	
  purposes.	
  
	
  
• They	
   foster	
  a	
   lively	
  street	
  environment	
  and	
  provide	
  a	
  natural	
   surveillance	
  of	
  a	
  

neighborhood.	
  
• They	
  create	
   flexible,	
  affordable	
  workplace	
  options	
   for	
  small	
  businesses	
   looking	
  

to	
   save	
   money	
   by	
   consolidating	
   a	
   residential	
   unit	
   with	
   a	
   commercial	
   unit.	
  	
  	
  
Affordability	
   can	
   also	
   foster	
   innovation.	
   	
   Less	
   stress	
   in	
   finding	
   affordable	
   and	
  
practical	
  work	
  facilities	
  provides	
  more	
  opportunity	
  for	
  small	
  businesses	
  to	
  focus	
  
on	
  business.	
  



• They	
   allow	
   for	
   a	
   reduction	
   in	
   vehicle	
   trips	
   both	
   by	
   reducing	
   the	
   amount	
   of	
  
commuting	
  done	
  by	
  automobile	
  and	
  by	
  allowing	
  local	
  residents	
  of	
  surrounding	
  
neighborhoods	
  to	
  easily	
  access	
  local	
  community	
  businesses.	
  

	
  
	
  
WHO	
  OCCUPIES	
  A	
  LIVE-­‐WORK	
  UNIT?	
  
	
  
Small	
  businesses	
  tend	
  to	
  utilize	
  live-­‐work	
  spaces.	
  	
  They	
  include	
  services	
  such	
  as	
  (but	
  
not	
   limited	
   to)	
   chiropractic,	
   massage,	
   pilates,	
   yoga,	
   psychological	
   counseling,	
  
marriage	
   counseling,	
   student	
   tutoring	
   and	
   testing.	
   	
   	
   Professional	
   services	
   such	
   as	
  
investment	
   management,	
   lawyers,	
   accountants,	
   bookkeepers,	
   insurance,	
   all	
  
frequently	
   utilize	
   live/work	
   spaces.	
   	
   Other	
   businesses	
   include	
   the	
   full	
   panoply	
   of	
  
retail,	
  service,	
  and	
  general	
  office	
  enterprises	
  allowed	
  by	
  zoning.	
  	
  
	
  
Case	
  studies	
  of	
   live-­‐work	
  residents	
  show	
  a	
  diversity	
  of	
  business	
   types	
  all	
  with	
   the	
  
overarching	
   desire	
   to	
   be	
   an	
   entrepreneur,	
   connect	
   to	
   one’s	
   community	
   and	
   save	
  
money	
  by	
  combining	
  the	
  costs	
  of	
  home	
  living	
  and	
  commercial	
  space	
  into	
  one,	
  often	
  
less	
  expensive,	
  payment.	
  
	
  
A	
  few	
  actual	
  businesses	
  utilizing	
  live-­‐work	
  spaces	
  can	
  be	
  found	
  at	
  the	
  following	
  web	
  
pages:	
  
	
  
www.mcconnellphoto.com	
  
www.studiofitseattle.com	
  
www.annrossmassage.com	
  
	
  
Home	
  page	
  screenshots	
  of	
  the	
  businesses	
  above	
  can	
  be	
  found	
  in	
  appendix	
  A	
  of	
  this	
  
report.	
  
	
  
IS	
  THIS	
  A	
  NEW	
  CONCEPT?	
  
	
  
No.	
   	
   The	
   live-­‐work	
   concept	
   is	
   actually	
   a	
   tried	
   and	
   true	
   concept	
   as	
   old	
   as	
   the	
   city	
  
itself.	
  For	
  many	
  centuries,	
  the	
  small	
  shopkeeper	
  lived	
  and	
  raised	
  a	
  family	
  above	
  the	
  
store.	
   Beginning	
   as	
   recently	
   as	
   the	
   late	
   1940’s,	
  municipal	
   zoning	
   codes	
   started	
   to	
  
segregate	
   commercial	
   and	
   residential	
   uses.	
   	
   These	
   changes	
   in	
   zoning	
   created	
   a	
  
separation	
  of	
  the	
  physical	
  locations	
  of	
  living	
  and	
  work,	
  but	
  were	
  not	
  necessarily	
  an	
  
enhancement	
  to	
  everyday	
  life	
  in	
  the	
  community.	
  
	
  
Recent	
   changes	
   to	
  many	
   zoning	
   codes	
   and	
   building	
   codes	
   now	
   allow	
   for	
   the	
   live-­‐
work	
  concept	
  to	
  be	
  brought	
  back	
  to	
  many	
  locations.	
   	
   	
  Our	
  development	
  site	
   is	
  one	
  
such	
  place.	
  

	
  
WHAT	
  ARE	
  SOME	
  OF	
  THE	
  BENEFITS	
  TO	
  A	
  LIVE-­‐WORK	
  CONCEPT?	
  
	
  
• Eliminate	
  the	
  need	
  to	
  commute	
  to	
  work	
  –	
  less	
  cars	
  on	
  the	
  roads	
  



• Provide	
  natural	
  surveillance	
  on	
  the	
  street,	
  enhancing	
  public	
  safety	
  
• Providing	
   a	
   sense	
   of	
   variety	
   along	
   the	
   streetscape	
   and	
   creating	
   a	
   strong	
  

neighborhood	
  character	
  and	
  lively	
  streetscape	
  atmosphere.	
  
• Providing	
  affordability	
  to	
  small	
  entrepreneurs	
  and	
  artists	
  looking	
  to	
  stay	
  in	
  the	
  

local	
  community.	
  
• Fostering	
  economic	
  growth	
  and	
  diversity	
   through	
   the	
  availability	
  of	
   affordable	
  

and	
  flexible	
  space.	
  
	
  
WHAT	
  DOES	
  IT	
  LOOK	
  LIKE	
  FROM	
  THE	
  STREET?	
  
	
  
Live	
  work	
  units	
  can	
  take	
  various	
  forms	
  depending	
  on	
  the	
  local	
  design	
  requirements	
  
of	
  a	
  municipality	
  and	
  the	
  market	
  demands	
  driving	
  the	
  build	
  out	
  and	
  design	
  of	
  each	
  
unit.	
   	
  Typically,	
  most	
  live	
  work	
  units	
  more	
  closely	
  resemble	
  street	
  front	
  residential	
  
units	
   with	
   subtle	
   cues	
   that	
   give	
   them	
   a	
   more	
   commercial	
   feel.	
   	
   The	
   best	
   way	
   to	
  
describe	
  the	
  look	
  of	
  the	
  units	
  is	
  to	
  show	
  some	
  real	
  life	
  examples	
  of	
  live-­‐work	
  units	
  in	
  
action.	
  
	
  
Issaquah	
   Highlands	
   is	
   a	
   master	
   planned	
   community	
   in	
   the	
   City	
   of	
   Issaquah,	
  
Washington,	
  a	
  suburb	
  of	
  Seattle,	
  WA.	
   	
  As	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  planning	
  process	
  the	
  City	
  and	
  
the	
   master	
   developers	
   realized	
   the	
   importance	
   for	
   engaged	
   street	
   front	
  
environments	
   but	
   also	
   recognized	
   the	
   economic	
   limitations	
   of	
   dedicated	
   ground	
  
floor	
   commercial	
   space	
   in	
   zones	
   and	
   neighborhoods	
   that	
   are	
   not	
   fully	
   ready	
   for	
  
more	
   intense	
  commercial	
  uses	
  often	
  seen	
   in	
   core	
  downtown	
  areas	
  of	
  major	
   cities.	
  	
  
Live-­‐work	
  units	
  became	
  a	
  key	
  concept	
  to	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  the	
  community.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Some	
  live-­‐work	
  spaces	
  are	
  utilized	
  entirely	
  as	
  living	
  spaces	
  or	
  as	
  spaces	
  where	
  the	
  
type	
   of	
   business	
   does	
   not	
   need	
   to	
   have	
   street	
   front	
   advertising	
   and	
   some	
   spaces	
  
choose	
  to	
  utilize	
  signage	
  to	
  advertise	
  their	
  services.	
   	
  Examples	
  of	
  the	
  street	
  scapes	
  
where	
  live-­‐work	
  units	
  exist	
  are	
  below:	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  



Notice	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   window	
   details	
   that	
   serve	
   to	
   differentiate	
   the	
   street	
   front	
  
commercial	
  from	
  a	
  typical	
  residential	
  street	
  front	
  use.	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Signage	
   can	
   be	
   provided	
   in	
   limited	
   forms	
   to	
   further	
   demonstrate	
   that	
   this	
   is	
  
commercial	
  use,	
  not	
  just	
  residential.	
  
	
  

	
  
Separate	
   doors	
   to	
   the	
   work-­‐space	
   from	
   the	
   exterior	
   define	
   that	
   this	
   space	
   is	
  
commercial	
  and	
  differentiated	
  from	
  the	
  private	
  residential	
  space.	
  



	
  
	
  
Function	
  can	
  fit	
  within	
  various	
  types	
  of	
  form.	
  	
  These	
  frontages	
  have	
  a	
  more	
  unified	
  
street	
   front	
   feeling	
  even	
   though	
  the	
  buildings	
  have	
  a	
  vertical	
  occupancy	
  with	
  each	
  
unit	
  being	
  a	
  townhouse	
  sharing	
  one	
  large	
  gable	
  roof.	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
Some	
  live-­‐work	
  townhomes	
  have	
  distinct	
  brownstone	
  styles	
  with	
  walk	
  up	
  entrances	
  
to	
  the	
  private	
  residential	
  portion	
  of	
  the	
  building	
  and	
  ground	
  floor	
  entrances	
  for	
  the	
  
commercial	
  portion.	
  



	
  
	
  
Signage	
   in	
   limited	
   forms	
  helps	
  to	
  define	
  the	
  street	
  as	
  a	
  mixed-­‐use	
  commercial	
  and	
  
residential	
  environment.	
  
	
  
	
  
HOW	
   DOES	
   LIVE-­‐WORK	
   FIT	
   INTO	
   ORGEON	
   CITY’S	
   FUTURE	
   FOR	
  
BEAVERCREEK?	
  
	
  
There	
  are	
  “10	
  Principals	
  of	
  Sustainable	
  Community	
  Design”	
  noted	
  on	
  page	
  8	
  of	
  the	
  
Beavercreek	
  Road	
  Concept	
  Plan.	
  	
  The	
  proposed	
  project	
  units	
  complement	
  the	
  goals	
  
and	
  the	
  following	
  principals:	
  
	
  
• #1	
  Mix	
  Land	
  Uses	
  –	
  Promote	
  a	
  mix	
  of	
  land	
  uses	
  that	
  support	
  living	
  wage	
  jobs	
  and	
  a	
  

variety	
  of	
  services.	
  
	
  

o Live-­‐work	
   allows	
   for	
   full	
   flexibility	
   in	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   the	
   space	
   and	
  
entrepreneurial	
   endeavors	
   that	
   foster	
   small	
   business	
   growth,	
   not	
  
minimum	
  wage	
  jobs.	
  	
  

	
  
• #2	
  Housing	
  Types	
  –	
  Create	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  housing	
  choices	
  for	
  all	
  ages	
  and	
  incomes.	
  

	
  
o The	
   project	
   unit	
  mix	
   includes	
   studio,	
   one,	
   two,	
   three	
   and	
   five	
   bedroom	
  

units.	
  The	
  five	
  bedroom	
  units	
  will	
  be	
  especially	
  attractive	
  to	
  students	
  on	
  
very	
   tight	
   budgets.	
   The	
   studios	
   through	
   three	
   bedroom	
   units	
  will	
  meet	
  
the	
  needs	
  of	
  a	
  wide	
  verity	
  of	
  households.	
  The	
  Live-­‐work	
  spaces	
  create	
  the	
  
type	
  of	
  dual	
  use	
  environment	
   that	
  allows	
   for	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  users	
   to	
   save	
  
money	
   while	
   growing	
   a	
   business	
   in	
   a	
   way	
   that	
   may	
   otherwise	
   not	
   be	
  
achievable	
  through	
  a	
  single	
  use	
  ground	
  floor	
  concept.	
  
	
  



• #3	
  Walk-­‐ability	
  –	
  Make	
  the	
  Neighborhood	
  “walkable”	
  and	
  make	
  services	
  “walk-­‐to-­‐
able”.	
  

o Live-­‐work	
   spaces	
  have	
   their	
   front	
   doors	
   on	
   the	
   sidewalk,	
   promoting	
   an	
  
active	
  street	
  environment	
  centered	
  on	
  pedestrian	
  use.	
  

• #4	
  Transportation	
  –	
  Provide	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  transportation	
  options	
  using	
  a	
  connected	
  
network	
  of	
  streets	
  and	
  paths.	
  

o While	
   not	
   directly	
   transportation,	
   live-­‐work	
   units	
   work	
   best	
   in	
   a	
  
connected	
   street	
   grid	
   that	
   places	
   importance	
   on	
   connectivity	
   for	
   cars,	
  
bikes	
  and	
  pedestrians.	
  	
  
	
  

• #9	
  Green	
  Buildings	
  –	
  Build	
  compact	
  innovative	
  structures	
  that	
  use	
  less	
  energy	
  and	
  
materials.	
  
	
  

o Combining	
  live	
  and	
  work	
  environments	
  reduces	
  automobile	
  use	
  creating	
  
a	
  healthier	
  environment.	
  

	
  
Live-­‐Work	
   Concepts	
   for	
   the	
   Mixed	
   Employment	
   Village	
   of	
   the	
   Beavercreek	
   Road	
  
Concept	
   Plan	
   meets	
   the	
   following	
   Goals	
   and	
   Objectives	
   as	
   laid	
   out	
   in	
   the	
   plan’s	
  
Appendix	
  1	
  and	
  are	
  summarized	
  in	
  list	
  form	
  below.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Goal	
  1	
  

Objective	
  1.1	
  –	
  Allowing	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  employment	
  uses…	
  
Objective	
   1.4	
   –	
   Encourage	
   neighborhood-­‐oriented	
   and	
   scale	
   mixed-­‐use	
  
centers…	
  
Objective	
  1.6	
  –	
  Allow	
  the	
   integration	
  of	
  housing	
  and	
  employment	
  uses	
  
where	
  practicable.	
  

	
  
Goal	
  2	
  

Objective	
  2.1	
  -­‐	
  Allow	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  employment	
  uses…	
  
Objective	
   2.3	
   –	
   Encourage	
   neighborhood-­‐oriented	
   and	
   scaled	
   mixed-­‐use	
  
centers…	
  
Objective	
  2.4	
  –	
  Encourage	
  environmentally	
  responsible	
  developments…	
  

	
  
Goal	
  3	
  

Objective	
  3.1	
  –	
  Allow	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  employment	
  uses…	
  
Objective	
   3.3	
   –	
   Encourage	
   neighborhood-­‐oriented	
   and	
   scaled	
   mixed-­‐use	
  
centers…	
  
Objective	
  3.4	
  –	
  Allow	
  the	
   integration	
  of	
  housing	
  and	
  employment	
  uses	
  
where	
  practicable.	
  

	
  
Goal	
  4	
  

Objective	
   4.3	
   –	
   Support	
   locally	
   based	
   and	
   founded	
   employers	
   that	
   provide	
  
living	
  wage	
  jobs.	
  

	
  
Goal	
  5	
  



Objective	
  5.1	
  –	
  Design	
  the	
  adjacent	
  land-­‐uses	
  to	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  in	
  such	
  a	
  
manner	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  the	
  pedestrian	
  experience	
  is	
  not	
  diminished…	
  
Objective	
  5.2	
  –	
  Allow	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  employment	
  uses…	
  

	
  
Goal	
  6	
  

Objective	
   6.3	
   –	
   Explore	
   local	
   and	
   regional	
   transit	
   opportunities	
   that	
   will	
  
increase	
  non-­‐single	
  occupancy	
  vehicle	
  travel.	
  

	
  
Goal	
  8	
  

Objective	
  8.1	
  –	
  Allow	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  employment	
  uses…	
  
	
  
Goal	
  9	
  

Objective	
  9.3	
  –	
  Allow	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  employment	
  uses…	
  
Objective	
   9.5	
   –	
   Encourage	
   neighborhood-­‐oriented	
   and	
   scaled	
   mixed-­‐use	
  
centers	
   that	
   provide	
   goods,	
   services	
   and	
   housing	
   for	
   local	
   workers	
   and	
  
residents	
  of	
  all	
  ages	
  and	
  incomes.	
  
Objective	
  9.6	
  –	
  Allow	
  the	
  integration	
  of	
  housing	
  and	
  employment	
  uses	
  where	
  
practicable.	
  

	
  
Finally,	
  Alternative	
  D	
  of	
  the	
  Concept	
  Plan	
  shows	
  this	
  area	
  as	
  a	
  “Live-­‐Work”	
  area.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Overall,	
  there	
  are	
  many	
  more	
  Goals	
  and	
  Objectives	
  that	
  the	
  proposed	
  development	
  
will	
   meet.	
   	
   This	
   memo	
   is	
   just	
   concentrating	
   on	
   the	
   live-­‐work	
   aspects	
   of	
   the	
  
development.	
  
	
  
SUMMARY	
  
	
  
The	
   live-­‐work	
   concept	
   provides	
   attractive	
   street	
   front	
   units	
   that	
   enhance	
   the	
  
neighborhood	
   and	
   have	
   the	
   capability	
   to	
   provide	
   an	
   active	
   street	
   experience	
   by	
  
allowing	
   for	
   a	
   wide	
   variety	
   of	
   uses	
   that	
   will	
   be	
   flexible	
   and	
   accommodate	
   the	
  
demands	
  of	
  the	
  marketplace.	
   	
   	
   	
  As	
  the	
  remainder	
  of	
  the	
  parcels	
  in	
  the	
  Beavercreek	
  
Concept	
  Plan	
  area	
  develop,	
   these	
   live-­‐work	
  units	
  have	
   the	
   ability	
   to	
   easily	
   change	
  
their	
  use	
  to	
  best	
  accommodate	
  the	
  needs	
  and	
  desires	
  of	
  the	
  growing	
  community.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Live-­‐work	
   units	
   “provide	
   employment	
   opportunities	
   in	
   an	
   urban,	
   pedestrian	
  
friendly,	
  and	
  mixed-­‐use	
  setting.”1	
  	
  The	
  uses	
  envisioned	
  by	
  live-­‐work	
  will	
  “serve	
  the	
  
daily	
  needs	
  of	
  adjacent	
  neighborhoods”2	
  through	
  the	
  types	
  of	
  business	
  shown	
  to	
  be	
  
started	
  and	
  maintained	
   in	
   live-­‐work	
  commercial	
   spaces.	
   	
   In	
  addition,	
   these	
  spaces	
  
can	
  help	
  alleviate	
  some	
  amount	
  of	
  traffic	
  congestion	
  at	
  peak	
  traffic	
  hours	
  by	
  keeping	
  
commutes	
  limited	
  to	
  a	
  walk	
  through	
  a	
  door	
  in	
  your	
  home,	
  instead	
  of	
  getting	
  in	
  one’s	
  
car	
  to	
  drive	
  to	
  work.	
  
	
  
	
   	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  Concept	
  Plan,	
  page	
  18	
  
2	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  Concept	
  Plan,	
  page	
  18	
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December 13, 2013    Project #: 13700 

John Replinger, PE 
City of Oregon City 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

RE: Traffic Impact Analysis for the Beavercreek Mixed-Use Housing Development – Oregon City, OR 

Dear John, 

This letter presents the findings of the traffic impact analysis for the proposed Beavercreek Road 

Mixed-Use Housing Development in Oregon City, Oregon.  

Evergreen Housing Development Group, LLC is proposing to develop a mixed-use housing development 

located east of Beavercreek Road directly across from the Oregon City High School, between S Loder 

Road and S Glen Oak Road in Oregon City, Oregon. A zone change for this property was prepared in 

2010 in which the site was successfully rezoned from Future Urban to Mixed-Use Corridor (MUC-1) 

zoning1. As such, the proposed development is in compliance with the current zoning of the site. The 

development proposal includes a total of 183 residential housing units, of which 36 units will be mixed-

use live/work townhomes. Additional detail of the proposed development plan is provided later in this 

report. For the purposes of this traffic analysis, the development is assumed to be built out and 

occupied by year 2016. 

This study concludes that the residential mixed-use development can be constructed while maintaining 

acceptable traffic operations at the study intersections along OR 213, Beavercreek Road, and the site 

access. The remainder of this memorandum provides further documentation of the study methodology, 

findings, and recommendations. A table of contents, list of figures, and list of tables is provided on the 

next page. 

  

                                                        

1
 Property also identified as T3S-R2E-10C, tax lot 800 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study concludes that the residential mixed-use development can be constructed while maintaining 

acceptable traffic operations at the study intersections along OR 213, Beavercreek Road, and the site 

access. 

Findings 

Existing Traffic Operations 

 All of the study intersections operate at acceptable levels of service during the weekday 

a.m. and p.m. peak hours, except the Beavercreek Road/Loder Road intersection. During 

the weekday a.m. peak hour, this intersection operates at LOS F for the westbound 

approach. 

 Preliminary sight distance measurements indicate that adequate intersection and stopping 

sight distance is currently available.  

 No crash patterns were identified that warrant mitigation recommendations as a result of 

the traffic impacts of the proposed development. 

Proposed Development Plan 

 The proposed development includes construction of 183 residential rental units and 

approximately 378 parking spaces. 

 The proposed development is estimated to generate approximately 69 weekday a.m. (22 in 

/ 47 out) and 83 weekday p.m. (46 in / 37 out) peak hour trips.  

Year 2016 Total Traffic Operations 

 All of the study intersections except the Beavercreek Road/Loder Road intersection are 

forecast to continue to operate within acceptable levels of service during the weekday a.m. 

and p.m. peak hours. 

 Sufficient sight distance is expected to be available at the site-access upon buildout. 
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Year 2027 Meyers Road Extension Analysis 

 The site traffic impacts are forecast not to have a significant effect2 on the long term 

operations of the future Meyers Road/OR 213 intersection. No capacity-based mitigations 

are recommended. 

Recommendations 

The following list summarizes the mitigation measures recommended as part of this proposed 

development. 

 The site access should be designed to accommodate a separate left-turn and a shared 

through-right lane to exit the site (westbound direction). This is consistent with the 

Beavercreek Road Concept Plan and the 2013 Transportation System Plan Update for a 

residential minor arterial. 

 No capacity-based mitigation is recommended at the Beavercreek Road/Loder Road 

intersection as a result of the proposed development traffic impacts. 

 No safety-based mitigations are recommended as a result of the proposed development 

traffic impacts. 

 Site-development related landscaping as well as above-ground utilities or signing near the 

site access points should be located and maintained to ensure adequate sight distance is 

provided upon buildout. 

  

                                                        

2
 Significant effect defined as an impact on the overall intersection volume-to-capacity ratio of greater than 0.01. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Evergreen Housing Development Group, LLC is proposing to develop a mixed-use housing development 

located east of Beavercreek Road directly across from the Oregon City High School, between S Loder 

Road and S Glen Oak Road in Oregon City, Oregon. The proposed development is in compliance with 

the current zoning of the site and includes 183 residential housing units, of which 36 units will be 

mixed-use live/work townhomes. Figure 1 illustrates the site vicinity and Figure 2 illustrates the 

proposed development plan. Figure 2 is preliminary in nature (showing only 177 units) and will be 

updated to reflect the 183 units analyzed in this report as well as the recommended driveway egress 

geometry.  

Scope of the Report 

This analysis documents the expected transportation-related impacts associated with the proposed 

development and has been prepared with City of Oregon City direction for a traffic impact analysis. The 

study intersections and scope of this project were based on consultation with City staff as well as the 

2010 Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road Rezone TPR Analysis (Reference 1). Operational analyses were 

conducted at the following ten intersections. 

 OR 213/Beavercreek Road 

 OR 213/Molalla Avenue (Douglas Loop) 

 OR 213/Meyers Road 

 OR 213/Glen Oak Drive 

 Maple Lane Road/Thayer Drive 

 Beavercreek Road/Maple Lane Road 

 Beavercreek Road/Claymont Drive 

 Beavercreek Road/Loder Road 

 Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road 

 Beavercreek Road/Glen Oak Drive 

 

This report evaluates the following transportation issues: 

 Year 2013 existing transportation system conditions within the site vicinity during the 

weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods; 

 Forecast year 2016 background traffic conditions during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak 

periods without build-out of the site; 

 Trip generation estimates and distribution for the proposed development; 

 Forecast year 2016 total traffic conditions during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak periods 

with build-out of the site; 

 Horizon year 2027 background (no site traffic) and total (includes site traffic) transportation 

system conditions for the OR 213/Meyers Road intersection during the weekday p.m. peak 

hour, assuming Meyers Road is completed between OR 213 and Beavercreek Road.  
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The existing conditions analysis identifies the site conditions and current operational and geometric 

characteristics of roadways within the study area. These conditions will be compared with future 

conditions later in this report.  

The proposed development site and surrounding study area was inventoried in October 2013. At that 

time, information was collected regarding site conditions, adjacent land uses, existing traffic 

operations, and transportation facilities in the study area. 

Site Conditions and Adjacent Land Uses 

The site is located directly east of the Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road intersection, and a fourth leg of 

the intersection will be constructed as part of the development to provide full access into the site. The 

parcel of land is approximately 9.7 acres and currently has one single-family residence on the site. The 

site is appropriately zoned Mixed-Use Corridor (MUC-1) and no change to the existing zoning is 

proposed. Oregon City High School is located to the west on the opposite side of Beavercreek Road, 

and developed residential neighborhoods are located south of the school. Rural land uses currently 

exist east of the study site, along with wetland and sensitive lands associated with the Thimble Creek 

Tributary. Access to the site is proposed via the Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road intersection. 

Roadway Facilities 

As illustrated in Figure 2, Beavercreek Road borders the site to the west, and the future eastern 

extension of Meyers Road will bisect the site. Table 1 summarizes the primary roadways within the 

study area. 

Table 1 Existing Transportation Facilities and Roadway Designations 

Roadway Functional Classification 
Number of 

Lanes 
Posted Speed  

(miles per hour) Sidewalks 
Bicycle 
Lanes 

On-Street 
Parking 

Oregon 213 District Highway/Expressway 3-5 Lanes 45 Partial
1
 Yes No 

Beavercreek Road Major Arterial 2-5 Lanes 35-451 Partial
1
 Partial No 

Molalla Avenue Major Arterial 3-Lanes 35 Yes Yes No 

Meyers Road Collector 3-Lanes 30 Yes Yes Yes 

Henrici Road Not classified 2-Lanes 40 No No No 

Glen Oak Road Collector 2-Lanes 35 Partial
2
 No No 

Loder Road Not classified 2-Lanes 25 No No No 

1 Beavercreek Road is posted with a 35 mph speed limit between OR 213 and Clairmont Drive and transitions to 45 mph south of Clairmont Drive. 
A 20 mph school zone is posted along the roadway near the Oregon City High School. 

2 Roadway infrastructure generally exists where frontage improvements have been provided. 

Figure 3 illustrates the existing lane configurations and traffic control devices in place at the study 

intersections. 
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

Sidewalks and bicycle lanes are currently provided within the northern portion of the study area where 

frontage improvements have been completed. There are missing sidewalk and bicycle lane segments 

along many of the surrounding roadways. Plans for the study area roadways anticipate completion of 

sidewalk segments as part of future private development and roadway enhancement projects, as well 

as provision of bicycle lanes in conjunction with roadway upgrades to serve the anticipated urban 

development. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities are generally not available in the southern portion of the 

study area.  

Crash Data Review  

The most recent five years of available crash data at each of the study intersections was provided by 

the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT). The review of intersection crash data does not 

reveal any safety issues or patterns within the vicinity of the proposed site access. As such, no safety-

based mitigation measures were identified as a result of the proposed development. The crash data is 

summarized in Table 2 below. 

Table 2 Crash Data Summary (January 2008 – December 2012) 

Intersection 
5 Year 
MEV1 

Crash Type Severity 

Total 
Crashes 

Crash Rate 
(per MEV) A
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OR 213/ 
Beavercreek Rd 101.7 7 10 81 0 1 1 0 40 59 1 100 0.98 

OR 213/ 
Molalla Ave 

54.9 1 5 15 0 1 1 1 11 12 1 24 0.44 

OR 213/ 
Meyers Rd 51.1 0 1 19 0 1 0 0 9 12 0 21 0.41 

OR 213/ 
Caufield Rd 44.2 0 1 4 0 1 0 0 2 4 0 6 0.14 

Maple Lane Rd/ 
Beavercreek Rd 51.3 3 5 3 0 0 1 0 5 7 0 12 0.23 

Beavercreek Rd/ 
Clairmont Dr 

29.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 

Beavercreek Rd/ 
Loder Rd 28.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 

Beavercreek Rd/ 
Meyers Rd 26.9 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.04 

Beavercreek Rd/ 
Glen Oak Rd 23.4 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 3 0.13 

Beavercreek Rd/ 
Thayer Rd 19.0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 3 0.16 

1 MEV: million entering vehicles 
2 PDO: property damage only 
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OR 213/Beavercreek Road 

As shown in Table 2, over the five-year period there were 100 crashes reported at the OR 

213/Beavercreek Road intersection, and 81 of these were rear-end collisions. Of the 81 rear-end 

collisions, 40 crashes occurred on the east leg of Beavercreek Road (westbound vehicles), 17 involved 

southbound vehicles, 18 northbound vehicles, and 6 involved eastbound vehicles. Rear-end crashes at 

this intersection have generally increased over the 5 year period with 3, 9, 20, 25, 24 crashes occurring 

each year from 2008-2012, in the respective order. Per conversations with ODOT staff, this intersection 

has been identified as a top five percent safety priority intersection by the 2012 Traffic Safety Priority 

Index System (SPIS)3.  

While there are currently no short-term or long-term plans for safety improvements at the intersection 

in the 2013 Oregon City Transportation System Plan, there is a planned operational improvement to 

extend the dual eastbound left-turn lanes by 200 feet in the next 5 years.  

OR 213/Molalla Avenue 

There were 24 crashes reported at the OR 213/Molalla Avenue intersection over the five-year period, 

of which 15 were rear-end collisions. The 15 rear-end collisions were evenly distributed between the 4 

legs of the intersection, and with the exception of 2008 in which there were no reported rear-end 

crashes, there was no significant increase or decrease in rear-end collisions over the time period. 

OR 213/Meyers Road 

There were 21 crashes reported at the OR 213/Meyers Road intersection over the five-year period, of 

which 19 were rear-end collisions. Of 19 rear-end collisions, 15 occurred in the south leg of the 

intersection with northbound vehicles. While there were no rear-end collisions reported in 2008, the 

years between 2009-2012 experienced 3, 6, 7, and 3 crashes for each year. 

Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road 

At the proposed location of the site access for the development, one crash was reported at the 

Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road intersection over the five-year period. With the development of the 

fourth leg of the intersection, it is recommended that adequate sight distance (discussed in more detail 

later in the report) is provided and that any foliage or shrubbery be maintained to ensure that sight 

distance continues to be provided. Based on the existing available sight distance and low number of 

reported crashes, no safety-based mitigation measures were identified as a result of the proposed 

development.  

                                                        

3
 The SPIS is a method developed by ODOT for identifying hazardous locations on state highways through consideration 

of crash frequency, crash rate, and crash severity. 
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Within the immediate site vicinity, sidewalks and bicycle lanes are provided on Meyers Road west of 

Beavercreek Road and along the Oregon City High School site frontage. No sidewalks are provided 

along the study site frontage or the properties to the north and south of it, though a northbound 

bicycle lane is provided along Beavercreek Road. 

Transit Facilities 

No fixed route transit service is currently provided along Beavercreek Road to the site. The nearest 

transit service is located at Clackamas Community College (CCC) to the north and west of the site. 

TriMet provides three transit routes to the college (Reference 2). These routes are Route 32: Oatfield; 

Route 33: McLoughlin; and, Route 99: McLoughlin Express, all of which begin or end their routes at the 

campus. Each transit line provides service between CCC and downtown Portland, and includes 

scheduled stops at the Oregon City Transit Center and Milwaukie Transit Center.  

Traffic Volumes and Peak Hour Operations 

Manual turning movement counts were obtained for all existing study intersections in October 2013. All 

counts used in this analysis were conducted on a typical weekday during the morning (7:00 to 9:00 

a.m.) and afternoon (4:00 to 6:00 p.m.) peak travel periods. The system-wide morning and evening 

peak hours were found to occur between 7:00 and 8:00 a.m. and between 5:00 and 6:00 p.m., 

respectively. Per ODOT requirement for analysis, the existing traffic volumes along OR 213 were 

seasonally adjusted to the 30th Highest hour Volume (30 HV) consistent with the methodology provided 

in the Analysis Procedures Manual (Reference 3) to arrive at the analysis volumes in this report. Figure 

4 provides a summary of the seasonally adjusted year 2013 turning movement counts, which are 

rounded to the nearest five vehicles per hour for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Attachment 

“A” contains the traffic count worksheets used in this study. 

Current Level of Service 

All level-of-service analyses described in this report were performed in accordance with the procedures 

stated in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (Reference 4). A description of level of service and the 

criteria by which they are determined is presented in Attachment “B”. Attachment “B” also indicates 

how level of service is measured and what is generally considered the acceptable range of level of 

service. 

All intersection level-of-service evaluations used the peak 15-minute flow rate during the weekday a.m. 

and p.m. peak hours. Using the peak 15-minute flow rate ensures that this analysis is based on a 

reasonable worst-case scenario. For this reason, the analysis reflects conditions that are only likely to 

occur for 15 minutes out of each average peak hour. The transportation system will likely operate 

under conditions better than those described in this report during all other time periods. 
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Figure 4 summarizes the level-of-service analysis for the study intersections under the weekday a.m. 

and p.m. peak hour existing traffic conditions. Intersection performance thresholds vary throughout the 

study area based on the roadway jurisdiction. Oregon City performance requirements are included 

within the City’s Transportation System Plan (TSP, Reference 5), and identify that a Level of Service 

(LOS) “D” or higher should be maintained at all signalized intersections along with a volume-to-capacity 

(V/C) ratio less than 1.0, and Level of Service “E” or better be maintained at unsignalized intersections4. 

ODOT mobility standards included within the Oregon Highway Plan (Reference 6) require a volume-to-

capacity ratio of less than 0.99 along OR 213 during the 30th highest design hour. 

Table 3 presents a summary of the study area intersections, roadway jurisdiction, and relevant 

performance standards. 

Table 3 Summary of Intersection Performance Standards 

Intersection Roadway Jurisdiction Traffic Control Performance Standard 

OR 213/ 
Beavercreek Road 

ODOT Signalized V/C < 0.99 

OR 213/ 
Molalla Avenue 

ODOT Signalized V/C < 0.99 

OR 213/ 
Meyers Road 

ODOT Signalized V/C < 0.99 

OR 213/ 
Glen Oak Road 

ODOT Signalized V/C < 0.99 

Thayer Road/ 
Maple Lane Road 

City of Oregon City Two-Way Stop-Control LOS E 

Beavercreek Road/ 
Maplelane Road 

City of Oregon City Signalized 
LOS D/ 

V/C < 1.0 

Beavercreek Road/ 
Clairmont Drive 

City of Oregon City Signalized 
LOS D/ 

V/C < 1.0 

Beavercreek Road/ 
Loder Road 

City of Oregon City Two-Way Stop-Control LOS E 

Beavercreek Road/ 
Meyers Road 

City of Oregon City Signalized 
LOS D/ 

V/C < 1.0 

Beavercreek Road/ 
Glen Oak Road 

City of Oregon City Two-Way Stop-Control LOS E 

Beavercreek Road/ 
Henrici Road 

City of Oregon City Signalized 
LOS D/ 

V/C < 1.0 

V/C: Volume-to-Capacity Ratio 
LOS: level of service  

As shown in Figure 4, all intersections operate within acceptable operations thresholds during the 

weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours except the Beavercreek Road/Loder Road intersection. During the 

weekday a.m. peak hour, this intersection operates at LOS F for the westbound approach. Attachment 

“D” includes the level-of-service worksheets under year 2013 existing traffic conditions and the field-

observed saturation flow rates at the Beavercreek Road/OR 213 intersection.  

                                                        

4
 Oregon City standards allow Level of Service “E” or better for the poorest operating approach at unsignalized 

intersections. If the critical movement serves 20 or fewer peak hour trips, a Level of Service “F.” is acceptable. 
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The transportation impact analysis identifies how the study area’s transportation system will operate 

with buildout of the proposed development. The impact of traffic generated by the proposed 

development during the typical weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours was examined as follows: 

 Planned developments and transportation improvements planned in the site vicinity were 

identified; 

 Year 2016 (build-out year) background traffic conditions (no site traffic) were analyzed at 

each of the study intersections and site-access points during the weekday a.m. and p.m. 

peak hours; 

 Site-generated trips were estimated for build-out of the site; 

 Site trip-distribution patterns were determined based on a review of the existing 

transportation network and the nature of the proposed development; 

 Year 2016 (build-out year) total traffic conditions (with site traffic) were analyzed at each of 

the study intersections and site-access points during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours;  

 Year 2027 horizon year traffic conditions were analyzed at the OR 213/Meyers Road 

intersection; and, 

 Sight distance was reviewed. 

Planned Developments and Transportation Improvements 

City of Oregon City staff was contacted to identify any in-process developments or transportation 

improvements that may affect the roadway network in the vicinity of the proposed project. No projects 

were identified to occur before the buildout year of the proposed development.  

Regional Background Traffic Growth 

This analysis considers the impact of the proposed development’s site-generated trips on the roadway 

network using future year (2016) traffic volumes. Background traffic growth was developed for both OR 

213 and Beavercreek Road per direction from City of Oregon City staff and historical traffic volumes. A 

review of the recently adopted 2013 TSP (Reference 5) and conversations with City staff confirmed a 

one-percent annual growth rate for regional growth. This rate was applied to all through and turning 

movements at the Beavercreek Road/OR 213 intersection and along the Beavercreek Road and OR 213 

corridors for through traffic only. The weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hour turning-movement volumes 

shown in Figure 4 were grown by the one-percent annual rate described above and used to conduct an 

operational analysis at each study intersection for forecast year 2016. The traffic volumes and results of 

this analysis are shown in Figure 5.   
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2016 Background Traffic Operations 

As shown in Figure 5, all intersections except for the Beavercreek Road/Loder Road intersection (during 

the weekday a.m. peak hour) are forecast to continue to operate acceptably during the weekday a.m. 

and p.m. peak hours. The Beavercreek Road/Loder Road intersection continues to operate at LOS F (but 

under capacity) on the westbound approach. Attachment “E” includes the level-of-service worksheets 

under year 2016 background traffic conditions. 

Proposed Development Plan 

The proposed development (assumes a 2016 buildout) includes construction of 183 residential rental 

units and approximately 378 parking spaces. A detailed breakdown of the unit types is provided below. 

 Apartment building (three-story elevator-served or walk-up building type): 141 units 

 Rental Townhome (live/work): 36 units 

 Studio/group housing: 6 units 

Figure 2 illustrates the access from Beavercreek Road. 

Trip Generation 

The trip generation for the proposed site is based on empirical data from the standard reference 

manual Trip Generation, 9th Edition, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 

(Reference 7). Table 4 summarizes the estimated site trip generation of the proposed development 

plan during a typical weekday, as well as typical weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours.  

Table 4 Estimated Trip Generation 

Land Use 
Size 

(units) Daily Trips1 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Total In Out Total In Out 

Mid-Rise Apartment (ITE Code 223) 147 570
1 

44 14 30 57 33 24 

Rental Townhouse (ITE Code 224) 36 260
1 

25 8 17 26 13 13 

Total 183 810
1 

69 22 47 83 46 37 

1 Estimated as 10-times the weekday p.m. peak hour trip generation 

Site Trip Distribution/Trip Assignment 

The distribution of site-generated trips was determined based on a review of the existing 

transportation network, current turning movement patterns, and the nature of the proposed 

development. The estimated trip distribution pattern is shown in Figure 6. The estimated site-

generated trips were assigned to the network by distributing the trips shown in Table 4 according to 

the trip distribution pattern shown in Figure 6. Figure 6 also illustrates the net new site-generated trips 

that are expected to use the roadway system during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 
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Year 2016 Total Traffic Conditions 

The total traffic conditions analysis forecasts how the study area’s transportation system will operate 

with the traffic generated by the proposed development. As discussed previously, the appropriate 

growth rate for regional traffic growth was applied. The estimated site-generated traffic (shown in 

Figure 6) was added to the background traffic volumes (shown in Figure 5) during the weekday a.m. and 

p.m. peak hours to arrive at the total traffic volumes that are shown in Figure 7.The weekday a.m. and 

p.m. peak hour turning-movement volumes shown in Figure 7 were used to conduct an operational 

analysis at each study intersection.  

For the proposed site access (east leg of the Meyers Road/Beavercreek Road intersection), the analysis 

assumes a separate left-turn lane and shared through-right in the westbound direction. A southbound 

left turn lane into the site is also assumed. This geometry is consistent with the ultimate vision of the 

Beavercreek Concept Plan, which includes a three-lane green street design for the Meyers Road 

intersection. The Plan was prepared in 2008 to guide the creation of a complete and sustainable 

community for the 453 acres annexed into the urban growth boundary between 2002 and 2004 in 

southeast Oregon City (Reference  

The results of this total traffic analysis shown in Figure 7 indicate that all study intersections are 

forecast to continue to operate acceptably during the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours except the 

Beavercreek Road/Loder Road intersection (during the weekday a.m. peak hour). As shown in Figure 6, 

no site-generated traffic is anticipated to impact the critical movement (westbound left turn) at the 

Beavercreek Road/Loder Road intersection. As such, no mitigations associated with the proposed 

development traffic impact are recommended at this time. Attachment “F” includes the level-of-service 

worksheets under year 2016 total traffic conditions. 
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OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

The remainder of this report outlines additional considerations related to long-term horizon turn lane 

needs and sight distance considerations. This material was prepared in compliance with a condition of 

approval of the 2010 property rezone. 

Meyer Road Extension 2027 Horizon Year Analysis 

A 2027 horizon year analysis was prepared for the OR 213/Meyers Road intersection to address the 

planned future Meyers Road extension between OR 213 and Beavercreek Road.  

2027 Background Traffic Operations 

With the recently-adopted Oregon City TSP (Reference 5), this improvement is considered “reasonably 

likely” and was previously addressed in the Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road Rezone Study (Reference 

1). As shown in Figure 10 of the 2010 study, the impact of a rezoned reasonable worst-case 

development scenario created a “significant impact” at the future four-legged OR 213/Meyers Road 

intersection. From the 2010 study: 

Based on direction from ODOT Region 1 staff, the proposed rezone would be determined to 

significantly impact a study intersection already in failure (defined as having a volume-to-

capacity ratio greater than 0.99) if the volume-to-capacity ratio at the intersection increased by 

more than 0.01. (Reference 1) 

The adopted 2010 study forecasted the OR 213/Meyers Road intersection to operate at a volume-to-

capacity ratio of 1.13 without the impact of site-added traffic from a rezone (2027 background traffic 

conditions are shown in Figure 8 of the study). The following exhibit is an excerpt from the 2010 

Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road Rezone Study (Figure 8) in which the forecast 2027 volumes at the OR 

213/Meyers Road intersection are shown with the Meyers Road extension assumed. 

Exhibit 1 Excerpt from Figure 8 of the 2010 Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road Rezone Study 

(Weekday PM Peak Hour) 
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As shown in Exhibit 1, the Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road intersection is forecast to operate at a 

volume-to-capacity ratio greater than 0.99 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. As such, an increase 

over the forecast volume-to-capacity ratio of greater than 0.01 would represent a “significant impact” 

to the intersection and would require mitigation. Attachment “G” includes the level-of-service 

worksheets under year 2027 background traffic conditions. 

Proposed Development Site-Added Traffic (183 residential units) 

The proposed development (183 residential housing units) site-generated traffic shown in Figure 6 

(Intersection #3) was re-routed for the Meyers Road extension consistent with the 2010 Rezone Study 

methodology. The re-routed volumes were then added to the 2027 background traffic volumes shown 

in Exhibit 1 to arrive at the forecast 2027 total traffic volumes with the proposed development. These 

volumes and are summarized in Table 5. 

Table 5 Year 2027 Total Volumes at the Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road Intersection 

Movement 
2027 Background 
Traffic Volumes 

Site Added Traffic 
(no Meyers Road 

extension assumed) 

Re-routed Site Added Traffic  
(assumes Meyers Road 

extension) 
2027 Total Traffic 

Volumes 

Northbound Left 175 4 -- 175 

Northbound Through 750 9 -- 750 

Northbound Right 50 -- -- 50 

Southbound Left 300 -- 12 312 

Southbound Through 1,750 12 -- 1,750 

Southbound Right 297 -- -- 297 

Eastbound Left 275 -- -- 275 

Eastbound Through 150 -- 4 154 

Eastbound Right 275 4 -- 275 

Westbound Left 50 -- -- 50 

Westbound Through 300 -- 4 304 

Westbound Right 97 -- 9 106 

 

2027 Total Traffic Operations (183 residential units) 

The 2027 total traffic volumes shown in Table 5 were used to prepare an operational analysis at the 

Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road intersection. The results of the analysis are provided in Table 6. 

Table 6 Year 2027 Total Traffic Conditions, Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Intersection 
Performance 

Standard 2027 Base Condition 
2027 Condition with Site-

Added Traffic Incremental Impact 

OR 213/ 
Meyers Road 

0.99 1.13 1.14 +0.01 
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As shown in Table 6, the proposed development site-added traffic is forecast to have a one percent 

impact on the operations of the OR 213/Meyers Road intersection upon buildout of the Meyers Road 

extension. As such, per the definition provided in the 2010 rezone study (Reference 1), there is no 

resulting “significant impact” anticipated at this location for the proposed 183-unit development. 

Attachment “G” includes the level-of-service worksheets under year 2027 total traffic conditions. 

Sensitivity Analysis (up to 196 residential units) 

A sensitivity analysis was prepared for the proposed development to understand the trigger for a 

“significant impact” at the OR 213/Meyers Road intersection upon buildout of the Meyers Road 

extension. This sensitivity analysis was prepared in order to address a potential change to the number 

of units that may result from comments or suggestions from the process of design review. With this 

analysis, the maximum number of developable units was identified that would not trigger a “significant 

impact” at the OR 213/Meyers Road intersection for year 2027.  

The sensitivity analysis consisted of an iterative process in which the number of apartment units was 

increased incrementally, the site-generated trips were assigned to the OR 213/Meyers Road 

intersection, and an operations assessment conducted. The sensitivity analysis shows that up to 196 

residential units could be constructed on-site without triggering a volume-to-capacity impact greater 

than 0.01 at the OR 213/Meyers Road intersection upon buildout of the Meyers Road extension for 

year 2027 traffic volumes. As such, should the number of apartment units fluctuate after the submittal 

of this report, no additional analysis is required as long as the number of apartments does not exceed 

196 units. Additional detail of the unit breakdown, trip generation, and operations summary for the 

sensitivity analysis is included in Attachment “H.” Attachment “H” also includes the level-of-service 

worksheets under year 2027 sensitivity analysis total traffic conditions. 

Preliminary Sight Distance Verification 

A preliminary sight distance verification was conducted from the proposed access location at the 

Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road intersection. Based on preliminary investigation, stopping sight 

distance and intersection sight distance in excess of approximately 450 feet is provided to the north of 

the access and in excess of approximately 650 feet is provided to the south. Upon development, it is 

recommended that any existing foliage within the public right-of-way be cleared and/or maintained to 

maximize the available sight distance upon site development. It is further recommended that any 

landscaping, above ground utilities or signage associated with the proposed development be located 

and maintained to ensure that adequate intersection sight distance is continued to be provided. 
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Traffic Count Data 



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:23 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: OR 213 -- S Beavercreek Rd QC JOB #: 11203619
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Thu, Sep 26 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

OR 213
(Northbound)

OR 213
(Southbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Eastbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

 

7:00 AM 2 87 6 0 24 34 52 0 23 29 0 0 4 28 49 0 338
7:05 AM 0 63 7 0 23 21 28 0 23 43 0 0 4 38 69 0 319
7:10 AM 0 94 3 0 28 32 39 0 13 18 1 0 2 24 61 0 315
7:15 AM 0 72 3 0 30 21 26 0 27 38 0 0 9 38 57 0 321
7:20 AM 0 64 7 0 16 29 40 0 32 53 0 0 13 18 58 0 330

 

7:25 AM 5 85 9 0 45 46 45 0 25 45 0 0 6 33 61 0 405
7:30 AM 2 79 8 0 36 42 41 0 11 31 0 0 5 36 68 0 359
7:35 AM 1 78 5 0 29 35 57 0 34 25 2 0 2 48 74 0 390
7:40 AM 5 73 3 0 22 27 40 0 17 16 1 0 5 47 85 0 341
7:45 AM 3 94 4 0 27 54 50 0 15 21 1 0 5 27 79 0 380
7:50 AM 0 67 4 0 27 31 62 0 30 20 1 0 16 49 52 0 359
7:55 AM 4 66 7 0 30 46 67 0 13 14 0 0 6 36 53 0 342 4199
8:00 AM 1 61 8 0 22 52 52 0 26 21 2 0 9 31 40 0 325 4186
8:05 AM 1 53 11 0 21 50 43 0 21 20 0 0 14 22 42 0 298 4165
8:10 AM 5 61 6 0 21 31 40 0 17 14 2 0 8 19 43 0 267 4117
8:15 AM 3 73 7 0 23 52 46 0 17 10 0 0 7 23 48 0 309 4105
8:20 AM 1 65 6 0 21 33 51 0 29 19 1 0 14 30 48 0 318 4093
8:25 AM 2 72 6 0 24 45 40 0 22 9 0 0 9 34 48 0 311 3999
8:30 AM 0 76 9 0 18 42 43 0 31 22 0 0 9 22 43 0 315 3955
8:35 AM 5 52 6 0 24 33 40 0 12 17 0 0 6 29 30 0 254 3819
8:40 AM 4 72 7 0 18 56 31 0 26 20 1 0 6 29 44 0 314 3792
8:45 AM 2 42 1 0 34 42 35 0 36 14 0 0 8 32 47 0 293 3705
8:50 AM 5 66 2 0 21 33 33 0 23 21 1 0 6 40 44 0 295 3641
8:55 AM 0 49 7 0 19 48 43 0 27 10 2 0 5 27 29 0 266 3565

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 32 968 88 0 440 492 572 0 280 404 8 0 52 468 812 0 4616
Heavy Trucks 8 68 8 16 56 28 56 0 4 0 28 32 304
Pedestrians 8 0 0 0 8

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 7:00 AM -- 8:00 AM
Peak 15-Min: 7:25 AM -- 7:40 AM

22 922 66

337418547

263

353

6 77

422

766

1010

1302

622

1265

1951

501

756

991

0.91

22.7 8.1 9.1

3.311.03.3

12.5

7.1

33.3 5.2

10.0

3.5

8.5

5.8

9.6

5.8

6.9

10.4

5.6

6.6

17

0

0 0

0 0 0

100

0

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:23 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: OR 213 -- S Molalla Ave/S Douglas Loop QC JOB #: 11203617
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Thu, Sep 26 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

OR 213
(Northbound)

OR 213
(Southbound)

S Molalla Ave/S Douglas Loop
(Eastbound)

S Molalla Ave/S Douglas Loop
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

 

7:00 AM 24 97 2 0 4 27 5 0 5 4 8 0 1 2 0 0 179
7:05 AM 13 82 4 0 1 27 8 0 16 3 5 0 1 3 1 0 164
7:10 AM 19 70 3 0 4 18 11 0 3 1 9 0 1 0 1 0 140
7:15 AM 18 76 3 0 0 20 8 0 7 4 13 0 0 3 1 0 153
7:20 AM 21 93 7 0 2 30 12 0 3 1 7 0 2 1 3 0 182

 

7:25 AM 12 73 4 0 4 37 15 0 12 6 11 0 1 2 0 0 177
7:30 AM 23 99 8 0 4 27 4 0 4 0 9 0 1 2 1 0 182
7:35 AM 22 80 2 0 2 48 8 0 8 5 6 0 1 2 1 0 185
7:40 AM 31 83 2 0 2 19 2 0 3 4 7 0 2 3 0 0 158
7:45 AM 27 69 5 0 5 37 9 0 11 3 15 0 1 3 0 0 185
7:50 AM 40 72 4 0 2 42 13 0 5 0 10 0 2 0 0 0 190
7:55 AM 14 64 10 0 5 27 12 0 8 6 14 0 1 3 1 0 165 2060
8:00 AM 24 64 10 0 5 29 13 0 10 7 10 0 0 1 2 0 175 2056
8:05 AM 12 56 0 0 2 50 15 0 11 2 13 0 2 4 0 0 167 2059
8:10 AM 30 68 2 0 6 36 14 0 5 2 15 0 0 0 0 0 178 2097
8:15 AM 6 63 3 0 4 38 15 0 9 6 22 0 1 0 3 0 170 2114
8:20 AM 30 77 2 1 1 29 13 0 3 2 10 0 1 3 0 0 172 2104
8:25 AM 25 52 3 0 1 31 14 0 9 3 11 0 4 6 0 0 159 2086
8:30 AM 23 90 0 0 8 26 9 0 8 2 16 0 1 0 0 0 183 2087
8:35 AM 26 45 0 0 0 38 7 0 9 2 12 0 0 0 1 0 140 2042
8:40 AM 25 72 1 0 4 45 6 0 8 1 14 0 0 0 1 0 177 2061
8:45 AM 12 50 2 0 9 38 11 0 10 1 9 0 0 2 1 0 145 2021
8:50 AM 32 59 2 0 1 38 5 0 0 2 5 0 1 0 2 0 147 1978
8:55 AM 24 51 4 0 11 37 8 0 5 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 147 1960

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 228 1008 56 0 40 448 108 0 96 44 104 0 12 24 8 0 2176
Heavy Trucks 4 76 4 8 52 0 0 0 12 0 4 8 168
Pedestrians 0 4 0 0 4

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 7:00 AM -- 8:00 AM
Peak 15-Min: 7:25 AM -- 7:40 AM

264 958 54

35359107

85

37

114 14

24

9

1276

501

236

47

1052

487

126

395

0.95

2.3 8.1 3.7

11.410.64.7

4.7

5.4

6.1 14.3

25.0

33.3

6.7

9.4

5.5

23.4

8.1

9.7

6.3

4.3

7

2

0 0

0 1 0

000

0

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:23 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: OR 213 -- S Meyers Rd QC JOB #: 11203615
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Thu, Sep 26 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

OR 213
(Northbound)

OR 213
(Southbound)

S Meyers Rd
(Eastbound)

S Meyers Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

 

7:00 AM 12 87 0 0 0 26 5 0 21 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 167
7:05 AM 6 83 0 0 0 28 6 0 14 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 150
7:10 AM 12 80 0 0 0 19 4 0 13 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 147

 

7:15 AM 12 96 0 0 0 37 4 0 16 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 199
7:20 AM 14 94 0 0 0 24 4 0 20 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 190
7:25 AM 19 98 0 0 0 52 3 0 18 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 222
7:30 AM 18 83 0 0 0 25 1 0 28 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 176
7:35 AM 22 99 0 0 0 46 9 0 15 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 203
7:40 AM 24 85 0 0 0 18 5 0 23 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 165
7:45 AM 11 101 0 0 0 42 6 0 16 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 182
7:50 AM 11 82 0 0 0 40 9 0 19 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 173
7:55 AM 4 76 0 0 0 36 5 0 15 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 148 2122
8:00 AM 12 65 0 0 0 37 4 0 19 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 144 2099
8:05 AM 9 80 0 0 0 47 18 0 14 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 173 2122
8:10 AM 17 67 0 0 0 42 2 0 19 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 155 2130
8:15 AM 11 79 0 0 0 53 9 0 14 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 177 2108
8:20 AM 8 73 0 0 0 44 6 0 26 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 165 2083
8:25 AM 7 65 0 0 0 57 5 0 20 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 160 2021
8:30 AM 13 93 0 0 0 27 6 0 23 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 172 2017
8:35 AM 10 74 0 0 0 54 4 0 16 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 165 1979
8:40 AM 4 55 0 0 0 34 10 0 21 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 138 1952
8:45 AM 6 63 0 0 0 43 4 0 8 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 131 1901
8:50 AM 11 70 0 0 0 31 10 0 21 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 151 1879
8:55 AM 9 73 0 0 0 32 7 0 16 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 142 1873

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 180 1152 0 0 0 452 44 0 216 0 400 0 0 0 0 0 2444
Heavy Trucks 8 52 0 0 52 4 8 0 8 0 0 0 132
Pedestrians 4 0 4 0 8

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 7:00 AM -- 8:00 AM
Peak 15-Min: 7:15 AM -- 7:30 AM

165 1064 0

039361

218

0

221 0

0

0

1229

454

439

0

1282

614

0

226

0.87

4.8 6.8 0.0

0.011.24.9

5.0

0.0

1.8 0.0

0.0

0.0

6.5

10.4

3.4

0.0

6.5

7.8

0.0

4.9

1

6

1 0

0 0 0

000

1

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:23 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: OR 213 -- S Caufield Rd/S Glen Oak Rd QC JOB #: 11203613
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Thu, Sep 26 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

OR 213
(Northbound)

OR 213
(Southbound)

S Caufield Rd/S Glen Oak Rd
(Eastbound)

S Caufield Rd/S Glen Oak Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

 

7:00 AM 0 78 0 0 12 31 1 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 14 0 141
7:05 AM 0 45 2 0 10 31 2 0 2 0 1 0 3 0 26 0 122
7:10 AM 0 81 4 0 15 15 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 143
7:15 AM 0 72 3 0 31 36 0 0 4 1 0 0 2 0 23 0 172
7:20 AM 1 72 4 0 20 22 3 0 2 1 0 0 4 0 34 0 163

 

7:25 AM 1 69 0 0 32 48 5 0 1 4 0 0 1 0 37 0 198
7:30 AM 0 67 2 0 23 32 3 0 3 5 0 0 3 0 38 0 176
7:35 AM 0 73 1 0 17 52 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 2 39 0 187
7:40 AM 0 77 2 0 3 23 2 0 5 0 1 0 6 0 34 0 153
7:45 AM 0 63 1 0 4 45 0 0 6 0 4 0 1 0 31 0 155
7:50 AM 0 81 1 0 5 45 2 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 10 0 147
7:55 AM 0 65 1 0 6 38 2 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 14 0 130 1887
8:00 AM 0 52 1 0 7 34 0 0 4 0 1 0 1 0 11 0 111 1857
8:05 AM 1 68 2 0 9 40 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 142 1877
8:10 AM 1 65 1 0 5 38 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 134 1868
8:15 AM 1 66 0 0 8 56 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 13 0 149 1845
8:20 AM 0 69 1 0 2 33 1 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 15 0 127 1809
8:25 AM 0 55 0 0 6 44 4 0 4 1 0 0 1 0 16 0 131 1742
8:30 AM 0 79 0 0 3 36 1 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 13 0 136 1702
8:35 AM 0 56 0 0 9 37 2 0 4 1 0 0 1 0 11 0 121 1636
8:40 AM 0 54 2 0 4 48 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 5 0 118 1601
8:45 AM 1 62 0 0 15 40 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 13 0 134 1580
8:50 AM 0 67 1 0 6 32 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 118 1551
8:55 AM 0 69 1 0 1 35 3 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 9 0 121 1542

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 4 836 12 0 288 528 32 0 24 40 0 0 16 8 456 0 2244
Heavy Trucks 0 88 0 0 68 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 160
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 7:00 AM -- 8:00 AM
Peak 15-Min: 7:25 AM -- 7:40 AM

2 843 21

17841823

29

13

8 26

2

324

866

619

50

352

1196

452

212

27

0.84

0.0 9.5 19.0

1.710.317.4

6.9

0.0

0.0 3.8

0.0

1.5

9.7

8.1

4.0

1.7

7.3

9.7

3.3

14.8

0

1

0 0

0 0 0

000

0

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:23 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: S Maple Lane Rd -- S Thayer Rd QC JOB #: 11203611
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Thu, Sep 26 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

S Maple Lane Rd
(Northbound)

S Maple Lane Rd
(Southbound)

S Thayer Rd
(Eastbound)

S Thayer Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

 

7:00 AM 0 10 2 0 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 58
7:05 AM 0 17 2 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 48
7:10 AM 0 15 1 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 1 0 58
7:15 AM 0 12 1 0 0 38 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 57

 

7:20 AM 0 12 0 0 0 54 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 74
7:25 AM 0 17 4 0 0 43 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 1 0 70
7:30 AM 0 23 1 0 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 2 0 78
7:35 AM 0 19 2 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 3 0 67
7:40 AM 1 6 4 0 0 30 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 0 1 0 48
7:45 AM 0 27 2 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 3 0 57
7:50 AM 0 16 6 0 2 34 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 64
7:55 AM 0 7 3 0 2 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 47 726
8:00 AM 0 16 1 0 1 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 52 720
8:05 AM 0 19 2 0 3 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 50 722
8:10 AM 0 22 2 0 0 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 54 718
8:15 AM 0 21 2 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 1 0 52 713
8:20 AM 0 21 2 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 60 699
8:25 AM 0 19 1 0 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 52 681
8:30 AM 0 19 2 0 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 57 660
8:35 AM 0 29 0 1 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 1 0 59 652
8:40 AM 0 16 2 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 53 657
8:45 AM 0 23 2 0 1 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 1 0 0 71 671
8:50 AM 0 15 3 0 0 37 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 59 666
8:55 AM 0 8 0 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 39 658

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 0 208 20 0 0 568 0 0 0 0 0 0 80 0 12 0 888
Heavy Trucks 0 8 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 20
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 7:00 AM -- 8:00 AM
Peak 15-Min: 7:20 AM -- 7:35 AM

1 181 28

44160

1

0

1 81

0

13

210

420

2

94

195

498

32

1

0.82

0.0 8.3 7.1

0.04.10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0 1.2

0.0

7.7

8.1

4.0

0.0

2.1

8.2

3.6

6.3

0.0

0

1

1 0

0 0 0

000

0

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:23 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: S Maple Lane Rd -- S Beavercreek Rd QC JOB #: 11203609
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Thu, Sep 26 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

S Maple Lane Rd
(Northbound)

S Maple Lane Rd
(Southbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Eastbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

 

7:00 AM 4 1 1 0 16 1 28 0 9 32 3 0 1 51 2 0 149
7:05 AM 4 1 1 0 7 1 19 0 11 47 5 0 0 79 6 0 181
7:10 AM 9 1 1 0 15 3 23 0 12 51 4 0 0 72 4 0 195
7:15 AM 10 1 1 0 15 2 18 0 7 56 6 0 0 67 4 0 187

 

7:20 AM 3 1 1 0 37 3 34 0 10 46 2 0 0 63 7 0 207
7:25 AM 6 2 4 0 23 1 19 0 10 77 4 0 1 94 6 0 247
7:30 AM 10 3 2 0 21 6 26 0 13 62 4 0 1 74 8 0 230
7:35 AM 11 2 0 0 15 3 27 0 5 36 6 0 0 80 11 0 196
7:40 AM 11 2 0 0 5 2 19 0 6 35 7 0 0 89 9 0 185
7:45 AM 9 1 0 0 9 1 22 0 20 41 8 0 1 96 6 0 214
7:50 AM 11 2 1 0 8 4 30 0 13 28 2 0 0 47 4 0 150
7:55 AM 7 0 3 0 5 1 28 0 9 32 6 0 0 59 2 0 152 2293
8:00 AM 2 1 2 0 8 0 22 0 10 27 4 0 0 49 5 0 130 2274
8:05 AM 11 1 2 0 3 4 20 0 17 20 3 0 0 50 5 0 136 2229
8:10 AM 7 5 1 0 5 1 26 0 12 25 2 0 0 43 5 0 132 2166
8:15 AM 6 1 0 0 4 0 26 0 13 32 5 0 0 59 8 0 154 2133
8:20 AM 4 4 0 0 4 3 25 0 17 19 1 0 1 49 3 0 130 2056
8:25 AM 13 2 0 0 2 0 33 0 10 27 3 0 0 44 7 0 141 1950
8:30 AM 5 1 0 0 1 2 29 0 11 20 3 0 0 44 10 0 126 1846
8:35 AM 4 2 1 0 12 4 15 0 26 28 6 0 0 38 9 0 145 1795
8:40 AM 12 1 2 0 9 1 24 0 11 18 6 0 1 48 2 0 135 1745
8:45 AM 10 4 4 0 8 1 38 0 16 27 4 0 1 41 3 0 157 1688
8:50 AM 6 1 0 0 6 2 33 0 14 30 4 0 0 46 5 0 147 1685
8:55 AM 12 0 0 0 4 4 24 0 8 13 9 0 1 43 0 0 118 1651

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 76 24 28 0 324 40 316 0 132 740 40 0 8 924 84 0 2736
Heavy Trucks 12 0 4 4 0 8 8 16 8 0 60 12 132
Pedestrians 36 0 0 0 36

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 7:00 AM -- 8:00 AM
Peak 15-Min: 7:20 AM -- 7:35 AM

95 17 15

17628293

125

543

57 4

871

69

127

497

725

944

211

89

734

1259

0.84

8.4 0.0 6.7

6.30.03.1

7.2

4.4

8.8 25.0

5.9

14.5

7.1

4.0

5.2

6.6

9.0

6.7

4.9

5.4

15

2

0 0

0 0 0

000

0

0

0 0

1

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:23 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: S Beavercreek Rd -- Clairmont Dr QC JOB #: 11203607
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Thu, Sep 26 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

S Beavercreek Rd
(Northbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Southbound)

Clairmont Dr
(Eastbound)

Clairmont Dr
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

 

7:00 AM 2 80 0 0 0 42 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 128
7:05 AM 1 67 0 0 0 53 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 126
7:10 AM 1 77 0 0 0 61 1 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 145
7:15 AM 3 64 0 0 0 72 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 145

 

7:20 AM 5 99 0 0 0 83 5 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 196
7:25 AM 3 86 0 0 0 95 8 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 198
7:30 AM 0 89 0 0 0 82 6 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 182
7:35 AM 5 87 0 0 0 47 3 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 148
7:40 AM 4 92 0 0 0 37 2 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 138
7:45 AM 5 85 0 0 0 26 11 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 128
7:50 AM 3 48 0 0 0 27 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 91
7:55 AM 4 61 0 0 0 25 10 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 101 1726
8:00 AM 4 34 0 0 0 23 5 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 69 1667
8:05 AM 5 52 0 0 0 22 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 83 1624
8:10 AM 2 57 0 0 0 18 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 82 1561
8:15 AM 1 59 0 0 0 21 7 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 90 1506
8:20 AM 1 49 0 0 0 17 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 75 1385
8:25 AM 0 45 0 0 0 22 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 70 1257
8:30 AM 2 35 0 0 0 17 7 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 66 1141
8:35 AM 0 53 0 0 0 31 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 89 1082
8:40 AM 1 45 0 0 0 23 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 76 1020
8:45 AM 3 42 0 0 0 29 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 82 974
8:50 AM 1 42 0 0 0 23 6 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 75 958
8:55 AM 0 42 0 0 0 17 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 65 922

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 32 1096 0 0 0 1040 76 0 8 0 52 0 0 0 0 0 2304
Heavy Trucks 0 44 0 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 68
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 7:00 AM -- 8:00 AM
Peak 15-Min: 7:20 AM -- 7:35 AM

36 935 0

065071

9

0

25 0

0

0

971

721

34

0

944

675

0

107

0.75

0.0 5.9 0.0

0.04.92.8

11.1

0.0

4.0 0.0

0.0

0.0

5.7

4.7

5.9

0.0

5.9

4.9

0.0

1.9

0

0

7 0

0 1 0

010

0

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:23 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: S Beavercreek Rd -- S Loder Rd QC JOB #: 11203605
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Thu, Sep 26 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

S Beavercreek Rd
(Northbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Southbound)

S Loder Rd
(Eastbound)

S Loder Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

 

7:00 AM 0 67 0 0 1 44 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 117
7:05 AM 0 71 0 0 3 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 123
7:10 AM 0 69 1 0 1 64 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 138
7:15 AM 0 72 0 0 0 74 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 148

 

7:20 AM 0 99 2 0 0 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 0 197
7:25 AM 0 85 0 0 2 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 182
7:30 AM 0 86 0 0 2 93 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 183
7:35 AM 0 93 0 0 0 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 147
7:40 AM 0 90 2 0 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 135
7:45 AM 0 81 0 0 1 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 109
7:50 AM 0 51 0 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 81
7:55 AM 0 54 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 82 1642
8:00 AM 0 39 0 0 2 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 66 1591
8:05 AM 0 57 0 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 81 1549
8:10 AM 0 61 0 0 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 82 1493
8:15 AM 0 50 1 0 1 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 75 1420
8:20 AM 0 50 0 0 1 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 70 1293
8:25 AM 0 43 0 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 65 1176
8:30 AM 0 38 2 0 1 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 60 1053
8:35 AM 0 51 0 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 84 990
8:40 AM 0 46 0 0 1 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 69 924
8:45 AM 0 39 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 71 886
8:50 AM 0 44 0 0 1 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 68 873
8:55 AM 0 37 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 53 844

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 0 1080 8 0 16 1092 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 44 0 2248
Heavy Trucks 0 44 0 0 24 0 0 0 0 4 0 8 80
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 7:00 AM -- 8:00 AM
Peak 15-Min: 7:20 AM -- 7:35 AM

0 918 5

106670

0

0

0 7

0

35

923

677

0

42

953

674

15

0

0.73

0.0 5.4 20.0

0.05.10.0

0.0

0.0

0.0 28.6

0.0

14.3

5.5

5.0

0.0

16.7

5.8

5.3

6.7

0.0

0

0

5 0

0 1 0

010

0

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:23 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: S Beavercreek Rd -- S Meyers Rd QC JOB #: 11203603
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Wed, Oct 02 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

S Beavercreek Rd
(Northbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Southbound)

S Meyers Rd
(Eastbound)

S Meyers Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

 

7:00 AM 23 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 5 0 3 45 0 0 83
7:05 AM 23 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 6 0 8 55 0 0 96
7:10 AM 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 17 0 7 48 0 0 106
7:15 AM 26 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 11 0 10 46 0 0 110
7:20 AM 31 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 18 0 15 36 0 0 120

 

7:25 AM 27 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 28 0 21 58 0 0 158
7:30 AM 42 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 25 0 25 52 0 0 167
7:35 AM 38 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 28 0 7 71 0 0 170
7:40 AM 38 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 6 0 4 58 0 0 114
7:45 AM 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 3 0 1 67 0 0 91
7:50 AM 14 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 2 0 0 55 0 0 90
7:55 AM 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 1 0 5 65 0 0 94 1399
8:00 AM 6 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 1 0 0 39 0 0 67 1383
8:05 AM 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 4 0 2 38 0 0 56 1343
8:10 AM 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 2 0 0 40 0 0 62 1299
8:15 AM 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 4 0 0 60 0 0 80 1269
8:20 AM 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 1 0 1 59 0 0 81 1230
8:25 AM 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 2 0 2 39 0 0 59 1131
8:30 AM 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 2 0 0 36 0 0 59 1023
8:35 AM 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 2 0 4 59 0 0 85 938
8:40 AM 15 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 9 0 1 47 0 0 95 919
8:45 AM 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 2 0 1 44 0 0 81 909
8:50 AM 10 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 7 0 3 41 0 0 76 895
8:55 AM 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 4 0 1 49 0 0 81 882

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 428 0 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 236 324 0 212 724 0 0 1980
Heavy Trucks 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 12 0 4 0 44
Pedestrians 4 0 0 0 4

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 7:00 AM -- 8:00 AM
Peak 15-Min: 7:25 AM -- 7:40 AM

301 0 32

000

0

154

150 106

656

0

333

0

304

762

0

256

186

957

0.71

9.6 0.0 9.4

0.00.00.0

0.0

6.5

2.0 0.0

2.4

0.0

9.6

0.0

4.3

2.1

0.0

1.2

7.0

4.7

2

0

0 0

0 0 0

000

0

1

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:23 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: S Beavercreek Rd -- S Glen Oak Rd QC JOB #: 11203601
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Thu, Sep 26 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

S Beavercreek Rd
(Northbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Southbound)

S Glen Oak Rd
(Eastbound)

S Glen Oak Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

 

7:00 AM 4 45 0 0 0 9 1 0 13 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 73
7:05 AM 2 43 0 0 0 6 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 56
7:10 AM 4 46 0 0 0 6 1 0 9 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 68
7:15 AM 2 64 0 0 0 9 4 0 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 86
7:20 AM 3 54 0 0 0 11 7 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 81

 

7:25 AM 10 85 0 0 0 16 3 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 120
7:30 AM 2 65 0 0 0 13 2 0 13 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 101
7:35 AM 4 39 0 0 0 21 9 0 14 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 91
7:40 AM 2 51 0 0 0 26 5 0 6 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 100
7:45 AM 4 51 0 0 0 20 1 0 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 84
7:50 AM 7 49 0 0 0 18 4 0 1 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 86
7:55 AM 7 39 0 0 0 21 1 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 74 1020
8:00 AM 7 34 0 0 0 19 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 63 1010
8:05 AM 6 47 0 0 0 16 1 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 77 1031
8:10 AM 3 49 0 0 0 16 1 0 11 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 81 1044
8:15 AM 1 31 0 0 0 17 1 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 57 1015
8:20 AM 2 37 0 0 0 11 2 0 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 59 993
8:25 AM 3 39 0 0 0 14 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 61 934
8:30 AM 1 42 0 0 0 16 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 63 896
8:35 AM 0 32 0 0 0 12 2 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 857
8:40 AM 2 36 0 0 0 18 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 61 818
8:45 AM 4 32 0 0 0 15 2 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 57 791
8:50 AM 3 36 0 0 0 19 2 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 64 769
8:55 AM 1 25 0 0 0 12 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 44 739

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 64 756 0 0 0 200 56 0 128 0 44 0 0 0 0 0 1248
Heavy Trucks 4 12 0 0 8 4 4 0 4 0 0 0 36
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 7:00 AM -- 8:00 AM
Peak 15-Min: 7:25 AM -- 7:40 AM

51 631 0

017639

82

0

41 0

0

0

682

215

123

0

713

217

0

90

0.82

9.8 2.5 0.0

0.05.115.4

2.4

0.0

9.8 0.0

0.0

0.0

3.1

7.0

4.9

0.0

2.5

6.0

0.0

12.2

0

0

0 0

0 3 0

000

0

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:26 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: OR 213 -- S Beavercreek Rd QC JOB #: 11203620
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Wed, Sep 25 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

OR 213
(Northbound)

OR 213
(Southbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Eastbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U
4:00 PM 4 44 3 0 49 70 36 0 39 53 6 0 12 43 36 0 395
4:05 PM 2 55 9 0 49 102 48 0 50 54 12 0 10 31 33 1 456
4:10 PM 5 57 19 0 48 79 59 0 51 39 10 0 11 35 31 0 444
4:15 PM 1 40 12 0 59 78 55 0 28 44 7 1 8 40 31 0 404
4:20 PM 2 55 11 0 42 89 75 0 62 55 2 0 14 26 37 0 470
4:25 PM 4 44 12 0 67 85 44 0 34 50 8 0 8 38 32 0 426
4:30 PM 5 63 11 0 41 96 53 0 30 48 7 0 9 28 28 0 419
4:35 PM 1 59 9 0 39 66 47 0 45 57 11 0 11 47 29 0 421
4:40 PM 4 32 11 0 52 80 60 0 64 70 12 0 7 27 28 0 447
4:45 PM 6 57 13 0 59 114 52 0 23 42 8 0 15 31 42 0 462
4:50 PM 4 39 3 0 53 82 70 0 41 62 6 0 7 45 21 0 433
4:55 PM 3 35 11 0 59 88 59 0 46 57 10 0 8 27 42 0 445 5222

 

5:00 PM 0 46 12 0 60 110 51 0 47 55 10 0 11 33 23 0 458 5285
5:05 PM 2 47 13 0 50 88 59 0 53 50 6 0 14 40 35 0 457 5286

 

5:10 PM 0 58 19 0 55 88 54 0 54 65 5 0 9 42 35 0 484 5326
5:15 PM 5 70 16 0 69 77 51 0 50 70 3 0 5 17 36 0 469 5391
5:20 PM 4 52 6 0 79 84 52 0 47 53 9 0 9 30 34 0 459 5380
5:25 PM 3 36 21 0 75 80 46 0 50 56 11 0 18 38 30 0 464 5418
5:30 PM 2 53 9 0 57 79 47 0 44 65 8 0 10 35 29 0 438 5437
5:35 PM 2 42 11 0 65 76 45 0 50 72 5 0 13 41 34 0 456 5472
5:40 PM 2 32 12 0 79 91 47 0 36 57 4 0 14 26 38 0 438 5463
5:45 PM 2 41 12 0 59 96 37 0 53 81 4 0 15 35 44 0 479 5480
5:50 PM 4 29 16 0 95 60 44 0 50 69 4 0 12 40 34 0 457 5504
5:55 PM 3 56 17 0 38 78 53 0 23 52 8 0 18 52 25 0 423 5482

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 36 720 164 0 812 996 628 0 604 752 68 0 92 356 420 0 5648
Heavy Trucks 0 28 8 12 32 20 8 4 0 0 0 16 128
Pedestrians 12 4 0 16 32

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM -- 6:00 PM
Peak 15-Min: 5:10 PM -- 5:25 PM

29 562 164

7811007586

557

745

77 148

429

397

755

2374

1379

974

1516

1232

1690

1044

0.97

3.4 5.5 2.4

1.43.01.4

1.1

0.5

1.3 0.0

1.2

2.8

4.8

2.1

0.8

1.6

3.2

2.5

1.1

1.3

11

2

0 8

0 0 0

000

0

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:26 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: OR 213 -- S Molalla Ave/S Douglas Loop QC JOB #: 11203618
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Wed, Sep 25 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

OR 213
(Northbound)

OR 213
(Southbound)

S Molalla Ave/S Douglas Loop
(Eastbound)

S Molalla Ave/S Douglas Loop
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U
4:00 PM 22 48 0 0 1 62 9 0 5 0 44 0 4 3 7 0 205
4:05 PM 34 37 0 0 4 69 17 0 10 4 30 0 2 3 7 0 217
4:10 PM 19 59 2 0 0 117 16 0 13 2 39 0 5 2 10 0 284
4:15 PM 24 53 1 0 3 66 22 0 11 4 41 0 2 2 3 0 232
4:20 PM 24 26 1 0 1 71 9 0 8 4 49 0 3 2 3 0 201
4:25 PM 18 46 4 0 2 77 22 0 12 1 33 0 2 3 5 0 225
4:30 PM 17 57 2 0 1 112 18 0 11 1 32 0 4 3 2 0 260
4:35 PM 28 61 2 0 0 58 19 0 7 1 43 0 7 6 7 0 239
4:40 PM 24 38 0 0 3 76 14 0 15 1 51 0 2 13 2 0 239
4:45 PM 23 52 2 0 3 77 15 0 11 2 32 0 2 3 2 0 224
4:50 PM 33 38 2 0 2 123 20 0 6 1 35 0 2 4 8 0 274
4:55 PM 12 12 1 0 0 75 17 0 8 5 40 0 4 6 5 0 185 2785

 

5:00 PM 19 53 0 0 2 118 17 0 6 0 32 0 11 3 4 0 265 2845

 

5:05 PM 22 36 3 0 2 83 24 0 9 2 34 0 5 9 5 0 234 2862
5:10 PM 21 46 3 0 0 80 12 0 22 3 52 0 3 7 9 0 258 2836
5:15 PM 24 66 1 0 1 96 16 0 13 0 36 0 6 4 14 0 277 2881
5:20 PM 21 49 1 0 3 68 20 0 9 2 45 0 2 3 5 0 228 2908
5:25 PM 38 44 1 0 2 85 20 0 8 1 51 0 3 1 3 0 257 2940
5:30 PM 16 52 3 0 3 99 17 0 11 1 51 0 2 2 5 0 262 2942
5:35 PM 18 40 3 0 0 85 14 0 9 3 35 0 3 3 6 0 219 2922
5:40 PM 36 43 1 1 1 65 15 0 5 2 48 0 3 3 0 0 223 2906
5:45 PM 20 41 3 0 1 73 23 0 19 6 46 0 3 1 0 0 236 2918
5:50 PM 23 42 6 0 10 99 10 0 9 3 34 0 4 3 3 0 246 2890
5:55 PM 25 55 3 0 0 81 18 0 9 1 39 0 1 3 2 0 237 2942

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 268 592 28 0 12 1036 208 0 176 20 488 0 56 80 112 0 3076
Heavy Trucks 4 28 4 0 40 0 0 4 8 0 0 12 100
Pedestrians 0 4 0 0 4

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM -- 6:00 PM
Peak 15-Min: 5:05 PM -- 5:20 PM

284 567 28

251032206

129

24

503 46

42

56

879

1263

656

144

752

1582

77

531

0.96

0.7 5.1 10.7

4.02.30.5

1.6

16.7

1.2 4.3

2.4

10.7

3.9

2.1

1.8

6.3

4.9

2.0

10.4

0.8

2

2

0 1

0 0 0

000

0

1

0 0

1

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:26 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: OR 213 -- S Meyers Rd QC JOB #: 11203616
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Wed, Sep 25 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

OR 213
(Northbound)

OR 213
(Southbound)

S Meyers Rd
(Eastbound)

S Meyers Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U
4:00 PM 12 56 0 0 0 82 10 0 18 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 191
4:05 PM 15 78 0 0 0 107 11 0 15 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 241
4:10 PM 10 68 0 0 0 86 15 0 8 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 207
4:15 PM 15 62 0 0 0 75 12 0 22 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 219
4:20 PM 21 55 0 0 0 95 18 0 12 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 214
4:25 PM 9 57 0 0 0 92 13 0 19 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 202
4:30 PM 10 54 0 0 0 91 13 0 16 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 204
4:35 PM 11 66 0 0 0 90 21 0 14 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 221
4:40 PM 9 59 0 0 0 98 22 0 19 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 228
4:45 PM 6 57 0 0 0 105 16 0 13 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 211
4:50 PM 11 49 0 0 0 108 17 0 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 213
4:55 PM 8 59 0 0 0 118 19 0 14 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 236 2587

 

5:00 PM 10 42 0 0 0 107 21 0 16 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 211 2607
5:05 PM 12 47 0 0 0 89 20 0 20 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 210 2576
5:10 PM 12 67 0 0 0 115 16 0 14 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 241 2610
5:15 PM 9 55 0 0 0 96 9 0 13 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 205 2596
5:20 PM 6 69 0 0 0 111 16 0 19 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 242 2624
5:25 PM 22 51 0 0 0 109 21 0 21 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 247 2669
5:30 PM 5 55 0 0 0 102 23 0 6 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 209 2674
5:35 PM 17 52 0 0 0 105 23 0 19 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 248 2701
5:40 PM 29 56 0 0 0 66 19 0 13 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 213 2686

 

5:45 PM 22 64 0 0 0 107 22 0 14 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 253 2728
5:50 PM 18 52 0 0 0 91 36 0 14 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 240 2755
5:55 PM 25 45 0 0 0 78 18 0 22 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 222 2741

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 260 644 0 0 0 1104 304 0 200 0 348 0 0 0 0 0 2860
Heavy Trucks 4 40 0 0 60 0 4 0 8 0 0 0 116
Pedestrians 0 4 4 0 8

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM -- 6:00 PM
Peak 15-Min: 5:45 PM -- 6:00 PM

187 655 0

01176244

191

0

288 0

0

0

842

1420

479

0

846

1464

0

431

0.96

2.1 4.3 0.0

0.03.90.4

2.1

0.0

2.8 0.0

0.0

0.0

3.8

3.3

2.5

0.0

3.8

3.7

0.0

1.2

1

4

1 0

0 0 0

000

0

0

0 0

1

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:26 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: OR 213 -- S Caufield Rd/S Glen Oak Rd QC JOB #: 11203614
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Wed, Sep 25 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

OR 213
(Northbound)

OR 213
(Southbound)

S Caufield Rd/S Glen Oak Rd
(Eastbound)

S Caufield Rd/S Glen Oak Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U
4:00 PM 2 70 1 0 13 88 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 187
4:05 PM 1 55 2 0 14 85 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 18 0 181
4:10 PM 0 71 0 0 14 86 4 0 5 0 1 0 1 0 13 0 195
4:15 PM 1 55 2 0 18 74 5 0 4 0 0 0 7 0 15 0 181
4:20 PM 1 50 2 0 17 96 2 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 16 0 189
4:25 PM 0 48 1 0 13 81 4 0 5 0 0 0 2 0 7 0 161
4:30 PM 1 46 0 0 10 85 3 0 6 0 0 0 1 1 10 0 163
4:35 PM 0 59 2 0 17 107 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 202
4:40 PM 0 50 1 0 11 101 1 0 5 0 0 0 1 0 15 0 185
4:45 PM 0 48 0 0 21 89 7 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 177
4:50 PM 0 56 3 0 17 101 4 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 10 0 197
4:55 PM 0 50 1 0 14 109 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 10 0 190 2208

 

5:00 PM 1 43 0 0 10 88 3 0 2 0 0 0 4 0 8 0 159 2180
5:05 PM 0 60 3 0 20 101 4 0 3 0 0 0 2 1 10 0 204 2203
5:10 PM 0 53 2 0 25 106 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 206 2214
5:15 PM 0 46 0 0 17 91 3 0 1 0 0 0 2 2 12 0 174 2207
5:20 PM 0 62 3 0 25 105 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 219 2237
5:25 PM 0 45 1 0 20 101 4 0 3 0 0 0 2 2 14 0 192 2268
5:30 PM 0 46 3 0 16 98 5 0 3 0 0 0 5 0 12 0 188 2293

 

5:35 PM 0 47 2 0 27 97 5 0 5 1 1 0 0 0 20 0 205 2296
5:40 PM 0 62 1 0 18 90 5 0 5 0 0 0 3 0 21 0 205 2316
5:45 PM 0 46 5 0 22 96 4 0 3 1 0 0 2 0 26 0 205 2344
5:50 PM 0 44 3 0 24 86 2 0 1 2 1 0 4 0 31 0 198 2345
5:55 PM 0 46 0 0 30 90 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 23 0 195 2350

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 0 620 32 0 268 1132 56 0 52 8 4 0 20 0 268 0 2460
Heavy Trucks 0 56 0 0 36 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 96
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM -- 6:00 PM
Peak 15-Min: 5:35 PM -- 5:50 PM

1 600 23

254114945

31

4

2 25

5

211

624

1448

37

241

842

1176

281

51

0.96

0.0 5.3 4.3

0.03.82.2

3.2

0.0

0.0 16.0

0.0

0.9

5.3

3.1

2.7

2.5

4.2

4.1

0.4

2.0

0

1

0 1

0 0 0

000

0

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:26 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: S Maple Lane Rd -- S Thayer Rd QC JOB #: 11203612
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Wed, Sep 25 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

S Maple Lane Rd
(Northbound)

S Maple Lane Rd
(Southbound)

S Thayer Rd
(Eastbound)

S Thayer Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U
4:00 PM 0 23 7 0 0 38 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 78
4:05 PM 0 34 3 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 72
4:10 PM 0 33 8 0 1 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 73
4:15 PM 0 28 8 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 68
4:20 PM 0 36 8 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 81
4:25 PM 0 37 8 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 85
4:30 PM 0 34 5 0 4 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 74
4:35 PM 0 38 5 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 80
4:40 PM 0 27 6 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 74
4:45 PM 0 31 6 1 1 33 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 78
4:50 PM 1 44 5 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 1 0 78
4:55 PM 0 29 10 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 62 903

 

5:00 PM 0 41 7 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 72 897
5:05 PM 0 38 15 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 90 915
5:10 PM 0 51 9 0 0 27 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 91 933
5:15 PM 0 46 5 0 1 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 1 0 78 943
5:20 PM 1 36 9 1 1 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 79 941
5:25 PM 0 42 4 0 2 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 78 934
5:30 PM 0 39 8 0 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 97 957
5:35 PM 0 32 5 0 2 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 72 949

 

5:40 PM 0 34 19 0 0 43 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 103 978
5:45 PM 0 45 6 0 1 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 95 995
5:50 PM 0 49 11 1 2 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 94 1011
5:55 PM 0 40 4 0 1 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 83 1032

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 0 512 144 4 12 416 0 0 0 0 0 0 80 0 0 0 1168
Heavy Trucks 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Pedestrians 8 0 0 0 8

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM -- 6:00 PM
Peak 15-Min: 5:40 PM -- 5:55 PM

3 493 102

103570

0

0

0 62

0

5

598

367

0

67

498

421

112

1

0.88

0.0 1.6 0.0

0.01.70.0

0.0

0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0

0.0

1.3

1.6

0.0

0.0

1.6

1.4

0.0

0.0

2

0

2 2

0 0 1

000

0

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:26 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: S Maple Lane Rd -- S Beavercreek Rd QC JOB #: 11203610
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Wed, Sep 25 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

S Maple Lane Rd
(Northbound)

S Maple Lane Rd
(Southbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Eastbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U
4:00 PM 15 6 4 0 5 10 34 0 14 52 8 0 1 37 5 0 191
4:05 PM 16 6 1 0 5 2 21 0 29 75 7 0 0 39 7 0 208
4:10 PM 21 1 2 0 10 7 19 0 28 52 5 0 1 47 5 0 198
4:15 PM 19 8 6 0 4 4 24 0 27 59 6 0 0 22 2 0 181
4:20 PM 13 4 3 0 5 2 28 0 34 56 7 0 0 44 11 0 207
4:25 PM 20 10 3 0 9 6 31 0 26 54 6 0 0 35 6 0 206
4:30 PM 6 5 7 0 1 2 27 0 34 78 5 0 2 37 2 0 206
4:35 PM 10 6 6 0 1 2 29 0 34 66 7 0 1 26 4 0 192
4:40 PM 8 8 2 0 9 7 24 0 21 59 8 0 1 41 0 0 188
4:45 PM 20 7 2 0 2 7 29 0 40 49 11 0 2 41 3 0 213
4:50 PM 6 5 6 0 5 5 19 0 34 66 8 0 1 31 6 0 192
4:55 PM 20 6 3 0 1 2 20 0 21 54 8 0 2 50 4 0 191 2373

 

5:00 PM 14 13 5 0 3 4 18 0 45 68 9 0 1 34 5 0 219 2401
5:05 PM 15 8 5 0 5 6 23 0 35 73 7 0 2 42 8 0 229 2422
5:10 PM 16 8 1 0 4 2 25 0 40 70 13 0 1 43 5 0 228 2452
5:15 PM 17 7 1 0 5 3 16 0 35 84 14 0 4 40 8 0 234 2505
5:20 PM 21 4 4 0 1 6 21 0 36 66 6 0 1 40 8 0 214 2512
5:25 PM 17 3 6 0 7 7 24 0 35 82 6 0 2 31 8 0 228 2534
5:30 PM 11 9 5 0 8 6 37 0 37 71 9 0 2 28 2 0 225 2553
5:35 PM 19 2 2 0 6 3 19 0 35 97 8 0 1 35 5 0 232 2593

 

5:40 PM 10 6 6 0 5 3 36 0 35 93 10 0 2 37 8 0 251 2656
5:45 PM 32 12 0 0 7 6 31 0 31 68 8 0 1 46 5 0 247 2690
5:50 PM 21 9 3 0 7 2 22 0 43 93 8 0 6 45 9 0 268 2766
5:55 PM 12 13 6 0 8 5 30 0 31 75 8 0 0 38 4 0 230 2805

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 252 108 36 0 76 44 356 0 436 1016 104 0 36 512 88 0 3064
Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 4 0 4 4 20 0 0 0 0 32
Pedestrians 0 0 0 4 4

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM -- 6:00 PM
Peak 15-Min: 5:40 PM -- 5:55 PM

205 94 44

6653302

438

940

106 23

459

75

343

421

1484

557

607

182

1050

966

0.92

1.0 0.0 0.0

4.50.02.0

1.1

1.8

0.0 0.0

2.0

2.7

0.6

2.1

1.5

2.0

1.2

0.0

1.9

1.8

4

3

0 4

0 0 0

010

0

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:26 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: S Beavercreek Rd -- Clairmont Dr QC JOB #: 11203608
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Wed, Sep 25 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

S Beavercreek Rd
(Northbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Southbound)

Clairmont Dr
(Eastbound)

Clairmont Dr
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U
4:00 PM 0 38 0 0 0 66 1 0 5 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 113
4:05 PM 1 27 0 0 0 71 2 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 107
4:10 PM 1 34 0 0 0 66 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 106
4:15 PM 1 34 0 0 0 65 7 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 112
4:20 PM 0 43 0 0 0 61 0 0 7 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 113
4:25 PM 1 27 0 0 0 56 4 0 9 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 99
4:30 PM 1 35 0 0 0 63 1 0 5 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 109
4:35 PM 1 26 0 0 0 83 3 1 6 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 122
4:40 PM 1 36 0 0 0 71 2 0 5 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 118
4:45 PM 2 31 0 0 0 53 4 0 4 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 100
4:50 PM 2 35 0 0 0 71 0 0 7 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 118
4:55 PM 0 38 0 0 0 63 2 0 13 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 120 1337

 

5:00 PM 0 33 0 0 0 75 3 0 8 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 124 1348
5:05 PM 2 38 0 0 0 77 3 0 7 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 131 1372
5:10 PM 1 25 0 0 0 73 0 0 10 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 112 1378
5:15 PM 1 43 0 0 0 81 4 0 10 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 142 1408
5:20 PM 0 45 0 0 0 80 2 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 131 1426
5:25 PM 0 30 0 0 0 95 5 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 136 1463
5:30 PM 1 32 0 0 0 73 4 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 116 1470
5:35 PM 11 38 0 0 0 94 5 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 154 1502

 

5:40 PM 2 44 0 0 0 94 4 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 151 1535
5:45 PM 1 52 0 0 0 94 3 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 155 1590
5:50 PM 1 41 0 0 0 97 7 0 4 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 156 1628
5:55 PM 5 41 0 0 0 75 3 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 129 1637

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 16 548 0 0 0 1140 56 0 36 0 52 0 0 0 0 0 1848
Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
Pedestrians 0 0 8 0 8

Bicycles 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM -- 6:00 PM
Peak 15-Min: 5:40 PM -- 5:55 PM

25 462 0

0100843

59

0

40 0

0

0

487

1051

99

0

521

1048

0

68

0.89

0.0 1.7 0.0

0.00.80.0

0.0

0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0

0.0

1.6

0.8

0.0

0.0

1.5

0.8

0.0

0.0

0

0

7 0

0 2 0

000

0

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:26 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: S Beavercreek Rd -- S Loder Rd QC JOB #: 11203606
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Wed, Sep 25 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

S Beavercreek Rd
(Northbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Southbound)

S Loder Rd
(Eastbound)

S Loder Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U
4:00 PM 0 35 0 0 2 67 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 107
4:05 PM 0 29 0 0 1 73 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 106
4:10 PM 0 32 0 0 3 63 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 98
4:15 PM 0 33 0 0 2 65 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 102
4:20 PM 0 46 0 0 3 58 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 109
4:25 PM 0 24 1 0 5 57 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 89
4:30 PM 0 35 0 0 4 65 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 108
4:35 PM 0 25 0 0 3 78 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 109
4:40 PM 0 40 0 0 3 77 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 120
4:45 PM 0 37 0 0 1 60 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 101
4:50 PM 0 32 0 0 2 68 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 102
4:55 PM 0 41 0 0 2 66 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 110 1261

 

5:00 PM 0 33 0 0 3 80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 117 1271
5:05 PM 0 30 1 0 3 76 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 111 1276
5:10 PM 0 33 0 0 5 60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 99 1277
5:15 PM 0 38 1 0 3 93 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 138 1313
5:20 PM 0 42 0 0 2 75 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 121 1325
5:25 PM 0 29 1 0 0 105 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 140 1376
5:30 PM 0 32 1 0 3 76 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 114 1382
5:35 PM 0 49 1 0 3 87 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 140 1413

 

5:40 PM 0 46 0 0 3 82 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 132 1425
5:45 PM 0 50 1 0 7 99 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 159 1483
5:50 PM 0 45 0 0 2 98 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 147 1528
5:55 PM 0 37 0 0 3 77 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 119 1537

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 0 564 4 0 48 1116 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 1752
Heavy Trucks 0 4 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
Pedestrians 0 0 8 0 8

Bicycles 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM -- 6:00 PM
Peak 15-Min: 5:40 PM -- 5:55 PM

0 464 6

3710080

0

0

0 4

0

18

470

1045

0

22

482

1012

43

0

0.88

0.0 2.6 0.0

2.71.20.0

0.0

0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0

5.6

2.6

1.2

0.0

4.5

2.7

1.2

2.3

0.0

0

0

8 0

0 2 0

000

0

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:26 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: S Beavercreek Rd -- S Meyers Rd QC JOB #: 11203604
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Wed, Sep 25 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

S Beavercreek Rd
(Northbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Southbound)

S Meyers Rd
(Eastbound)

S Meyers Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U
4:00 PM 2 27 0 0 0 50 2 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 88
4:05 PM 0 19 0 0 0 60 7 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 97
4:10 PM 1 27 0 0 0 44 7 0 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 88
4:15 PM 2 20 0 0 0 67 7 0 10 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 108
4:20 PM 0 36 0 0 0 53 7 0 10 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 108
4:25 PM 0 21 0 0 0 47 12 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 83
4:30 PM 2 33 0 0 0 63 8 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 110
4:35 PM 0 16 0 0 0 62 9 0 7 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 96
4:40 PM 1 31 0 0 0 53 12 0 9 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 107
4:45 PM 0 31 0 0 0 56 6 0 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 100
4:50 PM 0 27 0 0 0 61 9 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 103
4:55 PM 0 30 0 0 0 49 7 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 95 1183

 

5:00 PM 0 25 0 0 0 65 15 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 112 1207
5:05 PM 0 27 0 0 0 78 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 112 1222
5:10 PM 0 31 0 0 0 64 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 1234
5:15 PM 0 37 0 0 0 72 9 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 121 1247
5:20 PM 0 35 0 0 0 58 3 0 7 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 105 1244
5:25 PM 1 25 0 0 0 93 15 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 140 1301
5:30 PM 1 28 0 0 0 66 9 0 10 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 115 1306
5:35 PM 0 26 0 0 0 73 11 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 127 1337
5:40 PM 3 32 0 0 0 69 8 0 16 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 130 1360

 

5:45 PM 1 34 0 0 0 82 14 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 146 1406
5:50 PM 2 31 0 0 0 59 13 0 13 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 121 1424
5:55 PM 3 27 0 0 0 86 11 0 11 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 139 1468

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 24 368 0 0 0 908 152 0 156 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 1624
Heavy Trucks 0 12 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM -- 6:00 PM
Peak 15-Min: 5:45 PM -- 6:00 PM

11 358 0

0865114

110

0

10 0

0

0

369

979

120

0

468

875

0

125

0.90

0.0 3.6 0.0

0.02.00.0

0.0

0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0

0.0

3.5

1.7

0.0

0.0

2.8

1.9

0.0

0.0

0

0

3 0

0 0 0

000

0

0

0 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA



Type of peak hour being reported: User-Defined Method for determining peak hour: Total Entering Volume

Report generated on 10/4/2013 1:26 PM SOURCE: Quality Counts, LLC (http://www.qualitycounts.net) 1-877-580-2212

LOCATION: S Beavercreek Rd -- S Glen Oak Rd QC JOB #: 11203602
CITY/STATE: Oregon City, OR DATE: Wed, Sep 25 2013

5-Min Count
Period

Beginning At

S Beavercreek Rd
(Northbound)

S Beavercreek Rd
(Southbound)

S Glen Oak Rd
(Eastbound)

S Glen Oak Rd
(Westbound)

Total Hourly
Totals

Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U
4:00 PM 1 27 0 0 0 41 13 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 87
4:05 PM 0 17 0 0 0 46 11 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 77
4:10 PM 1 27 0 0 0 41 6 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 80
4:15 PM 4 31 0 0 0 61 6 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 104
4:20 PM 5 20 0 0 0 50 9 0 6 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 93
4:25 PM 0 25 0 0 0 37 10 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 77
4:30 PM 2 24 0 0 0 53 6 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 90
4:35 PM 0 18 0 0 0 53 13 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 86
4:40 PM 3 32 0 0 0 47 10 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 97
4:45 PM 0 23 0 0 0 48 6 0 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 84
4:50 PM 3 25 0 0 0 54 12 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 95
4:55 PM 1 24 0 0 0 36 10 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 76 1046

 

5:00 PM 0 27 0 0 0 54 15 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 1059
5:05 PM 0 20 0 0 0 65 10 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 102 1084
5:10 PM 0 27 0 0 0 50 12 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 95 1099
5:15 PM 1 24 0 0 0 67 8 0 11 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 113 1108
5:20 PM 3 30 0 0 0 46 11 0 5 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 98 1113
5:25 PM 1 21 0 0 0 77 14 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 117 1153
5:30 PM 6 24 0 0 0 55 13 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 103 1166

 

5:35 PM 1 22 0 0 0 62 8 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 101 1181
5:40 PM 1 29 0 0 0 67 11 0 5 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 116 1200
5:45 PM 5 32 0 0 0 58 20 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 120 1236
5:50 PM 1 29 0 0 0 50 10 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 95 1236
5:55 PM 0 25 0 0 0 64 23 0 6 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 121 1281

Peak 15-Min Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
TotalFlowrates Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U Left Thru Right U

All Vehicles 28 332 0 0 0 748 156 0 64 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 1348
Heavy Trucks 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
Pedestrians 0 0 0 0 0

Bicycles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railroad

Stopped Buses

Comments:

Peak-Hour: 5:00 PM -- 6:00 PM
Peak 15-Min: 5:35 PM -- 5:50 PM

19 310 0

0715155

64

0

18 0

0

0

329

870

82

0

374

733

0

174

0.95

0.0 4.2 0.0

0.02.10.6

1.6

0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0

0.0

4.0

1.8

1.2

0.0

3.7

2.0

0.0

0.6

0

0

0 0

0 0 0

000

0

0

1 0

0

0

NA

NA

NA NA

NA

NA

NA NA
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LEVEL OF SERVICE CONCEPT 

Level of service (level of service) is a concept developed to quantify the degree of comfort (including 

such elements as travel time, number of stops, total amount of stopped delay, and impediments 

caused by other vehicles) afforded to drivers as they travel through an intersection or roadway 

segment. Six grades are used to denote the various Level of Service from A to F.3 

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

The six level of service grades are described qualitatively for signalized intersections in Table B1. 

Additionally, Table B2 identifies the relationship between level of service and average control delay 

per vehicle. Control delay is defined to include initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, 

stopped delay, and final acceleration delay. Using this definition, Level of Service D is generally 

considered to represent the minimum acceptable design standard. 

Table B1 

Level of Service Definitions (Signalized Intersections) 

Level of 
Service 

 
Average Delay per Vehicle 

A 
Very low average control delay, less than 10 seconds per vehicle. This occurs when progression is extremely 
favorable, and most vehicles arrive during the green phase. Most vehicles do not stop at all. Short cycle lengths 
may also contribute to low delay. 

B 
Average control delay is greater than 10 seconds per vehicle and less than or equal to 20 seconds per vehicle. 
This generally occurs with good progression and/or short cycle lengths. More vehicles stop than for a level of 
service A, causing higher levels of average delay. 

C 

Average control delay is greater than 20 seconds per vehicle and less than or equal to 35 seconds per vehicle. 
These higher delays may result from fair progression and/or longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle failures may 
begin to appear at this level. The number of vehicles stopping is significant at this level, although many still 
pass through the intersection without stopping. 

D 

Average control delay is greater than 35 seconds per vehicle and less than or equal to 55 seconds per vehicle. 
The influence of congestion becomes more noticeable. Longer delays may result from some combination of 
unfavorable progression, long cycle length, or high volume/capacity ratios. Many vehicles stop, and the 
proportion of vehicles not stopping declines. Individual cycle failures are noticeable. 

E 

Average control delay is greater than 55 seconds per vehicle and less than or equal to 80 seconds per vehicle. 
This is usually considered to be the limit of acceptable delay. These high delay values generally (but not always) 
indicate poor progression, long cycle lengths, and high volume/capacity ratios. Individual cycle failures are 
frequent occurrences. 

F 

Average control delay is in excess of 80 seconds per vehicle. This is considered to be unacceptable to most 
drivers. This condition often occurs with oversaturation. It may also occur at high volume/capacity ratios below 
1.0 with many individual cycle failures. Poor progression and long cycle lengths may also contribute to such 
high delay values. 

 

  

                                                        

3
 
Most of the material in this appendix is adapted from the Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual,

 (
2000

)
.
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Table B2 

Level of Service Criteria for Signalized Intersections 

Level of Service Average Control Delay per Vehicle (Seconds) 

A 10.0 

B >10 and 20 

C >20 and 35 

D >35 and 55 

E >55 and 80 

F >80 

 
UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 

Unsignalized intersections include two-way stop-controlled (TWSC) and all-way stop-controlled 

(AWSC) intersections. The 1997 Highway Capacity Manual provides new models for estimating 

control delay at both TWSC and AWSC intersections. A qualitative description of the various service 

levels associated with an unsignalized intersection is presented in Table B3. A quantitative definition 

of level of service for unsignalized intersections is presented in Table B4. Using this definition, Level of 

Service E is generally considered to represent the minimum acceptable design standard. 

 

Table B3 

Level of Service Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections 

Level of 
Service 

 
Average Delay per Vehicle to Minor Street 

A 

 Nearly all drivers find freedom of operation. 

 Very seldom is there more than one vehicle in queue. 

B 

 Some drivers begin to consider the delay an inconvenience. 

 Occasionally there is more than one vehicle in queue. 

C 

 Many times there is more than one vehicle in queue. 

 Most drivers feel restricted, but not objectionably so. 

D 

 Often there is more than one vehicle in queue. 

 Drivers feel quite restricted. 

E 

 Represents a condition in which the demand is near or equal to the probable maximum number of 
vehicles that can be accommodated by the movement.  

 There is almost always more than one vehicle in queue. 

 Drivers find the delays approaching intolerable levels. 

F 

 Forced flow. 

 Represents an intersection failure condition that is caused by geometric and/or operational 
constraints external to the intersection. 
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Table B4 

Level of Service Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections 

Level of Service Average Control Delay per Vehicle (Seconds) 

A 10 

B >10 and 15 

C >15 and 25 

D >25 and 35 

E >35 and 50 

F >50 

 

It should be noted that the level of service criteria for unsignalized intersections are somewhat 

different than the criteria used for signalized intersections. The primary reason for this difference is 

that drivers expect different levels of performance from different kinds of transportation facilities. 

The expectation is that a signalized intersection is designed to carry higher traffic volumes than an 

unsignalized intersection. Additionally, there are a number of driver behavior considerations that 

combine to make delays at signalized intersections less onerous than at unsignalized intersections. 

For example, drivers at signalized intersections are able to relax during the red interval, while drivers 

on the minor street approaches to TWSC intersections must remain attentive to the task of 

identifying acceptable gaps and vehicle conflicts. Also, there is often much more variability in the 

amount of delay experienced by individual drivers at unsignalized intersections than signalized 

intersections. For these reasons, it is considered that the control delay threshold for any given level of 

service is less for an unsignalized intersection than for a signalized intersection. While overall 

intersection level of service is calculated for AWSC intersections, level of service is only calculated 

for the minor approaches and the major street left turn movements at TWSC intersections. No 

delay is assumed to the major street through movements. For TWSC intersections, the overall 

intersection level of service remains undefined: level-of-service is only calculated for each minor 

street lane. 

In the performance evaluation of TWSC intersections, it is important to consider other measures of 

effectiveness (MOE’s) in addition to delay, such as v/c ratios for individual movements, average 

queue lengths, and 95th-percentile queue lengths. By focusing on a single MOE for the worst 

movement only, such as delay for the minor-street left turn, users may make inappropriate traffic 

control decisions. The potential for making such inappropriate decisions is likely to be particularly 

pronounced when the HCM level-of-service thresholds are adopted as legal standards, as is the case 

in many public agencies. 
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Beavercreek Mixed-use residential

Project No. 13700

Saturation flow rate review of the Beavercreek/OR 213 intersection during the weekday a.m. peak hour

7:25 a.m. = 2:54:40 time stamp in the video recorded data

WBR Sat flow Study

Note that beginning observe time reflects the time in which the fifth vehicle in the queue crosses the stop bar

Beg Observe End Sat Flow Green Time Seconds No. Veh. Sat Flow

2:54:47 2:55:25 00:38.0 38 16 1516

2:56:30 2:56:45 00:15.0 15 7 1680

2:57:00 2:57:28 00:28.0 28 13 1671

2:57:38 2:57:54 00:16.0 16 7 1575

2:58:48 2:58:55 00:07.0 7 4 2057 queue clears after 8 vehicles

2:59:50 3:00:27 00:37.0 37 15 1459

3:01:28 3:01:50 00:22.0 22 10 1636

3:02:08 3:02:25 00:17.0 17 8 1694

3:03:42 3:03:59 00:17.0 17 8 1694

3:04:28 3:04:46 00:18.0 18 9 1800

3:06:05 3:06:31 00:26.0 26 13 1800

3:07:02 3:07:44 00:42.0 42 19 1629

3:08:37 3:09:00 00:23.0 23 12 1878

3:09:39 3:10:05 00:26.0 26 14 1938

Average = 1716                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

Synchro Sat Flow Adjustment 2100

NBT Sat flow Study

Note that beginning observe time reflects the time in which the fifth vehicle in the queue crosses the stop bar

Beg Observe End Sat Flow Green Time Seconds No. Veh. Sat Flow

2:55:36 2:55:51 00:15.0 15 9 2160

2:58:05 2:58:34 00:29.0 29 18 2234

3:00:41 3:01:10 00:29.0 29 14 1738 5 of these vehicles were semis

3:03:03 3:03:17 00:14.0 14 9 2314

3:05:28 3:05:53 00:25.0 25 12 1728 4 of these vehicles were semis/school bus

3:07:53 3:08:14 00:21.0 21 10 1714 2 of these vehicles were log trucks

3:10:33 3:10:58 00:25.0 25 16 2304

Average = 2028

2-lanes = 4055

Synchro Sat Flow Adjustment 2305



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2013 Existing Traffic Conditions

1: S Beavercreek Rd & OR 213 Weekday AM Peak Hour

12/11/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 263 353 6 77 422 767 22 1008 66 337 434 547

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 2100 1900 2305 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.5 3.5 4.5 3.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3099 3342 3335 3282 1716 1467 4055 1482 3400 3252 1568

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3099 3342 3335 3282 1716 1467 4055 1482 3400 3252 1568

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 289 388 7 85 464 843 24 1108 73 370 477 601

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 0 15 0 0 51 0 0 257

Lane Group Flow (vph) 289 394 0 85 464 828 24 1108 22 370 477 344

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 17 17

Heavy Vehicles (%) 13% 7% 33% 5% 10% 4% 23% 8% 9% 3% 11% 3%

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot pm+ov Prot Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 3 8 7 4 5 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.3 28.9 8.4 20.0 64.0 5.1 42.3 42.3 44.0 81.2 81.2

Effective Green, g (s) 18.3 30.9 9.4 22.0 66.0 6.1 45.3 45.3 45.0 84.2 84.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.12 0.21 0.06 0.15 0.45 0.04 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.57 0.57

Clearance Time (s) 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 7.0 7.0 5.5 7.0 7.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 4.7 4.7 2.3 4.7 4.7

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 386 702 213 491 770 61 1249 456 1040 1861 898

v/s Ratio Prot c0.09 0.12 0.03 0.14 c0.33 0.02 c0.27 0.11 0.15

v/s Ratio Perm 0.15 0.02 0.22

v/c Ratio 0.75 0.56 0.40 0.95 1.07 0.39 0.89 0.05 0.36 0.26 0.38

Uniform Delay, d1 62.2 52.0 66.1 62.0 40.5 68.7 48.5 35.8 39.8 15.8 17.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 7.1 0.7 0.7 27.1 54.4 2.4 8.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.5

Delay (s) 69.3 52.8 66.9 89.0 95.0 71.1 56.9 35.9 39.9 15.9 17.7

Level of Service E D E F F E E D D B B

Approach Delay (s) 59.8 91.3 55.9 22.8

Approach LOS E F E C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 56.7 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.96

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 147.1 Sum of lost time (s) 17.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.3% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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2: S Molalla Ave/S Douglas Loop & OR 213 Weekday AM Peak Hour

12/11/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 85 37 114 14 24 9 264 1002 54 35 373 107

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 4.4 3.0 3.0 4.4 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 1810 1515 1583 1520 1206 1770 3343 1521 1626 3252 1538

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 1810 1515 1583 1520 1206 1770 3343 1521 1626 3252 1538

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 89 39 120 15 25 9 278 1055 57 37 393 113

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 82 0 0 8 0 0 7 0 0 56

Lane Group Flow (vph) 89 39 38 15 25 1 278 1055 50 37 393 57

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 7 7 2

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 6% 14% 25% 33% 2% 8% 4% 11% 11% 5%

Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot pm+ov Prot Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 3 8 1 7 4 5 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 8 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.3 10.8 36.4 5.3 4.8 10.1 25.6 79.2 79.2 5.3 58.9 58.9

Effective Green, g (s) 12.3 11.8 38.4 6.3 5.8 12.1 26.6 81.2 81.2 6.3 60.9 60.9

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.32 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.22 0.68 0.68 0.05 0.51 0.51

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.4 4.0 4.0 5.4 4.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 3.0 2.3 2.3 2.3 3.0 4.5 4.5 2.3 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 176 178 523 83 73 122 392 2262 1029 85 1650 781

v/s Ratio Prot c0.05 0.02 0.02 0.01 c0.02 0.00 c0.16 c0.32 c0.02 0.12

v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.04

v/c Ratio 0.51 0.22 0.07 0.18 0.34 0.01 0.71 0.47 0.05 0.44 0.24 0.07

Uniform Delay, d1 51.0 49.9 28.4 54.4 55.3 48.5 43.1 9.2 6.5 55.1 16.6 15.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.94 0.95 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 0.4 0.1 0.6 1.6 0.0 2.3 0.1 0.0 2.1 0.3 0.2

Delay (s) 52.3 50.2 28.5 55.0 56.9 48.6 42.7 8.8 6.6 57.2 16.9 15.3

Level of Service D D C D E D D A A E B B

Approach Delay (s) 40.4 54.8 15.5 19.3

Approach LOS D D B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 20.1 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.53

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 218 221 165 1105 408 61

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 1583 1719 1776 3252 1503

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 1583 1719 1776 3252 1503

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87

Adj. Flow (vph) 251 254 190 1270 469 70

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 211 0 0 0 29

Lane Group Flow (vph) 251 43 190 1270 469 41

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 1 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 2% 5% 7% 11% 5%

Turn Type Prot Prot Perm

Protected Phases 8 8 1 6 2

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.1 19.1 17.9 90.4 68.5 68.5

Effective Green, g (s) 20.1 20.1 18.9 92.4 70.5 70.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17 0.16 0.77 0.59 0.59

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 288 265 271 1368 1911 883

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 0.03 0.11 c0.72 0.14

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03

v/c Ratio 0.87 0.16 0.70 0.93 0.25 0.05

Uniform Delay, d1 48.7 42.7 47.9 11.1 11.9 10.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.20

Incremental Delay, d2 23.5 0.2 7.0 12.3 0.3 0.1

Delay (s) 72.2 42.9 54.9 23.5 11.9 12.7

Level of Service E D D C B B

Approach Delay (s) 57.4 27.6 12.0

Approach LOS E C B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 30.2 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.92

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.1% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 29 13 8 26 2 324 2 876 21 178 434 23

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 5.0 3.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.97 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1731 1749 1548 1805 1733 1770 1709

Flt Permitted 0.81 0.75 1.00 0.40 1.00 0.06 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1452 1379 1548 761 1733 103 1709

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84

Adj. Flow (vph) 35 15 10 31 2 386 2 1043 25 212 517 27

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 299 0 1 0 0 1 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 54 0 0 33 87 2 1067 0 212 543 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 7% 0% 0% 4% 0% 2% 0% 9% 19% 2% 10% 17%

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 4 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 8 4 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.3 11.3 11.3 71.0 71.0 97.2 95.2

Effective Green, g (s) 12.3 12.3 12.3 72.0 72.0 98.2 96.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.59 0.59 0.80 0.79

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 6.0 4.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.3 4.5 2.3 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 146 139 156 466 1023 441 1348

v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 c0.62 c0.10 0.32

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.02 c0.06 0.00 0.28

v/c Ratio 0.37 0.24 0.56 0.00 1.04 0.48 0.40

Uniform Delay, d1 51.2 50.5 52.3 10.6 25.0 36.1 4.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 0.6 3.7 0.0 40.1 0.5 0.9

Delay (s) 52.4 51.2 56.0 10.6 65.1 36.6 4.9

Level of Service D D E B E D A

Approach Delay (s) 52.4 55.6 65.0 13.8

Approach LOS D E E B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 46.1 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.83

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 122.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.4% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 125 543 57 4 877 69 95 17 15 176 28 294

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1687 3383 1434 3344 1671 1708 1703 1900 1568

Flt Permitted 0.11 1.00 0.38 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 192 3383 574 3344 1671 1708 1703 1900 1568

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84

Adj. Flow (vph) 149 646 68 5 1044 82 113 20 18 210 33 350

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 15 0 0 0 122

Lane Group Flow (vph) 149 710 0 5 1123 0 113 23 0 210 33 228

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 15 15 2

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 7% 4% 9% 25% 6% 14% 8% 0% 7% 6% 0% 3%

Turn Type pm+pt pm+pt Split Split pm+ov

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 3 4 4 5

Permitted Phases 2 6 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 78.7 73.3 59.0 58.1 18.6 18.6 21.4 21.4 37.5

Effective Green, g (s) 79.7 74.3 61.0 59.1 19.6 19.6 22.4 22.4 39.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.60 0.56 0.46 0.45 0.15 0.15 0.17 0.17 0.30

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.2 2.3 5.2 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 309 1901 277 1495 248 253 289 322 510

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.21 0.00 c0.34 c0.07 0.01 c0.12 0.02 c0.06

v/s Ratio Perm 0.23 0.01 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.48 0.37 0.02 0.75 0.46 0.09 0.73 0.10 0.45

Uniform Delay, d1 18.7 16.1 19.2 30.4 51.4 48.6 52.0 46.4 37.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 0.3 0.0 2.7 1.0 0.1 8.3 0.1 0.5

Delay (s) 19.6 16.3 19.3 33.1 52.4 48.7 60.3 46.5 38.0

Level of Service B B B C D D E D D

Approach Delay (s) 16.9 33.0 51.5 46.3

Approach LOS B C D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 31.8 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 132.2 Sum of lost time (s) 10.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.9% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 9 25 36 935 652 71

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1626 1553 1804 1792 1810 1568

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.23 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1626 1553 443 1792 1810 1568

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 33 48 1247 869 95

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 31 0 0 0 15

Lane Group Flow (vph) 12 2 48 1247 869 80

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 7

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 11% 4% 0% 6% 5% 3%

Turn Type Prot pm+pt pt+ov

Protected Phases 8 8 1 6 2 2 8

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 4.9 4.9 71.2 71.2 62.5 71.9

Effective Green, g (s) 4.9 4.9 71.2 71.2 62.5 71.9

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.06 0.84 0.84 0.73 0.84

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.3 5.1 5.1

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 94 89 438 1499 1329 1325

v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 0.00 0.01 c0.70 0.48 0.05

v/s Ratio Perm 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.13 0.02 0.11 0.83 0.65 0.06

Uniform Delay, d1 38.1 37.8 4.0 3.7 5.8 1.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.4 0.1 0.1 4.6 1.6 0.0

Delay (s) 38.5 37.9 4.1 8.3 7.4 1.1

Level of Service D D A A A A

Approach Delay (s) 38.1 8.2 6.8

Approach LOS D A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 8.2 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 85.1 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2013 Existing Traffic Conditions

7: S Loder Rd & S Beavercreek Rd Weekday AM Peak Hour

12/11/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 7 35 936 5 10 667

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73

Hourly flow rate (vph) 10 48 1282 7 14 914

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 2227 1286 1289

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 2227 1286 1289

tC, single (s) 6.7 6.3 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.8 3.4 2.2

p0 queue free % 75 75 97

cM capacity (veh/h) 38 189 545

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 58 1289 927

Volume Left 10 0 14

Volume Right 48 7 0

cSH 114 1700 545

Volume to Capacity 0.50 0.76 0.03

Queue Length 95th (ft) 57 0 2

Control Delay (s) 64.8 0.0 0.8

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 64.8 0.0 0.8

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 59.6% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 301 32 106 640 181 150

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.8 4.8

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.94

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1641 1482 1805 1863 1694

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.23 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1641 1482 435 1863 1694

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71

Adj. Flow (vph) 424 45 149 901 255 211

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 29 0 0 30 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 424 16 149 901 436 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 10% 9% 0% 2% 6% 2%

Turn Type Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 1 6 2

Permitted Phases 8 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.2 25.2 38.0 38.0 25.3

Effective Green, g (s) 25.2 25.2 38.0 38.0 25.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.35 0.35 0.53 0.53 0.35

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.8 4.8

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 574 519 386 983 595

v/s Ratio Prot c0.26 0.04 c0.48 0.26

v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.16

v/c Ratio 0.74 0.03 0.39 0.92 0.73

Uniform Delay, d1 20.5 15.4 10.9 15.6 20.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 4.7 0.0 0.4 12.6 4.0

Delay (s) 25.2 15.4 11.2 28.2 24.4

Level of Service C B B C C

Approach Delay (s) 24.2 25.8 24.4

Approach LOS C C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 25.1 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.85

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 72.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2013 Existing Traffic Conditions

9: S Glen Oak Rd & S Beavercreek Rd Weekday AM Peak Hour

12/11/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 82 41 51 662 176 39

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82

Hourly flow rate (vph) 100 50 62 807 215 48

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh) 6

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1170 238 262

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1170 238 262

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.3 4.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.4 2.3

p0 queue free % 51 94 95

cM capacity (veh/h) 203 781 1257

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1

Volume Total 150 62 807 262

Volume Left 100 62 0 0

Volume Right 50 0 0 48

cSH 304 1257 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.49 0.05 0.47 0.15

Queue Length 95th (ft) 64 4 0 0

Control Delay (s) 29.3 8.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS D A

Approach Delay (s) 29.3 0.6 0.0

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.1% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2013 Existing Traffic Conditions

10: S Thayer Rd & S Maple Lane Rd Weekday AM Peak Hour
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Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page 10

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 81 13 182 28 4 416

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82

Hourly flow rate (vph) 99 16 222 34 5 507

Pedestrians 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 0

Right turn flare (veh) 2

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 394

pX, platoon unblocked 0.97 0.97 0.97

vC, conflicting volume 756 240 256

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 730 196 213

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.3 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.4 2.2

p0 queue free % 74 98 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 376 801 1323

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 115 256 5 507

Volume Left 99 0 5 0

Volume Right 16 34 0 0

cSH 437 1700 1323 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.26 0.15 0.00 0.30

Queue Length 95th (ft) 26 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 16.8 0.0 7.7 0.0

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 16.8 0.0 0.1

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 33.3% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2013 Existing Traffic Conditions

1: S Beavercreek Rd & OR 213 Weekday PM Peak Hour

12/11/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 557 745 77 148 429 397 29 584 164 781 1078 586

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.5 3.5 4.5 3.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 3510 3502 3574 1559 1752 3406 1549 3467 3505 1599

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 3510 3502 3574 1559 1752 3406 1549 3467 3505 1599

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Adj. Flow (vph) 574 768 79 153 442 409 30 602 169 805 1111 604

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 0 24 0 0 124 0 0 306

Lane Group Flow (vph) 574 843 0 153 442 385 30 602 45 805 1111 298

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 11 11 2 8 8

Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 3% 3% 6% 2% 1% 3% 1%

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot pm+ov Prot Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 3 8 7 4 5 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 20.7 34.1 10.8 24.2 60.1 4.7 34.2 34.2 35.9 65.4 65.4

Effective Green, g (s) 21.7 36.1 11.8 26.2 62.1 5.7 37.2 37.2 36.9 68.4 68.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.16 0.26 0.09 0.19 0.45 0.04 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.49 0.49

Clearance Time (s) 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 7.0 7.0 5.5 7.0 7.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 4.7 4.7 2.3 4.7 4.7

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 543 915 298 676 699 72 915 416 924 1731 790

v/s Ratio Prot 0.17 c0.24 0.04 c0.12 0.15 0.02 0.18 c0.23 c0.32

v/s Ratio Perm 0.10 0.03 0.19

v/c Ratio 1.06 0.92 0.51 0.65 0.55 0.42 0.66 0.11 0.87 0.64 0.38

Uniform Delay, d1 58.4 49.8 60.6 52.0 28.0 64.8 45.0 38.2 48.5 26.0 21.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 54.6 14.2 0.9 1.9 0.7 2.3 2.2 0.2 8.9 1.1 0.6

Delay (s) 113.0 64.0 61.5 53.9 28.6 67.0 47.2 38.4 57.4 27.0 22.4

Level of Service F E E D C E D D E C C

Approach Delay (s) 83.8 44.8 46.1 35.6

Approach LOS F D D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 50.6 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 138.5 Sum of lost time (s) 11.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.9% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 129 24 503 46 42 56 284 592 28 25 1072 206

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 4.4 3.0 3.0 4.4 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1624 1594 1736 1863 1443 1787 3438 1423 1736 3539 1615

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1624 1594 1736 1863 1443 1787 3438 1423 1736 3539 1615

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 134 25 524 48 44 58 296 617 29 26 1117 215

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 67 0 0 51 0 0 8 0 0 114

Lane Group Flow (vph) 134 25 457 48 44 7 296 617 21 26 1117 101

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 1 1

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 17% 1% 4% 2% 11% 1% 5% 11% 4% 2% 0%

Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot pm+ov Prot Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 3 8 1 7 4 5 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 8 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.6 8.0 36.9 14.4 6.8 12.6 28.9 82.4 82.4 5.8 59.3 59.3

Effective Green, g (s) 16.6 9.0 38.9 15.4 7.8 14.6 29.9 84.4 84.4 6.8 61.3 61.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.07 0.30 0.12 0.06 0.11 0.23 0.65 0.65 0.05 0.47 0.47

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.4 4.0 4.0 5.4 4.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 3.0 2.3 2.3 2.3 3.0 4.5 4.5 2.3 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 226 112 514 206 112 162 411 2232 924 91 1669 762

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 0.02 c0.20 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.17 0.18 0.01 c0.32

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 0.00 0.01 0.06

v/c Ratio 0.59 0.22 0.89 0.23 0.39 0.04 0.72 0.28 0.02 0.29 0.67 0.13

Uniform Delay, d1 53.5 57.2 43.5 51.9 58.8 51.5 46.2 9.7 8.1 59.3 26.5 19.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.05 0.87 0.76 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.2 0.6 16.9 0.3 1.3 0.1 5.4 0.1 0.0 1.0 2.2 0.4

Delay (s) 56.7 57.8 60.4 52.3 60.1 51.5 53.8 8.6 6.2 60.3 28.7 19.7

Level of Service E E E D E D D A A E C B

Approach Delay (s) 59.5 54.3 22.7 27.9

Approach LOS E D C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 34.5 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.72

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.3% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 191 288 187 681 1211 244

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1568 1770 1827 3471 1577

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1568 1770 1827 3471 1577

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 199 300 195 709 1261 254

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 254 0 0 0 86

Lane Group Flow (vph) 199 46 195 709 1261 168

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 1 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 3% 2% 4% 4% 0%

Turn Type Prot Prot Perm

Protected Phases 8 8 1 6 2

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 18.8 18.8 18.9 100.7 77.8 77.8

Effective Green, g (s) 19.8 19.8 19.9 102.7 79.8 79.8

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.79 0.61 0.61

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 270 239 271 1443 2131 968

v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 0.03 c0.11 0.39 c0.36

v/s Ratio Perm 0.11

v/c Ratio 0.74 0.19 0.72 0.49 0.59 0.17

Uniform Delay, d1 52.6 48.1 52.4 4.7 15.2 10.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.77 0.23

Incremental Delay, d2 9.2 0.2 7.9 1.2 0.8 0.3

Delay (s) 61.8 48.3 60.3 5.9 12.6 2.7

Level of Service E D E A B A

Approach Delay (s) 53.7 17.6 11.0

Approach LOS D B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 20.3 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.64

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.7% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 31 4 2 25 5 211 1 623 23 254 1200 45

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 5.0 3.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.96 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1762 1608 1563 1805 1799 1805 1818

Flt Permitted 0.74 0.80 1.00 0.07 1.00 0.32 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1355 1337 1563 124 1799 607 1818

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 32 4 2 26 5 220 1 649 24 265 1250 47

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 0 203 0 1 0 0 1 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 36 0 0 31 17 1 672 0 265 1296 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 3% 0% 0% 16% 0% 1% 0% 5% 4% 0% 4% 2%

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 4 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 8 4 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 9.0 9.0 9.0 83.3 83.3 109.5 107.5

Effective Green, g (s) 10.0 10.0 10.0 84.3 84.3 110.5 108.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.64 0.64 0.84 0.82

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 6.0 4.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.3 4.5 2.3 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 103 101 118 105 1149 746 1494

v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 c0.37 0.07 c0.71

v/s Ratio Perm c0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.23

v/c Ratio 0.35 0.31 0.14 0.01 0.59 0.36 0.87

Uniform Delay, d1 57.9 57.7 57.0 21.7 13.8 9.2 7.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 1.3 0.4 0.0 2.2 0.2 7.1

Delay (s) 59.4 59.0 57.4 21.7 15.9 9.4 14.4

Level of Service E E E C B A B

Approach Delay (s) 59.4 57.6 16.0 13.5

Approach LOS E E B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 19.2 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 132.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.8% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 438 940 106 23 467 75 205 94 44 66 53 302

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1786 3481 1804 3448 1787 1799 1719 1900 1578

Flt Permitted 0.23 1.00 0.25 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 439 3481 475 3448 1787 1799 1719 1900 1578

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 476 1022 115 25 508 82 223 102 48 72 58 328

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 8 0 0 10 0 0 0 103

Lane Group Flow (vph) 476 1133 0 25 582 0 223 140 0 72 58 225

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 4 4 3 4 4

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 2% 0% 0% 2% 3% 1% 0% 0% 5% 0% 2%

Turn Type pm+pt pm+pt Split Split pm+ov

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 3 4 4 5

Permitted Phases 2 6 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 65.5 57.8 33.7 30.5 19.1 19.1 10.0 10.0 40.5

Effective Green, g (s) 66.5 58.8 35.7 31.5 20.1 20.1 11.0 11.0 42.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.62 0.54 0.33 0.29 0.19 0.19 0.10 0.10 0.39

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.2 2.3 5.2 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 663 1893 209 1005 332 335 175 193 671

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 0.33 0.00 0.17 c0.12 0.08 c0.04 0.03 0.10

v/s Ratio Perm c0.23 0.03 0.05

v/c Ratio 0.72 0.60 0.12 0.58 0.67 0.42 0.41 0.30 0.34

Uniform Delay, d1 15.2 16.7 24.6 32.7 40.9 38.8 45.5 45.0 22.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.5 0.8 0.1 1.4 4.8 0.6 1.1 0.6 0.2

Delay (s) 18.7 17.5 24.7 34.0 45.7 39.5 46.7 45.6 23.2

Level of Service B B C C D D D D C

Approach Delay (s) 17.8 33.6 43.2 29.7

Approach LOS B C D C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 25.9 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.67

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 108.1 Sum of lost time (s) 10.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.7% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 59 40 25 462 1008 43

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1615 1805 1863 1881 1615

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.09 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1805 1615 166 1863 1881 1615

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89

Adj. Flow (vph) 66 45 28 519 1133 48

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 40 0 0 0 6

Lane Group Flow (vph) 66 5 28 519 1133 42

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 7

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 0%

Turn Type Prot pm+pt pt+ov

Protected Phases 8 8 1 6 2 2 8

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 9.0 9.0 64.4 64.4 57.8 71.3

Effective Green, g (s) 9.0 9.0 64.4 64.4 57.8 71.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.11 0.78 0.78 0.70 0.87

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.3 5.1 5.1

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 197 176 172 1456 1319 1397

v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.00 0.00 c0.28 c0.60 0.03

v/s Ratio Perm 0.12

v/c Ratio 0.34 0.03 0.16 0.36 0.86 0.03

Uniform Delay, d1 33.9 32.8 13.2 2.7 9.2 0.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.0 0.3 0.3 6.4 0.0

Delay (s) 34.7 32.8 13.5 3.1 15.6 0.8

Level of Service C C B A B A

Approach Delay (s) 33.9 3.6 15.0

Approach LOS C A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 12.8 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.79

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 82.4 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.6% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 4 18 469 6 37 1011

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Hourly flow rate (vph) 5 20 533 7 42 1149

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1769 536 540

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1769 536 540

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.3 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.4 2.2

p0 queue free % 95 96 96

cM capacity (veh/h) 89 537 1024

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 25 540 1191

Volume Left 5 0 42

Volume Right 20 7 0

cSH 280 1700 1024

Volume to Capacity 0.09 0.32 0.04

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 0 3

Control Delay (s) 19.1 0.0 1.4

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 19.1 0.0 1.4

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.1% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 110 10 11 365 865 114

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.8 4.8

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1615 1805 1827 1833

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.10 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1805 1615 183 1827 1833

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 122 11 12 406 961 127

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 2 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 122 1 12 406 1086 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 3

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 4% 2% 0%

Turn Type Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 1 6 2

Permitted Phases 8 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 9.6 9.6 56.5 56.5 51.0

Effective Green, g (s) 9.6 9.6 56.5 56.5 51.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.13 0.75 0.75 0.68

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.8 4.8

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 231 207 160 1378 1248

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 0.00 c0.22 c0.59

v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.06

v/c Ratio 0.53 0.01 0.07 0.29 0.87

Uniform Delay, d1 30.5 28.5 11.2 2.9 9.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.7 0.0 0.1 0.0 6.7

Delay (s) 32.2 28.5 11.4 2.9 16.0

Level of Service C C B A B

Approach Delay (s) 31.9 3.2 16.0

Approach LOS C A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 14.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 74.9 Sum of lost time (s) 13.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.9% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 64 18 19 310 715 155

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly flow rate (vph) 67 19 20 326 753 163

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh) 6

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1201 834 916

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1201 834 916

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 66 95 97

cM capacity (veh/h) 199 371 753

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1

Volume Total 86 20 326 916

Volume Left 67 20 0 0

Volume Right 19 0 0 163

cSH 255 753 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.34 0.03 0.19 0.54

Queue Length 95th (ft) 36 2 0 0

Control Delay (s) 28.4 9.9 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS D A

Approach Delay (s) 28.4 0.6 0.0

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.3% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 62 5 502 102 10 359

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Hourly flow rate (vph) 70 6 570 116 11 408

Pedestrians 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0

Right turn flare (veh) 2

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 394

pX, platoon unblocked 0.79 0.79 0.79

vC, conflicting volume 1063 630 688

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 950 406 479

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 69 99 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 227 515 868

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 76 686 11 408

Volume Left 70 0 11 0

Volume Right 6 116 0 0

cSH 246 1700 868 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.31 0.40 0.01 0.24

Queue Length 95th (ft) 32 0 1 0

Control Delay (s) 26.6 0.0 9.2 0.0

Lane LOS D A

Approach Delay (s) 26.6 0.0 0.2

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 42.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 271 364 6 79 435 790 23 1038 68 347 447 563

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 2100 1900 2305 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.5 3.5 4.5 3.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3099 3343 3335 3282 1716 1467 4055 1482 3400 3252 1568

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3099 3343 3335 3282 1716 1467 4055 1482 3400 3252 1568

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 298 400 7 87 478 868 25 1141 75 381 491 619

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 0 14 0 0 52 0 0 266

Lane Group Flow (vph) 298 406 0 87 478 854 25 1141 23 381 491 353

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 17 17

Heavy Vehicles (%) 13% 7% 33% 5% 10% 4% 23% 8% 9% 3% 11% 3%

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot pm+ov Prot Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 3 8 7 4 5 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.6 29.1 8.5 20.0 64.0 5.1 42.2 42.2 44.0 81.1 81.1

Effective Green, g (s) 18.6 31.1 9.5 22.0 66.0 6.1 45.2 45.2 45.0 84.1 84.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.21 0.06 0.15 0.45 0.04 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.57 0.57

Clearance Time (s) 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 7.0 7.0 5.5 7.0 7.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 4.7 4.7 2.3 4.7 4.7

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 391 706 215 490 769 61 1244 455 1039 1857 895

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 0.12 0.03 0.15 c0.34 0.02 c0.28 0.11 0.15

v/s Ratio Perm 0.16 0.02 0.23

v/c Ratio 0.76 0.58 0.40 0.98 1.11 0.41 0.92 0.05 0.37 0.26 0.39

Uniform Delay, d1 62.2 52.2 66.2 62.4 40.7 68.8 49.2 35.9 40.0 16.0 17.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.0 0.8 0.7 34.0 67.3 2.6 11.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.5

Delay (s) 70.2 53.0 66.9 96.4 107.9 71.4 60.3 36.0 40.1 16.1 18.0

Level of Service E D E F F E E D D B B

Approach Delay (s) 60.3 101.6 59.1 23.1

Approach LOS E F E C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 60.7 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.99

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 147.3 Sum of lost time (s) 17.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 86.5% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 85 37 114 14 24 9 264 1032 54 35 384 107

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 4.4 3.0 3.0 4.4 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 1810 1515 1583 1520 1206 1770 3343 1521 1626 3252 1538

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 1810 1515 1583 1520 1206 1770 3343 1521 1626 3252 1538

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 89 39 120 15 25 9 278 1086 57 37 404 113

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 82 0 0 8 0 0 7 0 0 56

Lane Group Flow (vph) 89 39 38 15 25 1 278 1086 50 37 404 57

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 7 7 2

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 6% 14% 25% 33% 2% 8% 4% 11% 11% 5%

Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot pm+ov Prot Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 3 8 1 7 4 5 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 8 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.3 10.8 36.4 5.3 4.8 10.1 25.6 79.2 79.2 5.3 58.9 58.9

Effective Green, g (s) 12.3 11.8 38.4 6.3 5.8 12.1 26.6 81.2 81.2 6.3 60.9 60.9

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.32 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.22 0.68 0.68 0.05 0.51 0.51

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.4 4.0 4.0 5.4 4.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 3.0 2.3 2.3 2.3 3.0 4.5 4.5 2.3 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 176 178 523 83 73 122 392 2262 1029 85 1650 781

v/s Ratio Prot c0.05 0.02 0.02 0.01 c0.02 0.00 c0.16 c0.32 c0.02 0.12

v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.04

v/c Ratio 0.51 0.22 0.07 0.18 0.34 0.01 0.71 0.48 0.05 0.44 0.24 0.07

Uniform Delay, d1 51.0 49.9 28.4 54.4 55.3 48.5 43.1 9.3 6.5 55.1 16.6 15.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.96 1.03 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 0.4 0.1 0.6 1.6 0.0 2.1 0.1 0.0 2.1 0.4 0.2

Delay (s) 52.3 50.2 28.5 55.0 56.9 48.6 42.8 9.1 6.7 57.2 17.0 15.3

Level of Service D D C D E D D A A E B B

Approach Delay (s) 40.4 54.8 15.6 19.3

Approach LOS D D B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 20.0 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.54

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.5% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 218 221 165 1139 421 61

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 1583 1719 1776 3252 1503

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 1583 1719 1776 3252 1503

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87

Adj. Flow (vph) 251 254 190 1309 484 70

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 211 0 0 0 29

Lane Group Flow (vph) 251 43 190 1309 484 41

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 1 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 2% 5% 7% 11% 5%

Turn Type Prot Prot Perm

Protected Phases 8 8 1 6 2

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.1 19.1 17.9 90.4 68.5 68.5

Effective Green, g (s) 20.1 20.1 18.9 92.4 70.5 70.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17 0.16 0.77 0.59 0.59

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 288 265 271 1368 1911 883

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 0.03 0.11 c0.74 0.15

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03

v/c Ratio 0.87 0.16 0.70 0.96 0.25 0.05

Uniform Delay, d1 48.7 42.7 47.9 12.1 12.0 10.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 1.18

Incremental Delay, d2 23.5 0.2 7.0 16.0 0.3 0.1

Delay (s) 72.2 42.9 54.9 28.1 11.9 12.5

Level of Service E D D C B B

Approach Delay (s) 57.4 31.5 12.0

Approach LOS E C B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 32.4 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.94

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.9% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 29 13 8 26 2 324 2 902 21 178 447 23

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 5.0 3.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.97 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1731 1749 1548 1805 1734 1770 1710

Flt Permitted 0.82 0.75 1.00 0.39 1.00 0.06 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1453 1382 1548 744 1734 104 1710

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84

Adj. Flow (vph) 35 15 10 31 2 386 2 1074 25 212 532 27

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 293 0 1 0 0 1 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 54 0 0 33 93 2 1098 0 212 558 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 7% 0% 0% 4% 0% 2% 0% 9% 19% 2% 10% 17%

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 4 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 8 4 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.4 11.4 11.4 70.9 70.9 97.1 95.1

Effective Green, g (s) 12.4 12.4 12.4 71.9 71.9 98.1 96.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.59 0.59 0.80 0.79

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 6.0 4.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.3 4.5 2.3 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 148 140 157 456 1022 441 1347

v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 c0.63 c0.10 0.33

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.02 c0.06 0.00 0.28

v/c Ratio 0.36 0.24 0.59 0.00 1.07 0.48 0.41

Uniform Delay, d1 51.1 50.4 52.4 10.7 25.0 37.7 4.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.1 0.6 4.9 0.0 50.4 0.5 0.9

Delay (s) 52.2 51.1 57.3 10.7 75.5 38.2 5.0

Level of Service D D E B E D A

Approach Delay (s) 52.2 56.8 75.4 14.1

Approach LOS D E E B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 51.4 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.86

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 122.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.8% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Background Traffic Conditions

5: S Beavercreek Rd & S Maple Lane Rd Weekday AM Peak Hour

12/11/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 125 559 57 4 903 69 95 17 15 176 28 294

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1687 3385 1435 3345 1671 1708 1703 1900 1568

Flt Permitted 0.10 1.00 0.37 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 185 3385 564 3345 1671 1708 1703 1900 1568

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84

Adj. Flow (vph) 149 665 68 5 1075 82 113 20 18 210 33 350

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 15 0 0 0 121

Lane Group Flow (vph) 149 730 0 5 1154 0 113 23 0 210 33 229

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 15 15 2

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 7% 4% 9% 25% 6% 14% 8% 0% 7% 6% 0% 3%

Turn Type pm+pt pm+pt Split Split pm+ov

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 3 4 4 5

Permitted Phases 2 6 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 81.0 75.6 61.3 60.4 18.6 18.6 21.4 21.4 37.5

Effective Green, g (s) 82.0 76.6 63.3 61.4 19.6 19.6 22.4 22.4 39.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.61 0.57 0.47 0.46 0.15 0.15 0.17 0.17 0.29

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.2 2.3 5.2 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 304 1928 278 1527 244 249 284 316 501

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.22 0.00 c0.35 c0.07 0.01 c0.12 0.02 c0.06

v/s Ratio Perm 0.24 0.01 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.49 0.38 0.02 0.76 0.46 0.09 0.74 0.10 0.46

Uniform Delay, d1 19.1 15.9 18.9 30.3 52.6 49.7 53.3 47.5 38.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.9 0.3 0.0 2.7 1.0 0.1 9.1 0.1 0.5

Delay (s) 20.0 16.2 18.9 33.0 53.6 49.9 62.4 47.6 39.2

Level of Service C B B C D D E D D

Approach Delay (s) 16.8 32.9 52.7 47.9

Approach LOS B C D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 32.1 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 134.5 Sum of lost time (s) 10.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.6% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Background Traffic Conditions

6: Clairmont Dr & S Beavercreek Rd Weekday AM Peak Hour
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 9 25 36 963 672 71

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1626 1553 1805 1792 1810 1568

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.22 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1626 1553 421 1792 1810 1568

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 33 48 1284 896 95

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 31 0 0 0 15

Lane Group Flow (vph) 12 2 48 1284 896 80

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 7

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 11% 4% 0% 6% 5% 3%

Turn Type Prot pm+pt pt+ov

Protected Phases 8 8 1 6 2 2 8

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 4.9 4.9 71.4 71.4 62.7 72.1

Effective Green, g (s) 4.9 4.9 71.4 71.4 62.7 72.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.06 0.84 0.84 0.74 0.85

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.3 5.1 5.1

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 93 89 421 1500 1330 1325

v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 0.00 0.01 c0.72 0.50 0.05

v/s Ratio Perm 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.13 0.02 0.11 0.86 0.67 0.06

Uniform Delay, d1 38.2 37.9 4.3 4.0 5.9 1.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.1 0.1 5.5 1.8 0.0

Delay (s) 38.6 38.0 4.4 9.5 7.7 1.1

Level of Service D D A A A A

Approach Delay (s) 38.2 9.4 7.1

Approach LOS D A A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 9.0 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 85.3 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.2% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Background Traffic Conditions

7: S Loder Rd & S Beavercreek Rd Weekday AM Peak Hour
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 7 35 964 5 10 687

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73

Hourly flow rate (vph) 10 48 1321 7 14 941

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 2292 1324 1327

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 2292 1324 1327

tC, single (s) 6.7 6.3 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.8 3.4 2.2

p0 queue free % 72 73 97

cM capacity (veh/h) 35 180 527

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 58 1327 955

Volume Left 10 0 14

Volume Right 48 7 0

cSH 106 1700 527

Volume to Capacity 0.54 0.78 0.03

Queue Length 95th (ft) 63 0 2

Control Delay (s) 73.6 0.0 0.9

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 73.6 0.0 0.9

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.0% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 301 32 106 659 186 150

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.8 4.8

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.94

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1641 1482 1805 1863 1695

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.23 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1641 1482 436 1863 1695

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71

Adj. Flow (vph) 424 45 149 928 262 211

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 29 0 0 29 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 424 16 149 928 444 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 10% 9% 0% 2% 6% 2%

Turn Type Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 1 6 2

Permitted Phases 8 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.3 25.3 38.9 38.9 26.2

Effective Green, g (s) 25.3 25.3 38.9 38.9 26.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.35 0.35 0.53 0.53 0.36

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.8 4.8

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 569 514 386 993 608

v/s Ratio Prot c0.26 0.04 c0.50 0.26

v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.16

v/c Ratio 0.75 0.03 0.39 0.93 0.73

Uniform Delay, d1 21.0 15.7 10.9 15.9 20.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.0 0.0 0.4 15.0 3.7

Delay (s) 26.0 15.8 11.2 30.9 24.0

Level of Service C B B C C

Approach Delay (s) 25.0 28.1 24.0

Approach LOS C C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 26.5 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.86

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 73.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Background Traffic Conditions

9: S Glen Oak Rd & S Beavercreek Rd Weekday AM Peak Hour
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 82 41 51 682 181 39

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82

Hourly flow rate (vph) 100 50 62 832 221 48

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh) 6

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1201 245 268

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1201 245 268

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.3 4.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.4 2.3

p0 queue free % 48 94 95

cM capacity (veh/h) 194 775 1250

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1

Volume Total 150 62 832 268

Volume Left 100 62 0 0

Volume Right 50 0 0 48

cSH 291 1250 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.52 0.05 0.49 0.16

Queue Length 95th (ft) 69 4 0 0

Control Delay (s) 31.1 8.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS D A

Approach Delay (s) 31.1 0.6 0.0

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 3.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.1% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 81 13 182 28 4 416

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82

Hourly flow rate (vph) 99 16 222 34 5 507

Pedestrians 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 0

Right turn flare (veh) 2

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 394

pX, platoon unblocked 0.97 0.97 0.97

vC, conflicting volume 756 240 256

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 731 197 213

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.3 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.4 2.2

p0 queue free % 74 98 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 376 801 1323

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 115 256 5 507

Volume Left 99 0 5 0

Volume Right 16 34 0 0

cSH 437 1700 1323 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.26 0.15 0.00 0.30

Queue Length 95th (ft) 26 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 16.8 0.0 7.7 0.0

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 16.8 0.0 0.1

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 33.3% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Background Traffic Conditions

1: S Beavercreek Rd & OR 213 Weekday PM Peak Hour
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 574 767 79 152 442 409 30 601 169 804 1111 604

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.5 3.5 4.5 3.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 3510 3502 3574 1559 1752 3406 1549 3467 3505 1599

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 3510 3502 3574 1559 1752 3406 1549 3467 3505 1599

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Adj. Flow (vph) 592 791 81 157 456 422 31 620 174 829 1145 623

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 0 22 0 0 127 0 0 312

Lane Group Flow (vph) 592 868 0 157 456 400 31 620 47 829 1145 311

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 11 11 2 8 8

Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 3% 3% 6% 2% 1% 3% 1%

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot pm+ov Prot Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 3 8 7 4 5 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 20.5 34.2 11.0 24.7 61.7 4.8 35.1 35.1 37.0 67.3 67.3

Effective Green, g (s) 21.5 36.2 12.0 26.7 63.7 5.8 38.1 38.1 38.0 70.3 70.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 0.26 0.09 0.19 0.45 0.04 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.50 0.50

Clearance Time (s) 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 7.0 7.0 5.5 7.0 7.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 4.7 4.7 2.3 4.7 4.7

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 529 902 298 678 705 72 922 419 936 1750 798

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 c0.25 0.04 c0.13 0.15 0.02 0.18 c0.24 c0.33

v/s Ratio Perm 0.10 0.03 0.19

v/c Ratio 1.12 0.96 0.53 0.67 0.57 0.43 0.67 0.11 0.89 0.65 0.39

Uniform Delay, d1 59.7 51.6 61.7 53.0 28.4 65.9 45.8 38.6 49.3 26.2 21.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 76.1 21.1 1.1 2.3 0.8 2.4 2.4 0.2 9.9 1.1 0.6

Delay (s) 135.8 72.7 62.8 55.3 29.2 68.3 48.2 38.9 59.3 27.3 22.5

Level of Service F E E E C E D D E C C

Approach Delay (s) 98.2 45.8 47.0 36.4

Approach LOS F D D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 54.8 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.8 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.5% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 129 24 503 46 42 56 284 610 28 25 1104 206

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 4.4 3.0 3.0 4.4 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1624 1594 1736 1863 1443 1787 3438 1423 1736 3539 1615

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1624 1594 1736 1863 1443 1787 3438 1423 1736 3539 1615

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 134 25 524 48 44 58 296 635 29 26 1150 215

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 64 0 0 51 0 0 8 0 0 114

Lane Group Flow (vph) 134 25 460 48 44 7 296 635 21 26 1150 101

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 1 1

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 17% 1% 4% 2% 11% 1% 5% 11% 4% 2% 0%

Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot pm+ov Prot Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 3 8 1 7 4 5 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 8 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.6 8.0 37.0 14.4 6.8 12.6 29.0 82.4 82.4 5.8 59.2 59.2

Effective Green, g (s) 16.6 9.0 39.0 15.4 7.8 14.6 30.0 84.4 84.4 6.8 61.2 61.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.07 0.30 0.12 0.06 0.11 0.23 0.65 0.65 0.05 0.47 0.47

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.4 4.0 4.0 5.4 4.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 3.0 2.3 2.3 2.3 3.0 4.5 4.5 2.3 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 226 112 515 206 112 162 412 2232 924 91 1666 760

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 0.02 c0.21 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.17 0.18 0.01 c0.32

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 0.00 0.01 0.06

v/c Ratio 0.59 0.22 0.89 0.23 0.39 0.04 0.72 0.28 0.02 0.29 0.69 0.13

Uniform Delay, d1 53.5 57.2 43.5 51.9 58.8 51.5 46.1 9.8 8.1 59.3 27.0 19.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.04 0.87 0.74 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.2 0.6 17.5 0.3 1.3 0.1 5.2 0.1 0.0 1.0 2.4 0.4

Delay (s) 56.7 57.8 61.0 52.3 60.1 51.5 53.3 8.6 6.0 60.3 29.3 19.8

Level of Service E E E D E D D A A E C B

Approach Delay (s) 60.1 54.3 22.3 28.4

Approach LOS E D C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 34.6 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.73

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.2% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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12/11/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page 3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 191 288 187 701 1248 244

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1568 1770 1827 3471 1577

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1568 1770 1827 3471 1577

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 199 300 195 730 1300 254

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 254 0 0 0 83

Lane Group Flow (vph) 199 46 195 730 1300 171

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 1 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 3% 2% 4% 4% 0%

Turn Type Prot Prot Perm

Protected Phases 8 8 1 6 2

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 18.8 18.8 18.9 100.7 77.8 77.8

Effective Green, g (s) 19.8 19.8 19.9 102.7 79.8 79.8

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.79 0.61 0.61

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 270 239 271 1443 2131 968

v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 0.03 c0.11 0.40 c0.37

v/s Ratio Perm 0.11

v/c Ratio 0.74 0.19 0.72 0.51 0.61 0.18

Uniform Delay, d1 52.6 48.1 52.4 4.8 15.5 10.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.76 0.22

Incremental Delay, d2 9.2 0.2 7.9 1.3 0.9 0.3

Delay (s) 61.8 48.3 60.3 6.0 12.7 2.6

Level of Service E D E A B A

Approach Delay (s) 53.7 17.5 11.1

Approach LOS D B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 20.2 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.65

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.7% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Background Traffic Conditions

4: S Caufield Rd/S Glen Oak Rd & OR 213 Weekday PM Peak Hour

12/11/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 31 4 2 25 5 211 1 642 23 254 1236 45

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 5.0 3.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.96 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1762 1608 1563 1805 1799 1805 1819

Flt Permitted 0.74 0.80 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.31 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1355 1337 1563 92 1799 583 1819

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 32 4 2 26 5 220 1 669 24 265 1288 47

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 0 203 0 1 0 0 1 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 36 0 0 31 17 1 692 0 265 1334 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 3% 0% 0% 16% 0% 1% 0% 5% 4% 0% 4% 2%

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 4 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 8 4 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 9.0 9.0 9.0 83.3 83.3 109.5 107.5

Effective Green, g (s) 10.0 10.0 10.0 84.3 84.3 110.5 108.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.64 0.64 0.84 0.82

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 6.0 4.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.3 4.5 2.3 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 103 101 118 85 1149 731 1495

v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 c0.38 0.07 c0.73

v/s Ratio Perm c0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.23

v/c Ratio 0.35 0.31 0.14 0.01 0.60 0.36 0.89

Uniform Delay, d1 57.9 57.7 57.0 24.9 14.0 9.9 7.9

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.5 1.3 0.4 0.0 2.3 0.2 8.5

Delay (s) 59.4 59.0 57.4 24.9 16.4 10.1 16.4

Level of Service E E E C B B B

Approach Delay (s) 59.4 57.6 16.4 15.3

Approach LOS E E B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 20.4 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.86

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 132.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.7% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Background Traffic Conditions

5: S Beavercreek Rd & S Maple Lane Rd Weekday PM Peak Hour

12/11/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page 5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 438 968 106 23 481 75 205 94 44 66 53 302

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1786 3483 1804 3450 1787 1799 1719 1900 1578

Flt Permitted 0.22 1.00 0.24 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 421 3483 461 3450 1787 1799 1719 1900 1578

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 476 1052 115 25 523 82 223 102 48 72 58 328

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 8 0 0 10 0 0 0 99

Lane Group Flow (vph) 476 1163 0 25 597 0 223 140 0 72 58 229

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 4 4 3 4 4

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 2% 0% 0% 2% 3% 1% 0% 0% 5% 0% 2%

Turn Type pm+pt pm+pt Split Split pm+ov

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 3 4 4 5

Permitted Phases 2 6 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 66.4 58.7 34.1 30.9 19.4 19.4 10.1 10.1 41.1

Effective Green, g (s) 67.4 59.7 36.1 31.9 20.4 20.4 11.1 11.1 43.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.62 0.55 0.33 0.29 0.19 0.19 0.10 0.10 0.39

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.2 2.3 5.2 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 659 1901 204 1006 333 335 174 193 672

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 0.33 0.00 0.17 c0.12 0.08 c0.04 0.03 0.10

v/s Ratio Perm c0.23 0.04 0.05

v/c Ratio 0.72 0.61 0.12 0.59 0.67 0.42 0.41 0.30 0.34

Uniform Delay, d1 16.2 16.9 24.9 33.2 41.4 39.3 46.1 45.6 23.2

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.7 0.9 0.2 1.5 4.6 0.6 1.2 0.6 0.2

Delay (s) 19.9 17.8 25.1 34.7 45.9 39.9 47.3 46.2 23.4

Level of Service B B C C D D D D C

Approach Delay (s) 18.4 34.3 43.5 30.1

Approach LOS B C D C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 26.4 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.67

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 109.4 Sum of lost time (s) 10.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.0% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Background Traffic Conditions

6: Clairmont Dr & S Beavercreek Rd Weekday PM Peak Hour

12/11/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page 6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 59 40 25 476 1038 43

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1615 1805 1863 1881 1615

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.07 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1805 1615 134 1863 1881 1615

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89

Adj. Flow (vph) 66 45 28 535 1166 48

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 40 0 0 0 6

Lane Group Flow (vph) 66 5 28 535 1166 42

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 7

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 0%

Turn Type Prot pm+pt pt+ov

Protected Phases 8 8 1 6 2 2 8

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 9.0 9.0 64.4 64.4 57.8 71.3

Effective Green, g (s) 9.0 9.0 64.4 64.4 57.8 71.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.11 0.78 0.78 0.70 0.87

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.3 5.1 5.1

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 197 176 147 1456 1319 1397

v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.00 0.00 c0.29 c0.62 0.03

v/s Ratio Perm 0.14

v/c Ratio 0.34 0.03 0.19 0.37 0.88 0.03

Uniform Delay, d1 33.9 32.8 15.2 2.8 9.7 0.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.0 0.4 0.3 7.9 0.0

Delay (s) 34.7 32.8 15.5 3.1 17.6 0.8

Level of Service C C B A B A

Approach Delay (s) 33.9 3.7 16.9

Approach LOS C A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 14.0 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 82.4 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.1% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Background Traffic Conditions

7: S Loder Rd & S Beavercreek Rd Weekday PM Peak Hour

12/11/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 4 18 483 6 37 1041

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Hourly flow rate (vph) 5 20 549 7 42 1183

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1819 552 556

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1819 552 556

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.3 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.4 2.2

p0 queue free % 95 96 96

cM capacity (veh/h) 83 526 1010

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 25 556 1225

Volume Left 5 0 42

Volume Right 20 7 0

cSH 266 1700 1010

Volume to Capacity 0.09 0.33 0.04

Queue Length 95th (ft) 8 0 3

Control Delay (s) 19.9 0.0 1.5

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 19.9 0.0 1.5

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.7% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Background Traffic Conditions

8: S Meyers Rd & S Beavercreek Rd Weekday PM Peak Hour

12/11/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 110 10 11 376 891 114

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.8 4.8

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1615 1805 1827 1834

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.08 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1805 1615 154 1827 1834

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 122 11 12 418 990 127

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 2 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 122 1 12 418 1115 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 3

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 4% 2% 0%

Turn Type Perm pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 1 6 2

Permitted Phases 8 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 9.6 9.6 56.5 56.5 51.0

Effective Green, g (s) 9.6 9.6 56.5 56.5 51.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.13 0.75 0.75 0.68

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.8 4.8

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 231 207 138 1378 1249

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 0.00 c0.23 c0.61

v/s Ratio Perm 0.00 0.06

v/c Ratio 0.53 0.01 0.09 0.30 0.89

Uniform Delay, d1 30.5 28.5 12.6 2.9 9.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.7 0.0 0.2 0.0 8.2

Delay (s) 32.2 28.5 12.7 3.0 17.9

Level of Service C C B A B

Approach Delay (s) 31.9 3.2 17.9

Approach LOS C A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 15.3 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 74.9 Sum of lost time (s) 13.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.3% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Background Traffic Conditions

9: S Glen Oak Rd & S Beavercreek Rd Weekday PM Peak Hour

12/11/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 64 18 19 319 736 155

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly flow rate (vph) 67 19 20 336 775 163

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh) 6

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1232 856 938

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1232 856 938

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 65 95 97

cM capacity (veh/h) 190 360 739

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1

Volume Total 86 20 336 938

Volume Left 67 20 0 0

Volume Right 19 0 0 163

cSH 244 739 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.35 0.03 0.20 0.55

Queue Length 95th (ft) 38 2 0 0

Control Delay (s) 29.9 10.0 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS D B

Approach Delay (s) 29.9 0.6 0.0

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.4% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Background Traffic Conditions

10: S Thayer Rd & S Maple Lane Rd Weekday PM Peak Hour

12/11/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 62 5 502 102 10 359

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Hourly flow rate (vph) 70 6 570 116 11 408

Pedestrians 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0

Right turn flare (veh) 2

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 394

pX, platoon unblocked 0.80 0.80 0.80

vC, conflicting volume 1063 630 688

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 950 406 479

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 69 99 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 227 515 868

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 76 686 11 408

Volume Left 70 0 11 0

Volume Right 6 116 0 0

cSH 246 1700 868 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.31 0.40 0.01 0.24

Queue Length 95th (ft) 32 0 1 0

Control Delay (s) 26.6 0.0 9.2 0.0

Lane LOS D A

Approach Delay (s) 26.6 0.0 0.2

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 42.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Total Traffic Conditions

1: S Beavercreek Rd & OR 213 Weekday AM Peak Hour

12/12/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 271 365 6 79 437 802 23 1038 68 353 447 563

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 2100 1900 2305 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.5 3.5 4.5 3.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3099 3343 3335 3282 1716 1467 4055 1482 3400 3252 1568

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3099 3343 3335 3282 1716 1467 4055 1482 3400 3252 1568

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

Adj. Flow (vph) 298 401 7 87 480 881 25 1141 75 388 491 619

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 0 14 0 0 52 0 0 266

Lane Group Flow (vph) 298 407 0 87 480 867 25 1141 23 388 491 353

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 17 17

Heavy Vehicles (%) 13% 7% 33% 5% 10% 4% 23% 8% 9% 3% 11% 3%

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot pm+ov Prot Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 3 8 7 4 5 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.6 29.1 8.5 20.0 64.0 5.1 42.2 42.2 44.0 81.1 81.1

Effective Green, g (s) 18.6 31.1 9.5 22.0 66.0 6.1 45.2 45.2 45.0 84.1 84.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.21 0.06 0.15 0.45 0.04 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.57 0.57

Clearance Time (s) 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 7.0 7.0 5.5 7.0 7.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 4.7 4.7 2.3 4.7 4.7

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 391 706 215 490 769 61 1244 455 1039 1857 895

v/s Ratio Prot c0.10 0.12 0.03 0.15 c0.34 0.02 c0.28 0.11 0.15

v/s Ratio Perm 0.16 0.02 0.23

v/c Ratio 0.76 0.58 0.40 0.98 1.13 0.41 0.92 0.05 0.37 0.26 0.39

Uniform Delay, d1 62.2 52.2 66.2 62.4 40.7 68.8 49.2 35.9 40.1 16.0 17.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 8.0 0.8 0.7 34.9 73.6 2.6 11.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.5

Delay (s) 70.2 53.0 66.9 97.3 114.3 71.4 60.3 36.0 40.2 16.1 18.0

Level of Service E D E F F E E D D B B

Approach Delay (s) 60.3 105.8 59.1 23.2

Approach LOS E F E C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 62.1 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.00

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 147.3 Sum of lost time (s) 17.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.1% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Total Traffic Conditions

2: S Molalla Ave/S Douglas Loop & OR 213 Weekday AM Peak Hour

12/12/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 85 37 120 14 24 9 276 1032 54 35 384 107

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 4.4 3.0 3.0 4.4 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 1810 1515 1583 1520 1206 1770 3343 1521 1626 3252 1538

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 1810 1515 1583 1520 1206 1770 3343 1521 1626 3252 1538

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Adj. Flow (vph) 89 39 126 15 25 9 291 1086 57 37 404 113

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 85 0 0 8 0 0 7 0 0 56

Lane Group Flow (vph) 89 39 41 15 25 1 291 1086 50 37 404 57

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 7 7 2

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 5% 6% 14% 25% 33% 2% 8% 4% 11% 11% 5%

Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot pm+ov Prot Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 3 8 1 7 4 5 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 8 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 11.3 10.8 37.1 5.3 4.8 10.1 26.3 79.2 79.2 5.3 58.2 58.2

Effective Green, g (s) 12.3 11.8 39.1 6.3 5.8 12.1 27.3 81.2 81.2 6.3 60.2 60.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.10 0.10 0.33 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.23 0.68 0.68 0.05 0.50 0.50

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.4 4.0 4.0 5.4 4.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 3.0 2.3 2.3 2.3 3.0 4.5 4.5 2.3 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 176 178 532 83 73 122 403 2262 1029 85 1631 772

v/s Ratio Prot c0.05 0.02 0.02 0.01 c0.02 0.00 c0.16 c0.32 c0.02 0.12

v/s Ratio Perm 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.04

v/c Ratio 0.51 0.22 0.08 0.18 0.34 0.01 0.72 0.48 0.05 0.44 0.25 0.07

Uniform Delay, d1 51.0 49.9 28.0 54.4 55.3 48.5 42.8 9.3 6.5 55.1 17.0 15.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.96 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 0.4 0.1 0.6 1.6 0.0 2.1 0.1 0.0 2.1 0.4 0.2

Delay (s) 52.3 50.2 28.0 55.0 56.9 48.6 42.6 9.0 6.6 57.2 17.4 15.7

Level of Service D D C D E D D A A E B B

Approach Delay (s) 39.9 54.8 15.8 19.7

Approach LOS D D B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 20.2 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.54

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 17.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 58.5% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Total Traffic Conditions

3: S Meyers Rd & OR 213 Weekday AM Peak Hour

12/12/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 218 223 170 1151 427 61

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1719 1583 1719 1776 3252 1503

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1719 1583 1719 1776 3252 1503

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87

Adj. Flow (vph) 251 256 195 1323 491 70

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 213 0 0 0 29

Lane Group Flow (vph) 251 43 195 1323 491 41

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 6 1 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 5% 2% 5% 7% 11% 5%

Turn Type Prot Prot Perm

Protected Phases 8 8 1 6 2

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 19.1 19.1 18.2 90.4 68.2 68.2

Effective Green, g (s) 20.1 20.1 19.2 92.4 70.2 70.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.17 0.17 0.16 0.77 0.59 0.59

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 288 265 275 1368 1902 879

v/s Ratio Prot c0.15 0.03 0.11 c0.75 0.15

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03

v/c Ratio 0.87 0.16 0.71 0.97 0.26 0.05

Uniform Delay, d1 48.7 42.7 47.8 12.4 12.2 10.6

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.12

Incremental Delay, d2 23.5 0.2 7.2 17.6 0.3 0.1

Delay (s) 72.2 42.9 55.0 30.1 11.9 12.0

Level of Service E D D C B B

Approach Delay (s) 57.4 33.3 11.9

Approach LOS E C B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 33.4 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.95

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 120.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 79.5% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Total Traffic Conditions

4: S Caufield Rd/S Glen Oak Rd & OR 213 Weekday AM Peak Hour

12/12/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 29 13 8 31 2 341 2 902 23 186 447 23

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 5.0 3.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.98 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.97 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1731 1748 1548 1805 1733 1770 1710

Flt Permitted 0.82 0.74 1.00 0.39 1.00 0.06 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1453 1358 1548 739 1733 105 1710

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84

Adj. Flow (vph) 35 15 10 37 2 406 2 1074 27 221 532 27

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 6 0 0 0 291 0 1 0 0 1 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 54 0 0 39 115 2 1100 0 221 558 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 7% 0% 0% 4% 0% 2% 0% 9% 19% 2% 10% 17%

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 4 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 8 4 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 12.1 12.1 12.1 70.2 70.2 96.4 94.4

Effective Green, g (s) 13.1 13.1 13.1 71.2 71.2 97.4 95.4

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.58 0.58 0.80 0.78

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 6.0 4.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.3 4.5 2.3 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 156 146 166 449 1011 441 1337

v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 c0.63 c0.11 0.33

v/s Ratio Perm 0.04 0.03 c0.07 0.00 0.29

v/c Ratio 0.34 0.27 0.69 0.00 1.09 0.50 0.42

Uniform Delay, d1 50.5 50.0 52.5 11.0 25.4 37.9 4.3

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.0 0.7 10.9 0.0 55.4 0.5 1.0

Delay (s) 51.4 50.8 63.4 11.0 80.8 38.4 5.3

Level of Service D D E B F D A

Approach Delay (s) 51.4 62.3 80.7 14.7

Approach LOS D E F B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 55.0 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.88

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 122.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.9% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Total Traffic Conditions

5: S Beavercreek Rd & S Maple Lane Rd Weekday AM Peak Hour
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 125 566 57 4 917 76 95 17 15 179 28 294

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1687 3385 1434 3341 1671 1708 1703 1900 1568

Flt Permitted 0.10 1.00 0.37 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 169 3385 558 3341 1671 1708 1703 1900 1568

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84

Adj. Flow (vph) 149 674 68 5 1092 90 113 20 18 213 33 350

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 15 0 0 0 123

Lane Group Flow (vph) 149 738 0 5 1179 0 113 23 0 213 33 227

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 15 15 2

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 7% 4% 9% 25% 6% 14% 8% 0% 7% 6% 0% 3%

Turn Type pm+pt pm+pt Split Split pm+ov

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 3 4 4 5

Permitted Phases 2 6 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 83.1 77.6 63.6 62.6 21.8 21.8 21.6 21.6 37.6

Effective Green, g (s) 84.1 78.6 65.6 63.6 22.8 22.8 22.6 22.6 39.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.60 0.56 0.47 0.45 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.28

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.2 2.3 5.2 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 286 1900 274 1518 272 278 275 307 483

v/s Ratio Prot c0.06 0.22 0.00 c0.35 c0.07 0.01 c0.13 0.02 c0.06

v/s Ratio Perm 0.25 0.01 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.52 0.39 0.02 0.78 0.42 0.08 0.77 0.11 0.47

Uniform Delay, d1 21.2 17.2 19.8 32.2 52.6 49.7 56.3 50.1 41.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.3 0.3 0.0 3.1 0.8 0.1 12.3 0.1 0.5

Delay (s) 22.5 17.5 19.9 35.3 53.4 49.8 68.5 50.2 42.0

Level of Service C B B D D D E D D

Approach Delay (s) 18.4 35.2 52.5 52.0

Approach LOS B D D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 34.3 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.67

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 140.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.3% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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6: Clairmont Dr & S Beavercreek Rd Weekday AM Peak Hour
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Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page 6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 9 25 36 984 682 71

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1626 1553 1805 1792 1810 1568

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.22 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1626 1553 410 1792 1810 1568

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 33 48 1312 909 95

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 31 0 0 0 15

Lane Group Flow (vph) 12 2 48 1312 909 80

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 7

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 11% 4% 0% 6% 5% 3%

Turn Type Prot pm+pt pt+ov

Protected Phases 8 8 1 6 2 2 8

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 4.9 4.9 71.4 71.4 62.7 72.1

Effective Green, g (s) 4.9 4.9 71.4 71.4 62.7 72.1

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.06 0.06 0.84 0.84 0.74 0.85

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.3 5.1 5.1

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 93 89 412 1500 1330 1325

v/s Ratio Prot c0.01 0.00 0.01 c0.73 0.50 0.05

v/s Ratio Perm 0.09

v/c Ratio 0.13 0.02 0.12 0.87 0.68 0.06

Uniform Delay, d1 38.2 37.9 4.5 4.2 6.0 1.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.5 0.1 0.1 6.5 1.9 0.0

Delay (s) 38.6 38.0 4.6 10.7 7.9 1.1

Level of Service D D A B A A

Approach Delay (s) 38.2 10.5 7.3

Approach LOS D B A

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 9.7 HCM Level of Service A

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.83

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 85.3 Sum of lost time (s) 9.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.3% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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7: S Loder Rd & S Beavercreek Rd Weekday AM Peak Hour
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 7 35 985 5 10 697

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73

Hourly flow rate (vph) 10 48 1349 7 14 955

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 2335 1353 1356

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 2335 1353 1356

tC, single (s) 6.7 6.3 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.8 3.4 2.2

p0 queue free % 70 72 97

cM capacity (veh/h) 32 173 514

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 58 1356 968

Volume Left 10 0 14

Volume Right 48 7 0

cSH 100 1700 514

Volume to Capacity 0.57 0.80 0.03

Queue Length 95th (ft) 67 0 2

Control Delay (s) 80.7 0.0 0.9

Lane LOS F A

Approach Delay (s) 80.7 0.0 0.9

Approach LOS F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.1% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 301 0 32 26 0 21 106 659 12 10 186 150

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.8 4.8 4.8

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.93

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1641 1482 1805 1615 1805 1858 1805 1683

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.73 1.00 0.24 1.00 0.15 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1641 1482 1383 1615 453 1858 279 1683

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71 0.71

Adj. Flow (vph) 424 0 45 37 0 30 149 928 17 14 262 211

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 30 0 0 20 0 0 1 0 0 29 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 424 15 0 37 10 0 149 944 0 14 444 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 10% 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 6% 2%

Turn Type Prot Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 8! 4 8! 1 6 2

Permitted Phases 8 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 25.2 25.2 25.2 25.2 39.9 39.9 27.2 27.2

Effective Green, g (s) 25.2 25.2 25.2 25.2 39.9 39.9 27.2 27.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.54 0.54 0.37 0.37

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.8 4.8 4.8

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 3.0 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 560 505 472 551 395 1003 103 619

v/s Ratio Prot c0.26 0.01 0.01 0.04 c0.51 0.26

v/s Ratio Perm 0.03 0.16 0.05

v/c Ratio 0.76 0.03 0.08 0.02 0.38 0.94 0.14 0.72

Uniform Delay, d1 21.6 16.2 16.5 16.1 10.7 15.9 15.5 20.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 5.5 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.4 16.0 0.2 3.3

Delay (s) 27.2 16.2 16.5 16.2 11.0 31.9 15.8 23.4

Level of Service C B B B B C B C

Approach Delay (s) 26.1 16.4 29.0 23.1

Approach LOS C B C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 26.6 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.87

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 73.9 Sum of lost time (s) 8.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.4% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

!    Phase conflict between lane groups.

c    Critical Lane Group
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9: S Glen Oak Rd & S Beavercreek Rd Weekday AM Peak Hour
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 92 41 51 684 185 61

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82

Hourly flow rate (vph) 112 50 62 834 226 74

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh) 6

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1221 263 300

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1221 263 300

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.3 4.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.4 2.3

p0 queue free % 40 93 95

cM capacity (veh/h) 188 757 1217

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1

Volume Total 162 62 834 300

Volume Left 112 62 0 0

Volume Right 50 0 0 74

cSH 272 1217 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.60 0.05 0.49 0.18

Queue Length 95th (ft) 88 4 0 0

Control Delay (s) 36.9 8.1 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS E A

Approach Delay (s) 36.9 0.6 0.0

Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 4.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 47.8% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 81 13 189 28 4 419

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82

Hourly flow rate (vph) 99 16 230 34 5 511

Pedestrians 1

Lane Width (ft) 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0

Percent Blockage 0

Right turn flare (veh) 2

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 394

pX, platoon unblocked 0.97 0.97 0.97

vC, conflicting volume 768 249 265

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 742 204 220

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.3 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.4 2.2

p0 queue free % 73 98 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 370 793 1314

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 115 265 5 511

Volume Left 99 0 5 0

Volume Right 16 34 0 0

cSH 429 1700 1314 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.27 0.16 0.00 0.30

Queue Length 95th (ft) 27 0 0 0

Control Delay (s) 17.1 0.0 7.8 0.0

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 17.1 0.0 0.1

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 33.5% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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1: S Beavercreek Rd & OR 213 Weekday PM Peak Hour

12/12/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 574 769 79 152 444 418 30 601 169 816 1111 604

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.5 3.5 4.5 3.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 0.97 0.95 0.97 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.97 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 3467 3510 3502 3574 1559 1752 3406 1549 3467 3505 1599

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 3467 3510 3502 3574 1559 1752 3406 1549 3467 3505 1599

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97

Adj. Flow (vph) 592 793 81 157 458 431 31 620 174 841 1145 623

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 0 22 0 0 127 0 0 311

Lane Group Flow (vph) 592 870 0 157 458 409 31 620 47 841 1145 312

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 11 11 2 8 8

Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 3% 3% 6% 2% 1% 3% 1%

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot pm+ov Prot Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 3 8 7 4 5 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 20.5 34.2 11.0 24.7 62.2 4.8 35.2 35.2 37.5 67.9 67.9

Effective Green, g (s) 21.5 36.2 12.0 26.7 64.2 5.8 38.2 38.2 38.5 70.9 70.9

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 0.26 0.08 0.19 0.45 0.04 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.50 0.50

Clearance Time (s) 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 7.0 7.0 5.5 7.0 7.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 4.7 4.7 2.3 4.7 4.7

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 527 899 297 675 708 72 920 418 944 1757 802

v/s Ratio Prot 0.17 c0.25 0.04 c0.13 0.16 0.02 0.18 c0.24 c0.33

v/s Ratio Perm 0.11 0.03 0.20

v/c Ratio 1.12 0.97 0.53 0.68 0.58 0.43 0.67 0.11 0.89 0.65 0.39

Uniform Delay, d1 60.0 52.0 62.0 53.4 28.6 66.2 46.0 38.8 49.4 26.1 21.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 77.7 22.1 1.1 2.3 0.9 2.4 2.4 0.2 10.4 1.1 0.6

Delay (s) 137.7 74.1 63.1 55.7 29.4 68.6 48.5 39.1 59.9 27.2 22.4

Level of Service F E E E C E D D E C C

Approach Delay (s) 99.8 46.0 47.2 36.6

Approach LOS F D D D

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 55.3 HCM Level of Service E

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.81

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 141.4 Sum of lost time (s) 11.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 87.9% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Total Traffic Conditions

2: S Molalla Ave/S Douglas Loop & OR 213 Weekday PM Peak Hour
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Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 129 24 515 46 42 56 293 610 28 25 1104 206

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 4.4 3.0 3.0 4.4 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1624 1594 1736 1863 1443 1787 3438 1423 1736 3539 1615

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1624 1594 1736 1863 1443 1787 3438 1423 1736 3539 1615

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 134 25 536 48 44 58 305 635 29 26 1150 215

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 0 64 0 0 51 0 0 8 0 0 114

Lane Group Flow (vph) 134 25 472 48 44 7 305 635 21 26 1150 101

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 1 1

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 17% 1% 4% 2% 11% 1% 5% 11% 4% 2% 0%

Turn Type Prot pm+ov Prot pm+ov Prot Perm Prot Perm

Protected Phases 3 8 1 7 4 5 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 8 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 15.6 8.0 37.2 14.4 6.8 12.6 29.2 82.4 82.4 5.8 59.0 59.0

Effective Green, g (s) 16.6 9.0 39.2 15.4 7.8 14.6 30.2 84.4 84.4 6.8 61.0 61.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.07 0.30 0.12 0.06 0.11 0.23 0.65 0.65 0.05 0.47 0.47

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.4 4.0 4.0 5.4 4.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 3.0 2.3 2.3 2.3 3.0 4.5 4.5 2.3 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 226 112 517 206 112 162 415 2232 924 91 1661 758

v/s Ratio Prot c0.08 0.02 c0.21 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.17 0.18 0.01 c0.32

v/s Ratio Perm 0.08 0.00 0.01 0.06

v/c Ratio 0.59 0.22 0.91 0.23 0.39 0.04 0.73 0.28 0.02 0.29 0.69 0.13

Uniform Delay, d1 53.5 57.2 43.7 51.9 58.8 51.5 46.2 9.8 8.1 59.3 27.1 19.5

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.04 0.86 0.75 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.2 0.6 20.4 0.3 1.3 0.1 5.8 0.1 0.0 1.0 2.4 0.4

Delay (s) 56.7 57.8 64.2 52.3 60.1 51.5 53.9 8.6 6.1 60.3 29.5 19.9

Level of Service E E E D E D D A A E C B

Approach Delay (s) 62.5 54.3 22.8 28.6

Approach LOS E D C C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 35.4 HCM Level of Service D

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 7.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.0% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Total Traffic Conditions

3: S Meyers Rd & OR 213 Weekday PM Peak Hour
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 191 292 191 710 1260 244

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1568 1770 1827 3471 1577

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1568 1770 1827 3471 1577

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 199 304 199 740 1312 254

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 258 0 0 0 83

Lane Group Flow (vph) 199 46 199 740 1312 171

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 1 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 3% 2% 4% 4% 0%

Turn Type Prot Prot Perm

Protected Phases 8 8 1 6 2

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 18.8 18.8 19.1 100.7 77.6 77.6

Effective Green, g (s) 19.8 19.8 20.1 102.7 79.6 79.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.79 0.61 0.61

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.0 6.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.3 2.3 2.3 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 270 239 274 1443 2125 966

v/s Ratio Prot c0.11 0.03 c0.11 0.41 c0.38

v/s Ratio Perm 0.11

v/c Ratio 0.74 0.19 0.73 0.51 0.62 0.18

Uniform Delay, d1 52.6 48.1 52.3 4.8 15.7 11.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.77 0.24

Incremental Delay, d2 9.2 0.2 8.3 1.3 0.9 0.3

Delay (s) 61.8 48.4 60.7 6.1 13.1 2.9

Level of Service E D E A B A

Approach Delay (s) 53.7 17.7 11.4

Approach LOS D B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 20.4 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.66

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.2% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 31 4 2 28 5 224 1 642 28 270 1236 45

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 5.0 3.0 5.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 0.99 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99

Flt Protected 0.96 0.96 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1762 1603 1563 1805 1797 1805 1819

Flt Permitted 0.74 0.79 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.30 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1354 1321 1563 93 1797 576 1819

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 32 4 2 29 5 233 1 669 29 281 1288 47

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 2 0 0 0 215 0 1 0 0 1 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 36 0 0 34 18 1 697 0 281 1334 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 3% 0% 0% 16% 0% 1% 0% 5% 4% 0% 4% 2%

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm pm+pt pm+pt

Protected Phases 8 4 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 8 4 4 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 9.2 9.2 9.2 83.1 83.1 109.3 107.3

Effective Green, g (s) 10.2 10.2 10.2 84.1 84.1 110.3 108.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.64 0.64 0.84 0.82

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.0 6.0 4.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.3 4.5 2.3 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 105 102 121 85 1145 725 1492

v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 c0.39 0.08 c0.73

v/s Ratio Perm c0.03 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.25

v/c Ratio 0.34 0.33 0.15 0.01 0.61 0.39 0.89

Uniform Delay, d1 57.7 57.7 56.8 25.3 14.2 10.6 8.0

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.4 1.4 0.4 0.0 2.4 0.2 8.6

Delay (s) 59.2 59.1 57.3 25.3 16.6 10.8 16.6

Level of Service E E E C B B B

Approach Delay (s) 59.2 57.5 16.6 15.6

Approach LOS E E B B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 20.8 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.86

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 132.0 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 90.7% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Total Traffic Conditions
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 438 982 106 23 492 81 205 94 44 73 53 302

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1787 3484 1804 3446 1787 1799 1719 1900 1578

Flt Permitted 0.22 1.00 0.24 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 406 3484 454 3446 1787 1799 1719 1900 1578

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92

Adj. Flow (vph) 476 1067 115 25 535 88 223 102 48 79 58 328

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 4 0 0 8 0 0 10 0 0 0 96

Lane Group Flow (vph) 476 1178 0 25 615 0 223 140 0 79 58 232

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 4 4 3 4 4

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 2% 0% 0% 2% 3% 1% 0% 0% 5% 0% 2%

Turn Type pm+pt pm+pt Split Split pm+ov

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 3 3 4 4 5

Permitted Phases 2 6 4

Actuated Green, G (s) 68.2 60.5 35.3 32.1 19.6 19.6 10.7 10.7 42.3

Effective Green, g (s) 69.2 61.5 37.3 33.1 20.6 20.6 11.7 11.7 44.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.62 0.55 0.33 0.30 0.18 0.18 0.10 0.10 0.40

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 5.2 2.3 5.2 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 653 1913 202 1018 329 331 180 198 673

v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 0.34 0.00 0.18 c0.12 0.08 c0.05 0.03 0.10

v/s Ratio Perm c0.24 0.04 0.05

v/c Ratio 0.73 0.62 0.12 0.60 0.68 0.42 0.44 0.29 0.34

Uniform Delay, d1 17.3 17.2 25.3 33.8 42.6 40.4 47.1 46.3 23.7

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 3.8 0.9 0.2 1.6 5.0 0.6 1.2 0.6 0.2

Delay (s) 21.1 18.1 25.4 35.4 47.6 41.1 48.3 46.9 23.9

Level of Service C B C D D D D D C

Approach Delay (s) 19.0 35.0 45.0 30.9

Approach LOS B D D C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 27.1 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.68

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 112.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.5% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Total Traffic Conditions
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 59 40 25 493 1059 43

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1615 1805 1863 1881 1615

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.06 1.00 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1805 1615 122 1863 1881 1615

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89

Adj. Flow (vph) 66 45 28 554 1190 48

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 40 0 0 0 6

Lane Group Flow (vph) 66 5 28 554 1190 42

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 7

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 0%

Turn Type Prot pm+pt pt+ov

Protected Phases 8 8 1 6 2 2 8

Permitted Phases 6

Actuated Green, G (s) 9.0 9.0 64.4 64.4 57.8 71.3

Effective Green, g (s) 9.0 9.0 64.4 64.4 57.8 71.3

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.11 0.78 0.78 0.70 0.87

Clearance Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 2.3 5.1 5.1

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 197 176 138 1456 1319 1397

v/s Ratio Prot c0.04 0.00 0.01 c0.30 c0.63 0.03

v/s Ratio Perm 0.15

v/c Ratio 0.34 0.03 0.20 0.38 0.90 0.03

Uniform Delay, d1 33.9 32.8 16.7 2.8 10.0 0.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 0.7 0.0 0.4 0.4 9.4 0.0

Delay (s) 34.7 32.8 17.2 3.2 19.4 0.8

Level of Service C C B A B A

Approach Delay (s) 33.9 3.8 18.7

Approach LOS C A B

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 15.1 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.82

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 82.4 Sum of lost time (s) 13.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.2% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group



HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Year 2014 Total Traffic Conditions

7: S Loder Rd & S Beavercreek Rd Weekday PM Peak Hour

12/12/2013 Synchro 7 -  Report

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Page 7

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 4 18 500 6 37 1062

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Hourly flow rate (vph) 5 20 568 7 42 1207

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1862 572 575

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1862 572 575

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.3 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.4 2.2

p0 queue free % 94 96 96

cM capacity (veh/h) 78 512 993

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 25 575 1249

Volume Left 5 0 42

Volume Right 20 7 0

cSH 254 1700 993

Volume to Capacity 0.10 0.34 0.04

Queue Length 95th (ft) 8 0 3

Control Delay (s) 20.7 0.0 1.5

Lane LOS C A

Approach Delay (s) 20.7 0.0 1.5

Approach LOS C

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.8% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 110 0 10 20 0 17 11 376 25 21 891 114

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.8 4.8

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.85 1.00 0.99 0.98

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1805 1615 1805 1615 1805 1814 1833

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.75 1.00 0.22 1.00 0.99

Satd. Flow (perm) 1805 1615 1426 1615 427 1814 1813

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90

Adj. Flow (vph) 122 0 11 22 0 19 12 418 28 23 990 127

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 10 0 0 17 0 0 1 0 0 2 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 122 1 0 22 2 0 12 445 0 0 1138 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 3 3

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 2% 0%

Turn Type Prot Perm pm+pt Perm

Protected Phases 8! 4 8! 1 6 2

Permitted Phases 8 6 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 55.0 55.0 49.6

Effective Green, g (s) 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 55.0 55.0 49.6

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.75 0.75 0.68

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.8 4.8

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 3.0 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.0 2.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 236 211 187 211 337 1359 1225

v/s Ratio Prot c0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 c0.25

v/s Ratio Perm 0.02 0.03 c0.63

v/c Ratio 0.52 0.01 0.12 0.01 0.04 0.33 0.93

Uniform Delay, d1 29.7 27.8 28.2 27.8 4.1 3.1 10.4

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 1.4 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 12.0

Delay (s) 31.2 27.8 28.4 27.8 4.2 3.1 22.3

Level of Service C C C C A A C

Approach Delay (s) 30.9 28.1 3.1 22.3

Approach LOS C C A C

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 18.2 HCM Level of Service B

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.87

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 73.4 Sum of lost time (s) 13.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 91.1% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15

!    Phase conflict between lane groups.

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 85 18 19 323 740 171

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95

Hourly flow rate (vph) 89 19 20 340 779 180

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh) 6

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 1249 869 959

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1249 869 959

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 52 95 97

cM capacity (veh/h) 186 354 725

Direction, Lane # EB 1 NB 1 NB 2 SB 1

Volume Total 108 20 340 959

Volume Left 89 20 0 0

Volume Right 19 0 0 180

cSH 225 725 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.48 0.03 0.20 0.56

Queue Length 95th (ft) 60 2 0 0

Control Delay (s) 36.7 10.1 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS E B

Approach Delay (s) 36.7 0.6 0.0

Approach LOS E

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.7% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 62 5 508 102 10 366

Sign Control Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88

Hourly flow rate (vph) 70 6 577 116 11 416

Pedestrians 2 2

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0

Right turn flare (veh) 2

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 394

pX, platoon unblocked 0.80 0.80 0.80

vC, conflicting volume 1078 637 695

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 969 415 488

tC, single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 3.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 68 99 99

cM capacity (veh/h) 222 509 862

Direction, Lane # WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 76 693 11 416

Volume Left 70 0 11 0

Volume Right 6 116 0 0

cSH 240 1700 862 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.32 0.41 0.01 0.24

Queue Length 95th (ft) 33 0 1 0

Control Delay (s) 27.4 0.0 9.2 0.0

Lane LOS D A

Approach Delay (s) 27.4 0.0 0.2

Approach LOS D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 1.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 43.1% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 275 150 275 50 300 97 175 750 50 300 1750 297

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 4.5 4.0 3.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1657 1770 1795 1770 1812 1770 3471 1577

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1657 1770 1795 1770 1812 1770 3471 1577

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.95 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 286 158 286 53 316 102 182 781 53 316 1823 309

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 49 0 0 9 0 0 2 0 0 0 90

Lane Group Flow (vph) 286 395 0 53 409 0 182 832 0 316 1823 219

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 1 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 4% 2% 2% 4% 0%

Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot Perm

Protected Phases 3 8 7 4 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.0 38.3 4.0 25.3 10.0 50.2 19.0 59.2 59.2

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 38.3 4.0 26.3 11.0 52.2 19.0 61.2 61.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.29 0.03 0.20 0.08 0.40 0.15 0.47 0.47

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 2.3 3.0 2.3 2.3 4.5 3.0 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 245 488 54 363 150 728 259 1634 742

v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.24 0.03 c0.23 0.10 0.46 c0.18 c0.53

v/s Ratio Perm 0.14

v/c Ratio 1.17 0.81 0.98 1.13 1.21 1.14 1.22 1.12 0.29

Uniform Delay, d1 56.0 42.5 63.0 51.9 59.5 38.9 55.5 34.4 21.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 110.3 9.2 115.3 86.4 142.1 80.3 128.7 61.1 1.0

Delay (s) 166.3 51.6 178.2 138.3 201.6 119.2 184.2 95.5 22.1

Level of Service F D F F F F F F C

Approach Delay (s) 96.6 142.8 133.9 97.7

Approach LOS F F F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 110.0 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.13

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 109.4% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 275 154 275 50 304 106 175 750 50 312 1750 297

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 4.5 4.0 3.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1659 1770 1790 1770 1812 1770 3471 1577

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1659 1770 1790 1770 1812 1770 3471 1577

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.95 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 286 162 286 53 320 112 182 781 53 328 1823 309

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 48 0 0 10 0 0 2 0 0 0 90

Lane Group Flow (vph) 286 400 0 53 422 0 182 832 0 328 1823 219

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 1 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 4% 2% 2% 4% 0%

Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot Perm

Protected Phases 3 8 7 4 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.0 38.3 4.0 25.3 10.0 50.2 19.0 59.2 59.2

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 38.3 4.0 26.3 11.0 52.2 19.0 61.2 61.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.29 0.03 0.20 0.08 0.40 0.15 0.47 0.47

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 2.3 3.0 2.3 2.3 4.5 3.0 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 245 489 54 362 150 728 259 1634 742

v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.24 0.03 c0.24 0.10 0.46 c0.19 c0.53

v/s Ratio Perm 0.14

v/c Ratio 1.17 0.82 0.98 1.17 1.21 1.14 1.27 1.12 0.29

Uniform Delay, d1 56.0 42.6 63.0 51.9 59.5 38.9 55.5 34.4 21.1

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 110.3 9.9 115.3 101.0 142.1 80.3 146.9 61.1 1.0

Delay (s) 166.3 52.5 178.2 152.8 201.6 119.2 202.4 95.5 22.1

Level of Service F D F F F F F F C

Approach Delay (s) 96.8 155.6 133.9 100.5

Approach LOS F F F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 112.9 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.14

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 110.8% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group
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196 RESIDENTIAL UNITS SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS 

Additional detail of the unit breakdown, trip generation, and operations summary for the sensitivity 

analysis is included is provided below.  

 

Table G-1 Estimated Trip Generation (Sensitivity Analysis for 196 units) 

Land Use 
Size 

(units) Daily Trips1 

Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Total In Out Total In Out 

Mid-Rise Apartment (ITE Code 223) 160 620
1 

48 15 33 62 36 26 

Rental Townhouse (ITE Code 224) 36 260
1 

25 8 17 26 13 13 

Total 196 880
1 

73 23 50 88 49 39 

1 Estimated as 10-times the weekday p.m. peak hour trip generation 

 

Table G-2 Year 2027 Total Traffic Volumes at the Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road 
Intersection (Sensitivity Analysis for 196 units) 

Movement 
2027 Background 
Traffic Volumes 

Site Added Traffic 
(no Meyers Road 

extension assumed) 

Re-routed Site Added Traffic  
(assumes Meyers Road 

extension) 
2027 Total Traffic 

Volumes 

Northbound Left 175 4 -- 175 

Northbound Through 750 10 -- 750 

Northbound Right 50 -- -- 50 

Southbound Left 300 -- 12 312 

Southbound Through 1,750 12 -- 1,750 

Southbound Right 297 -- -- 297 

Eastbound Left 275 -- -- 275 

Eastbound Through 150 -- 5 155 

Eastbound Right 275 5 -- 275 

Westbound Left 50 -- -- 50 

Westbound Through 300 -- 4 304 

Westbound Right 97 -- 10 107 

 

The 2027 sensitivity analysis total traffic volumes shown in Table G-2 were used to prepare an 

operational analysis at the Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road intersection. The results of the sensitivity 

analysis are provided in Table G-3. 



Beavercreek Mixed-Use Residential Development Project #: 13700 
November 2013 Page: G-3 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc.  Portland, Oregon 

Table G-3 Year 2027 Total Traffic Conditions, Weekday PM Peak Hour  

(Sensitivity Analysis for 196 units) 

Intersection 
Performance 

Standard 2027 Base Condition 
2027 Condition with Site-

Added Traffic Incremental Impact 

OR 213/ 
Meyers Road 

0.99 1.13 1.14 +0.01 

 

As shown in Table G-3, the proposed development could increase the number of mid-rise apartments 

from 141 units to 160 units (for a total of up to 196 units) without having a greater than one percent 

impact on the operations of the OR 213/Meyers Road intersection upon buildout of the Meyers Road 

extension, thus not triggering a “significant impact” with up to 196 units. 

Additional level-of-service worksheets are provided on the following page in support  of the 196-unit 

analysis shown above. 
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 275 155 275 50 304 107 175 750 50 312 1750 297

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Total Lost time (s) 3.0 4.5 4.0 3.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98

Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.90 1.00 0.96 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85

Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1660 1770 1790 1770 1812 1770 3471 1577

Flt Permitted 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1770 1660 1770 1790 1770 1812 1770 3471 1577

Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.96 0.95 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.96

Adj. Flow (vph) 286 163 286 53 320 113 182 781 53 328 1823 309

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 47 0 0 9 0 0 2 0 0 0 90

Lane Group Flow (vph) 286 402 0 53 424 0 182 832 0 328 1823 219

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 1 1 1

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2% 4% 2% 2% 4% 0%

Turn Type Prot Prot Prot Prot Perm

Protected Phases 3 8 7 4 1 6 5 2

Permitted Phases 2

Actuated Green, G (s) 17.0 39.3 4.0 26.3 10.0 49.2 19.0 58.2 58.2

Effective Green, g (s) 18.0 39.3 4.0 27.3 11.0 51.2 19.0 60.2 60.2

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.14 0.30 0.03 0.21 0.08 0.39 0.15 0.46 0.46

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 6.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 2.3 3.0 2.3 2.3 4.5 3.0 4.5 4.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 245 502 54 376 150 714 259 1607 730

v/s Ratio Prot c0.16 0.24 0.03 c0.24 0.10 0.46 c0.19 c0.53

v/s Ratio Perm 0.14

v/c Ratio 1.17 0.80 0.98 1.13 1.21 1.17 1.27 1.13 0.30

Uniform Delay, d1 56.0 41.7 63.0 51.4 59.5 39.4 55.5 34.9 21.8

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 110.3 8.3 115.3 85.3 142.1 89.3 146.9 68.8 1.1

Delay (s) 166.3 50.1 178.2 136.7 201.6 128.7 202.4 103.7 22.8

Level of Service F D F F F F F F C

Approach Delay (s) 95.3 141.2 141.8 106.7

Approach LOS F F F F

Intersection Summary

HCM Average Control Delay 116.1 HCM Level of Service F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.14

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 130.0 Sum of lost time (s) 10.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 110.9% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15

c    Critical Lane Group







 

 
 
19896 S. Beavercreek Road Proposed Development 
Community Meeting 
 
August 15, 2013 
 
Clackamas Community College 
19600 Molalla Ave 
Room 229 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
 
 
Meeting Agenda: 
 
 
 
6:15pm Meeting Begins.   

 Introduction from Andrew Brand, Director of Development for 
Evergreen Housing Development Group, LLC 

 If size of audience permits, introductions of those in 
attendance from the community (Please sign in). 

 
6:25pm Project Overview 

 General overview of the project including uses, design and 
project timeline as currently known. 

 
6:40pm Q&A.  General discussions * 
 

Meeting Adjourns when Q&A is complete. 
 
*Comments can also be made on the comment sheets available near the sign-in 
sheet.   These can be left anonymously.  Or, you can request follow-up. 
 
 
Additional questions for the developer about this project can be directed to: 
 
Andrew Brand 
Director of Development 
Evergreen Housing Development Group, LLC 
600 University St, Suite 1708 
Seattle, WA 98101 
andrew@evergreenhd.com 
206-535-6248 x 101 
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!
Proposed!Development!for!Beavercreek!Road,!LLC.!
!
Narrative:!
!
The!site!plan!presented!for!your!consideration!today!will!create!the!initial!focal!point!for!the!vibrant!and!
sustainable!community!to!be!of!Beavercreek.!!Located!at!the!intersection!of!Beavercreek!Road!and!
Meyers!Road!our!project!is!likely!to!be!the!first!community!built!in!the!area!falling!under!the!yet!to!be!
approved!Beavercreek!Road!Concept!Plan.!Being!first!comes!with!both!opportunity!and!responsibility.!!It!
is!just!as!crucial!to!provide!desirable,!marketKsupported!design!solutions!for!the!subject!site!as!it!is!to!
consider!how!the!site!may!inform!the!future!development!of!the!greater!community.!

Located!at!19896!Beavercreek!Road,!within!the!Mixed!Employment!Village,!the!focus!of!our!study!is!a!
9.59!Acre!site!to!the!east!of!Beavercreek!Road!that!will!include!an!extension!of!Meyers!Road!and!will!
serve!as!one!of!the!main!points!of!entry!for!this!dynamic!area!to!be.!!This!document,!and!the!associated!
exhibits,!will!illustrate!how!the!proposed!plan!is!consistent!with!the!objectives!of!the!Beavercreek!Road!
Concept!Plan!and!the!Oregon!City!Municipal!Code!and!Comprehensive!Plan.!The!proposed!plan!provides!
a!strong!foundation!needed!to!ensure!the!future!of!the!Mixed!Employment!Village!development!and!
surrounding!areas.!

With!the!exception!of!the!gas!line!easement!and!Meyers!Road!running!through!the!northwest!section,!
the!site!is!comprised!of!entirely!unconstrained!land.!!What!would!seem!to!be!a!great!positive!element!
can!in!fact!at!times!prove!to!have!the!opposite!affect;!clouding!the!vision!of!a!design!team,!causing!them!
to!lose!the!big!picture!by!focusing!only!on!the!potential!within!their!own!legal!boundary!lines.!!Through!
a!careful!study!of!the!intents!of!the!applicable!codes!and!concept!plans!as!well!as!plans!previously!
proposed!by!others,!we!are!now!proposing!a!plan!that!we!believe!will!not!only!meet!the!goals!for!our!
site,!but!will!extend!beyond!our!property!lines!to!influence!and!provide!a!positive!framework!for!
neighboring!developments!to!plug!in!to.!

!

CIRCULATION*

Before!revisiting!the!building!typology,!we!first!need!to!demonstrate!that!we!will!provide!a!strong!plan!
for!circulation!in!the!context!of!the!overall!future!street!network,!including!all!forms!of!transportation;!
bicycle,!pedestrian,!transit!and!vehicular.!!The!most!critical!initial!transportation!plan!element!is!
determining!the!number!of!throughKstreets!to!parallel!Beavercreek!Road!between!Beavercreek!and!the!
Central!Parkway.!This!will!ultimately!define!block!size!and!developable!land!areas!throughout!the!Mixed!
Employment!Village!and!beyond.!!To!consider!and!inform!this!issue,!we!focused!on!the!Oregon!City!
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Municipal!Code!and!Beavercreek!Road!Concept!Plan!for!direction!as!well!as!investigating!block!sizing!at!
a!local,!state!and!national!level.!!!

Considering!the!givens!we!have!to!work!with,!Beavercreek!Road!as!an!Arterial!Street!and!Meyers!Road!
as!a!Collector!Street,!the!first!major!factor!was!the!minimum!street!intersection!spacing!standards!
outlined!in!OCMC!Chapter!12.04.195.!!As!found!in!Table!12.04.040,!no!Local!Street!or!Neighborhood!
Collector!(depending!on!how!the!new!parallel!road!will!be!classified)!shall!be!within!300!feet!from!
Beavercreek!Road!as!measured!along!Meyers!Road.!!Using!this!piece!of!information!coupled!with!an!
effort!to!standardize!the!grid!system!made!the!direction!rather!clear!that!one!parallel!road!would!be!the!
most!logical!path.!!With!one!block!dimension!defined,!further!analysis!of!block!sizing!was!then!
completed!to!help!inform!how!many!perpendicular!cross!streets!to!plan!between!Meyers!Road!and!Glen!
Oak!Road.!

There!is,!of!course,!a!wide!range!in!block!sizes!as!you!sample!major!metropolitan!areas!across!the!
country;!from!one!of!the!largest!at!1000’x500’!in!New!York!to!some!of!the!smallest!right!here!in!Portland!
at!only!200’x200’.!!Delving!further!into!how!different!block!sizes!function!and!the!feel!they!lend!to!the!
pedestrian!environment!is!quite!informative;!and!by!filtering!this!information!by!the!types!of!use!and!
other!site!specific!design!parameters!we!can!zero!in!on!an!effective!range!to!best!suit!the!goals!of!the!
Concept!Plan.!!!

After!analyzing!this!information!and!applying!it!to!our!site!plan,!we!feel!confident!that!the!340’x440’!
block!size!we!have!proposed!provides!the!needed!balance!between!maximizing!pedestrian!circulation!
routes!and!reasonably!dimensioned!net!developable!land!areas.!!The!rationale!behind!a!340’x440’!block!
size!is!that!the!consistent!grid!spacing!it!provides!will!lend!flexibility!to!the!different!development!zones!
within!the!Beavercreek!Road!Concept!Plan.!!In!areas!such!as!the!Mixed!Employment!Village!Zone,!it!is!
just!large!enough!to!allow!buildings!to!face!onto!the!streets!with!the!use!of!alleys!and!interior!parking!
where!a!smaller!block!size!would!limit!the!ability!to!meet!this!code!requirement.!!As!the!grid!extends!to!
the!north!to!the!North!Employment!Campus,!it!will!lend!itself!to!larger!building!footprints!for!
commercial!and!business!tenants.!!Connecting!to!the!South!in!the!Main!Street!and!Mixed!Use!
Neighborhoods!the!same!concept!as!the!MEV!could!be!used!(building!street!frontage!with!interior!
alleyways!and!parking!concept)!with!the!option!to!introduce!additional!local!streets!creating!halfKblocks!
at!220’x340’!for!the!most!pedestrian!dense!shopping!districts.!!!!!!

!

BUILT*ENVIRONMENT*

Once!we!establish!a!suitable!public!street!grid!pattern,!we!are!able!to!then!focus!in!on!the!requirements!
of!the!code!as!they!relate!to!the!built!environment.!!Starting!with!what!will!serve!as!the!gateway!to!the!
Mixed!Employment!Village!and!the!greater!Beavercreek!community,!the!north!corner!of!the!Meyers!
Road!intersection!would!be!home!to!a!threeKstory!mixedKuse!building!with!parking!and!a!public!open!
space/plaza!element!at!the!corner.!!The!building!itself!is!proposed!to!include!a!ground!floor!sundriesK
type!market!with!four!housing!units!above.!!As!an!alternative!to!the!typical!studio!unit!these!units!would!
be!comprised!of!five!bedrooms!that!share!a!common!living/kitchen!space;!a!unique!unit!type!in!the!area!
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which!would!provide!a!lower!cost!option!to!students!of!the!community!college!or!any!community!
resident!looking!for!an!affordable!single!occupant!living!option.!!The!enhanced!pedestrian!space!located!
within!the!existing!gasline!easement!would!be!dedicated!to!serve!as!the!first!link!between!the!existing!
community!to!the!southwest!and!the!extensive!trail!and!open!space!network!planned!within!the!
Beavercreek!Road!Concept!Plan.!!!

Framing!the!entrance!on!the!east!corner!and!extending!down!Beavercreek!Road!to!the!southeast!are!
threeKstory!live/work!townhome!units.!!By!incorporating!elements!from!OCMC!Chapter!17.62.055D,!
these!live/work!townhomes!will!achieve!an!attractive!street!presence!while!at!the!same!time!providing!
an!enlarged!buffer!along!Beavercreek!Road!to!promote!a!safer,!yet!more!active!employment!and!
pedestrian!environment.!!To!further!enhance!the!pedestrian!network!along!Beavercreek!Road!a!
pedestrian!plaza!is!planned!to!break!up!the!building!mass!and!provide!connections!into!the!proposed!
site.!

To!promote!the!same!kind!of!employment!opportunity!and!engaging,!active,!street!life!along!the!new!
interior!Local!Streets!we!have!planned!to!meet!the!standards!of!the!Neighborhood!Greenstreet!as!
outlined!in!the!Beavercreek!Road!Concept!Plan;!providing!lanes!dedicated!to!vehicles,!bicycles!and!
sidewalks!buffered!by!parallel!parking!lanes!and!plantings.!!Lining!these!Local!Streets!would!be!three!to!
four!story!apartment!buildings!with!direct!street!access!to!the!ground!floor!live/work!units!along!Streets!
A!and!B.!!Set!close!to!the!street,!the!Apartment!buildings!along!with!the!proposed!park!and!community!
center!will!draw!people!into!the!site!by!creating!a!vibrant!and!active!internal!local!street!intersection.!!!

The!community!center!would!house!both!leasing!and!management!functions!for!the!community!while!
providing!recreation!opportunities!with!a!pool!and!exercise!center.!!To!meet!the!height!requirements!of!
the!concept!plan!a!second!and!third!floor!are!planned!above!the!community!center!that!would!add!an!
additional!four!housing!units!similar!to!the!units!at!the!northeast!corner!of!Meyers!road!and!
Beavercreek!road!(four!5Kbedroom!units!).!!!!!!!!!!!!!

We!believe!that!by!planning!for!the!good!of!the!greater!community,!the!plan!we!present!here!for!your!
consideration!today!helps!establish!the!strong!foundation!needed!for!a!thriving!employment,!street!and!
pedestrian!network!in!the!Beavercreek!community!to!be.!!With!further!design!development,!an!
attractive!street!presence!with!hidden!parking!clusters,!incorporating!green!building!and!site!strategies,!
will!bring!this!piece!of!the!pedestrianKoriented!Mixed!Employment!Village!community!as!envisioned!by!
the!Beavercreek!Road!Concept!Plan!to!life.!

!

The!following!is!a!list!of!specific!items!we!hope!City!staff!can!provide!pointed!feedback!on,!in!addition!to!
the!design!considerations!above.!

1. Please!confirm!if!there!are!unpublished!conditions!to!the!prior!zone!change!of!the!property!or!to!
the!unKadopted!provisions!of!the!Beaver!Creek!Road!Concept!Plan!or!conditions!that!have!been!
put!in!place!since!the!reKzone!was!adopted.!
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2. Please!provide!guidance!or!specific!criteria!as!to!the!study!parameters!of!a!Transportation!
Impact!Analysis!that!will!need!to!be!conducted!(if!indeed!required!by!the!City)!for!this!project.!

3. Please!provide!guidance!or!contacts!with!ODOT!who!may!be!in!control!of!decisions!regarding!
requirements!for!improving!Beavercreek!Road!as!part!of!our!project!in!order!for!our!team!to!
coordinate!TIA,!design!and!permit!items.!!!

4. Given!that!much!of!our!project!will!include!streets!that!will!eventually!be!considered!connectors!
to!other!parts!of!the!Beavercreek!subKarea,!please!provide!any!guidance!about!latecomer!fees,!
SDC!credits!or!public!facility!dedication!SDC!credits!that!may!apply!to!our!proposal.!

5. As!we!are!new!to!working!with!Oregon!City!we!would!appreciate!pointed!feedback!about!the!
process!and!steps!for!permitting!this!project,!including!any!time!periods!for!public!notification,!
code!required!public!meetings!(if!any)!and!appeal!timelines.!!

Sincerely,!

!

Anna!P.!Thompson!

Milbrandt!Architects!
Project!Manager!
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Taxlot Information
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Net Value (Mkt):
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completeness and timeliness of the information displayed.  This map is not suitable for legal, 
engineering, surveying or navigation purposes.  Notification of any errors is appreciated.

City of Oregon City                
PO Box 3040                 
625 Center St                
Oregon City, OR  97045  
(503) 657-0891  
www.orcity.orgReport generated 5/14/2013 9:35 AM





Friday,	
  July	
  19,	
  2013	
  10:45:31	
  AM	
  Pacific	
  Daylight	
  Time

Page	
  1	
  of	
  1

Subject: Re:	
  Notice	
  of	
  New	
  Development	
  Proposal
Date: Friday,	
  July	
  19,	
  2013	
  10:34:15	
  AM	
  Pacific	
  Daylight	
  Time

From: Gary	
  K	
  Davis
To: Andrew	
  Brand

I am in receipt of your proposed development for 19896 S Beavercreek Road.
Gary Davis

From: "Andrew Brand" <andrew@evergreenhd.com>
To: Mike1376@aol.com, larryhanlon@hotmail.com, Davisgj2@comcast.net
Cc: "Kattie Riggs" <kriggs@ci.oregon-city.or.us>
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2013 10:18:26 AM
Subject: Notice of New Development Proposal

Mike, Larry and Gary,

Attached is a PDF with Notification and background information on a new development we
are proposing and exploring at 19896 S Beavercreek Road.  

The attached information should answer a number of your questions but I suspect there will
be much more to discuss.  I will send out a separate notice about a meeting time and place.

Please confirm receipt of this e-mail and the attachment.  It is a 5.8MB file.  I want to ensure
that it reaches you.

Sincerely,

Andrew Brand
Director of Development
Evergreen Housing Development Group, LLC
600 University St, Suite 1708
Seattle, WA 98101
206-535-6248 x 101
andrew@evergreenhd.com



Friday,	
  August	
  16,	
  2013	
  3:45:11	
  PM	
  Pacific	
  Daylight	
  Time

Page	
  1	
  of	
  1

Subject: RE:	
  Notice	
  of	
  New	
  Development	
  Proposal
Date: Friday,	
  July	
  26,	
  2013	
  11:04:56	
  AM	
  Pacific	
  Daylight	
  Time

From: Larry	
  Hanlon
To: Andrew	
  Brand
CC: davisgj2@comcast.net,	
  mike1376@aol.com

Good	
  Morning	
  Andrew,	
  Yes	
  I	
  recd	
  your	
  Notice	
  and	
  we	
  reviewed	
  it	
  at	
  our	
  neighborhood	
  meeting.	
  Mike
will	
  be	
  in	
  touch	
  with	
  you.	
  	
  	
  Larry

From:	
  andrew@evergreenhd.com
To:	
  Mike1376@aol.com;	
  larryhanlon@hotmail.com;	
  Davisgj2@comcast.net
CC:	
  kriggs@ci.oregon-­‐city.or.us
Subject:	
  Notice	
  of	
  New	
  Development	
  Proposal
Date:	
  Fri,	
  19	
  Jul	
  2013	
  17:18:26	
  +0000

Mike,	
  Larry	
  and	
  Gary,

Attached	
  is	
  a	
  PDF	
  with	
  Notification	
  and	
  background	
  information	
  on	
  a	
  new	
  development	
  we	
  are
proposing	
  and	
  exploring	
  at	
  19896	
  S	
  Beavercreek	
  Road.	
  	
  

The	
  attached	
  information	
  should	
  answer	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  your	
  questions	
  but	
  I	
  suspect	
  there	
  will	
  be	
  much
more	
  to	
  discuss.	
  	
  I	
  will	
  send	
  out	
  a	
  separate	
  notice	
  about	
  a	
  meeting	
  time	
  and	
  place.

Please	
  confirm	
  receipt	
  of	
  this	
  e-­‐mail	
  and	
  the	
  attachment.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  a	
  5.8MB	
  file.	
  	
  I	
  want	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  it
reaches	
  you.

Sincerely,

Andrew	
  Brand
Director	
  of	
  Development
Evergreen	
  Housing	
  Development	
  Group,	
  LLC
600	
  University	
  St,	
  Suite	
  1708
Seattle,	
  WA	
  98101
206-­‐535-­‐6248	
  x	
  101
andrew@evergreenhd.com

























Saturday,	
  August	
  17,	
  2013	
  9:55:51	
  AM	
  Pacific	
  Daylight	
  Time

Page	
  1	
  of	
  1

Subject: Re:	
  19896	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  Community	
  Meeting	
  Notes
Date: Friday,	
  August	
  16,	
  2013	
  10:26:03	
  PM	
  Pacific	
  Daylight	
  Time

From: mike1376@aol.com
To: Andrew	
  Brand

I	
  am	
  responding	
  as	
  requested	
  that	
  I	
  received	
  the	
  email	
  regarding	
  19896	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  in	
  Oregon	
  City.

Unfortunately	
  I	
  was	
  unable	
  to	
  attend	
  the	
  meeting.	
  	
  I	
  cannot	
  support	
  the	
  project	
  because	
  it	
  is	
  creating	
  high	
  density
populations	
  around	
  the	
  Oregon	
  City	
  High	
  School	
  and	
  Clackamas	
  College.	
  	
  

Mike	
  Mermelstein
Co-­‐Chairman	
  Caufield	
  Neighborhood	
  Association

Sent	
  from	
  my	
  iPhone

On	
  Aug	
  16,	
  2013,	
  at	
  4:08	
  PM,	
  Andrew	
  Brand	
  <andrew@evergreenhd.com>	
  wrote:

Kattie,
Attached	
  is	
  a	
  PDF	
  with	
  the	
  sign-­‐in	
  sheet,	
  comment	
  sheets	
  and	
  agenda	
  with	
  presentation	
  materials	
  from	
  the
community	
  meeting	
  we	
  held	
  on	
  the	
  evening	
  of	
  August	
  15th	
  at	
  the	
  Clackamas	
  Community	
  College	
  for	
  our
proposed	
  development	
  at	
  19896	
  Beavercreek	
  Road.
Gary	
  Davis	
  from	
  the	
  Caufield	
  Neighborhood	
  Association	
  was	
  able	
  to	
  attend.	
  	
  Larry	
  and	
  Mike,	
  the	
  co-­‐chairs	
  were
not	
  in	
  attendance	
  due	
  to	
  other	
  conflicts.
Gary	
  Davis	
  summarized	
  the	
  concerns	
  of	
  the	
  Neighborhood	
  Association	
  on	
  the	
  comment	
  sheet	
  headed	
  "Caufield
Neighborhood	
  Association	
  Concerns:".
I	
  recognize	
  all	
  these	
  concerns	
  and	
  will	
  remain	
  aware	
  of	
  them	
  as	
  we	
  finalize	
  our	
  concept	
  for	
  the	
  site	
  in	
  anticipation
of	
  our	
  project	
  permit	
  submissions.	
  	
  Share	
  this	
  information	
  with	
  anyone	
  from	
  the	
  City	
  you	
  think	
  should	
  be	
  made
aware	
  of	
  these	
  notes.	
  	
  
Finally,	
  please	
  confirm	
  receipt	
  of	
  this	
  e-­‐mail	
  and	
  the	
  attached	
  PDF	
  and	
  let	
  me	
  know	
  if	
  you	
  need	
  any	
  additional
information.
Sincerely,
Andrew	
  Brand
Director	
  of	
  Development
Evergreen	
  Housing	
  Development	
  Group,	
  LLC
600	
  University	
  St,	
  Suite	
  1708
Seattle,	
  WA	
  98101
206-­‐535-­‐6248	
  x	
  101
andrew@evergreenhd.com
<Meeting	
  Sign-­‐in	
  Comments	
  and	
  Materials	
  130815.pdf>

mailto:andrew@evergreenhd.com
mailto:andrew@evergreenhd.com


Friday,	
  July	
  19,	
  2013	
  10:45:31	
  AM	
  Pacific	
  Daylight	
  Time

Page	
  1	
  of	
  1

Subject: Re:	
  Notice	
  of	
  New	
  Development	
  Proposal
Date: Friday,	
  July	
  19,	
  2013	
  10:34:15	
  AM	
  Pacific	
  Daylight	
  Time

From: Gary	
  K	
  Davis
To: Andrew	
  Brand

I am in receipt of your proposed development for 19896 S Beavercreek Road.
Gary Davis

From: "Andrew Brand" <andrew@evergreenhd.com>
To: Mike1376@aol.com, larryhanlon@hotmail.com, Davisgj2@comcast.net
Cc: "Kattie Riggs" <kriggs@ci.oregon-city.or.us>
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2013 10:18:26 AM
Subject: Notice of New Development Proposal

Mike, Larry and Gary,

Attached is a PDF with Notification and background information on a new development we
are proposing and exploring at 19896 S Beavercreek Road.  

The attached information should answer a number of your questions but I suspect there will
be much more to discuss.  I will send out a separate notice about a meeting time and place.

Please confirm receipt of this e-mail and the attachment.  It is a 5.8MB file.  I want to ensure
that it reaches you.

Sincerely,

Andrew Brand
Director of Development
Evergreen Housing Development Group, LLC
600 University St, Suite 1708
Seattle, WA 98101
206-535-6248 x 101
andrew@evergreenhd.com



Friday,	
  August	
  16,	
  2013	
  3:45:11	
  PM	
  Pacific	
  Daylight	
  Time

Page	
  1	
  of	
  1

Subject: RE:	
  Notice	
  of	
  New	
  Development	
  Proposal
Date: Friday,	
  July	
  26,	
  2013	
  11:04:56	
  AM	
  Pacific	
  Daylight	
  Time

From: Larry	
  Hanlon
To: Andrew	
  Brand
CC: davisgj2@comcast.net,	
  mike1376@aol.com

Good	
  Morning	
  Andrew,	
  Yes	
  I	
  recd	
  your	
  Notice	
  and	
  we	
  reviewed	
  it	
  at	
  our	
  neighborhood	
  meeting.	
  Mike
will	
  be	
  in	
  touch	
  with	
  you.	
  	
  	
  Larry

From:	
  andrew@evergreenhd.com
To:	
  Mike1376@aol.com;	
  larryhanlon@hotmail.com;	
  Davisgj2@comcast.net
CC:	
  kriggs@ci.oregon-­‐city.or.us
Subject:	
  Notice	
  of	
  New	
  Development	
  Proposal
Date:	
  Fri,	
  19	
  Jul	
  2013	
  17:18:26	
  +0000

Mike,	
  Larry	
  and	
  Gary,

Attached	
  is	
  a	
  PDF	
  with	
  Notification	
  and	
  background	
  information	
  on	
  a	
  new	
  development	
  we	
  are
proposing	
  and	
  exploring	
  at	
  19896	
  S	
  Beavercreek	
  Road.	
  	
  

The	
  attached	
  information	
  should	
  answer	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  your	
  questions	
  but	
  I	
  suspect	
  there	
  will	
  be	
  much
more	
  to	
  discuss.	
  	
  I	
  will	
  send	
  out	
  a	
  separate	
  notice	
  about	
  a	
  meeting	
  time	
  and	
  place.

Please	
  confirm	
  receipt	
  of	
  this	
  e-­‐mail	
  and	
  the	
  attachment.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  a	
  5.8MB	
  file.	
  	
  I	
  want	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  it
reaches	
  you.

Sincerely,

Andrew	
  Brand
Director	
  of	
  Development
Evergreen	
  Housing	
  Development	
  Group,	
  LLC
600	
  University	
  St,	
  Suite	
  1708
Seattle,	
  WA	
  98101
206-­‐535-­‐6248	
  x	
  101
andrew@evergreenhd.com



 

 
 
19896 S. Beavercreek Road Proposed Development 
Community Meeting 
 
August 15, 2013 
 
Clackamas Community College 
19600 Molalla Ave 
Room 229 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
 
 
Meeting Agenda: 
 
 
 
6:15pm Meeting Begins.   

 Introduction from Andrew Brand, Director of Development for 
Evergreen Housing Development Group, LLC 

 If size of audience permits, introductions of those in 
attendance from the community (Please sign in). 

 
6:25pm Project Overview 

 General overview of the project including uses, design and 
project timeline as currently known. 

 
6:40pm Q&A.  General discussions * 
 

Meeting Adjourns when Q&A is complete. 
 
*Comments can also be made on the comment sheets available near the sign-in 
sheet.   These can be left anonymously.  Or, you can request follow-up. 
 
 
Additional questions for the developer about this project can be directed to: 
 
Andrew Brand 
Director of Development 
Evergreen Housing Development Group, LLC 
600 University St, Suite 1708 
Seattle, WA 98101 
andrew@evergreenhd.com 
206-535-6248 x 101 
 

























Saturday,	
  August	
  17,	
  2013	
  9:55:51	
  AM	
  Pacific	
  Daylight	
  Time

Page	
  1	
  of	
  1

Subject: Re:	
  19896	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  Community	
  Meeting	
  Notes
Date: Friday,	
  August	
  16,	
  2013	
  10:26:03	
  PM	
  Pacific	
  Daylight	
  Time

From: mike1376@aol.com
To: Andrew	
  Brand

I	
  am	
  responding	
  as	
  requested	
  that	
  I	
  received	
  the	
  email	
  regarding	
  19896	
  Beavercreek	
  Road	
  in	
  Oregon	
  City.

Unfortunately	
  I	
  was	
  unable	
  to	
  attend	
  the	
  meeting.	
  	
  I	
  cannot	
  support	
  the	
  project	
  because	
  it	
  is	
  creating	
  high	
  density
populations	
  around	
  the	
  Oregon	
  City	
  High	
  School	
  and	
  Clackamas	
  College.	
  	
  

Mike	
  Mermelstein
Co-­‐Chairman	
  Caufield	
  Neighborhood	
  Association

Sent	
  from	
  my	
  iPhone

On	
  Aug	
  16,	
  2013,	
  at	
  4:08	
  PM,	
  Andrew	
  Brand	
  <andrew@evergreenhd.com>	
  wrote:

Kattie,
Attached	
  is	
  a	
  PDF	
  with	
  the	
  sign-­‐in	
  sheet,	
  comment	
  sheets	
  and	
  agenda	
  with	
  presentation	
  materials	
  from	
  the
community	
  meeting	
  we	
  held	
  on	
  the	
  evening	
  of	
  August	
  15th	
  at	
  the	
  Clackamas	
  Community	
  College	
  for	
  our
proposed	
  development	
  at	
  19896	
  Beavercreek	
  Road.
Gary	
  Davis	
  from	
  the	
  Caufield	
  Neighborhood	
  Association	
  was	
  able	
  to	
  attend.	
  	
  Larry	
  and	
  Mike,	
  the	
  co-­‐chairs	
  were
not	
  in	
  attendance	
  due	
  to	
  other	
  conflicts.
Gary	
  Davis	
  summarized	
  the	
  concerns	
  of	
  the	
  Neighborhood	
  Association	
  on	
  the	
  comment	
  sheet	
  headed	
  "Caufield
Neighborhood	
  Association	
  Concerns:".
I	
  recognize	
  all	
  these	
  concerns	
  and	
  will	
  remain	
  aware	
  of	
  them	
  as	
  we	
  finalize	
  our	
  concept	
  for	
  the	
  site	
  in	
  anticipation
of	
  our	
  project	
  permit	
  submissions.	
  	
  Share	
  this	
  information	
  with	
  anyone	
  from	
  the	
  City	
  you	
  think	
  should	
  be	
  made
aware	
  of	
  these	
  notes.	
  	
  
Finally,	
  please	
  confirm	
  receipt	
  of	
  this	
  e-­‐mail	
  and	
  the	
  attached	
  PDF	
  and	
  let	
  me	
  know	
  if	
  you	
  need	
  any	
  additional
information.
Sincerely,
Andrew	
  Brand
Director	
  of	
  Development
Evergreen	
  Housing	
  Development	
  Group,	
  LLC
600	
  University	
  St,	
  Suite	
  1708
Seattle,	
  WA	
  98101
206-­‐535-­‐6248	
  x	
  101
andrew@evergreenhd.com
<Meeting	
  Sign-­‐in	
  Comments	
  and	
  Materials	
  130815.pdf>

mailto:andrew@evergreenhd.com
mailto:andrew@evergreenhd.com






!
June!12,!2013!
!
Proposed!Development!for!Beavercreek!Road,!LLC.!
!
Narrative:!
!
The!site!plan!presented!for!your!consideration!today!will!create!the!initial!focal!point!for!the!vibrant!and!
sustainable!community!to!be!of!Beavercreek.!!Located!at!the!intersection!of!Beavercreek!Road!and!
Meyers!Road!our!project!is!likely!to!be!the!first!community!built!in!the!area!falling!under!the!yet!to!be!
approved!Beavercreek!Road!Concept!Plan.!Being!first!comes!with!both!opportunity!and!responsibility.!!It!
is!just!as!crucial!to!provide!desirable,!marketKsupported!design!solutions!for!the!subject!site!as!it!is!to!
consider!how!the!site!may!inform!the!future!development!of!the!greater!community.!

Located!at!19896!Beavercreek!Road,!within!the!Mixed!Employment!Village,!the!focus!of!our!study!is!a!
9.59!Acre!site!to!the!east!of!Beavercreek!Road!that!will!include!an!extension!of!Meyers!Road!and!will!
serve!as!one!of!the!main!points!of!entry!for!this!dynamic!area!to!be.!!This!document,!and!the!associated!
exhibits,!will!illustrate!how!the!proposed!plan!is!consistent!with!the!objectives!of!the!Beavercreek!Road!
Concept!Plan!and!the!Oregon!City!Municipal!Code!and!Comprehensive!Plan.!The!proposed!plan!provides!
a!strong!foundation!needed!to!ensure!the!future!of!the!Mixed!Employment!Village!development!and!
surrounding!areas.!

With!the!exception!of!the!gas!line!easement!and!Meyers!Road!running!through!the!northwest!section,!
the!site!is!comprised!of!entirely!unconstrained!land.!!What!would!seem!to!be!a!great!positive!element!
can!in!fact!at!times!prove!to!have!the!opposite!affect;!clouding!the!vision!of!a!design!team,!causing!them!
to!lose!the!big!picture!by!focusing!only!on!the!potential!within!their!own!legal!boundary!lines.!!Through!
a!careful!study!of!the!intents!of!the!applicable!codes!and!concept!plans!as!well!as!plans!previously!
proposed!by!others,!we!are!now!proposing!a!plan!that!we!believe!will!not!only!meet!the!goals!for!our!
site,!but!will!extend!beyond!our!property!lines!to!influence!and!provide!a!positive!framework!for!
neighboring!developments!to!plug!in!to.!

!

CIRCULATION*

Before!revisiting!the!building!typology,!we!first!need!to!demonstrate!that!we!will!provide!a!strong!plan!
for!circulation!in!the!context!of!the!overall!future!street!network,!including!all!forms!of!transportation;!
bicycle,!pedestrian,!transit!and!vehicular.!!The!most!critical!initial!transportation!plan!element!is!
determining!the!number!of!throughKstreets!to!parallel!Beavercreek!Road!between!Beavercreek!and!the!
Central!Parkway.!This!will!ultimately!define!block!size!and!developable!land!areas!throughout!the!Mixed!
Employment!Village!and!beyond.!!To!consider!and!inform!this!issue,!we!focused!on!the!Oregon!City!
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Municipal!Code!and!Beavercreek!Road!Concept!Plan!for!direction!as!well!as!investigating!block!sizing!at!
a!local,!state!and!national!level.!!!

Considering!the!givens!we!have!to!work!with,!Beavercreek!Road!as!an!Arterial!Street!and!Meyers!Road!
as!a!Collector!Street,!the!first!major!factor!was!the!minimum!street!intersection!spacing!standards!
outlined!in!OCMC!Chapter!12.04.195.!!As!found!in!Table!12.04.040,!no!Local!Street!or!Neighborhood!
Collector!(depending!on!how!the!new!parallel!road!will!be!classified)!shall!be!within!300!feet!from!
Beavercreek!Road!as!measured!along!Meyers!Road.!!Using!this!piece!of!information!coupled!with!an!
effort!to!standardize!the!grid!system!made!the!direction!rather!clear!that!one!parallel!road!would!be!the!
most!logical!path.!!With!one!block!dimension!defined,!further!analysis!of!block!sizing!was!then!
completed!to!help!inform!how!many!perpendicular!cross!streets!to!plan!between!Meyers!Road!and!Glen!
Oak!Road.!

There!is,!of!course,!a!wide!range!in!block!sizes!as!you!sample!major!metropolitan!areas!across!the!
country;!from!one!of!the!largest!at!1000’x500’!in!New!York!to!some!of!the!smallest!right!here!in!Portland!
at!only!200’x200’.!!Delving!further!into!how!different!block!sizes!function!and!the!feel!they!lend!to!the!
pedestrian!environment!is!quite!informative;!and!by!filtering!this!information!by!the!types!of!use!and!
other!site!specific!design!parameters!we!can!zero!in!on!an!effective!range!to!best!suit!the!goals!of!the!
Concept!Plan.!!!

After!analyzing!this!information!and!applying!it!to!our!site!plan,!we!feel!confident!that!the!340’x440’!
block!size!we!have!proposed!provides!the!needed!balance!between!maximizing!pedestrian!circulation!
routes!and!reasonably!dimensioned!net!developable!land!areas.!!The!rationale!behind!a!340’x440’!block!
size!is!that!the!consistent!grid!spacing!it!provides!will!lend!flexibility!to!the!different!development!zones!
within!the!Beavercreek!Road!Concept!Plan.!!In!areas!such!as!the!Mixed!Employment!Village!Zone,!it!is!
just!large!enough!to!allow!buildings!to!face!onto!the!streets!with!the!use!of!alleys!and!interior!parking!
where!a!smaller!block!size!would!limit!the!ability!to!meet!this!code!requirement.!!As!the!grid!extends!to!
the!north!to!the!North!Employment!Campus,!it!will!lend!itself!to!larger!building!footprints!for!
commercial!and!business!tenants.!!Connecting!to!the!South!in!the!Main!Street!and!Mixed!Use!
Neighborhoods!the!same!concept!as!the!MEV!could!be!used!(building!street!frontage!with!interior!
alleyways!and!parking!concept)!with!the!option!to!introduce!additional!local!streets!creating!halfKblocks!
at!220’x340’!for!the!most!pedestrian!dense!shopping!districts.!!!!!!

!

BUILT*ENVIRONMENT*

Once!we!establish!a!suitable!public!street!grid!pattern,!we!are!able!to!then!focus!in!on!the!requirements!
of!the!code!as!they!relate!to!the!built!environment.!!Starting!with!what!will!serve!as!the!gateway!to!the!
Mixed!Employment!Village!and!the!greater!Beavercreek!community,!the!north!corner!of!the!Meyers!
Road!intersection!would!be!home!to!a!threeKstory!mixedKuse!building!with!parking!and!a!public!open!
space/plaza!element!at!the!corner.!!The!building!itself!is!proposed!to!include!a!ground!floor!sundriesK
type!market!with!four!housing!units!above.!!As!an!alternative!to!the!typical!studio!unit!these!units!would!
be!comprised!of!five!bedrooms!that!share!a!common!living/kitchen!space;!a!unique!unit!type!in!the!area!
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which!would!provide!a!lower!cost!option!to!students!of!the!community!college!or!any!community!
resident!looking!for!an!affordable!single!occupant!living!option.!!The!enhanced!pedestrian!space!located!
within!the!existing!gasline!easement!would!be!dedicated!to!serve!as!the!first!link!between!the!existing!
community!to!the!southwest!and!the!extensive!trail!and!open!space!network!planned!within!the!
Beavercreek!Road!Concept!Plan.!!!

Framing!the!entrance!on!the!east!corner!and!extending!down!Beavercreek!Road!to!the!southeast!are!
threeKstory!live/work!townhome!units.!!By!incorporating!elements!from!OCMC!Chapter!17.62.055D,!
these!live/work!townhomes!will!achieve!an!attractive!street!presence!while!at!the!same!time!providing!
an!enlarged!buffer!along!Beavercreek!Road!to!promote!a!safer,!yet!more!active!employment!and!
pedestrian!environment.!!To!further!enhance!the!pedestrian!network!along!Beavercreek!Road!a!
pedestrian!plaza!is!planned!to!break!up!the!building!mass!and!provide!connections!into!the!proposed!
site.!

To!promote!the!same!kind!of!employment!opportunity!and!engaging,!active,!street!life!along!the!new!
interior!Local!Streets!we!have!planned!to!meet!the!standards!of!the!Neighborhood!Greenstreet!as!
outlined!in!the!Beavercreek!Road!Concept!Plan;!providing!lanes!dedicated!to!vehicles,!bicycles!and!
sidewalks!buffered!by!parallel!parking!lanes!and!plantings.!!Lining!these!Local!Streets!would!be!three!to!
four!story!apartment!buildings!with!direct!street!access!to!the!ground!floor!live/work!units!along!Streets!
A!and!B.!!Set!close!to!the!street,!the!Apartment!buildings!along!with!the!proposed!park!and!community!
center!will!draw!people!into!the!site!by!creating!a!vibrant!and!active!internal!local!street!intersection.!!!

The!community!center!would!house!both!leasing!and!management!functions!for!the!community!while!
providing!recreation!opportunities!with!a!pool!and!exercise!center.!!To!meet!the!height!requirements!of!
the!concept!plan!a!second!and!third!floor!are!planned!above!the!community!center!that!would!add!an!
additional!four!housing!units!similar!to!the!units!at!the!northeast!corner!of!Meyers!road!and!
Beavercreek!road!(four!5Kbedroom!units!).!!!!!!!!!!!!!

We!believe!that!by!planning!for!the!good!of!the!greater!community,!the!plan!we!present!here!for!your!
consideration!today!helps!establish!the!strong!foundation!needed!for!a!thriving!employment,!street!and!
pedestrian!network!in!the!Beavercreek!community!to!be.!!With!further!design!development,!an!
attractive!street!presence!with!hidden!parking!clusters,!incorporating!green!building!and!site!strategies,!
will!bring!this!piece!of!the!pedestrianKoriented!Mixed!Employment!Village!community!as!envisioned!by!
the!Beavercreek!Road!Concept!Plan!to!life.!

!

The!following!is!a!list!of!specific!items!we!hope!City!staff!can!provide!pointed!feedback!on,!in!addition!to!
the!design!considerations!above.!

1. Please!confirm!if!there!are!unpublished!conditions!to!the!prior!zone!change!of!the!property!or!to!
the!unKadopted!provisions!of!the!Beaver!Creek!Road!Concept!Plan!or!conditions!that!have!been!
put!in!place!since!the!reKzone!was!adopted.!
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2. Please!provide!guidance!or!specific!criteria!as!to!the!study!parameters!of!a!Transportation!
Impact!Analysis!that!will!need!to!be!conducted!(if!indeed!required!by!the!City)!for!this!project.!

3. Please!provide!guidance!or!contacts!with!ODOT!who!may!be!in!control!of!decisions!regarding!
requirements!for!improving!Beavercreek!Road!as!part!of!our!project!in!order!for!our!team!to!
coordinate!TIA,!design!and!permit!items.!!!

4. Given!that!much!of!our!project!will!include!streets!that!will!eventually!be!considered!connectors!
to!other!parts!of!the!Beavercreek!subKarea,!please!provide!any!guidance!about!latecomer!fees,!
SDC!credits!or!public!facility!dedication!SDC!credits!that!may!apply!to!our!proposal.!

5. As!we!are!new!to!working!with!Oregon!City!we!would!appreciate!pointed!feedback!about!the!
process!and!steps!for!permitting!this!project,!including!any!time!periods!for!public!notification,!
code!required!public!meetings!(if!any)!and!appeal!timelines.!!

Sincerely,!

!

Anna!P.!Thompson!

Milbrandt!Architects!
Project!Manager!
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E6

Building C1

Exterior Elevations

E7

Building C1

Exterior Elevations

E8

Community Center

Exterior Elevations

C1 Site Plan

C2

Grading Plan

C3

Storm Drainage Plan

C4 Water and Sewer Plan

L101

Landscape Plan - Section 1

L102

Landscape Plan - Section 2

L103

Landscape Plan - Section 3

L201

Landscape Details

Parking Calculation

Unit Type Quantity

Min. Parking

Ratio

Max. Parking

Ratio

Min.

Stalls

Max.

Stalls

Studio Live/Work Stacked Flat Units 11 1 1.5 11 16.5

1-Bed/1-Bath Stacked Flat Units 58 1.25 2 72.5 116

2-Bed/2-Bath Live/Work Stacked Flat Units 15 1.5 2 22.5 30

2-Bed/2-Bath Stacked Flat Units 47 1.5 2 70.5 94

3-Bed/2-Bath Stacked Flat Units 10 1.75 2.5 17.5 25

5-Bed/5-Bath Stacked Flat Units 6 3 5 18 30

Total Stacked Flat Apartment Units

147 212 311.5

3-Bed/2-Bath Live/Work Towhomes 36 1.75 2.5 63 90

min max

Total Units on Site 183

total parking

275 401.5
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BLOCK A1

PROPOSED APARTMENT UNITS   48
  (GROUND FLOOR LIVE/WORK UNITS)
PROPOSED LIVE/WORK TOWNHOME UNITS 14
 TOTAL UNITS BLOCK A1 62

PROPOSED PARKING
OPEN STALLS 48
GARAGES 14
APRONS 13
 ASSIGNABLE PARKING: 75
 (1.21/D.U.)

ON-STREET PARALLEL 24
 TOTAL AVAILABLE: 99
     PARKING (1.60/D.U.)

BLOCK A2

PROPOSED APARTMENT UNITS   48
  (GROUND FLOOR LIVE/WORK UNITS)
PROPOSED LIVE/WORK TOWNHOME UNITS  3
 TOTAL UNITS BLOCK A1 51

PROPOSED PARKING
OPEN STALLS 69
GARAGES  3
APRONS  0
 ASSIGNABLE PARKING: 72
 (1.41/D.U.)

ON-STREET PARALLEL 13
 TOTAL AVAILABLE: 85
     PARKING (1.67/D.U.)

BLOCK A3

PROPOSED APARTMENT UNITS   45
  (GROUND FLOOR LIVE/WORK UNITS)
PROPOSED LIVE/WORK TOWNHOME UNITS 19
 TOTAL UNITS BLOCK A1 64

PROPOSED PARKING
OPEN STALLS 72
GARAGES 19
APRONS 19
 ASSIGNABLE PARKING: 110
 (1.72/D.U.)

ON-STREET PARALLEL 11
 TOTAL AVAILABLE: 121
     PARKING (1.89/D.U.)

BLOCK C1

COMMUNITY CENTER

ON-STREET HEAD-IN PARKING  7
ON-STREET PARALLEL  5
 TOTAL AVAILABLE: 12  

UNIT SUMMARY

APARTMENTS 147
TOWNHOMES 36

TOTAL UNITS ON SITE 183

TOTAL PARKING ON SITE 343
  (1.87 STALLS/D.U.)

SITE BREAKDOWN

T5

T6

T3

T4

T8

A2

A3

C1

T2

T1

T7

A1

PROPOSED APARTMENT UNITS   6
 (5-BED UNITS)

PROPOSED PARKING
OPEN STALLS 17
 ASSIGNABLE PARKING: 17
 (2.83/D.U.)

ON-STREET PARALLEL  9
 TOTAL AVAILABLE: 26
     PARKING (4.33/D.U.)

Oregon City Live/Work PROPOSED SITE PLAN
1:40
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Studio LW
675 SF

2-Bed
2-Bath
951 SF

Studio LW
675 SF

2-Bed LW
Corner
1,055 SF

2-Bed LW
1,010 SF

2-Bed LW
1,010 SF

BEAVERCREEK APARTMENTS GROUND FLOOR PLAN
16 UNITS -APPROX. 17,636 GROSS SF

1/8" = 1'-0"

Studio LW
675 SF

2-Bed LW
1,010 SF

2-Bed LW
1,010 SF

1-Bed 1-Bath
624 SF

1-Bed 1-Bath
624 SF

Studio LW
675 SF

2-Bed 2-Bath
951 SF

2-Bed
2-Bath
951 SF

1-Bed
1-Bath
624 SF

1-Bed
1-Bath
624 SF

STUDIO L/W UNITS - 4
2-BED L/W UNITS - 4

2-BED L/W CORNER UNIT - 1
1-BED 1-BATH UNITS - 4
2-BED 2-BATH UNITS - 3
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2-Bed
2-Bath
951 SF

1-Bed
1-Bath
624 SF

1-Bed
1-Bath
624 SF

1-Bed
1-Bath
624 SF

1-Bed
1-Bath
624 SF

1-BED 1-BATH UNITS - 8
2-BED 2-BATH UNITS - 5
2-BED CORNER UNIT - 1
3-BED 2-BATH UNITS - 2

BEAVERCREEK APARTMENTS TYPICAL UPPER FLOOR PLAN
16 UNITS - APPROX. 17,343 GROSS SF

1/8" = 1'-0"

2-Bed
2-Bath
951 SF

1-Bed
1-Bath
624 SF

3-Bed
2-Bath
1,260 SF

2-Bed
2-Bath
951 SF

2-Bed
2-Bath
Corner
999 SF

3-Bed
2-Bath
1,260 SF

1-Bed
1-Bath
624 SF

2-Bed
2-Bath
951 SF

1-Bed
1-Bath
624 SF

1-Bed
1-Bath
624 SF

2-Bed
2-Bath
951 SF
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6-PLEX TOWNHOME MIDDLE LEVEL PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"

6-PLEX TOWNHOME LOWER LEVEL PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"

6-PLEX TOWNHOME UPPER LEVEL PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"
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4-PLEX TOWNHOME LOWER LEVEL PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"

4-PLEX TOWNHOME MIDDLE LEVEL PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"

4-PLEX TOWNHOME UPPER LEVEL PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"
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3-PLEX TOWNHOME LOWER LEVEL PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"

3-PLEX TOWNHOME MIDDLE LEVEL PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"

3-PLEX TOWNHOME UPPER LEVEL PLAN
1/8" = 1'-0"
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Bedroom 1

Bedroom 3

Bedroom 2

Bedroom 4

Bedroom 5

Bedroom 4

Bedroom 3

Bedroom 1

Bedroom 2

Living

Dining

Kitchen

Kitchen

Dining

Hall

Entry

Laundry

Patio

Patio

BUILDING C1 LOWER LEVEL PLAN
3/16" = 1'-0"

15'-7" x 16'-6"

16'-8" x 16'-3"

Laundry

Bedroom 5

Living

13'-4" x 15'-1"

15'-1" x 13'-4"

15'-1" x 13'-3"

16'-9" x 16'-0"

15'-4" x 15'-4"

11'-9" x 10'-8"

15'-3" x 14'-0"

13'-10" x 10'-4"

UNIT 1A
2,960 SF

UNIT 1B
2,721 SF

19'-9" x 13'-4"

19'-6" x 13'-9"

13'-1" x 16'-1"

13'-1" x 14'-8"
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Leasing Display

Exercise Room
Managers Office

Maintenance Office

Club Room

3-SeasonsPool Equip.

Women

Men

12'-11" x 13'-8"

28'-10" x 16'-0"

27'-10" x 15'-2"

25'-11" x 19'-10"

12'-9" x 13'-8"

11'-2" x 16'-2"

Cart Storage

27'-10" x 18'-11"

Outdoor
Shower

COMMUNITY CENTER FIRST FLOOR PLAN
2,717 SF

1/4" = 1'-0"
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TYPICAL APARTMENT BUILDING FRONT/STREET-FACING ELEVATION
1/8" = 1'-0"

TYPICAL APARTMENT BUILDING SIDE/STREET-FACING ELEVATION
1/8" = 1'-0"

TYPICAL APARTMENT BUILDING SIDE/END ELEVATION
1/8" = 1'-0"
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TYPICAL APARTMENT BUILDING FRONT/ALLEY-FACING ELEVATION
1/8" = 1'-0"

TYPICAL APARTMENT BUILDING SIDE/ALLEY-FACING ELEVATION
1/8" = 1'-0"

TYPICAL APARTMENT BUILDING FRONT/END ELEVATION
1/8" = 1'-0"
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6-PLEX TOWNHOME BUILDING FRONT ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"

6-PLEX TOWNHOME BUILDING REAR ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"

TYPICAL TOWNHOME BUILDING SIDE ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"
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4-PLEX TOWNHOME BUILDING FRONT ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"

4-PLEX TOWNHOME BUILDING REAR ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"

TYPICAL TOWNHOME BUILDING SIDE ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"
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3-PLEX TOWNHOME BUILDING FRONT ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"

3-PLEX TOWNHOME BUILDING REAR ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"

TYPICAL TOWNHOME BUILDING SIDE ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"
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BUILDING C1 WEST/BEAVERCREEK ROAD ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"

BUILDING C1 SOUTH/MEYERS ROAD - ENTRY ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"
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BUILDING C1 NORTH ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"

BUILDING C1 EAST/PARKING LOT ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"
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COMMUNITY CENTER FRONT/STREET B FACING ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"

COMMUNITY CENTER REAR/POOL ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"

COMMUNITY CENTER SIDE/STREET A FACING ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"

COMMUNITY CENTER SIDE/NORTH-FACING ELEVATION
3/16" = 1'-0"
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Oregon City Live/Work
Evergreen Housing Development Group

11/10/2014

Floor Area Ratio Calculation

Building First Floor
Second 
Floor

Third 
Floor

Clubhouse 2798 0 0

C1 6391 6391 6391

A1 17545 17111 17111

A2 17545 17111 17111

A3 16806 16285 16285

T1 2507 2893 2689

T2 3756 4334 3995

T3 1883 2172 2019

T4 3756 4334 3995

T5 2507 2893 2689

T6 3756 4334 3995

T7 2507 2893 2689

Floor Total 81757 80751 78969

Total Gross Square Footage 241477

Total site area 369496

FAR = 0.653531





























Oregon City Live/Work
Evergreen Housing Development Group

11/10/2014

Parking Area Breakdown
Beavercreek Road On-Street 0
Meyers Road On-Street 17
Street A – On-Street 27 **
Street B – On-Street Parallel 18 **
Street B – On-Street 90 degree 7 **
Bldgs T1-T7 (one car garages) 33
Bldgs T1-T7 (aprons) 33 **
Bldg C1 lot 17
Alley Loop A 40 **
Alley Loop B 61 **
Alley Loop C 78 **
Total 331 **



 

 

 

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

 

Community Development – Planning      

NOTICE OF LIMITED LAND USE APPLICATION 
Mailed on July 24th, 2014 

 
COMMENT 
DEADLINE: 

Written comments on this Type II application must be received by the Oregon 
City Planning Division  no later than 5:00 pm, Monday, August 11th, 2014 

FILE NUMBER: SP 14-01: Site Plan and Design Review 
APPLICANT: 
 

Beavercreek Road, LLC, Attn: Andrew Brand 
600 University Street, Ste. 1708, Seattle, WA 98101 

OWNER: Same as Applicant 
REPRESENTATIVE: Same as Applicant 
REQUEST: Site Plan and Design Review for a 121-unit Apartments and 62 Live-Work Units 

on 9.7 acres (Zoned MUC-1) 
LOCATION: 19896 Beavercreek Rd, Oregon City OR 97045 

Clackamas County Map 3-2E-10C Tax Lot 800 
CONTACT PERSON: Peter Walter AICP, Associate Planner (503) 496-1568 

NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION: 

Caufield Neighborhood Association 

CRITERIA: • Oregon City Municipal Code. The City Code Book is available on-line at 
www.orcity.org  

• Administration and Procedures in Chapter 17.50; 
• “MUC-1” – Mixed Use Corridor District in Chapter 17.29; 
• Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places in Chapter 12.04; 
• Public and Street Trees in Chapter 12.08; 
• Site Plan and Design Review in Chapter 17.62; 
• Multi-Family Design Standards in Section 17.62.057; 
• Water Service System in Chapter 13.04; 
• Sewer Regulation in Chapter 13.08; 
• Stormwater Management in Chapter 13.12; 
• Off-Street Parking and Loading in Chapter 17.52 

 
 
The application and all supporting documents submitted by or on behalf of the applicant are available for 
inspection at no cost at the Oregon City Planning Division, 221 Molalla Ave., Ste. 200, during regular business 
days (8 am - 5 pm). Copies of these materials may be obtained for a reasonable cost.  Any interested party may 
submit written comments prior to the issuance of the Community Development Director’s decision. Written 
comments must be received at the Planning Department no later than the close of business on 5:00 pm, 
August 11th, 2014 to be considered by the Community Development Director. The Community Development 
Director’s decision will be based on the applicant’s submittal, departmental and agency comments, letters 
from the public, and available information applicable to the criteria. Notice of the decision shall be sent to the 
applicant and to those persons submitting comments and providing a return address. Please be advised that 
any issue that is intended to provide a basis for appeal must be raised in writing during the 14-day comment 
period with sufficient specificity to afford the City and the parties an opportunity to respond to the issue. 
Failure to raise an issue on the record with sufficient specificity and accompanied by statements or evidence 
sufficient to afford the City to respond to the issue, will preclude any appeal on that issue. The Community 
Development Director’s decision may be appealed to the City Commission by parties with standing. Any 
appeal will be based on the record. 
A city-recognized neighborhood association requesting an appeal fee waiver must officially approve 
the request through a vote of its general membership or board at a duly announced meeting prior to 
the filing of an appeal pursuant to OCMC 17.50.190(C)(5) to and 17.50.290(C). 

http://www.orcity.org/


 

 

 

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

 

Community Development – Planning      

NOTICE OF LIMITED LAND USE APPLICATION (SECOND NOTICE) 
Mailed on October 17, 2014 

 
COMMENT 
DEADLINE: 

Written comments on this Type II application must be received by the Oregon 
City Planning Division  no later than 5:00 pm, Friday, October 31st, 2014 

FILE NUMBER: SP 14-01: Site Plan and Design Review 
APPLICANT: 
 

Beavercreek Road, LLC, Attn: Andrew Brand 
600 University Street, Ste. 1708, Seattle, WA 98101 

OWNER / REP: Same as Applicant 
REQUEST: Site Plan and Design Review for a 121-unit Apartments and 62 Live-Work Units 

on 9.7 acres (Zoned MUC-1) -  
LOCATION: 19896 Beavercreek Rd, Oregon City OR 97045 

Clackamas County Map 3-2E-10C Tax Lot 800 
PROJECT WEBSITE: Application materials may be downloaded at  

http://www.orcity.org/planning/landuse  
CONTACT PERSON: Peter Walter AICP, Associate Planner (503) 496-1568 
NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION: 

Caufield Neighborhood Association 

CRITERIA: • Oregon City Municipal Code. The City Code Book is available on-line at 
www.orcity.org  

• Administration and Procedures in Chapter 17.50; 
• “MUC-1” – Mixed Use Corridor District in Chapter 17.29; 
• Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places in Chapter 12.04; 
• Public and Street Trees in Chapter 12.08; 
• Site Plan and Design Review in Chapter 17.62; 
• Multi-Family Design Standards in Section 17.62.057; 
• Water Service System in Chapter 13.04; 
• Sewer Regulation in Chapter 13.08; 
• Stormwater Management in Chapter 13.12; 
• Off-Street Parking and Loading in Chapter 17.52 

 
The application and all supporting documents submitted by or on behalf of the applicant are available for 
inspection at no cost at the Oregon City Planning Division, 221 Molalla Ave., Ste. 200, M-F, 8:30 am – 3:30 pm. 
Copies of these materials may be obtained for a reasonable cost.  Any interested party may submit written 
comments prior to the issuance of the Community Development Director’s decision. Written comments must 
be received at the Planning Department no later than the close of business on 5:00 pm, October 31st, 2014 
to be considered by the Community Development Director. The Community Development Director’s decision 
will be based on the applicant’s submittal, departmental and agency comments, letters from the public, and 
available information applicable to the criteria. Notice of the decision shall be sent to the applicant and to 
those persons submitting comments and providing a return address. Please be advised that any issue that is 
intended to provide a basis for appeal must be raised in writing during the 14-day comment period with 
sufficient specificity to afford the City and the parties an opportunity to respond to the issue. Failure to raise 
an issue on the record with sufficient specificity and accompanied by statements or evidence sufficient to 
afford the City to respond to the issue, will preclude any appeal on that issue. The Community Development 
Director’s decision may be appealed to the City Commission by parties with standing. Any appeal will be based 
on the record. 
A city-recognized neighborhood association requesting an appeal fee waiver must officially approve 
the request through a vote of its general membership or board at a duly announced meeting prior to 
the filing of an appeal pursuant to OCMC 17.50.190(C)(5) to and 17.50.290(C). 

http://www.orcity.org/planning/landuse
http://www.orcity.org/


From: Tony Konkol

To: Pete Walter

Subject: FW: Beavercreek Rd LLC SP14-01

Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 12:27:28 PM

Hi Pete,
The following public comments were submitted for the project on Beavercreek Road.
Thanks,
Tony
 

From: wshfish@aol.com [mailto:wshfish@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 11:38 AM
To: Tony Konkol
Subject: Beavercreek Rd LLC SP14-01

 
 

Dear Mr. Konkol:

 

We are writing in regards to the proposed development for 19896 Beavercreek Rd. We attended the

 Evergreen Development meeting last summer and want to reiterate our concerns from the information

 provided last August.

 

We live across the street from the proposed apartments and are quite concerned about the considerable

 increase in traffic that will arise from the 183 planned units. Obviously a left turn lane will be needed at

 Myers, but will Beavercreek also be widened to accommodate these 200-400 more cars? Using Maple

 Lane as an example, that turn lane is often backed up 10-15 cars obstructing thru traffic on Beavercreek,

 but the two lanes help alleviate the congestion.

 

Our other main concern is the live-work units and their proposal of  units fronting Beavercreek with on

 street parking. Again, we do not see A) how Beavercreek will be wide enough to accommodate on street

 parking and/or B) how cars will safely be able to pull out onto Beavercreek at the current posted speeds

 (and also slight uphill grade causing a blind spot).  Also, will cars be allowed to park on both sides of

 Beavercreek?  How much traffic will also spill onto Meyers for scrapbooking parties or a fitness class

 (these were suggested uses made by developer at previous meeting).

 

An additional parking concern is even though the developers claim they'll provide a parking space for

 each bedroom in the complex, where will guests, (customers?) or 2 car couples living in a 1 bedroom unit

 park??  Our property backs to Meyers and we are worried we will have even less privacy and increased

 noise with all these extra cars and no available parking for them in their own complex.

 

A final concern is the ability of the city to provide adequate water pressure to all these new residences

 when our current water pressure is already quite low. Will our water pressure decrease even further?

 

While development is inevitable, it would be much more appealing if single family homes could be built on

 this site.  If this mixed use development must be permitted, we would hope the City would see fit

 to significantly reduce the number of units allowed (by half?) and require more parking/garages with no

 on street parking outside of the development.

 

Thank you for considering our concerns.

 

Ron & Wendy Carter

15035 Emerson Ct

Oregon City OR 97045
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Oregon City Planning Department 
221 Molalla Ave. 
Suite 200 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
Attention: Peter Walter, Associate Planner 

RE: Beavercreek Road Site Plan SP 14-01 

Dear Pete: 
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Thank you very much for meeting with Gary Davis and me on Wednesday to discuss 
the Beavercreek Road Project, SP 14-01. We appreciate all of the time and effort you 
put forth on this spur of the moment meeting. 

This letter represents the formal response from the Caufield Neighborhood 
Association on SP 14-01. 

We have several concerns about the size, scope and safety of this project. 

1. As we discussed, I believe that the size and scope of this project presents a 
significant safety issue considering that it is located near an unregulated airport. 
Since there are no paved runways, runway lights or manned personnel, it is very 
difficult to determine how many planes land before it is safe to do so and how many 
planes go beyond the recommended distance to be airborne. Therefore, the number 
of residents in this area, expected to reach 550 people would constitute a 
considerable safety issue 

2. Initially, we believed that the concept for this project was light industrial that 
would bring employment to the community, especially for students that attend 
Clackamas Community College and to a lesser degree, Oregon City High School. 
However, SP 14-01 has 183 units of which 62 are live work units. Needless to say, 
these stores are so small that it should be considered small family businesses, which 
would employ maybe 1 or 2 people in addition to the owner /operator. 

3. Since the number of resident to live in this project is 550 people, it is 
anticipated that the number of vehicles in the complex will be over 800. This does 
not include the number of vehicles that will be in the vicinity for business purposes. 
The Caufield Neighborhood Association is still reeling from the miscalculation the 
City had regarding the parking and traffic in the Landing, an apartment complex 
located on Glen Oaks Road. The home owners in the Caufield Neighborhood 
Association are having to put up with the residents of the Landing parking in front 
of their house, which prohibits the residents of these houses from parking near their 
homes. Additionally, several people have complained that residents of the Landing 
are parking in front of their mailboxes. These actions result in the U.S.P.S. from 
delivering mail the residents. 



I can assure you that the residents and/or customers of the project will use the 
Oregon City High School parking lot to park their vehicles during the day, conduct 
business and/or after school hours. I am positive the high school would not be 
amenable to this use. 

4. There are no plans to widen Beavercreek road from a 2 lane to a 4 lane 
between Glen Oak Road and Maple Lane. The reason to widen Beavercreek Road is 
obvious. Since there are going to be an estimated 800 more vehicles in the area, the 
road is not wide enough to handle that capacity. 

5. According to our discussion, a significant issue exists with the connecting the 
proposed sewer line in the area. According to you, this has to be resolved before 
any construction can occur. Of course, the major issue is the cost. It would be 
unrealistic to make a connection to a smaller sewer because of the cost. 

6. Finally, it has been brought to our attention by Elizabeth Graser-Lindsey, that 
Oregon City and SP 14-01 is not in compliance with the Beavercreek Concept Plan. 
You stated in our conversation that SP 14-01 was included in the project prior to the 
Concept Plan. However, I do not have any documentation showing that this was the 
case. Therefore, I included a copy of Elizabeth's comments for you to address. 
Although Elizabeth does not reside within the Caufield Neighborhood Association 
boundaries, she does raise some significant issues which can have a significant 
impact on us. 

If you have any comments or concerns, please feel free to contact me. 

Si11netil~, ,• /i i 
/ / #-
Mike Mermelstein 
Chairman Caufield Neighborhood Association 



.°"J ~ -"' -..&:'" 
-< 

~ )';>"] 

~ r~ 
Ci) 

Public Comment on Land Use Application :: ~ -
SP 14Ji)1 ~ Siie Pian and Design Keview -·~:C -o 

for 121-Unit Apartments and 62-Live-Work Units on 9. 7 a~fis :;. 
(Zoned MUC-1) - East Side of Beavercreek Rd. ~ ;; 

TO: Attn: Pete V\/a!ter (503) 496-1568 

FROM: Elizabeth Graser-Lindsey 

DATi:::: Aug, 2, 2014 

.... O"\ 

1. This urbanization project cannot go forward until a Beavercreek Rd. 
Concept Pian is adopted that isn't remanded by the review court. Graser­
Lindsey v. City of Oregon City, 58 Or LUBA 703 (2009) i.e. LUBA 2008-
1 '10. Since the Beavercreek Rd. Concept Plan has not be~n adopted in a 
valid fom1, this urbaniLai:ion and land use project (site plan and design 
review) cannot go forward at this time. Various Oregon City and Metro 
laws require the type of planning and analysis that occurs in concept 
planning such as determining if infrastructure and public services are 
availabl~ and determining how they will be paid for and ensuring that the 
services of current city residents will not be degraded. These steps have 
not been cornpiei:ed and the iegal requirements have not been fuifilled. 

When this property was annexed into Oregon City (see attached maps), 
LUBA agreed that the annexation could proceed the concept plan with the 
understanding that the concept plan would proceed urbanization. This is 
explained in LUBA's final order and opinion numerous times. For example, 

"The city concedes that the Metro Code and the OCCP require that 
the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan must be adopted before the 
annexed territory can be planned and zoned in a manner that would 
allow the annexed property to be developed with urban uses." p. 13-
14. 

"The underlying purpose of OCCP Goal 14.4 and related city and 
Metro provisions appears to be to ensure that ( 1 ) a concept plan will 



procede actual urbanization of the annexed areas, (2) concept plans 
will provide the basis for planning and zoning of annexed areas for 
urban development, and (3) adequate and sufficient public facilities 
are extended to annexed areas as they urbanize in a way that does 
not financially burden or adversely affect public facilities and services 
in other parts of the city. As we have explained elsewhere in this 
opinion, the city took steps to ensure that urbaniLi::!iion cannot occur 
until the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan has been completed. The 
Beavercreek Rd. Concept Pian planning process must address public 
facility impacts of urbanization." p. 20. 

"We [LUBA} understand the city to argue [and this necessary 
argument allowed LUBA to let the annexation to proceed adoption of 
the concept plan] that since (1) annexation, in and of itself, authorizes 
no additional urban development of the annexed property, . .. (3) no 
urban development will be possible before the Beavercreek Road 
Concept Plan is adopted and necessary comprehensive plan and 
zoning amendments are adopted to allow urbanization of the 
annexed area, and {4) the Beavercreek Road Concept Pian wm be 
required to address the public facilities and services that will be 
needed for urbanization of the plan area, the city's findings that 
recogn;ze and point out these facts are suffident tc 'consider' the 
'relevant factors' set out in OCCMC 14.04.060(A). We conclude that 
the decision includes the above-described implied interpretation of 
OCMC 14.04.060{A)." p.24. 

Graser-Lindsey, Kehoe and Kosinski v . City of Oregon City and Jacobson. 
LUBA 2007-171. 

2. There was extensive public comment and infrastructure studies during 
the concept plan process that provided evidence that the infrastructure, 
public facilities and services could not serve this property without degrading 
these facilities and services for other city residents. (See attached 
Petitioner's brief in Graser-Lindsey v. City of Oregon City, 58 Or LUBA 703 
(2009) i.e. LUBA 2008-170 elaborating on these points). These 
deficiencies have not been corrected. 



Beavercreek Rd., for example, is 2-lanes, has heavy traffic loads and is 
projected to fail in the next 20 years at various intersections according to 
Clackamas County's analysis for its Transportation System Pian which 
concluded in early 20-14. That TSP analysis also showed Hwy 213 failing 
through Newell Creek Canyon and 1205 failing in this vicinity. How are 
these and existing residents to move about without impairment. How will 
this development add to development in the Park Place Concept Plan area 
which also impacts Hlt:y 213 and feeds onto '205. 

The public also has not been able to comment on the area plan. 

3. In i:he absence of a finaJ concept plan, the proposed development is 
unable to interface with the rest of the area in the concept plan such as 
roads, other infrastructure and building type. Using the remanded concept 
plan would not work, because LUBA recognized mis-zoning of the industrial 
land, which, went corrected, would inevitably lead to changes in the areas 
configuration such as road network and adjacent land uses. 

4. These densities {i.e. 183 units on under 10 acres) look like the type that 
Metro favors along a iight rai1 line to create a dense urban neigh~orhood. 

As proposed, this development plan is not near public transportation nor 
near similar or compatible. uses and is sitting inhat rnoniously on the rural 
fringe. The remanded concept plan projected light vehicle use due special 
green assumptions and as a result projected light impacts on the road 
network as ODOT's reviewer questioned; this development appears to be 
motor vehicle focused and to be negatively impactful on the area. The 
dens;ty issue is likely to affect other public facilities and services, but this 
has not been studied. 

5. While the city is to plan new lands, it appears that piecemeal 
development is the approach. This does not comply with Metro or OC 
ordinances and it does not comply with Metro time requirements for 
planning. 
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0 REG 0 N Community Develo~~nt ;lanning 

C
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I 221 Molalla Ave. Suite 20)• I Ore~ity OR 97045 
llillllllM--llil! Ph (503) 722:3789 I Fax (503) 722-3880 

COMMENT 
DEADLlNE: 
FILE NUMBER: 
APPLICANT: 

OWNER: 
REPRESENTATlVE: 
REQUEST: 

LOCATION: 

CONT ACT PF.RSON; 

NEIGHBORHOOD 
ASSOCIATION: ------- - - - · ----
CRITERIA: 

NOTICE OF LIMITED LAND USE APPLICATION 
Mailed on /uly z4r1i, 2014 

Written comments on this Type II application must be received by the Oregon 
City Planning Division no later than 5:00 pm, Monday, August 11th, 2011· 
SP 14-01: Site Plan and Desim Review 
Beavercreek Road, LLC, Attn: Andrew Brand 
600 University Street, Ste. 1708, Seattle, WA 98101 
Same as Aoolicant 
Same as Applicant 
Site Plan and Design Review for a 121-unit Apartments and 62 Live-Work Units 
on 9.7 acres rzoned MUC-1) 
19896 Beavercreek Rd, Oregon City OR 97045 
Clackamas County Map 3-2E-10C Tax Lot 800 
Peter Walter AJCP, Associate Planner (503) 496-1568 

Caufield Neighborhood Association 

---
• Oregon City Municipal Code. The City Code Book is available on-line at 

www.orcity.org 
• Administration and Procedures in Chapter 17.50; 
41 "MUC-1" - Mixed Use Corridor District in Chapter 17.29; 

• Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places in Chapter 12.04; 

• Public and Street Trees in Chapter 12.08; 

• Site Plan and Design Review in Chapter 17 .62; 
• Multi-Family Design Standards in Section 17.62.057; 
e Water Service System in Chapter 13.04; 

• Sewer Regulation in Chapter 13.08; 
• Stormwater Management in Chapter 13.12; 

• Off-Street Parking and Loading in Chapter 17.52 

The application and all supporting documents submitted by or on behalf of the applicant are available for 
inspection at no cost ;:it the Oregon City Planning Di1rision, 221 Molalla Ave., Ste. 200, during regular business 
days (8 am - 5 pm). Copies of these materials may be obtained for a reasonable cost. Any interested party may 
submit written comments prior to the issuance of the Community Development Director's decision. Written 
comments must be received at the Planning Department no later than the close of business on 5:00 pm, 
August 11tl•, 2014 to be considered by the Communi~J Develoµment Director. The Community Development 
Director's decis ion wi.11 be based on the applicant's submittal, departmental and agency comments, letters 
from the public, and available information applicable to the criteria. Notice of the decision shall be sent to the 
applicant and to those persons submitting comments and providing a return address. Please be advised that 
any issue that is intended to provide a basis for appeal must be raised in writing during the 14-day comment 
period with sufficient specificity to afford the City and the parties an opportunity to respond to the issue. 
Failure to raise an issue on the record with sufficient specificity and accompanied by statements or evidence 
sufficient to afford the City to respond to the issue, will preclude any appeal on that issue. The Community 
Development Director's decision may be appealed to the City Commission by parties with standing. Any 
appeal will be based on the record. 
A city-recognized neighborhood association requesting an appeal fee waiver must officiatly approve 
the request through a vote of its geuer-.d membership or boarrl at a duly :ammunoed meeting prior to 
the filing of an appeal pursuant to OCMC 17.50.190(C)(5) to and 17.50.290(C). 



CITY STAFF DISTRIBUTION 

0 BUILDING OFFICIAL 

Community Development - Planning 

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

LAND USE APPLICATION TRANSMITTAL 
July 24, 2014 

MAIL-OUT DISTRIBUTION 

0 NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION _Caufield, 
D DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MANAGER ·' D NATURAL RESOURCES COMM- (NRC) 
D PUBLIC WORKS- OPERATIONS : 

D CITY ENGINEER" ' 
D PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
D TECHNICAL SERVICES (GIS) -' 
Q PARKS MANAGER 
Q ADDRESSING 
o POLICE ' 

TRAFFIC ENGINEER 

a REPLINGER AND ASSOCIATES ' 

Mailed Notice to County CPO's 

Q CLACKAMAS COUNTY TRANSP_ & PLANNING · 
D CLACKAMAS FIRE DISTRICT #1 -' 
D ODOT - Division Review · 
Q OREGON CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT ' 
Q TRI-MET --

D METRO · 
D OREGON CITY POSTMASTER 
Q DLCD 
0 CITY ATTORNEY 
Q OTHER: 

Q Central Pt-New Era-Leland I Holcomb-Outlook/Beavercreek --" 
Mailed Notice 

Q Within 300' .' 

PUBLIC COMMENTS DUE: 

REVIEW COMMENTS DUE: 

HEARING DATE: 

HEARING BODY: 

FILE# & TYPE: 

PLANNER: 

PROJECT WEBSITE: 

live-work-units 

APPLICANT: 

LOCATION: 

6:00 p.m., August 11, 2014 

6:00 PM, August 25, 2014 

Type II- Not applicable 

_lQL_Staff Review; __ PC; __ cc 
SP 14-01: Site Plan and Design Review for a 121-unit Apartments and 62 Live-Work Units 

on 9.7 acres (Zoned MUC-1)- East side of Beavercreek Road 

Pete Walter, AICP, Planner (503) 496-1568 

http://www.orcitv.org/pla n n i ng/la nd use ca se/sp-14-01-beavercree k-ro3 d-a pa rtme n ts-

Beavercreek Road, LLC, Attn: Andrew Brand 

19896 Beavercreek Rd, Oregon Cil'[ OR 97045 (See Vicinitv Map on Public Notice) 

Clackamas County Map 3-2E-10C Tax Lot 800 
This application material is referred to you for your information, study and official comments. If hard copies are required, please contact the 
Planning Department. Your recommendations and suggestions will be used to guide the Planning staff when reviewing this proposal. If you 
wish to have your comments considered and incorporated into the staff report, please return the attached copy of this form to facilitate the 
processing of this application and ensure prompt consideration of your recommendations. 

Please check the appropriate spaces below. Attach additional pages if needed. 

The proposal does not conflict with our interests. 

The proposal would not conflict our interests if 
the changes noted below are included. 

x The proposal conflicts with our interests 
for the reasons stated below. 

SignedC-:-~_o._ .--J,'c-/lU~'~<t /J t',/o <ff /20 1Lj 
Title 'J) ro ID e 11-± T 0 (;..) (\ .e.. C 

PLEASE RETURN YOUR COPY OF THE APPLICATION AND MATERIAL WITH THIS FORM. 



August 8, 2014 

Carina DeOliveira 
15550 S. Old Acres Lane 
Oregon City, OR 
97045 

Oregon City Community Development 
SP 14-01 
Pete Walker AICP Planner 
221 Molalla Ave #200 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

Dear Sir, 

I wish to file my opposition to the development at 19896 Beavercreek Road, Oregon 
City. This property, near the already busy Community College, cannot support further 
stress on the existing traffic situation. During the school year, cars transporting students 
to and from the Oregon City High School and CCC stack up at this part of Beavercreek 
Road. Non student-connected residents are forced to 1ace this back up on a daily 
basis. 

Adding 112 units of apartments, each one with at least one car, will make a bad 
situation so much worse. It is my understanding that this area of Beavercreek Road is 
zoned for industrial use, not residential. 

There is no traffic signal at the corner of Glen Acres and Beavercreek Roads. It is 
impossible to make a left turn from Glen Acres onto Beavercreek during high peak traffic 
times. Hundreds of apartment-type housing units already exists off Glen Acres Road 
along the back side of Oregon City High School. Is further development of high density 
housing really needed in our area? Can Beavercreek, as only a two-lane in and out 
access road support added cars and congestion? Those of us who moved here some 
time ago for the tranquility of Oregon City are asking you to NOT turn the Beavercreek 
Road Community into Beaverton. 

Please keep the area in question zoned industrial, as it is, and consider the opinions of 
the people who live in this community. 

Thank you, 

Carina DeOliveira 
carinad@bctonline.com 
503 313-2140 
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Public Comment on Land Use Application 
SP 14-01: Site Plan and Design Review 

-
for 121-Unit Apartments and 62-Live-Work Units on 9.7 acres 

(Zoned MUC-1)- East Side of Beavercreek Rd. 

TO: Attn: Pete Walter (503) 496-1568 

FROM: Elizabeth Graser-Lindsey 

DATE: Aug. 6, 2014 

1. This urbanization project cannot go forward because this urbaliizatic§ 
and land use project (site plan and design review) requires a valid concept 
plan according to LU BA'S Final Opinion and Order in Graser-Lindsey, A lJ. 
Kehoe and Kosinski v. City of Oregon City and Jacobson. LUBA 2007-171, Hz.. 
but the Beavercreek Rd. Concept Plan was remanded by the review court 
and the remanded concept plan has not been reworked into and adopted 
as a valid concept plan. Graser-Lindsey v. City of Oregon City, 58 Or 
LUBA 703 (2009) i.e. LUBA 2008-170. 114. ~ ,.fH 

"#I 
When this property was annexed into Oregon City (see attached maps), in 
its review LUBA agreed that the annexation could proceed the concept plan 
with the understanding that the concept plan would proceed urbanization. 
This is explained in LUBA's final order and opinion numerous times. For 
example, 

"The city concedes that the Metro Code and the OCCP require that 
the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan must be adopted before the 
annexed territory can be planned and zoned in a manner that would 
allow the annexed property to be developed with urban uses." p. 13-
14. 

"The underlying purpose of OCCP Goal 14.4 and related city and 
Metro provisions appears to be to ensure that (1) a concept plan will 
procede actual urbanization of the annexed areas, (2) concept plans 
will provide the basis for planning and zoning of annexed areas for 



urban development, and (3) adequate and sufficient public facilities 
are extended to annexed areas as they urbanize in a way that does 
not financially burden or adversely affect public facilities and services 
in other parts of the city. As we have explained elsewhere in this 
opinion, the city took steps to ensure that urbanization cannot occur 
until the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan has been completed. The 
Beavercreek Rd. Concept Plan planning process must address public 
facility impacts of urbanization." p. 20. 

"We [LUBA} understand the city to argue [and this necessary 
argument allowed LUBA to let the annexation to proceed adoption of 
the concept plan] that since (1) annexation, in and of itself, authorizes 
no additional urban development of the annexed property, ... (3) no 
urban development will be possible before the Beavercreek Road 
Concept Plan is adopted and necessary comprehensive plan and 
zoning amendments are adopted to allow urbanization of the 
annexed area, and (4) the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan will be 
required to address the public facilities and services that will be 
needed for urbanization of the plan area, the city's findings that 
recognize and point out these facts are sufficient to 'consider' the 
'relevant factors' set out in OCCMC 14.04.060(A). We conclude that 
the decision includes the above-described implied interpretation of 
OCMC 14.04.060(A)." p.24. 

In addition to LUBA's pertinent decision specific to this property, various 
Oregon City and Metro laws require the type of planning and analysis that 
occurs in concept planning such as determining if infrastructure and public 
services are available and determining how they will be paid for and 
ensuring that the services of current city residents will not be degraded. 
These steps have not been completed and the legal requirements have not 
been fulfilled. 

2. There was extensive public comment and infrastructure studies during 
the concept plan process that provided evidence that the infrastructure, 
public facilities and services could not serve this property without degrading 
these facilities and services for other city residents. (See attached 



Petitioner's Brief in Graser-Lindsey v. City of Oregon City, 58 Or LUBA 703 
(2009) i.e. LUBA 2008-170 elaborating on these points particularly in 
Assignment of Error 2). These deficiencies have not been corrected. 

t¥-l1 't 
Beavercreek Rd., for example, is 2-lanes, has heavy traffic loads and is 
projected to fail in the next 20 years at various intersections according to 
Clackamas County's analysis for its Transportation System Plan which 
concluded in early 2014. That TSP analysis also showed Hwy 213 failing 
through Newell Creek Canyon and I 205 failing in this vicinity. How are 
these and existing residents to move about without impairment? How will 
this development add to development in the Park Place Concept Plan area 
which also impacts Hwy 213 and feeds onto 1205? 

Building this development would tightly restrict widening of Beavercreek 
Rd. and so future accommodation of the heavy traffic loads would become 
very expensive (to move back the 4-story building within 1 Oft of the road) 
or impossible. The development narrows Beavercreek Rd. somewhat 
(because the sidewalk subtracts from the lane of travel and bike lane as 
they currently exist) when the road is already very narrow for the loads it is 
carrying. 

Street-side parking along Beavercreek Rd. would cause great traffic 
slowdowns on this heavily-used arterial. Commuters would get caught up 
in retail (as implied by live/work) traffic. During earlier planning it was not 
envisioned that a strip mall would be created (and one without adequate 
parking); rather, a community was envisioned. It was claimed that the 
neighborhood would not be automobile focused, but this retail is focused on 
Beavercreek Rd. 

The development does not propose to utilize a concept-plan sized sewage 
solution (building sewage line the mile down Beavercreek Rd.), but instead 
to do a piecemeal use of the Glen Oak neighborhood's capacity. 

The public also has not been able to comment on the area plan. 

3. In the absence of a final concept plan, the proposed development is 
unable to interface with the rest of the area in the concept plan such as 



roads, other infrastructure and building type. Using the remanded concept 
plan would not work, because LUBA recognized mis-zoning of the industrial 
land, which, went corrected, would inevitably could lead to changes in the 
whole area's configuration such as road network and adjacent land uses. 

4. These densities {i.e. 183 units on under 10 acres) look like the type that 
Metro favors along a light rail line to create a dense urban neighborhood. 
As proposed, this development plan is not near public transportation nor 
near similar or compatible uses and is sitting inharmoniously on the rural 
fringe. 

The remanded concept plan projected light vehicle use due special green 
assumptions and as a result projected light impacts on the road network as 
ODOT's reviewer questioned; this development appears to be motor 
vehicle focused and to be negatively impactful on the area e.g. Hwy 213 
and I 205. The density issue is likely to affect other public facilities and 
services, but this has not been studied. 

5. While the city is to plan new lands, it appears that piecemeal 
development is the approach. This does not comply with Metro or OC 
ordinances and it does not comply with Metro time requirements for 
planning e.g. Metro's time line for planning to be completed. 
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BEFORE THE LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS 

OF THE STA TE OF OREGON 

ELIZABETH A. GRASER-LINDSEY, 
Petitioner, 

and 

KA THERINE KEHOE and CHRISTINE KOSINSKI, 
Intervenor-Petitioners, 

vs. 

CITY OF OREGON CITY, 
Respondent, 

and 

PATTY JACOBSON, 
Intervenor-Respondent. 

LUBA No. 2007-171 

FINAL OPINION 
AND ORDER 

Appeal from City of Oregon City. 

Elizabeth Graser-Lindsey, Beavercreek, filed a petition for review and argued on her 
own behalf. 

Christine Kosinski, Oregon City, filed a petition for review on her own behalf. 

Katherine Kehoe, Oregon City, represented herself. 

Edward J. Sullivan and Carrie Richter, Portland, filed the response brief and Edward 
J. Sullivan argued on behalf of respondent. With them on the brief was Garvey Schubert 
Barer. 

Patty Jacobson, Lake Oswego, represented herself. 

HOLSTUN, Board Member; RY AN, Board Chair; BASSHAM, Board Member, 
participated in the decision. 

AFFIRMED 05/07/2008 

Page 1 



I You are entitled to judicial review of this Order. Judicial review is governed by the 
2 provisions of ORS 197.850. 
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Opinion by Holstun. 

2 NATURE OF mE DECISION 

3 Petitioners appeal a city resolution that approves a petition to annex 122 acres to the 

4 city. The resolution also refers the proposed annexation to city voters. 1 The annexation 

5 apparently was approved by city voters in November 2007. 

6 FACTS 

7 The Metropolitan Service District (Metro) included the 122-acre area that is the 

8 subject of this appeal within the urban growth boundary (UGB) in 2002. The disputed 

9 annexation was initiated by a petition of 100 percent of the owners owning 100 percent of 

10 subject area. Record 668-75. At the time the 122 acres were annexed, the area was 

11 developed with five single-family residences and an airport and had a total population of nine 

12 people. 

13 The 122 acres were included in the UGB by Metro to provide additional urban land 

14 for industrial development. At the time the subject property was included in the UGB, it was 

15 outside city limits and was designated Low Density Residential by the Clackamas County 

16 Comprehensive Plan and was zoned Future Use Zone (FU-10) by the county. The FU-10 

17 zone is a holding zone, which imposes a 10-acre minimum lot size. The city is in the process 

18 of developing and adopting the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan for an area that includes the 

19 disputed 122-acre area. That concept plan will provide the basis for new city comprehensive 

20 plan and zoning map designations for the annexed area and other areas. Until that concept 

21 plan is completed and adopted, the findings that support Resolution 07-24 explain that the 

22 county FU-10 zoning will remain in place. 

1 The decision and its supporting findings are scattered in the record in a way that makes it unclear exactly 
what documents make up the decision on appeal. As far as we can tell, the challenged decision is made up of 
six docwnents: (1) Resolution 07-24 (Record 40-42); (2) a legal description of the annexed property (Record 
43-44); (3) a map of the annexed property (Record 50); ( 4) City Commission Findings and Reasons (Record 
46-49); (5); a notice of ballot title (Record 45); ( 6) Findings and Conclusions dated August 15, 2007 (Record 
33-39). 
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1 In approving the disputed annexation, the city found that there are adequate public 

2 facilities to serve the now sparsely developed 122 acres and that the existing FU-I 0 holding 

3 zone is sufficient to ensure that any additional development that may occur before the 

4 Beavercreek Road Concept Plan is adopted will also be low density development that can be 

5 adequately served by existing public facilities. The city found that the Beavercreek Road 

6 Concept Plan that is currently being drafted will identify how the 122 acres will be planned 

7 and zoned for urban development and how that urban development will be provided the 

8 needed additional public facilities and urban infrastructure. The central dispute in this appeal 

9 is whether the city erred in annexing the 122 acres before the Beavercreek Road Concept 

10 Plan has been adopted. Although that question presents a relatively simple and 

11 straightforward legal dispute, the parties have managed to make it a much more complicated 

12 dispute. 

13 MOTIONS 

14 Petitioner's 50-page petition for review was filed on February 6, 2008. The city's 24-

15 page response brief was filed on February 27, 2008. Petitioner's reply brief was filed on 

16 March 28, 2008. Oral argument in this appeal was held on April 3, 2008. That reply brief 

17 claims to be nine pages long, but the 16-page appendix is in reality additional reply brief 

18 argument. The reply brief is actually approximately 25 pages long. 

19 Under OAR 661-010-0039 a request to file a reply brief and a reply brief are to be 

20 filed "as soon as possible after respondent's brief is filed." 2 The reply brief is to be limited 

21 "new matters raised in the respondent's brief." In addition, the reply brief is not to "exceed 

2 OAR 661-010-0039 provides: 
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"A reply brief may not be filed unless permission is obtained from the Board. A request to 
file a reply brief shall be filed with the proposed reply brief together with four copies as soon 
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matters raised in the respondent's brief. A reply brief shall not exceed five pages, exclusive 
of appendices, unless permission for a longer reply brief is given by the Board. A reply brief 
shall have gray front and back covers." 



1 five pages, exclusive of appendices, unless permission for a longer reply brief is given by the 

2 Board." Petitioner's reply brief does not comply with any of these requirements. 

3 The reply brief was filed 28 days after the respondent's brief was filed. The reply 

4 brief was filed and served by mail late in the day on Friday March 28, 2008, so that it was 

5 not received by LUBA or respondent until Monday March 31, 2008, three days before oral 

6 argument. Petitioner provides no explanation for the delay in filing the reply brief. Much of 

7 the reply brief does not respond to "new matters raised in the respondent's brief." Finally, 

8 the brief is 25 pages long, and petitioner does not offer any explanation for exceeding the 5 

9 page limit by 20 pages. It does not appear to us that petitioner made any effort to keep the 

I 0 reply brief within the five-page limit or as short as possible. 

11 Based primarily on petitioner's failure to timely file the reply brief and its length, at 

12 the beginning of oral argument in this appeal we partially granted respondent's motion to 

13 strike the reply brief. We allowed the parts of pages one and two of the reply brief that 

14 respond to respondent's waiver arguments and the six-page Appendix A that continues 

15 petitioner's response to respondent's waiver arguments. We granted respondent's motion to 

16 strike the remaining parts of the reply brief and the other reply brief appendices. 

17 Because respondent had only three days before oral argument to prepare its written 

18 response to the 25-page reply brief, we allowed respondent additional time to file an 

19 additional written response to the part of petitioner's reply brief that we allowed. We 

20 advised respondent that the additional response should not exceed five pages. On April I 0, 

21 2008 respondent filed a five-page response to petitioner's response to the waiver arguments 

22 and petitioner's Appendix A. 

23 On April 11, 2008, petitioner filed a motion to strike respondent's two responses to 

24 the reply brief. Alternatively, petitioner moved to allow petitioner's entire reply brief. 

25 Petitioner's April 11, 2008 motions are denied. 

Page 5 



1 WAIVER 

2 Under ORS 197.763(1) and 197.835(3), unless a petitioner at LUBA raised an issue 

3 before the respondent below, the petitioner may not assert that issue as a basis for reversal or 

4 remand on appeal to LUBA.3 Respondent argues that petitioner and intervenor-petitioner 

5 (petitioners) waived almost all of the issues that are raised in their assignments of error. 

6 Petitioners do not argue that ORS 197. 763(1) and 197 .835(3) do not apply to the appealed 

7 decision. But petitioner does argue that all issues that are raised in the petition for review 

8 were adequately raised before the city. 

9 ORS 197.763(1) and 197.835(3) require "fair notice to adjudicators and opponents, 

lO rather than the particularity that inheres in judicial preservation concepts." Boldt. v. 

11 Clackamas County, 107 Or App 619, 623, 813 P2d 1078 (1991). A petitioner adequately 

12 raises an issue under ORS 197. 763(1) and 197 .835(3) by citing the relevant legal standard, 

13 presenting argument that includes the operative terms of the legal standard, or taking other 

14 actions to raise the issue such that the city knows or should know that the issue is one that 

15 needs to be addressed in its decision. Reagan v. City of Oregon City, 39 Or LUBA 672, 690 

16 (2001). In reviewing waiver arguments under ORS 197.763(1) and 197.835(3), LUBA relies 

17 on the party against whom a waiver defense is asserted to identify where in the record the 

18 disputed issue was raised. If the party against whom a waiver defense is asserted fails to cite 

19 evidence in the record that establishes that the disputed issue was raised below, LUBA will 

20 not consider the issue on appeal. Cummins v. Washington County, 22 Or LUBA 129, 137 

3 ORS 197.835(3) limits LUBA's scope of review when considering appeals of quasi-judicial land use 
decisions to issues that were raised in accordance with ORS 197.763(1). ORS 197.763 sets out statutory 
requirements of conducting quasi-judicial land use hearings. ORS 197 .763( I) provides: 
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(1991 ). Where a party does provide citations to the record in response to arguments that 

2 issues were not raised below, we review the cited portions of the record to detennine whether 

3 the cited portions of the record demonstrate the city knew or should have known that the 

4 issue should be addressed in its decision. We address respondent's waiver arguments, and 

5 petitioner's response to those waiver arguments, under our discussion of the assignments of 

6 error and subassignments of error below. 

7 FIRST ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 

8 The first assignment of error includes several subassignments of error, which we 

9 address separately below. 

10 A. Oregon City Municipal Code (OCMC) 14.04.050 Annexation Procedures 

I I OCMC 14.04.050 is entitled "Annexation Procedures." Petitioner's first 

12 subassignment of error concerns two subsections of OCMC 14.04.050. OCMC l 4.04.050(C) 

13 states that annexation applicants are "encouraged to meet with the city-recognized 

14 neighborhood association or associations within which the property proposed to be annexed 

15 is located." OCMC 14.04.050(E) sets out a long list of things that must be included in an 

16 annexation application. 

I 7 Petitioner contends that the city erred by treating the annexation application as 

18 complete, without requiring that the applicant comply with OCMC 14.04.050(C) and meet 

19 with neighborhood associations. Petitioner also argues the application is missing certain 

20 information that OCMC 14.04.050(E) requires to be included in an annexation application. 

21 The city argues that petitioner waived the issues presented in this subassignment of 

22 error because no party raised any issue below regarding whether the application was 

23 deficient based on the applicant's failures to (1) meet with neighborhood associations or (2) 

24 submit an application that includes all of the information listed in OCMC 14.04.050(E). 

25 Petitioner cites to testimony that was submitted to the city below questioning the 

26 adequacy of public facilities to serve the annexed area. Record 13-14, I 58, 243-44 (Reply 
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Brief Appendix A - first unnumbered page). Petitioner recognizes that this testimony does 

2 not raise any issue regarding the application requirements under OCMC 14.04.050(C) and 

3 (E) but argues that its subassignment of error concerning OCMC 14.04.050(C) and (E) is a 

4 permissible elaboration of the broader issue that was raised below concerning the adequacy 

5 of public facilities to satisfy annexation approval standards. 

6 Petitioner is correct that ORS 197.763(1) and 197.835(3) do not require that 

7 petitioner or other parties must have raised before the city "the identical" or "precisely the 

8 same" argument that is presented in subassignrnent of error A. Hale v. City of Beaverton, 21 

9 Or LUBA 249, 254 (1991); Boldt v. Clackamas County, 21 Or LUBA 40, 46, aff'd 107 Or 

10 App 619, 813 P2d 1078 (1991). While the distinction between "issues" and "arguments" is 

11 somewhat imprecise, the issue that petitioners raised on the cited pages of the record (the 

12 alleged adequacy of public facilities to satisfy annexation approval standards) is not the same 

13 issue that is raised in petitioner's subassignrnent of error A (adequacy of the application to 

14 meet OMC 14.04.050(C) and (E) application requirements). 

15 Petitioner did not raise the issue that is presented in the subassignment of error A, and 

16 that issue is waived. 

17 
18 

B. The City Erred by Failing to Adopt a Concept Plan for the Area Before 
Annexing the Property 

19 In subassignment of error B, petitioner argues that the city must adopt the 

20 Beavercreek Road Concept Plan before it approves the disputed annexation. We understand 

21 petitioner to advance three legal theories for why the city must adopt the Beavercreek Road 

22 Concept Plan before it approves the disputed annexation. First, petitioner argues that 

23 relevant annexation approval standards and contextual laws require that a concept plan be 

24 adopted before annexation. Second, petitioner contends that both the planning commission 

25 and city commission were uncomfortable proceeding with the annexation before the concept 

26 plan was adopted. Third, petitioner agues the proposed annexation cannot comply with the 
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city's comprehensive plan without a concept plan in place. We address each of petitioner's 

2 legal theories in support of subassignment of error B separately below. 

3 1. Waiver 

4 The city first argues the issue that is presented under subassignment of error B was 

5 not raised below. In response to the city's waiver argument, petitioner relies principally on 

6 the following testimony in the record to establish that the legal issue presented under this 

7 subassignment of error was raised below: 

8 "I also believe that when Metro regulated that areas within an Urban Growth 
9 Boundary could not develop until a Concept Plan was adopted, they did not 

10 mean for developers to take the initiative and seek annexation prior to 
11 Concept Plans being adopted. Metro Code states that the Commission's 
12 decision on this boundary change should be consistent with specific directly 
13 applicable standards or criteria for boundary changes contained in 
14 Comprehensive Land Use Plans, Public Facility Plans, etc. The Clackamas 
15 County Comprehensive Plan implements the Oregon City Comprehensive 
16 Plan for lands within the Urban Growth Boundary. The plan designations for 
17 these properties on the County's Oregon City Area Land Use Plan (Map IV-5) 
18 have not been updated to reflect the UGB expansion and the current 
19 designation of these properties are FU-10. If Map IV-5 needs to be updated 
20 once the Beavecreek Concept Plan is adopted, then these annexed areas 
21 currently do not meet the applicable zoning assignments, which can only be 
22 established upon adoption [of the] concept plans." Record 160. 

23 Although the person presenting the above-quoted testimony certainly could have been 

24 clearer about her underlying legal theory for arguing that adoption of the Beavercreek Road 

25 Concept Plan must precede approval of the disputed annexation, we agree with petitioner that 

26 the above-quoted testimony is sufficient to raise the issue that is presented under the 

27 subassignment of error B, i.e., whether the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan must be adopted 

28 before the disputed annexation can be approved. 

29 We tum next to petitioner's three legal theories for why she believes the Beavercreek 

30 Road Concept Plan must be adopted before the annexation can be approved. 
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1 
2 

2. Examples of Metro Code, City Comprehensive Plan Requirements 
and OCMC Requirements 

3 Petitioner first cites eleven "examples" of Metro Code, Oregon City Comprehensive 

4 Plan (OCCP) and OCMC requirements that she contends require that the Beavercreek Road 

5 Concept Plan be adopted prior to annexation. We address them separately below. 

6 a. OCCP Page 118 (Examples 1 and 2) 

7 Petitioner sets out text from the city comprehensive plan that describes what Title 11 

8 of the Metro Code requires of cities when land is included in the UGB. That text also 

9 describes a number of things the city could and should do.4 We agree with the city that 

10 nothing in the cited comprehensive plan text mandates prior approval of the Beavercreek 

11 Road Concept Plan before the disputed annexation could be approved. The closest the cited 

12 text comes to lending any support to petitioner's position is the part that states that one of 

13 Metro Code Title 11 purposes is met "by ensuring that concept plans are developed for areas 

14 proposed for urbanization or annexation." Seen 4. But the quoted statement in the OCCP 

15 that an intent in Metro Code Title 11 is met by ensuring that concept plans are developed for 

16 areas proposed for urbanization or annexation imposes no legal requirement, by itself. Metro 

4 The cited text is as follows: 

"Title 11 requires cities to include the land within their Urban Growth Boundaries in their 
Comprehensive Plans prior to urbanizing that land. Title I 1 intends to promote the 
integration of land added to the Urban Growth Boundary with existing communities by 
ensuring that concept plans are developed for areas proposed for urbanization or annexation. 
* * * Metro requires Oregon City to adopt concept plans for areas added to the Urban Growth 
Boundary. 

"Once inside the Urban Growth Boundary, areas can be proposed for annexation. * * * The 
City should consider its ability to adequately provide public facilities and services to an area 
* * * 

"Rather than asking voters to approve property owners' requests to annex one at a time, the 
City should implement an annexation plan. The City could then annex large blocks of 
properties, with voter approval, rather than in a piecemeal fashion. Annexation would be tied 
more directly to the City's ability to provide services efficiently * * *. The zoning of the 
property should be considered when the Planning Commission and City Commission review 
the annexation request." OCCP I 18. 

Page 10 



Code Title 11 may impose such a requirement, but the quoted OCCP description of that 

2 requirement does not impose that requirement. 

3 b. Metro Code 3.07.1120 (Example 3) 

4 Petitioner next relies on Metro Code 3.07.1120.5 Metro Code 3.07.1120 requires the 

5 city adopt comprehensive plan provisions for land that is included in the UGB and requires 

6 that the city comprehensive plan include a requirement that such land be annexed before it is 

7 allowed to urbanize. A Metro Ordinance that was adopted on December 5, 2002 gave cities 

8 four years to do so, but the city has not yet done so. 

9 Metro Code 3.07.1120 is concerned with ensuring that annexation precedes 

10 urbanization. Like the city, we do not see that Metro Code 3.07.1120 says anything about 

11 whether the city may annex property before it adopts the required concept plan for such 

12 property. 

13 c. OCMC 14.04.060(2) (Example 4) 

14 OCMC 14.04.060 sets out seven "factors" the city must "consider'' when deciding 

15 whether to approve an annexation request. See n 13. Factor OCMC l 4.04.060(A)(2) is as 

16 follows: 

17 "Confonnity of the proposal with the city's comprehensive plan[.]" 

5 Metro Code 3.07.1120 provides, in part: 

All territory added to the UGB as either a major amendment or a legislative amendment 
pursuant to Metro Code Chapter 3.01 shall be subject to adopted comprehensive plan 
provisions consistent with the requirements of all applicable titles of the Metro Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan * * *. The comprehensive plan provisions shall be fully 
coordinated with all other applicable plans. * * * Comprehensive plan amendments shall 
include: 

"* * * * * 

"B. Provision for annexation to the district and to a city or any necessary service 
districts prior to urbanization of the territory[.]" (Emphasis added). 
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1 In addressing OCMC 14.04.060(A)(2), the city found that "the City's Comprehensive Plan is 

2 satisfied or will be satisfied with the adoption of the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan * * * ." 
3 Record 64. 

4 Whatever the adequacy of the city's finding concerning annexation factor OCMC 

5 14.04.060(A)(2), neither that finding nor OCMC 14.04.060(A)(2) itself operate to create a 

6 legal requirement that the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan be adopted before the disputed 

7 annexation is approved. 

8 d. OCCP Policies 11.1.1 and 14.4.2 (Example 5) 

9 OCCP Policy 11.1.1 is as follows: 

10 "Ensure adequate public funding for the following public facilities and 
11 services, if feasible[.] 

12 OCCP Policy 14.4.2 is as follows: 

13 "Include an assessment of the fiscal impacts of providing public services to 
14 unincorporated areas upon annexation, including the costs and benefits to the 
15 city as a whole as a requirement for concept plans."6 

16 The city's findings concerning OCCP Policy 11.1.1 took the position that the 

17 Beavercreek Road Concept Plan would address the public facility impacts of urban 

18 development of the annexed property. Record 58. 

19 That finding may or may not be adequate to establish that the disputed annexation is 

20 consistent with OCCP Policy 11.1.1. But that is not the question presented under 

21 subassignment of error B. Neither Policy 11.1.1 nor Policy 14.4.2 impose a legal 

6 The quoted text of Policy 14.4.2 is taken from the copy of the City Comprehensive Plan that is available 
on the city's webpage. The text of Policy 14.4.2 set out at Record 63 is worded slightly differently and is set 
out below: 

"Concept Plans * * * for unincorporated areas within the Urban Gro'Wth Boundary shall 
include an assessment of the fiscal impacts of providing public services to the area upon 
annexation, including the costs and benefits to the city as a whole." Record 63. 
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1 requirement that the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan be adopted before the disputed 

2 annexation. 

3 e. OCCP Policy 2.6.8 (Example 6) 

4 OCCP Policy 2.6.8 is as follows: 

5 "Require lands east of Clackamas Community College that are designated as 
6 Future Urban Holding to be the subject of concept plans, which if approved as 
7 an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, would guide zoning designations. 
8 The majority of these lands should be designated in a manner that encourages 
9 family-wage jobs in order to generate new jobs and move towards meeting the 

10 city's employment goals." 

11 The subject property falls within the area described in the first clause of OCCP Policy 

12 2.6.8. Petitioner argues that OCCP Policy 2.6.8 anticipates that the Beavercreek Road 

13 Concept Plan would be in place before annexation. 

14 The city responds that although OCCP Policy 2.6.8 anticipates that the Beavercreek 

15 Road Concept Plan will be in place to guide zoning of the subject property that policy does 

16 not anticipate or require that the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan necessarily will be in place 

17 before the disputed area is annexed. Based on the text of OCCP Policy 2.6.8, we agree with 

18 the city. 

19 f. OCMC 14.04.0SO(E) (Example 7) 

20 OCMC 14.04.050(E) sets out the required contents of an annexation application. In 

21 several places OCMC 14.04.050(E) refers to the "anticipated development" and "proposed 

22 development." Petitioner argues the applicant proposes urban development in the annexed 

23 area and expresses concern that such development could occur before the Beavercreek Road 

24 Concept Plan is adopted. 

25 The city responds that the FU- I 0 zone, which remains in place after the annexation, 

26 would not permit urban development of the annexed property. New comprehensive plan and 

27 zoning map designations will have to be adopted before the annexed property could be 

28 developed for urban uses. The city concedes that the Metro Code and the OCCP require that 
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1 the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan must be adopted before the annexed territory can be 

2 planned and zoned in a manner that would allow the annexed property to be developed with 

3 urban uses. However, we understand the city to argue that the requirement that the 

4 Beavercreek Road Concept Plan must be adopted before the subject property can be 

5 developed with urban uses has no bearing on whether the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan 

6 must be adopted before the subject property is annexed. We agree with the city. 

7 g. OCCP Policy 14.4.3 (Examples 8 and 9) 

8 OCCP page 118 explains that Metro Code Title 11 directs the city to adopt a Concept 

9 Plan to guide annexations. That page of the comprehensive plan also says the city "should" 

10 adopt an annexation plan. OCCP Policy 14.4.3 sets out certain considerations that may be 

11 relied upon to require that a proposed annexation be enlarged to include other properties. 7 

12 Petitioner argues that without the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan the city cannot adopt and 

13 implement an annexation plan, and without the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan the city 

14 cannot require that adjacent parcels be included in the annexation. 

15 As in other arguments petitioner presents under this subassignment of error and 

16 elsewhere in the petition for review, petitioner identifies OCCP and OCMC language that is 

17 consistent with having the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan in place before approving the 

18 disputed annexation. But that is not the same thing as citing language that requires that the 

19 Beavercreek Road Concept Plan be adopted before the disputed annexation. Nothing on 

7 OCCP Policy 14.4.3 provides: 

"Evaluate and in some instances require that parcels adjacent to proposed annexations be 
included to: 

"• avoid creating unincorporated islands within the city; 

"• enable public services to be efficiently and cost-effectively extended to the entire 
area; or 

"• implement a concept plan or sub-area master plan that has been approved by the 
Planning and City Commissions." 
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1 page 118 of the OCCP and nothing in the language of Policy 14.4.3 imposes a legal 

2 requirement that the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan must be adopted before any land that 

3 may be subject to the concept plan can be annexed. 

4 h. OCMC 17.06.050(Example10) 

5 OCMC 17.06.050 governs zoning ofland that is annexed by the city and requires that 

6 the city apply a final zoning classification within 60 days after the property is annexed. 8 

7 Petitioner's entire argument regarding this example is set out below: 

8 "The city is to designate the final zoning within 60 days of annexation. This 
9 can't happen without the Concept Plan being adopted." Petition for Review 

10 12 (citations omitted). 

11 The city responds that the county's FU-10 zoning is "final zoning," within the 

12 meaning of OCMC 17.06.050. The city contends that although the decision anticipates that 

13 zoning will change at the conclusion of the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan, that does not 

14 mean that the FU-I 0 zoning cannot constitute the "final zoning" that is required by OCMC 

15 17.06.050. 

16 We need not and do not decide here whether the city's plan to leave the county FU-I 0 

17 zoning in place is consistent with OCMC 17.06.050.9 The only question we must resolve 

18 under this subassignment of error is whether OCMC 17 .06.050 establishes a legal 

8 OCMC 17.06.050 provides: 

"All lands within the urban growth boundary of Oregon City have been classified according 
to the appropriate city land use designation as noted on the comprehensive plan map (as per 
the city/county urban growth management area agreement). The planning department shall 
complete a review of the final zoning classification within sixty days after annexation. The 
zoning classification shall reflect the city land use classification as illustrated in Table 
17.06.050." 

The referenced Table 17.06.050 shows the city zoning districts that correspond to various city comprehensive 
plan designations. 

9 Ifwe were required to reach that question, the city's position that the county zoning that was applied to 
the property before it was annexed and continues to apply to the property qualifies as the "final zoning 
classification" that is required by OCMC 17.06.050 seems highly suspect. OCMC 17.06.050 seems clearly to 
envision application of the appropriate "city" zoning, not the "county" zoning that applied before annexation. 
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requirement that the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan be adopted before the disputed 

2 annexation. OCMC 17 .06.050 clearly does not impose that requirement. OCMC 17.06.050 

3 specifies action that the county must take after property is annexed; it says nothing about 

4 what a city must do before property is annexed or at the time property is annexed. 

5 i. Bad Faith (Example 11) 

6 We quote petitioner's eleventh example below: 

7 "When the application for annexation [precedes] adoption of the draft 
8 Concept Plan, which is already so close to adoption that the Planning and City 
9 Commissions are expecting it imminently, the applicant and City are placed in 

10 the position of racing the Concept Plan to adoption and of acting in bad faith 
11 as the term is understood in common law, which is fatal to the application. 
12 * * *" Petition for Review 12. 

13 Petitioner's eleventh example provides no basis for concluding that prior adoption of 

14 the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan is legally required before the subject property can be 

15 annexed. 

16 j. Conclusion 

17 Some of petitioner's eleven examples of Metro Code, OCCP and OCMC 

18 requirements establish criteria that may be difficult or impossible to comply with because the 

19 Beavercreek Road Concept Plan was not adopted and in place before the disputed annexation 

20 was approved. But even if that is the case, that would simply mean that the annexation 

21 would have to be remanded if petitioner assigns error to the city's failure to demonstrate that 

22 the annexation complies with one or more applicable annexation approval criteria. Under 

23 this subassignment of error, petitioner makes a very different argument. That argument is 

24 that the examples establish the existence of a legal requirement that the city must adopt the 

25 Beavercreek Road Concept Plan before taking action to annex land that will be subject to the 

26 Concept Plan. Whether those examples are viewed separately or collectively, they simply do 

27 not impose that legal requirement. 
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1 
2 

3. City Commission and Planning Commission Discomfort with 
Approving the Annexation First 

3 The second of petitioner's three legal theories for why she believes the Beavercreek 

4 Road Concept Plan must be adopted before the annexation can be approved is that the 

5 planning commission and city commission were uncomfortable with proceeding with the 

6 annexation before the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan was adopted. 

7 That theory is without merit, and we reject it. 

8 4. Other OCCP Goals and Policies 

9 The third and final theory petitioner advances in support of subassignment of error B 

10 is not clear. That legal theory appears to be that additional OCCP Goals and Policies legally 

11 require the city to adopt the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan before the area that will be 

12 subject to that plan can be annexed. Some of the OCCP Goals and Policies that petitioner 

13 cites this final legal theory were previously cited under petitioner's first legal theory. 

14 Setting out the text of all the OCCP Goals and Policies that petitioner cites here 

15 would needlessly lengthen and further complicate this opinion. None of the cited OCCP 

16 Goals and Policies supports petitioner's argument under subassignment of error B that the 

17 Beavercreek Road Concept Plan must be adopted before the city can annex the disputed 122 

18 acres. Only three of the cited OCCP Goals and Policies, Goal 14.4 and Policies 14.4.2 and 

19 14.4.3, specifically address annexation.10 OCCP Goal 14.4 requires the city to consider the 

10 Those OCCP provisions are set out below: 

"Goal 14.4 Annexation of Lands to the City 

"Annex lands to the city through a process that considers the effects on public services and 
the benefits to the city as a whole and ensures that development within the annexed area is 
consistent with the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan, City ordinances, and the City Charter." 

"Policy 14.4.2 

"Include an assessment of the fiscal impacts of providing public services to unincorporated 
areas upon annexation, including the costs and benefits to the city as a whole as a requirement 
for concept plans. 
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impacts of providing public services to the annexed area and to ensure that development of 

2 annexed areas is consistent with the OCCP. OCCP Policy 14.4.2 requires that concept plans 

3 assess the fiscal impacts of providing public services to unincorporated areas upon 

4 annexation. OCCP Policy 14.4.3 authorizes the city to enlarge areas proposed for annexation 

5 in certain circumstances. One of those circumstances is the additional territory is needed to 

6 "implement a concept plan or sub-area master plan that has been approved by the Planning 

7 and City Commissions." 

8 OCCP Goal 14.4 1s the prov1s1on that seems most consistent with and most 

9 supportive of petitioner's view. That policy specifically applies to annexation decisions and 

IO requires that the city "[a]nnex lands to the City through a process that considers the effects 

11 on public services and the benefits to the city as a whole." (Emphasis added.) The city 

12 certainly could interpret that reference to be a reference to the "annexation process." Other 

13 OCCP language and polices, including OCCP Policies 14.4.2 and 14.4.3, which are 

14 discussed above, are consistent with such an interpretation. 

15 The city assumes in its decision that the planning and zoning that will be required to 

16 urbanize the subject 122 acres will be determined in the yet-to-be completed Beavercreek 

17 Road Concept Plan planning process. Until the city knows how the annexed area will 

18 urbanize, i.e. until the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan is completed, it is not possible 

19 consider "the effects on public services and the benefits to the city as a whole" in any 

"Policy 14.4.3 

"Evaluate and in some instances require that parcels adjacent to proposed annexations be 
included to: 

"• avoid creating unincorporated islands within the city; 

"• enable public services to be efficiently and cost-effectively extended to the entire 
area; or 

"• implement a concept plan or sub-area master plan that has been approved by the 
Planning and City Commissions." 
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1 meaningful way. That is why the city has effectively deferred that consideration to the 

2 Beavercreek Road Concept Plan process.11 l f the "process" that is referenced in OCCP Goal 

3 14.4 must be limited to the annexation process, such a deferral is improper and OCCP Goal 

4 14.4 likely would have the legal effect of forcing the city to wait until the Beavercreek Road 

5 Concept Plan is adopted before it proceeds with annexation with the Beavercreek Road 

6 Concept Plan area. 

7 However, it is clear from the findings that the city adopted to address OCCP Goal 

8 14.4 and related provisions that it does not interpret OCCP Goal 14.4 in that manner. 

9 Therefore, the question we must answer is whether the text of OCCP Goal 14.4, viewed in 

10 context, requires that the adequacy of public facilities to serve annexed territory once it is 

11 fully urbanized must be demonstrated in the "annexation process," making the city's reliance 

12 on a post-annexation planning process inconsistent with OCCP Goal 14.4. While the 

13 question is a reasonably close one, we do not believe the city's contrary interpretation is 

14 reversibly wrong under ORS 197.829(1) and Church v. Grant County, 187 Or App 518, 524, 

15 69 P3d 759 (2003).12 The nature, scope and extent of the "process" envisioned by OCCP 

11 The city's findings addressing OCCP 14.4 are set out below: 

"The city annexation process is set out in Chapter 14 of the [OCMC). By requiring 
compliance with that code, the Metro Code, and the statewide Planning Rules, the city is 
identifying the effects of the full build-out of these annexed properties will have on public 
services and any benefit to the city as a whole. As part of the Beavercreek Road Concept 
Plan adoption, appropriate Master Plans, such as the Transportation System Plan, Water and 
Sewer Master Plans for example, will be updated to address the anticipated impacts." Record 
63. 

12 ORS 197.829(1) provides: 

"The Land Use Board of Appeals shall affirm a local government's interpretation of its 
comprehensive plan and land use regulations, unless the board determines that the local 
government's interpretation: 

"(a) ls inconsistent with the express language of the comprehensive plan or land use 
regulation; 

"(b) Is inconsistent with the purpose for the comprehensive plan or land use regulation; 
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1 Goal 14.4 is not expressly limited to the annexation process. Therefore, the city's 

2 interpretation that the process can include a required post-annexation planning process is not 

3 inconsistent with the text of OCCP Goal 14.4. 

4 The underlying purpose of OCCP Goal 14.4 and related city and Metro provisions 

5 appears to be to ensure that (1) a concept plan will precede actual urbanization of the 

6 annexed areas, (2) concept plans will provide the basis for planning and zoning of annexed 

7 areas for urban development, and (3) adequate and sufficient public facilities are extended to 

8 annexed areas as they urbanize in a way that does not financially burden or adversely affect 

9 public facilities and services in other parts of the city. As we have explained elsewhere in 

10 this opinion, the city took steps to ensure that urbanization cannot occur until the 

11 Beavercreek Road Concept Plan has been completed. The Beavercreek Road Concept Plan 

12 planning process must address public facility impacts of urbanization. While a number of 

13 contextual OCCP provisions seem to envision that planning and zoning for urbanization will 

14 precede annexation, those contextual provisions are not unworkable if annexation is the first 

15 step. Stated differently, as far as the apparent underlying purpose is concerned, it does not 

16 appear to matter whether planning and zoning comes before or after annexation, so long as 

17 such planning and zoning is completed before the annexed property is allowed to urbanize. 

18 While it is a reasonably close question, we conclude that OCCP Goal 14.4 and related OCCP 

19 and OCMC provisions not require that the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan must be in place 

20 before the city can annex any property within the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan planning 

21 area. 

22 For the reasons explained above, subassignment of error Bis denied. 

"(c) ls inconsistent with the underlying policy that provides the basis for the 
comprehensive plan or land use regulation; or 

"( d) ls contrary to a state statute, land use goal or rule that the comprehensive plan 
provision or land use regulation implements." 
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1 
2 

c. The City Failed to Analyze the Annexation Based on Potential 
Development of the Annexed Area 

3 Subassignment of error C concerns OCMC 14.04.060(A). OCMC 14.04.060(A) sets 

4 out "factors" that the city must "consider" in reviewing an annexation proposal. Among the 

5 factors that the city must consider are whether the proposal conforms to the city's 

6 comprehensive plan and whether the city has adequate and available public services and 

7 facilities to serve the potential development.13 In addressing OCMC 14.04.060(A) the city 

8 adopted a two-part view of potential development: (1) the potential development under the 

9 FU-10 zone (which the city found to be insignificant and adequately served by existing 

10 public facilities) and (2) the potential development when that existing holding zone is 

11 replaced by new city zoning for urban development (which will be identified in the not-yet-

12 completed Beavercreek Road Concept Plan, a plan that will also address and resolve public 

13 facility impacts): 

14 "[T]he Facilities and Services discussion of the staff report indicate that there 
15 are adequate services to support the annexation at the zoning designation of 
16 FU-10. To the extent additional development will occur, the property will 
17 have to be re-zoned, which will not occur until the Concept Plan has been 
18 approved. The Concept Plan will have to demonstrate that public facilities 
19 and services for potential development will be accounted for once the 
20 Beavercreek Road Concept Plan is adopted. The concept plan will identify 

13 OCMC 14.04.060(A) provides, in part: 

"When reviewing a proposed annexation, the commission shall consider the following 
factors, as relevant: 

"* * * * * 

"2. Conformity of the proposal with the city's comprehensive plan; 

"3. Adequacy and availability of public facilities and services to service potential 
development; 

"• * * * * 

"7. Lack of any significant adverse effects on the economic, social and physical 
environment of the community by the overall impact of the annexation." 
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1 the impacts to the public facilities and services and the remedies necessary to 
2 accommodate the potential development on the annexed properties." Record 
3 37. 

4 We understand petitioner to raise two related but separate issues under this 

5 subassignment of error. Under OCMC 14.04.060(A)(2) and (3), the city was required to 

6 consider the "proposal" and "potential development." We understand petitioner to argue first 

7 that it was error for the city to ignore the development that is actually proposed in the 

8 disputed annexation application and instead defer comprehensive plan conformance 

9 questions and public facilities and services adequacy questions that may be posed by future 

10 urbanization of the annexed territory to the not-yet-completed Beavercreek Road Concept 

11 Plan."14 Second, we understand petitioner to argue that even ifthe city's two-step approach 

12 is permissible, the record shows the city cannot even provide adequate public facilities for 

13 existing development on the 122 acres and the minimal additional development that is 

14 possible under FU-10 zoning. 

15 1. Waiver 

16 The city argues petitioner waived both of the issues presented under subassignment of 

17 error C. We agree with the city that the record citations provided by petitioner do not 

18 demonstrate that the second issue was raised below. Petitioner's stated concerns below with 

19 regard to the adequacy of public facilities were with the alleged inadequacy of those facilities 

20 to serve the more intense urban development that the annexation will make possible, not the 

21 sparse existing development or the additional sparse development that may be possible under 

22 FU-10 zoning. However, we do not agree with the city that petitioner failed to raise the first 

23 issue. The alleged impermissibility of relying on the not-yet-adopted Beavercreek Road 

24 Concept Plan was a constant theme in the testimony of petitioner and other annexation 

25 opponents. 

14 The application proposes approximately 2 million square feet of commercial development and 
approximately 1,500 units of residential development. Record 680. 
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2. The City's Reliance on the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan 

2 At its core, the remaining issue is not that complicated. The parties simply interpret 

3 the legal requirement that is imposed by OCMC 14.04.060(A) differently. See n 13. 

4 Petitioner apparently reads OCMC 14.04.060(A) to require that the city consider the 

5 annexation "proposa1" and any "potential development" under that proposal and establish 

6 that such potential urban development presently conforms to the city's comprehensive plan 

7 and that adequate public facilities and services are now available or already planned to serve 

8 that potential urban development before approving the annexation. If that is what OCMC 

9 14.04.060(A) requires, the city's decision must be remanded. At the time the city adopted 

10 the challenged decision, the city did not know for sure what urban development will be 

11 proposed under the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan. Whether the "proposal" or the 

12 "potential development" that is referred to in OCMC l 4.04.060(A) is the development 

13 proposed in the application or the development that will be allowed under the Beavercreek 

14 Road Concept Plan the city did not know how or whether adequate public facilities will be 

15 available for that urban development at the time the city approved the disputed annexation. 

16 Although the city adopted no express interpretation of OCMC 14.04.060(A), it is 

17 quite clear that the city does not interpret OCMC 14.04.060(A) in the same way petitioner 

18 does.15 The city apparently interprets OCMC 14.04.060(A) not to require, at the time of 

19 annexation, that the comprehensive plan authorize the ultimate urban development that is 

20 anticipated following annexation. The city also interprets OCMC 14.04.060(A) not to 

21 require that public facilities exist or that plans for public facilities to support the ultimate 

22 urban development that will be allowed under future plan and zoning amendments be in 

15 The closest the city comes to rejecting petitioner's interpretation and explaining its own express 
interpretation is as follows: 

"The City's Code contains provisions on annexation processing. Section 6 of Chapter 14 
[which appears to be a reference to OCMC 14.04.060(A)] requires the City Commission 'to 
consider the following factors, as relevant'[.]" Record 64. 
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1 place at the time of annexation. Rather, the city interprets OCMC 14.04.060(A) to require 

2 that the city "consider" the ultimate comprehensive planning for the annexed area and to 

3 "consider" the adequacy and availability of public services and facilities to serve that urban 

4 development as "relevant factors." We understand the city to argue that since (1) annexation, 

5 in and of itself, authorizes no additional urban development of the annexed property, (2) no 

6 urban development of the 122 annexed acres is allowed or will be allowed under the existing 

7 FU-10 zoning, (3) no urban development will be possible before the Beavercreek Road 

8 Concept Plan is adopted and necessary comprehensive plan and zoning amendments are 

9 adopted to allow urbanization of the annexed area, and ( 4) the Beavercreek Road Concept 

10 Plan will be required to address the public facilities and services that will be needed for 

11 urbanization of the plan area, the city's findings that recognize and point out these facts are 

12 sufficient to "consider" the "relevant factors" set out in OCMC 14.04.060(A). 

13 We conclude that the decision includes the above-described implied interpretation of 

14 OCMC 14.04.060(A). We also agree with the city that the city's interpretation and 

15 application of OCMC 14.04.060(A) is not reversible under ORS 197.829(1) and Church v. 

16 Grant County. See Alliance for Responsible Land Use v. Deschutes Cty, 149 Or App 259, 

17 265-67, 942 P2d 836 (1997) (LUBA may not substitute its interpretation for express or 

18 implied interpretations of a local governing body). 

19 D. Bad Faith 

20 Under subassignment of error D, petitioner makes a "bad faith" argument. Petitioner 

21 appears to be concerned that the city's approval of the disputed annexation before the 

22 Beavercreek Road Concept Plan is complete may allow the applicant to qualify for a vested 

23 right to develop in ways that would be inconsistent with the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan 

24 when it is ultimately adopted. Petitioner never explains how this vesting of rights might 

25 come to pass and seems to recognize that because the annexation applicant has knowledge of 

26 the pending adoption of the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan it is highly unlikely that a 
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vested rights theory under Clackamas County v. Holmes, 265 Or 193, 508 P2d 190 (1973) 

would allow the applicant to assert a vested right to develop in ways that are inconsistent 

with the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan. 

The city argues that petitioner waived this argument by failing to raise the issue 

below. The city also contends the bad faith argument is without merit. We agree with the 

city on both points. 

E. OCMC 17.06.050 

As we noted in discussing Example 10 under subassignment of error B above, OCMC 

17 .06.050 establishes a 60-day deadline for applying city zoning to annexed property. Under 

subassignment of error E, petitioner argues the city erred by annexing the subject property 

when it knew it would not be able to comply with OCMC 17.06.050 because the Beavercreek 

Road Concept Plan would not be completed in time to meet that deadline. 

The city argues that the decision that is before LUBA is the annexation decision. The 

city contends that acts or failures to act that occur after that decision cannot provide a basis 

for reversing or remanding the annexation decision. We agree with the city. 

Subassignment of error E is denied. 

The first assignment of error is denied. 

SECOND ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 

A. Legal Background 

Petitioner's second assignment of error begins with a section that is entitled "Legal 

Background." Many of the cited OCCP and OCMC provisions that petitioner cites in the 

Legal Background" discussion under the second assignment of error were cited in the first 

assignment of error. The Legal Background section is followed by five subassignments of 

error, some of which have several sub-subassignments of error. As we explain below, 

petitioner and the city simply disagree about the nature of the legal obligation that those 
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1 OCCP and OCMC provisions impose on the city, at the time of annexation. We set out 

2 petitioner's Legal Background discussion before turning to her subassignments of error. 

3 "Like State law, Metro ordinances, and County ordinances which require 
4 ensuring public facilities and services can be provided, there are many parts of 
5 the City's Comprehensive Plan and Code which concern measures of the 
6 ability of the City to provide public facilities and services to the newly 
7 annexed land: a) the City is required to ensure the 'adequacy and availability 
8 of public facilities and services';[16

] b) 'public facilities and services [are to 
9 be] provided in a timely, orderly and efficient manner';[17

] c) [w]ith 
10 annexation of large blocks according to the plan, 'Annexation would be tied 
11 more directly to the City's ability to provide services efficiently';[1 8

] d) 'The 
12 City should consider its ability to adequately provide public facilities and 
13 services';[1 9

] e) '* **ensure adequate public funding for the following urban 
14 facilities and services, if feasible';[2°] f) the City is to 'ensure the cost of 
15 providing new public services * * * are born by the entity responsible for the 
16 new development to the maximum extent allowed under state law'; 21 g) the 
17 City is to 'ensure' the provision of services doesn't 'diminish the delivery of 
18 those same services to existing areas and residents';[22

] h) '[Annex lands to 
19 the City through a process that considers] the effects on public services and 
20 the benefits to the city as a whole';[23

] and i) the City is to consider a 'lack of 

16 The quoted language is from OCMC 14.04.060(A)(3) which, which is one of the "factors" the city must 
"consider" when reviewing an application for annexation. That text was set out earlier at n 13. 

17 The quoted language appears on page 79 of the OCCP, which addresses public facilities. 

18 The quoted language appears at page 118 of the OCCP, which addresses Urbanization. That language 
was quoted earlier at n 4. 

19 The quoted language appears at page 11 8 of the OCCP, which addresses Urbanization. That language 
was quoted earlier at n 4. 

20 The quoted language is from OCCP Plan Policy 11.1.1, which was quoted earlier in our discussion of 
Example 5. 

21 The quoted language is from Policy 14.3.4 which appears in the Urbanization Section of the OCCP. See 
n26. 

22 The quoted language is from Policy 14.3.2 which appears in the Urbanization Section of the OCCP. 

23 The quoted language is from Goal 14.4, which appears in the Urbanization Section of the OCCP and 
addresses annexation. Goal 14.4 is set out at n 10. 
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1 any significant adverse effects on the economic, social and physical 
2 environment of the community'[24

][.]" Petition for Review 25-26. 

3 Petitioner then offers the following "summary" of the above listed OCCP and OCMC 

4 prov1s1ons: 

5 "In summary, at annexation the City is obligated to determine if it can provide 
6 public facilities and services to the potential new development through the 
7 developer's funding and its own funding without diminishing services to the 
8 existing City residents or causing economic, social and physical adversities, 
9 since the City will be responsible to provide services once the annexation is 

10 approved." 

11 B. Subassignments of Error B, C and D 

12 Just as petitioner argued the above described OCCP and OCMC provisions mandate 

13 that the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan and implementing comprehensive planning and 

14 zoning must precede annexation, petitioner argues at length under these assignments of error 

15 that the detailed public facility and service planning that will be required to urbanize the 

16 annexed 122 acres must precede annexation. 

17 An erroneous assumption on petitioner's part, which permeates the petition for 

18 review, is that once the disputed 122 acres are annexed, the city will be immediately 

19 obligated to provide public facilities and services to the property to allow urbanization to go 

20 forward immediately. The city may be legally obligated to provide public facilities and 

21 services to those 122 acres at some point following annexation, but petitioner cites nothing 

22 that requires that the city immediately do so. Specifically, petitioner cites nothing that would 

23 legally require that the city extend public facilities and services before the Beavercreek Road 

24 Concept Plan planning process that will establish the nature of that urbanization and how the 

25 necessary public facilities will be provided and paid for is complete. Until those 122 acres 

24 The quoted language is from OCMC 14.04.060(A)(7) which is one of the "factors" the city must 
"consider" when reviewing an application for annexation. That text was set out earlier at n 13. 
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are planned and zoned in a way that allows them to be urbanized, the public facilities and 

2 public services needed by the subject 122 acres will remain essentially unchanged. 

3 In rejecting petitioner's third legal theory under subassignment of error B of her first 

4 assignment of error, we addressed OCCP Goal 14.4, which requires that the city "[a]nnex 

5 lands to the city through a process that considers the effects on public services and the 

6 benefits to the city as a whole and ensures that development within the annexed area is 

7 consistent with the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan, City ordinances, and the City Charter." 

8 See n 10. In rejecting petitioner's subassignment of error C under her first assignment of 

9 error, we considered OCMC 14.04.060(A), which requires that the city consider a number of 

IO factors when considering an annexation proposal. See n 13. Among those factors are 

11 whether the annexation conforms to the comprehensive plan, and whether the public 

12 facilities that will be needed for the potential urban development that will be made possible 

13 by the annexation are adequate and available. We ultimately concluded in rejecting 

14 subassignments of error B and C under the first assignment of error that the city did not 

15 violate its obligations under those OCCP and OCMC requirements because it has ensured 

16 that the 122 acres will not urbanize until the required land use and public facilities planning 

17 is completed under the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan. The additional legal requirements 

18 that petitioner cites in her discussion of the "Legal Background" above and addresses in her 

19 arguments under subassignments of error B, C and D under her second assignment of error 

20 do not materially add to the legal obligations the city has under OCCP Goal 14.4 and OCMC 

21 14.04.060(A)(2)(3). The conclusions that we reached there in addressing the city' s 

22 interpretation and application of OCCP Goal 14.4 and OCMC 14.04.060(A)(2) and (3) 

23 require that we deny petitioner's subassignments of error B, C and D under the second 

24 assignment of error. 

25 Subassignments of error B, C and D are denied. 
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1 c. Subassigomeot of Error E 

2 Under subassignment of error E, petitioner argues the ballot title that the challenged 

3 resolution adopted and placed before the voters on November 6, 2007 is not supported by 

4 adequate findings or substantial evidence. According to petitioner, the city has not 

5 adequately explained how the annexed property can be adequately served with necessary 

6 public facilities and petitioner contends that the record does not demonstrate that the 

7 facilities and services needed for urbanization can be provided to the 122 acres. 

8 Subassignment of error E relies on petitioner's view that public facility planning and 

9 land use planning and zoning must precede both urbanization and annexation under the 

10 OCCP and OCMC. We have rejected that view. Because we reject that view, subassignrnent 

11 of error E provides no basis for reversal or remand.25 

12 Subassignment of error E is denied. 

13 D. Subassignment of Error F 

14 Under subassignment of error F, petitioner argues the disputed annexation violates 

15 OCCP 14.3.4.26 We understand petitioner to argue the city should have ensured in its 

16 annexation decision that the public services that will be needed at the time the annexed 

17 property is urbanized are paid for by system development charges, to the maximum extent 

18 allowed by law. 

19 As we have already explained, the city has not yet determined how the subject 

20 property will be urbanized, what public facilities and services will be required when the 

25 It also seems unlikely that LUBA has jurisdiction to review an election ballot title that was voted on in a 
November 2007 election, for a nwnber of reasons. 

26 OCCP Policy 14.3.4 provides: 

"Ensure the cost of providing new public services and improvements to existing public 
services resulting from new development are borne by the entity responsible for the new 
development to the maximwn extent allowed under state law for Systems Development 
Charges." 
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1 annexed area does urbanize, and how those needed public facilities and services will be paid 

2 for when the subject property does urbanize. Those determinations will be made in the 

3 Beavercreek Road Concept Plan planning process. When those determinations are made 

4 during the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan planning process, it may be that OCCP 14.3.4 

5 will have some bearing on that planning process. But since the city's annexation decision 

6 does not decide how the annexed territory will be urbanized or how any needed public 

7 services will be provided and paid for, and the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan will make 

8 these decisions, it follows that the annexation decision does not violate OCCP 14.3.4. 

9 Subassignment of error F is denied 

I 0 The second assignment of error is denied. 

11 THIRD ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 

12 Under her third assignment of error, petitioner argues the UGB amendment that 

13 included the subject property inside the UGB was justified based on a need for industrial 

14 land. We understand petitioner to contend that there is still a need for industrial land. 

15 Petitioner points out that Metro requires that land that is included in the UGB to meet 

16 industrial land needs must be planned and zoned for industrial use and protected for such 

17 industrial use. The OCCP similarly requires that the city provide an adequate supply ofland 

18 for industrial use and protect such lands from inappropriate development. Petitioner 

19 contends that because the annexation applicant's proposal and the draft Beavercreek Road 

20 Concept Plan both call for commercial and residential development within the subject 122 

21 acres, the annexation violates Metro and OCCP requirements that industrial land be protected 

22 for industrial use. One of those OCCP requirements is OCCP Goal 2.6, which provides: 

23 "Industrial Land Development: Ensure an adequate supply of land for major 
24 industrial employers with family-wage jobs." 

25 The challenged decision includes the following findings addressing OCCP Goal 2.6: 

26 "The Beavercreek Road Concept Plan is being completed and will create a 
27 community that provides for industrial, employment, office and residential 
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1 uses arranged in a manner that maximizes the available services and provides 
2 for a mix of supporting uses. The proposed lands for annexation will receive 
3 the zoning as identified within the concept plan once approved. The 
4 preliminary concept plan identifies a small area of industrial lands within the 
5 proposed annexation area that will add to the industrial lands within the city." 
6 Record 57. 

7 Once again, petitioner's assignment of error is based on erroneous assumptions about 

8 what the disputed annexation does and what the disputed annexation must do under the cited 

9 Metro and OCCP provisions that require an adequate supply of industrial land. Petitioner's 

10 arguments under the third assignment of error all appear to be directed at the Beavercreek 

11 Road Concept Plan, which will determine how much of the annexed area will be developed 

12 industrially. The city's annexation decision does not determine how many of the annexed 

13 122 acres will be developed industrially. Petitioner's arguments under the third assignment 

14 of error therefore provide no basis for reversal or remand. 

15 The third assignment of error is denied. 

16 FOURTH ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 

17 A. Late Notice under Metro Code 3.09.030(E) and ORS 197.615(2) 

18 Metro Code 3.09.030(E) requires that within 30 days after a final decision on a 

19 boundary change application, the reviewing entity must give written notice to "Metro and all 

20 necessary parties." Under ORS 197.615(2) a local government is required to give notice of a 

21 post acknowledgment plan amendment to persons who have requested such notice. 

22 Petitioner argues the city did not give notice until 44 days after its annexation decision was 

23 rendered. Petitioner also asserts an undeveloped argument that the city's action deprived 

24 unspecified members of the public their right to equal protection of the law. 

25 The city argues petitioners failed to raise any notice issue concerning Metro Code 

26 3.09.030(E) or ORS 197.615(3). The city also argues that petitioner makes no attempt to 
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1 show how any procedural error the city may have committed under Metro Code 3.09.030(E) 

2 or ORS 197.615(3) prejudiced petitioner's substantial rights.27 

3 Petitioner does not respond to the city's waiver defense, and makes no attempt to 

4 show how the alleged delay in giving notice of the annexation decision prejudiced 

5 petitioner's substantial rights. 

6 Subassignment of error A is denied.28 

7 B. Resident Voters Who do not Own Property 

8 We understand petitioner to assign error to the city's failure to protect the right of 

9 voters who do not own property to participate in the annexation petition. 

IO The city contends petitioner did not raise this issue below. Petitioner does not 

11 respond to the city's waiver defense. We therefore do not consider this subassignment of 

12 error further. 

13 Subassignment of error B is denied. 

14 c. Posted Notice Was Inadequate 

15 OCMC 17.50.IOO(B) requires that notice of certain city land use hearings must be 

16 posted on the property in advance of the hearing. Such posted notice is to be "posted within 

17 ten feet of the street and shall be visible to pedestrians and motorists." Petitioner argues that 

18 the notice posted by the applicant was inadequate for a number of reasons. 

19 Petitioner speculates that the substantial rights of other persons who are not parties to 

20 this appeal may have been prejudiced by the allegedly defective notice. However, petitioner 

21 does not argue that her substantial rights were prejudiced. Without a demonstration that the 

27 Under ORS J 97.835(9)(a)(B), LUBA may reverse or remand a land use decision if a local government 
"[t]ailed to follow the procedures applicable to the matter before it in a manner that prejudiced the substantial 
rights of the petitioner." 

28 Although we need not and do not reach the question, it also seems doubtful that the city's annexation 
decision is accurately described as a post-acknowledgment plan amendment. If not, ORS 197.615(2) would not 
apply. 
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1 alleged notice defect under OCMC 17.50. lOO(B) prejudiced petitioner's substantial rights 

2 that alleged notice defect does not provide a basis for reversal or remand. 

3 Subassignment of error C is denied. 

4 D. City Violated its Own Timeline 

5 We quote petitioner's final subassignment of error below: 

6 "The City failed to use its own time line for the November 2007 election App. 
7 F." 

8 Subassignment of error D appears on page 50 of the petition for review. It is not 

9 accompanied by any argument. The cited appendix F is a table. If we consider that table to 

1 O be petitioner's argument in support of subassignment of error, petitioner's petition for review 

11 exceeds the 50-page limit specified by OAR 661-010-0030(2)(b). 

12 One column on the appendix F table is labeled "City Timeline Date Requirement." 

13 The adjoining column is labeled "Actual Date." The table indicates that four events occurred 

14 after the listed "City Timeline Date Requirement." The "Actual Date" column list a question 

15 mark for two events. The table indicates the Election was held on the date specified in the 

16 "City Timeline Date Requirement." 

17 Because considering appendix F to be part of the petition for review would make the 

18 petition for review exceed the 50-page limit specified in our rules and because appendix F 

19 makes no attempt to explain the source of the alleged timeline requirement or whether that 

20 source specifies a legal consequence for failing to meet the timeline, appendix F is not a 

21 sufficiently developed argument to provide a basis for reversal or remand. For both reasons 

22 we reject subassignment of error D. 

23 The fourth assignment of error is denied. 

24 INTERVENOR-PETITIONER KOSINSKl'S ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR 

25 Intervenor-petitioner's first assignment of error is denied for the same reasons we 

26 rejected petitioner's subassignment of error F under petitioner's second assignment of error. 
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I Intervenor-petitioner's second assignment of error appears to allege that the 

2 procedures the city has followed in adopting the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan and a 

3 neighboring concept plan violate OCCP Goals and Policies that encourage citizen 

4 participation. Because these arguments are directed at the concept plans rather than the 

5 annexation decision that is before us in this appeal, they provide no basis for reversal or 

6 remand. Intervenor-petitioner's second assignment of error is denied. 

7 Intervenor-petitioner's third assignment of error overlaps petitioner's first assignment 

8 of error and is denied for the same reasons we denied petitioner's first assignment of error. 

9 The city's decision is affirmed. 
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1 But the ECONorthwest market analysis is not a sufficient basis for the city to proceed with 

2 its Title 11 planning to divert some of the 308 Industrially designated acres to allow non-

3 industrial development of those acres. If the city were permitted to do so, and Metro simply 

4 conformed its mapping to the city's concept plan under MC 3.07.450(B), the regional 

5 shortage of Industrially designated land would simply be exacerbated. 

6 For the reasons explained above, we conclude above that the city's decision to 

7 designate only approximately 74 acres out of the total 308 acres that carry the Industrial 

8 design type for industrial use in accordance with MC 3.07.430 is not consistent with that 

9 design type and is not consistent with the city's obligation under MC 3.07.1140 to conduct 

I 0 its Title 11 planning consistently with Metro's design types. Remand is therefore required. 

11 We have addressed some, but not all of petitioner's arguments under her first 

12 assignment of error. The petition for review also includes two more assignments of error that 

13 we have not addressed. The issues presented by those arguments may or may not arise if the 

14 city on remand adopts a new concept plan that complies with MC 3.07.1120 and 3.07.430. 

15 ORS 197 .835(11 )(a) provides: 

16 "Whenever the findings, order and record are sufficient to allow review, and 
17 to the extent possible consistent with the time requirements of ORS 197.830 
18 (14), the board shall decide all issues presented to it when reversing or 
19 remanding a land use decision described in subsections (2) to (9) of this 
20 section or limited land use decision described in ORS 197.828 and 197.195." 

21 The statutory deadline established by ORS 197.830(14) for LUBA's final opinion in this 

22 appeal expired some time ago. We therefore remand the decision without considering 

23 petitioner's remaining arguments. 

24 The city's decision is remanded. 
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1 Oregon City Erred In Adopting Oregon City Ordinance 07-1008 Which 
2 Violated Relevant Laws Such As Statewide Planning Goals 11 and 12, OAR 660 
3 Divisions 9, 11 and 12, Metro Code 3.07.1120, OCCP Goals 2, 5, 11 and 14 and 
4 Related Policies When It (1) Failed To Provide Or Reference A Conceptual 
5 Transportation Plan, Conceptual Public Facilities And Services Plan Including 
6 Parks, Pollce, Fire And Solid Waste, A Conceptual School Plan, And A Natural 
7 Resource Protection Pla,n That Would Serve The Site And Integrate It With 
8 Other Plans; (2) Failed To Estimate When Each Planned Public Facility Project 
9 . Will Be.Needed, What The Trigger Would Be Such As Population-Level, Service 

10 Level Standards, Date And Provide Detailed Strategies For Preparing The Total 
11 Land Supply; (3) Failed To Provide Rough Cost Estimates For Some Public 
12 . Facilities And Services Such As Parks, PoliceAnd Fire And Part Of 
13 Transportation; (4) Failed To Adequately Evaluate The Ability Of Potential 
14 Funding Mechanisms To Fund The Deve•opment, To Discuss Local Fiscal 
15 Policies; And To Evaluate Likely Financing Approaches; To Coor~inate With 
16 Its Capital Improvement Program Or Discuss How The Concept Plan Would Be 
17 Integrated Into It; And To Ensui-e Measures Will Be In Place To Ensure Cost Is 
18 Borne By The Developer; (5) Failed To Consider, Evaluate, Plan 
19 Implementation Approaches Or Otherwise Ensure Extension Of New Services 
20 Does Not Diminish Delivery OfThose Same Serv'ices To Existing Areas And 
21 Residents In The City As A Whole Where Substantial Evidence In The Record 
22 Indicates That Delivery Of Services To The Existing City As A Whole Will Be 
23 Diminished; (6) Failed To Show Compliance With Findings Of Resolution 07-
24 24 Which Deferred Annexation Compliance To The Concept ·Plan As Decided 
25 BY Graser-Lindsey V. Oregon. Ci(V; (7) Failed To Comply With Statewide 
26 Planning Goals 5 And 7; (8) Failed To Provide The Basis Fflr Specific 
27 Implementation Measures; (9) Failed To Be Able To Plan Public Services 
28 Properly While the Uses Are Unknown, Due To Being Contested, As Decided In 
29 . JQOO ~nds Of Oregon V. North Plain; And (Throughout) Failed To Provide 

. 30 Adequate Findings. 
31 
32 
33 T1IIR.D ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR .. .... .. . . ... .. .. : . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . 4 5 
34 
35 Oregon City Erred In Adopting Oreg«;in City Ordinance 07-1008 When (1) The 
36 Concept Plan Is Out Of Compliance With OCCP P. 16 #3 And The Findings Are 
37 Insufficient And Not Supported By Substantial Evidence In The Record; (2) 
38 The Process Vio.ated The Substantial Rights Of The Petitioner, And (3) The 
39 Citizen Involvement Process For Adopting The Concept Plan Did Not Comply 
40 With The Acknowledged Citizen Involvement Program Or Statewi<k Planning 
41 Goal 1, The Findings Were lnsufficient To ·Support The Decision And Not · 
42 Supported By An Adequate Factuai Basis, And Substantial Evidence In The 
43 · Whole Record Shows The Citizen Involvement As Out Of Compliance. 
44. 
45 V. CONCLUSION .. ... . . ......... .. .... .... .. ......... ... ..... ......... . .. ... ...... . : . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50 
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1 I. PETITIONER'S STANDING 
2 
3 Petitioner has standing under ORS 197.830(2) to petition this Board for review of 

4 this land use decision made by the Respondent, Oregon City, because Petitioner (1) filed a 

5 notice of intent to appeal with LUBA, and (2) appeared before Oregon City through oral and 

6 written testimony in 0e proceedings leading to the land use decision appealed in this action. 

7 Rec. 661-803, 853-893, 1094-1185, 1495-1593 et al. 

8 II. STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

9 A. Nature Of the Land Use Decision and Relief Sought 

10 The decision appealed is Oregon City's Ordinance No. 07-1008 adopted September 

11 17, 2008. Rec. 5-6 . . Tb.is decision adopted the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan and 

12 amended the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan (OCCP) and its ancillary documents. 

13 Pursuant to ORS 197.835, the Petitioner seeks reversal of Oregon City's decision 

14 adopting 97-1008. 

15 B. Summary of Arguments 

16 Oregon City violated state law, Metro Code and its own Comprehensive Plan when 

17 1) it planned Title-4 Industrial land for commercial and·tesidential rather than protected 

18 industrial use by limiting non-industrial uses; it did not comply with Metro Ordinances 02-

19 969 Band 04-1040 B which expanded the UGB; it acted outside its jurisdiction concerning 

20 a UGB change and determination of the buildable iand supply where Metro has jurisdiction; 

21 and it did not maintain consistency and coordination of planning; (2) it failed to provide 

22 appropriate plans, to project timing, to estimate costs, to evaluate 1ike1y funding, to plan 

23 imp~ementation so the rest of the city would not have diminished service, to comply with the 

24 findings of its Resolution 07-24, to plan when the uses were unsettled; and (3) it failed to 

25 use evidence to determine popular sentiment; it violated the substantial rights of petitioner; 
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and it violated the acknowledged citizen involvement program. 

2 C. Summary of Facts 

3 In 2002 and 2004 respectively, Metro expanded the Urban Growth Bmmdary (UGB) 

4 to include 245- and 63-acres of industrial land. Rec. 7, 1524. These lands are mapped on 

5 Metro'sEmployment and Industrial Land Map. Appendix B. ·Tue 453-acre Beavercreek 

6 Road Concept Plan plans the 308 Title-4 Industri~ acres as well as a smaller amount of 

7 2040 Growth Concept Title-4 Employment and Outer Neighborhood land which was already 

8 in the UGB and/or City. Rec. 42. The concept plan describes 127 net acres as Title-4 

9 compliant with the balance a mix of commercial/retail and residential uses. Rec. 50. The 

10 site, bordered by Beavercreek Rd. to the west, is connected to I-205 and the regional road 

11 network by Highway 213. Rec. 411. 

12 III. LUBA'S JURISDICTION 

13 The ·appealed decision is a final land use decision oflocal government concerning· 

14 application of stat.ewide planning goals, comprehension plan provisions, and land use 

15 regulations. As provided by ORS 197.825, LUBA has exclusive jurisdiction to review local 

16 government land use decisions, within the meaning of ORS 197.015(10)(a)(A). 

17 . IV. ARGUMENT 
18 
19 FIRST ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 
20 
21 Oregon City Erred In Ad~pting Oregon 'City Ordinance 07-1008 And, By This 
22 Adoption, (1) Violated .Appiicable Law Requiring Protection Oflndustrial Land 
23 For Industrial Use Such As Metro Title 4 Especially Metro Code 3.07.430 And 
24 3.07.450, Title 11Especially3.07.1120 F And Metro Code 3.01.040,And Oregon 
25 City Comprehensive Plan (OCCi>) Goals 2~6 And 2.7 And Relatro Policies; (2) 

· 26 Misconstrued These Laws Pertaining~o Protection Of Industrial Land For 
27 Industrial Use; (3) Did Not Support Its Decision With Correct Analysis Of 
28 Industrial Land Use And Did Not Support Its Decision With Adequate Findings 
29 Or Reasons Or With Substantial Evidence In The Whole Record In Violation of 
30 OAR 661-010-0071And661-010-007~; (4) Acted Outside Its Jurisdiction 
31 Concerning A Boundary Change Resulting In An Aclmowledged Industrial 

Page 2 -- PETITION FOR REVlEW 
· · Elizabeth Graser-Lindsey 

21341 S. Ferguson Rd. 
Beavercreek, OR 97004 

(503) 632-5568 

Item 17 
Page2840 



1 Designation And Determination Of The Build able Land Supply Made By Metro 
2 In Violation of Relevant Laws Such As OAR 661-01-0071 and 73, ORS 195, 197 
3 and 268; (5) Violated The Laws And Precedent Governing The Process Of 
4 Bringing Lands Into The Urban Growth Boundary For Industrial Use and 
5 Governing The Lands Brought Into The Urban Growth BoWldary For 
6 Industrial Use Such As Statewide Planning Goal 2, 3, 4 And 14, OAR 660-009, 
7 Metro Ordinance 02-969B And Metro Ordinance 04-1040B, Metro Code 
8 3.01.040, 3.07.810, OCCO Goals 2.6 And 14.1 And Related Policies And Opus 
9 Development Corp. v. City of Eugene, Concerned Citizens v. Jackson County, And 

10 I 000 Friends of Oregon v. City of North Plains; And (6) Violated Relevant Law 
11 Requiring Maintaining Consistency And Coordination Of Government 
12 Planning Such As .ORS 268.354(2)( d), Statewide Planning Goal 2 And 14, Metro 
13 Code 3.01, 3.07 Title.s 8 and 11 And OCCP. 
14 
15 Subassignment of Error A 
16 
17 Although relevant law such as Statewide Planning Goal 2, Metro Code 3.01 and 3.07 

18 Titles 8 and 11 and Oregon City Comprehensive Plan requires that local governments in 

19 their planning maintain consistency with regio~ plans1
, Oregon City erred in adopting 

20 Ordinance 07-1008 adopting the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan and incorporating it into 

21 its Comprehensive Plan without the concept plan and comprehensive plan amendments 

22 complying with Metro Code 3.Ql and 3.07. Metro Code 3.07.450, the Employment and . 

23 Industrial Areas Map, shows that the majority of the concept planning area is industrial and 

24 must be planned as industrial and 3.07.430 tells how non-industrial development will be 

25 limited in industrial area.$, but the concept plan does not comply with this law planning more 

26 of the industrial l~nd residential and commercial/retail2 than the law allows. State3
, 

27 Metro and Oregon City's O'Wn iaw require that the City maintain consistency 'With Metro 

28 . planning., Statewide Planning Goal 2 states: 

1 The City recognizes, "Compliwice with the Statewide Planning Goais is a specific requirement for changes to 
the Comprehensive Plan .. . " Rec. 14, . 
2 The City itselfrecogrlized in delaying the effective date of the plan due to the absence of implementing 
measures that the plan fell short of the standard "to assure ... consistency and adequacy" and hence the editorial 
remark was "couch" which erroneously was typed into the text Rec. 8 line 2. 

3 ORS 26'8.354 (2) (d) states "(2) For a boundary change that is subject to the ju.risdiction ofthe district 
pUTsuant to ORS 268.347 the district shall: ... (d) Ensure 'that a boundary change is ill compliance with the 
Metro regional framework plan .. . " OAR 660-009-0030. 
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1 "City ... plans and actions related to bmd use shall be consistent with the 
2 comprehensive plans of cities and counties and regional plans adopted under ORS 
3 Chapter 268... Each plan and related implementation measure shall be coordinated 
4 with plans of affected governmental uni is." (bold added) 
5 
6 Metro Code 3.01 including 3.01 .040 requires the Growth Concept design types to be 

7 established by Metro and followed by local governments: 

8 "(a) Land added to the UGB by legislative amendment ... or by major amendment... 
9 shall qe subject to the requirements of Title 11, Planning for New Urban Areas, of the 

10 Urban Growth Management Functional Plan ... " and 
11 "(b) ... when the Council adopts a legislative or major amendment to the UGB, the 
12 Council shall: ... 
13 (1) ... designate the city ... responsible for adoption of amendments to 
14 comprehensive plans ... pursuant to Title 11... 
15 (2) Establish the 2040 Growth Concept design type designations applicable to 
16 the land added to the UGB, including the specific }and needed, if any, that is 
1 7 the basis for the amendment." 
18 
19 Metro Code 3.07 Title 8 especially 3.07.810 especially D states: 
20 
21 "Cities ... that amend their comprehensive plans or land use regulations ... shall make 
22 the amendments in compliance with the functional plan." 
23 
24 · Metro Code 3 .07.1105 states, "It is the intent of Title 11 that development of areas brought 

25 into the UGB implement the Regional Framework Plan and 2040 Growth Concept. Metro 

26 Code 3.07.1120 elaborates, 

27 "The comprehensive plan provisions shall be fully coordinated with all other 
28 applicable plans. The comprehensive plan provisions shall contain an urban growth 
29 plan diagram and policies that demonstrate compliance with the RUGGO; 
30 including the Metro Council adopted 2040 .Growth Concept design types. (bold 
31 added) . · 
32 
33 Oregon City's Comprehensive Plan p. 1 states: 

' 
34 "Oregon City's Comprehensive Plan and implementation ordlna.nces must comply 
35 with applicable Statewide Planning Goals adopted by the Land Conservation and 
36 Development Commission as the result of a 1973 state law. The plan must also 
3 7 comply with the relevant portjons of Metro's 1998 Urban Growth Management 
38 Functional Plan." 
39 
40 Consequently, the City must be in compliance Vilith Metro's Functional Plan, Code 
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1 3.07 Title 4, the 2040 Growth Concept design types and other law. 

2 Metro's Urban Growth Management Fl.inctional Plan gives provisions for industrial 

3 land at Metro Ordinance 3.07 Title 4. Title 4's stated purpose and intent is: 

4 "to provide and protect a supply of sites for employment by limiting the types and 
5 scale of non-industrial uses in ... Industrial ... areas". Metro Code 3.07.410. 
6 
7 Metro Code 3.07.430 describes the "Protection .of Industrial Areas": 

8 "A. Cities and counties shall review their land use regulations and revise them . .. to 
9 limit new buildings for retail commercial uses--such as stores and restaurants-- and 

l 0 retail and professional services that cater to daily customers--such as financial, 
11 insurance, real estate, legal, medical and dental offices--in order to ensure they serve 
12 primarily the needs of workers in the area. One such measure shall be that new 
13 buildings for stores, branches .. . for these retail uses and services shall not occupy 
14 more than 5,000 square feet of sales or service area in a single outlet, or multiple 
15 outlets that occupy more than 20,000 square feet of sales or service area in a single 
.16 builcling or in mqltiple buildings that are part of the same development project . .. 
1 7 "B. Cities-and Counties shall review their land use regulations . .. to limit new 
18 buildings for the uses described in subsectionA.to ensure that they do not interfere 
19 with the efficient movement of freight .. ." · 
20 "D. Cities and counties may allow division oflots or parcels into smaller lots or 
21 parcels as follows: ... 
22 "2. Lots or parcels larger than 50 acres may be divided into smaller lots .. . so long as 
23 the resulting division yields at least one lot or parcel of at least 50 acres in size." 
24 Metro Ordinance 3.07.430. 
25 
26 Metro Ordinance 3.07.450 Employment and Industrial Areas Map specifies: 
27 
2 8 "A. The Employment and Industrial Areas Map is the official depiction of the 
29 boundaries of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas, Industrial Areas and 
30 EmploymentAl:eas." Metro Code 3 .07.450 A. Appendix B. Rec. 1525 & 1097. 
31 
32 Of the 453-acre concept plan4

, most of the plan area is Title-4 Industrial -- 308 acres 

33 from the 2002 and 2004 UGB expansions5 (Appendices B and C) -- as shown on the Metro 

4 "Total Project Area Gross Acres 453" Rec. 91, 7. "There are 448 gross acres in the project area, .not 
including the right-of-way for Loder Road"(approximately five acres).n Rec. 44. 
5 Oregon Crty seys, "Metro brought 248 gross acres in the UGB hi 2002 and !III additional 63 acres were added 
in 2004. Th~ remaining acreage was in the UGB and/or Oregon city limits prior to 2002. These areas (308 
gross acres) are designated as the Industrial Design 1)-pe on Metro's 2040 Growth Concept Map." Rec. 18. 
The concept plan and findings correctly give the 2002 and 2004 UG B expensicm areas at Rec. 42, 18, 7, but at 
Rec. 47 and 23 they omitted the 2004 acreage of 63 acres: "Metro brought the majority of the concept plan 
area (245 gross acres) into the UGB in 2002 and 2004 to fulfill regional industrial employment needs." Rec. 
47, 23. The meaning is garbled and erroneous at Rec. 23 (despite being correct in an earlier draft at Rec. 645):" 
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1 Code 3.07.450 Employment and Industrial Areas Map. Appendices Band C, Rec. 1524 & 

2 725. About 64 additional acres6
•
7 are Title-4 Employment Land with similar rules to Title-4 

3 Industrial Land. limiting commercial. Metro Code 3.-07.440·. Appendices Band C. Rec. 44, 

4 42. Altogether that yields about 372 acres of Metro Title-4 Industrial and Employment 

5 Lands in the 453-acre concept plan8
. The concept plan, however, only plans 17 5 gross acres 

6 (Rec. 91 middle box under hybrid) in the no_rth part of the concept plan area, called the 

7 North Employment Campus, as Title-4 compliant and industrial and states "The [North 

8 Employment Campus] subdistrict is intended to comply with Metro's Title 4 regulation." 

9 Rec. 49, 50, 249
, 47 right bottom. This petition does not find error with how the City 

10 planned the Title-4 Employment lands which are lumped with·the Industrial lands in the 

11 concept plan; the violation of Title 4 occurs wholly in the Tit1~4 Industrial lands to the 

12 south of the North Employment Campus. Compare Rec. 49 with Appendix B. Oregon City 

13 violates Metro Code 3.07.450 and 3.07.430 in not planning the entire area indicated on 

14 Metro's Employment and Industrial Areas map as Title-4 compliant, and, consequently, the 

15 Finding of"coordin!ltion" (Rec. 14) is not factually based, so, for this reason, the decision 

16 must be reversed. 

"These areas (308 gross acres including those already within the UGB) are designated as the Industrial Design 
1)'pe on Metro's 2040 Growth Concept Map"; none of the 308 acres were in the UGB prior to 2002. 

6 The acreages have been difficult to figure out because the city and itS consultant who did the mapping and 
acre11ge calculations ·did not make the data easily or completely available despite numerous requests. Rec .. 
1101-1109, 1500, 1505. See Appendix C for more details on the acreages. 

7 "A portion of the study area (approximately 50 acres) is currently within the existing city limits and zoned 
-Campus Industrial." .Rec. 44. About 14 acres in the county are the balance of the Title-4 Employment lands. 
Appendices B and c. 

8 The balance of the concept plan- area - land to the south of the site, jagged lots along diagonal Beavercreek 
Road to the west of the site, and a tiny Jot in the north -- was apparently brought into the UGB in 1979 and 
remains in the county. It is Metro design-type Outer Neighborhood. Appendices B and C. Rec: 1524 & 725, 
42, 801. . . 
9 The Fiildings state: "The North Employment Campus is to provide for the needed family wage employment 
that strengthens and diversifies the economy and will be compliant with Metro's Title 4 regulations.'' Rec. 24. 
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The uses indicated in Metro Code 3.07.430 A, such as commercial and retail, are to 

2 be limited to "serve primarily the needs of workers in the [industrial] area1110 and to comprise 

3 less that 5;000 or 20,000 sq. feet in the development. Metro Code 3.07.430 A and C. The 

4 City only intends to limit incompatible uses in the North Employment Campus. Rec. 24. 

5 Non-industrial uses, of the type specifically mentioned in Metro Code 3.07.430 A to be 

6 limited such as "retail commercial uses ... and retail and professional uses ... offices" and 

7 residential 11
, are not Hmited by the concept plan but, instead, non-industrial uses extensively 

8 and illegally displace industrial uses, making up just over half the gross acres and almost 

9 half the unconstrained acres, that is, 

10 • Title-4 uses areplanb.ed to comprise only 175 of372 gross Title-4 acres (47%) 

11 • Title-4 uses are planned to comprise on.Jy 123 of 225.7 buildable/unconstrained Title-

12 4 acres 12 (54%) 

10 The "area" being referred to ("primi!rily the needs of the workers in the area") is the area where the workers 
are, the industrial area. The "area" is ruscussed in a Title (Metro Code 3.07) and section (Metro Code 
3 .07.430) both with titles focused on "Industrial Areas" and it speaks of"workers" in the area, not "residents" 
or other people making clear that it is the "'industrial area" being referred to. · 

11 Metro made no provision for residential displacing industrial as it did for small incursions of retail 
commercial. Metro Ordinance 3.07.430. 

12 The North Einplo)llllent Campus (NEC) yields 123 unconstrained acres (Rec .. 91 FN *); the other numbers 
are explained at FN 27.The Beavercreek Road Concept Plan and Findings do not state how much of the 372-
acres ofTitJe-4 land is buildable (FN 6), so this number must be determined from the data given .. Contrained 
Title-4 land shown at Rec. 46 (compare Appendix B and Rec. 49) consists of 146.3 acres: 5 acres for Loder Rd. 
(Rec. 44), 13 .9 acres of"low impact development" (Rec. 46 legend; "a minimum of 50% of the conservation 
area must b~ open space. No residential uses are-permitted", Rec. 56 item a, 16 bottom, 49 light green in 
south), anrl 127.4 acres of constrained land from Rec. 46 (3 .6 + 3 .4 + 94.3 + 1.3 + 16.3 + 8.5). The 372 gross, 
Title-4 acres less the 146.3 constrained acres yields 225.7 acres ofbuildable Title-4 acres (including local: roads 
other than Loder Rd. The 123 unconstrained NEC acres .divided by the 225. 7 unconstrained Title-4 acres is 
54%. 

Net buildable acres would remove 15% from both numbers: l 05 net unconstrained Title-4-compliant 
acres/192 net unconstrained Title-4 acres= 54%. Rec. 90 footnote*. OAR 660-007-0005 defines "net 
buildable acre" without rights-of -way.) . 

.:fbese cal~ulations concur reasonably well with other acreage data given. ''When land for power lines, 
the naturat gas line, natural resources and committed structures are removed, the net buildable acreage is 
approxima:tely 292 acres." Rec. 8, 45. The 292 net buildable acres less 225. 7 ofbuildable Title-4 acres yields 
66.3 buildable Out.er Neiga'lborhood acres. Rec. 46 and Appendix C. The 76-acres of Outer Neighborhood 
(Appendix C) less the 3 .s·acres of constraints shown at Rec. 46 (1.8 + 1.5 +an estimated 0.5 under the 
diagonal gas line, Ref. 46, Appendix C) yields 72.2 buildable acres. Despite some estimated acreages (FN 6), 
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Viewing Appendix C and Rec. 49, the jagged pink Title-4 Industrial land becomes over half 

the Mixed Employment Village (11EV)13 and part of Main Street (MS) 14 and West Mixed 

Use Neighborhood (WW.JN) and the orange Title-4 Industrial land and considerable pink 

Title-4 Industrial land to the north and west become East Mixed Use Neighborhood 

(EMUN). Rec. 53, 77. The City extensively displaces Title-4 Industrial with limited uses. 

Oregon City makes no effort to ensure the limited uses ''serve primarily the needs of 

2 workers" such as by limiting their size and demonstrating that the size complies with the 

3 requirement, either by locating them within an industrial subdistrict, by planning various 

4 implementation measures such as ensuring concrirrency of limited uses with industrial 

5 construction, or by using other necessary measures. There is no analysis of the amount of 

6 limited uses and the needs of the workers and no comparison of the two. The location of the 

7 retail/commercial is well away from the industrial area requiring a special trip, so the worker 

8 may be more likely to go to an existing shopping center just northwest of the industrial site 

9 on the 4- to 5-lane Beavercreek Road than travel south to the new shopping center on the 2-

1 O to 3-lane Beavercreek Road (Rec. 24 & 57, 60 top right, 36- Clairmont to NW). 

11 Substantial eV:idence in the record indicates the new shopping center, MS and MEV, which 

. . 
12 would have residential on much of 3 sides and borders industrial over a tiny segment, is 

13 intended for "residents" and surrounding neighborhoods to use, not "workers", Rec. 49, 

14 731 15
, 736, 51-52. 

the two approaches agree within 5.9 acres. 
13 Mlxed Employment Village: "retail, office, civic, and residential" Rec. 51, 76. 
14 Main Street: "commercial, llllxed use.and services" Rec. 52, 76. 
Jj The retail commercial was t6 be for Title-4 "workers" rather' than residents of this and surrounding 
neighborhoods, r~l/commercial workers, or users of this roadway, but ·evidence in the recor-q. indicates they 
will not be: (I) The State reviewer disbelieved 1hat the site planning {where Alternates A and D were similar to 
the Hybrid (Rec. 88, 49)) would prevent half of potential car trips. Rec. 731 #12. The City's constiltant 
acknowledges that there was no modeling, but the 1riP reductions was speculation. Rec. 736 box 4 (response 
to Rec. 731 #12). (2) The coDSllltant also states the retail/commercial will be used for residents: "a significant 
proportion of existing and future residents of the Oregon City area will work, shop, and recreate at this site" 
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The substantial evidence in the record, together with the lack of implementation 

2 measures such as concurrency requirements and two large annexation applications for 

3 residential and commercial 16
, indicate that the non-industrial uses would not serve primarily 

4 the needs of workers but would proceed the industrial uses by years or decades, which 

5 would ensure these uses will not to serve workers at all. Rec. 48 17
, 854 middle, 1094 

6 ·bottom, 655 bottom. The failure of the retail/commercial to primarily serve the workers puts 

7 the concept plan in violation of Metro Code 3.07.430 A. 

8 The limited uses far exceed the 5,000 or 20,000 sq. ft . limits Metro Code 3.07.430 

9 specifies: (a) the limited uses may occur in the North Employment Campus, (b) although an 

10 estimated half of the 26-acre Mixed Use Village and the 10-acre Main Street subdistricts is 

11 Title-4 Industrial (Appendices B and C, Rec. 49, 91 ), the limited uses are planned to 

12 comprise the entire 36 acres and the limited uses would comprise up to half of the 27.8-acre 

13 "Conservation and Low-Impact Development" district despite its being all Title-4 Industrial 

14 (Rec. 46, 56 "a"), totaling all together about 31.9 acres 18 or 1,389,564 sq. ft. 19 of 

(bold added) (Rec. 736 box 4). (3) The concept plan states: The ''Mixed Employment V:tllage ... [would) serve 
the daily needs of adjacent neighborhoods and Beavercreek Road sub-districts" and the "Main Street ... 
[would] serve the daily needs of the surrounding area.;' (bold added). Rec. 51, 52. 
16the City has already approved t:Wo annexation applications (without revision) that indicate ali intent, 
consistent with the contested concept plan, to develop large portions ofthe indu.miaJ land with no industrial at 
all, in violation of the law. The first annexation, caJled Dltdillera A Cascadian Vilfage, of"122 acres", 
a11hougb mostly Tiµe-4 lands from the 2002 eicpansion, proposes no industrial but "proposes approximately 2 
million square feet of commercial development and approximately: 1,500 units of residentiaJ development." 

· Grater-Lindsey v. Oregon City. 56 Or LUBA 504 (2008), p. 3, 22 FN 14~ The developer descnbed it, ''Half 
·might be residential and half might be pure commercial with no industrial." Rec. 11 77. The concept plan only 
plat:ed."a sma11 area of industrial lands within 1heproposed annexation" {Rec. 1515) of approximately 20· 
acres (Findings to Resolution 07-24, p. 4 of7), but a detention pond (Rec. 723) is shown ecciipying this 
potentia1 industrial land. Rec. 306 middle. The second annelt!rtion application, ca11ed <:;onservation 
Comllitmity at Thimble Creek (Rec. 1382), whfoh includes the 63-acre 2004 industrial expansion and which 
was approved by the City Commission, but twice voted down· by voters, doesn't include any lane! planned as 
industrial. Graser-Lindsey v. Oregon City. LUBA 2007-257. Ymal Opinion and Order and Kehoe v. Oregan 
City, LUBA 2008-169, Final Order and Opinion. · 
17 The concept plan anticipates phased de-;elopment over gr-..ater than 20 yenrs. Rec. 48. 
18 Yz (26-acre Mixed Use Village+ l 0-acre Main Street) and Yz {27 .8-acre Low-Impact Development) 
19 43,560 if/acre is the conversion from .Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary, 1975. 
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1 commercial/retail20 on Title 4 land21
. (c) Residential completely displaces Title-4 Industrial 

2 over an estimated (FN 6) two-thirds or 50 acres or 2,178,000 sq. ft. (FN 19) of the 77-acre 

3 East (and a little West) Mixed Use Neighborhood22
• Rec. 91 Hybrid. (d) Two large 

4 annexation applications, located largely on Title-4 Industrial lands, which have proposed 

5 projects or development~ wholly not industrial and vastly exceeding the conunercial limits, 

6 have already been approved. FN 16. The ('.Oncept plan violates Metro Code 3.07 Title 4 

7 particularly 3.07.430 because in it extensive non~industrial uses, not for the workers nor 

8 within. the sq. ft. limits, displace industrial uses on Title-4 lands, consequently Ordinance 07-

9 1008 must be reversed or remanded. 

1 b Oregon City did not "ensure" "the uses described in subsection A" "do not interfere 

11 with the efficient movement of freight" as required by Metro Code 3.07.430B, but, instead, 

12 such interfe:rence is likely given the tens of thousands of new mostly non-industrial vehicle 

13 trips per day projected from the development of the concept plan (Rec. 420) due to 

14 problems with capacity, levels of service and :funding addressed in Assignment of Error 2. 

15 Oregon City failed to ensure land "division yields at least one lot or parcel of at least 

16 50 acres in size" as required by Metro Code 3.07.430 D and Statewide Planning Goal '1423
. 

17 The concept plan states: "There are 51 total properties ranging in size from 0.25 acres to 

18 63.2 acres." Rec. 44. Large ownerships combine properties. Rec. 45, 1781. The City has 

19 not addressed preserving large buildable parcels of 50 acres or larger for industrial in 

20 The MEV is planned to be 3"5 stoiy buildings (Rec. 34) and MS is to be over 2 stories (Rec. 52), but the 
areas given reflect the 111Dd area only. 
21 The City tallies these jobs (Rec. 90), but they are not industrial nor the type intended by TI tie 4 . FN 26. 
21 The concept pJan says, "Jobs in residential areas (Work at honie Jobs) estimated at 4% ... " (Rec. 90 FN ***) 
and mentions "live work units" and ''in home work options" (Rec. 53), but, by Oregon City Municipal Code 
17.04.290, "Home occupation, "an occupation ... in conµection with ... no commodities are sold other than 
services ... includes sueh occupations as lawyer . .. " , is for professional jobs and is restricted to exclude 
industrial jobs and the concept plan does not intend to change thiS. Rec. 1497, 628 (Konkol, Graser-Lindsey). 

23 "The size of the parcels of urbanizable land that are converted to urban land should be of adequate 
dimension so as to maximize the utility of the land resource: . . ". 
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violation of Metro Code 3.07.430 D and Goal 14. 

2 In conclusion, the city violated Statewide Planning Goal 2 and related law by not 

3 maintallring consistency with Metro law and violated Metro Code Titles 4 especially 

4 3 .07.430 and.3.07.450 in not planning according to the 2040 Growth Concept design types 

5 and the Title-4 map when plaruting Title-4 Industrial land as commercial and residential. 

6 The City's decision is prohibited as a matter oflaw, so the decision must be reversed. The 

7 city also improperly construed applicable law, when it permits residential and commercial to 

8 be exclusive users of many industrially-designated parcels whereas the law requires the land 

9 to ·be used industrially with only tiny pockets of commercial ofless than 5,000 and 20,000 

10 sq. ft., if at ail, and when it fails to ensure limited uses are for workers, to protect freight 

11 movement and to protect a 50-acre lot, so this decision must be reversed or remanded. 

12 Subass~gnment of Error B 
13 
14 The city errs in not providing Findings or evidence or reasons or a correct analysis to 

15 demonstrate compliance with Metro Title 4 and Goal 2. 

16 OAR 661-010-0071 2a and 661-010-0072 2a state: 

17 "(2) The Board shall remand a land use decision for further proceedings when: (a) 
18 The findings are insufficient to support the decision. . . (b) The decision is not . 
19 supported by substmi.tial evidence in the ... record." 
20 
21 Goal 2 requires, 
22 . 
23 "The required inforinatlon shall be contained in the plan document or in supporting 
24 documents ... The plans shall be the basis for specific implementation measures. 
25 These measures shall be consistent with and adequate to carry out the plans." 
26 
21 Although Goal 2 requires consistency of government planning, the City does not 

28 include Title 4 in its "Decision-Making Criteria" (Rec. 9-10), nor does it address 

29 compliance of the complete concept plan with Title 424 nor does it provide evidence of 

i 4 Jn discussing its own Comprehensive Plan Criteria, without providing evidence or discussion, the City 
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compliance or reasons or a correct analysis nor can it. The city, as an aside in its cliscussion 

2 of Title 11 E, gives a mere assertion of compliance of one subdistrict with Title 4: 

3 "The North Employment Campus is to provide for the needed family wage 
4 employment that strengthens and diversifies the economy and will be compliant with 
5 Metro's Title 4 regulations." Rec. 24 top. 
6 
7 The City's Findings on Title 11 E (Rec, 23-24) do not actually address or replace findings on 

8 Metro Ordinance 3.07- Title 4 nor does this aside address compliance of the concept plan 

9 besides the one subdistrict. 

1 O The City fails to clearly compile and make available the plan's supporting documents 

11 ("under separate cover'', Rec. 33) as required by Goal 2. Concerning Goal 2, the City 

12 concludes, '.'It contains adequate implementation measures to ensure that upon taking effect 

13 (when the implementing zoning is subsequently adopted) sufficient means will carry out the 

14 plan." (Rec. 15); however, it does not cliscuss what the implementing measures are and, in 

15 fact, dis.cusses that the Commission has not yet reviewed the implementing measures. FN 2, 

16 Rec. 7 bottom, 3. A challenged decision must not become final before compliance with 

17 relevant rules is assured. Concerned Citizens v. Jackson Co., 33 Or LUBA 70 (1997). 

I 8 Local government findings are inadequate when they fail to interpret an applicable 

19 regulation and fail to identify facts upon which it relied in reaching its conclusion. LUBA 

20 will not overlook 'such inadequacies in the Findings, when no party cites evidence in the 

21 record that compels the interpretation or conclusion made by the locaJ government. DLCD 

22 v. Clatsop Co., 31 Or LUBA 90 (1996); 

23 Because the Findings and evidence concerning Title 4 and Goal 2 are insufficient to 

24 support the decision, City Ordinance 07-1008 must be remanded. 

25 Subassignment of Error C 

m!lkes the general, concJusionary assertion: "The Beavercreek Road Concept Plan and regulations are in 
compliance with Metro's Functional Plan . . . " Rec. 11. 
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The City must comply with Metro 's Functional Plan including Metro Code 3.07 Title 

2 l land related law which requires the Growth Concept design type boundaries and 

3 regulations to be followed and the City failed to adopt adequate findings. 

4 Goal 14 states: "Establishment and change of the UGBs shall be based on the 

5 following: ... (2) Demonstrated need for employment .. . ". 

6 Metro Code 3.07.1105 states, "It is the intent of Title 11 that development of areas 

7 brought into the UGB implement the Regional Framework Plan and 2040 Growth Concept. 

· 8 Metro Code 3.07.1120 elaborates, 

9 "The comprehensive plan provisions shall be fully coordinated with all other 
10 applicable plans. The comprehensive plan provisions shall contain an urban growth 
11 plan diagram and policies that demonstrate compliance with .. . 2040 GTO'wth Concept 
l 2 de~ign tyPes. Comprehensive plan amendments shall include: ... 
13 A Specific plan designation boundaries derived from the general boundaries of 
14 design type designations assigned by the Council in the ordinance adiling the 
15 territory to the UGB. 
16 F. Provision for sufficient commercial and industrial development for the needs of 
17 the area to be developed consistent with· 2040 Gwwth Concept design types." 
18 
19 Oregon City Comprehensive Plan states: 
20 
21 "Policy 2.7.3 _Recognize the design types of Metro's 2040 Growth Concept. 
22 Establish boundaries for ... Industrial areas .. . " 
23 
24 According to Statewide Planning Goal 2 and related law (as discussed in AOE 1 A), 

25 the City must comply with Metro's Functional Plan. As discussed previously, 308 acres of 

26 the concept plan are Title-4 Industrial design type of Metro's 2040 Growth Concept. Metro 

27 Code 3..07.450, Appendices B and C, 42, 44, 18: Oregon City violated Metro Code 

28 3 .07 .1120 A and OCCP Policy 2. 7.3, because its _"comprehensive plan amendments", 

29 comprised of the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan, "shall include" "specific plan designation 

30 boundaries derived from the general boundaries of design type designations assigned by the 

31 Co1u1ci1 in the ordinance adding the territory to the UGB", but the concept plan does not 
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follow the general boundaries given by Metro 's Employment and Industrial Land Map, but 

2 instead only plans a portion of the concept plan (North Employment Campus) as industrial 

3 (Rec. 24 ), which violates Metro Code 3. 07 .1120 A and must be reversed. 

4 While Metro Code 3.07. 1120 F, defines "sufficient ... industrial development" 

5 "shall" be provided as meeting "the needs of the area to be developed consistent with 2040 

6 Grovvth Concept design types" referring to consistency with the.Title-4 design type map and 

7 to the Goal-14 needs justification aclmowledged in the UGB expansion, the City mis-defines 

8 "sufficient" as being 120 acres: 

9 "Metro intended 120 net acres of the concept plan area would be used for 
l 0 employment uses. Metro noted that it was important to fulfill the original intent for 
11 providing industrial lands and that there was flexibility for the local process to 
12 evaluate creative ways to meet the intent." Rec. 18 . "Metro estimated 120 net acres 
13 of the concept plan area would be used for e:mployment uses .' .. " Rec. 23, 47. 
14 
15 The city does not provide the source or evidence of the 120-acres number and errors in 

16 many ways concerning this number25 including some accounting sleight of hand: 

is The City claims it had Metro's permission to violate Metro's Code. The City says: "This approach was 
blessed by David Bragdon, Metro Council President, in a letter dated May 14, 2007 as well as Metro planner 
Ray Valone in a letter dated March 19. (sic) 2008." Rec. 18, 23. The city errs in interpreting "flexibility'' to 
mean that the "original int.enf' or the M~o Code can be yiolated; instead there.are many flexible ways to 
comply with the "original intent" and the Metro Code. The City did not choose to explore ·or adopt flexible 
ways to comply, biit chose to interpret "flexibility" to mean the City did not need to comply. 

Metro President,. writing a year and a halfbefore the adoption (Rec. 691), does not give.legal advice in his 
letter, be is not legally able to personally witive a law, and, in expressing bis ''understanding'', he is relying on 
his consultations with unmentioned others, but, having referred to the City before writing (Rec. 694-696, 697-
698 - the City responded to the Hamlet before Metro to whom its letter was sent), he has obtamed erroneous 
information: the 120 acres number was not a target but presumably a buildable land estimate and was for 2002 
only with the estimate for 2004 not being included. These errors, made by the City, are addressed. 

Metro Planner in his letter to the City (Rec. 566) does not address Metro Code 3 .07 Title 4 CJt the other 
points above. His letter is not legal advice; he says ''the plan .. . seem[s] consistent with Metro policies and 
regulations" (bold added); be is not qualified to determine the "intenf' of a previous Metro Council and he was 
not in his current position in 2002, and, even if he were, complying with what is purported to have been 
intended is not compliance with the Jaw; and neither he nor his staff can personally waive Metro· Code despite 
his obvious eagerness for progress on the UGB expansion lands. · 

In 2002, Metro's intention was to strengthen its industrial land law. Ordinance 02-969B, which expanded 
the UGB to include Area 26, nowpart of the concept plan area, as industrial land (Rec. 1537, 1542), states, 

"Analysis of results oflocal implementation of Title 4 indicates that commercial uses and other non­
industrial uses are converting land designated for industrial use to non-industrial use." Rec. 1541 . 

Therefore Metro adopted "Exhibit F: Amends Metro Code (UGMFP) to increase the efficiency of the use of 
land within the UGB for industrial use" which includes "3 .07.430 Protection of Industrial Areas" . Rec. 1527 
#5, 1544, 1532-1535. 
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(1) The 120-acres number was not Metro's target for employment use26 but 

2 presumably a buildable-land estimate for the new UGB industrial land. The City errors in 

3 deciding that, if more lands were buildable within this Growth Concept design type than 

4 were estimated by Metro to be, then the additional lands could be diverted to different 

5 pmposes such as commercial, retail and residential27
• All the buildable land shown on 

6 Metro's Industrial lands map must be developed to be Title-4 compliant, not just the first 

7 120 buildable acres. Appendix B. It was estimated earlier that about 50 and 31.9 acres of 

8 buildable Titie-4 Industrial ]and (the southerly part of the 2002 .expansion and the 2004 

9 expansion, see AOE I A) were diverted to other uses in the concept plan, but instead this 

10 land needs: to be planned industrially. 

11 (2) The City seems to suggest, such as when it said "about 127 net acres of North 

12 Employment Campus (NBC) ... is consistent with Metro's intent" (Rec. 18, 23), that it has 

13 planned 127 new acres of buildable industrial land to reach a Metro 120-acre target for new 

14 land; however, the 120 acres weren't reached solely with either buildable or new industrial 

15 land. First, this 127 net acres includes 26 acres of power-line corridor which is not 

26 Or, ra1her, industrial use (Appendix B); the City acknowledged the intent of"providing industrial 121I1ds", but 
it continues to cloudy lhe distinction between "employmenf' and Title-4 Industrial. The City considers 
employment to ID.elude any jobs (Rec. 51, 52, 90 43 right; FN 4 l) rather than distinguishing Title-4 
Industrial and Employment jobs frOID. commercial/retail jobs. Metro Code 3.07.430 21I1d 3.07.440. 
Substantial evidence in the Record distingui.shesjobs. FN 39, 41. Rec. 1146, l 176 (Westfall), 1522. Metro 
defines family-wage jobs as having "an annual income greater than or equal to the average annual in the 
region." Rec. 1522. · · 

27 The concept plan describes bow the unconstrained industrial 123 acres can be augmented to include 
. constrained land- ''useable portion ofpowerline overlay (50%) 26 [acres]" i.e. one half the ''useable" (not 

canyon) regional powerline conidor where b\lilding and even bushy vegetation-is not allowed - to yield a gross 
acreage of 149 acres. Appendix D; Rec. 91 (middle box 1IDder hybrid), .863, J 831-1832, 54, 723, J 5. The net 
acreage '?i'ith roa.d.S deducted but still with. one half the constrained powerjine corridor included is I 27 acres. 
Rec. 90 (hybrid net acres). Various approaches had been tried to include more of the power.line corridor as 
buildable. Rec. 46 vs. 980 (6-30-07) or 1779 (7-2006). By inflating lhe industrial in the north, the City intends 
to divert industrial in the south to other uses. 
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buildable. Rec. 91; FN 27. Second, the City substituted about 46.3 pre-existing net acres28 

2 already in the city and/or the UGB for part of the new UGB-expansion Title-4 Industrial net 

3 acres when assembling the 127 acres to try to reach the City's erroneous 120-net-acre 

4 industrial-lands target29
• As a result, instead of planrung 120 new buildable acres as 

5 industrial, as the City seems to suggest, it is planning about 54. 7 new buildable acres30 froII'). 

6 the Title-4 lndustrial land. Rec. 1505, 150631
• 

7 (3) Significantly, the Metro 120-acre buildable land estimate was for 2002 only. The 

8 city ignores that more Title-4 Industrial land was brought into the UGB in 2004 and it did 

9 not include a Metro buildable land estimate for 2004. Petitioner estimated that 30 buildable 

l 0 acres were added to the UGB in 2004 (Rec. 1505, 1506), before the City decided the low 

11 impact area was 50% buildable yielding 12 net acres32 (Rec. 56, 46), so approximately 42 

12 net buildable acres were added in 2004. 

13 About 150 new buildable Tit-Ie-4 acres (120 + 30 or, as much as, 120 + 42), brought 

14 into 1he UGB in 2002 and 2004, are being planned to yield just 54.7 acres. 

Year of Growth Gross Metro Buildable Yield of Concept 
UGB Concept · Acres of Land Estimate - PlanofNet 

Expansion Design Type Expansion , A Guess Bui'ldable Title-4 
Industrial Acres 

2002 Industrial 245 120 54.7 
2004 Industrial 63 30 0 

15 Rec. 18, 1505, 1580 if2- 60 acres. 

~8 Appendix C shows pre-existing Employment land (50 + 14 acres) and Outer Neighborhood land (2 acres) 
giving 66 pre-existing acres less 11.5 constrained acres shown at Rec. 46 (3 .6 + 1.3) or estimated from Rec, 46 
(6.6 acres in two pieces underpowerlines, FN 6) yielding 54.5 pre-existing buildable acres. Deducting 15% 
for local roads yfolds 46.3 pre-existing net acres. 

29 "There are 7 properties within the concept plan that are currently witlrin the city and z.oned campus 
industrial.. These properties wm: included in the study are and the total acreage of employment lands 
calculation fur the plan included these properties even thoUgh they were already in the city." Rec, 721. 

30 That is, i27 - 26 -46.3 = 54.7 
31 Petitioner revises the 80 acres, as stated at the hearings, downward to 55 acres as explained in the text. 
32 Y:z of27.8 acres less J5% for local roads yields l I .6 acres. . 
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( 4) Although the City consultant's Market Analysis determined that the "large 

2 parcels with consolidated ownership" of "flat, buildable, undeveloped land" particularly in 

3 ''the south half' of the concept plan area were major advantages of this site (Rec. 1781, 

4 1789~1790), because the City was only intent on reaching its minimum 120-acre target of 

5 industrial acres, it located the industrial NEC in the north on the least buildable, most 

6 dissected part of the site with the regional powerline corridor network, canyons and even a 

7 large retention pond. Rec. 36 & 49 blue NEC, Appendices B and C, 46, 724 E3, 723, 785, 

8 863,Appendix D, 1831, 1832, 1147 middle; FN 31. The commercial, retail and residential 

9 are planned on flat, buildable land to the south. 

10 The 120-acre target does not define sufficient nor needs, but the "needs of the area" 

11 for industrial land are clear as originally demonstrated in 200233
. The City in its 2002 letter 

12 to Metro explained its need for this land for industrial: 

·13 "1. Creating industrial land and providing jobs within Oregon City. 
14 "2. Diversifying the city's ... residential tax base to generate higher property tax 
15 revenues to better serve local public safety, parks, recreation, and library needs ... 
16 "5. Limiting additional housing" Rec. 1517-1519. 
17 
18 Substantial evidence in the record shows the need: 

19 (I) Oregon City's jobs-to-housing ratio is far below the regional average (Rec. 72934
, 

20 2153 if5, 1094) which causes it to disproportionately burden. the region's failing road 

21 network (e.g. Rec. 411, 1871, 186635
, 158236

, 117837
, 117438

) as a result of so much 

33 OCCP Policy 2.6 .1 directed the City to pick enough appropriate land based on market factors, proximity to 
express ways, and site requirements of specific types of industry, etc. 

34 ODOT Reviewer comroented on the Concept Plan, "The City's 2030 jobs-housing ratio of l .52 is only about 
10% higher ¢.an the 2005 jobs-housing ratio of 1.38. It would still be quite a bit lower thau the regio!laljobs­
housing ratio of I .69." The concept plan falls considerably short of utilizffig this opportunity to plan the strong 
jobs-housing ratio the City needs. Rec. 729 & J 578. . · 

3 5 Kittleson and Associates, the traffic consultant for the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan, state: "Highway 213 
is a major conne~on to the regional transportation system for residents of Oregon City. Traffic on Highway 
214 is highly directional in nature, as it is used heavily by commuters in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours each 
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commutingoutofthearea(Rec. 114639,42topright40
, 1497, 1094, 1147, 1172, 854. 

2 (2) As the City explained in 2002, it needs to diversify its tax base. Rec. 1517. Dan 

3 Drentlaw, City Community Development Director, and Gary Barth, Deputy Director of 

4 Business and Community Service for Clackamas County, concurred that industrial tends to 

5 generate revenues while housing stresses public services. Rec. 1156, 114641
. 

6 (3) The lack of business with good jobs has lead to Oregon City's budget woes 

7 impacting its ability to provide fire service, police service, a pool, a library and so forth 

8 making the problem of an adequate business tax base of great importance. Rec. 1516, 1152-

9 115442
, 1176 :Mr. OiJ3rien, 1148 top43

• 

weekday, with congestion occurring durmg both peak periods." Rec. 18 6 6, Appendix :E. 

3 6 Kittleson and Associates, Inc., the traffic consultant for the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan, indicate that 
even without development at the concept plan location, $75 to 125 million in road improvements are needed to 
Highway 213 which is one of Oregon City's two routes of access to Highway 205 which connects Oregon City 
to regionai jobs. Rec. 15&2. 

37 City Commissioner confirmed "the faihlre of Hwy 213 and Beavercreek Road" and "What had to be 
addressed was the flow.oftraffic onto Hwy 213 from Beavercreek Road." Rec. 1178. 

38 Ms. Kosinski said, "Hwy 213 was failiDg" and "Beavercreek Road was at capacity. There was only one 
major and one minor arteriai to serve this -entire area." Rec. 1174, 1150. 

39 Gary Barth, Deputy Director of Business and Community Servfoes for Clackamas County, said, "Clackamas 
County [where Oregon City ls located] has long been .a net exporter oflabor and talent, a bedroOm. community 
and was working hard to reverse that trend a bit to balance jobs, even though housing was growing 
~atic3.l.ly." Rec. 1146. 

40 The concept plan states: "There are rel~tively liniited employment centers within this area of Oregon City 
and Clackamas County. This imbalance cifjobs and housing contributes·to Clackamas County's pattern of 
approximately 60% of the work force traveling outside the Collllty to work." Rec. 42 top right. 

41 Gary Barth, Deputy Director of Business and Community Services, said, "Service sector type job growth in 
Clackamas County would bring a lot ofbousmg and below living wage income, which would continue to stress 
public services. The growth of strong development is needed; where light industrial, commercial and 
4JtellectuaJ type jobs with higher than average living wages increase-the citizens' net worth and give them more 
capacity to help provide for the essential public services ofa community." Rec. l 146. 

42 Plamting Commissioner Dunn said, "There were shortcomings not only to police, fire and library services 
mentioned, blit also regarding City services. Anyone touring the building would know City Hall was deficient 
as well:" Rec. 1152. There was consensus among other Plami.iDg Commissioriers that such services were 
failing. Rec. 1152-1154. · 

43 Elizabeth Graser-Lindsey said, '~problems exist involving poor response times and the City's ability to ·stay 
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(4) The record indicates local demand for industrial land that remains and that the 

2 City is not addressing. Rec.157944
, 1510-1511 45

, 109846
, 1110-1122; 1501 47

. 

3 (5) The Findings say, "employment lands ... are greatly needed" (Rec. 13). 

4 (6) This land was selected for a 20-year planning horizon, so it is not surprising if the 

5 land need has not fully materialized in the first 5 years since 2002 just as Metro's 20-year 

6 population foreeast hasn't yet either. 

7 (7) This land was not selected s?lely to meet Oregon City's industrial needs, but also 

8 the Goal-14 demonstrated need of Clackamas County and Metro 

9 Although the property owners and developers clearly did not want this property 

10 zoned industrial (Rec. 80348
, 894, 719, 4?49

, 1177, 1039), the City has not shown.nor 

11 adopted Findings that the Metro lndllstrial land is not all needed to meet the industrial 

12 "needs of the area" and substantial evidence in the Record indicates it is needed. 

13 The City selected an erroneous acreage target and the City's concept plan does not 

14 select" sufficient" industrial land to meet "the needs of the area" nor comply with the design 

15 type boundaries and regulations, but planned the industrial land for other uses in violation of 

16 the law and the Findings are inadequate to show compliance with Metro Code 3 .07 Title 11 

17 iespecially 3.07.1120 F. Rec. 23-24. This constitutes a "bait and switch" where the City 

18 asked for industrial acres, but its concept plan diverts them to other uses. In conclusion, the 

in the fire district. Also, the library was D.ot funded for 11 good part of one year; and was only held open a few 
homs by the County. The pool has also been threatened to be closed many years, which is where many area 
children, inc;luding her own, learn to swim." Rec. 1148 top, 1172:29-30. 
44 Coldwell Banker broker Kathy Berge wrote, "I am greatly concerned about the lack of property zoned 
General Industrial for use by family owned/locally owned businesses." Rec. 1579. 
45 One Real Estate broker said, "This city has currently been rezoned so that there is no place to build a new 
auto service garage. I have been involved with several ... business owners who are looking for just such 
Eroperty." ]lee. 1510-1511. · -
6 "My business is a Dump Truck company ... we require appropriately zoned land ... we have had a difficult 

time :finding affordable property in the Oregon City area." Rec. 1098. 
47 "Local businesses continue saying they cannot find industrial land that meets their needs." Rec. 150 I. 
48 ''My family and I do n~t want any of the Hall Family land to be zoned industrial." Rec. 803. 
49 The concept plan describes opposition to industrial dllring the planning: "The advice ranged . .. to strong 
opposition [to industrial lands] based on shorter term market factors and locations considerations." Rec. 47. 
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concept plan violates Metro Code 3.07 Title 11, GoaJs 2 and 14, and OCCP 2.7.3 and 

consequently the decision must be reversed. 

Sub assignment of Error D 

The City misapplied Metro's residential densities to industrial land. 

Metro Code 3.01.040 says, 

"(a) Land added to the UGB by legislative amendment. .. or by major amendment ... 
shali be subject to the requirements of Title 11, Planning for New Urban Areas, of the 
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan ... " and 
"(b) ... when the Co'uncil adopts a legislative or major amendment to the UGB, the 
Council shall: ... 
(2) Establish the 2040 Growth Concept design type designations applicable to the 
land added to the UGB, including the specific land needed, if any, that is the basis for 
the amendment. If the design type designation authorizes housing, the Council 
shall designate the land to allow an average density of at least 10 nnits per net 
developable acre or such other density that is consistent with the design type." 
(bold added) · 

Metro Code 3.07.170 A gives the Design Type Density Recommendations: 

"Employinent Areas - 20 persons per acre, Industrial Areas - 9 employees per acre, 
Outer Neighborhoods - 13 persons per acre." 

Metro Code 3.07.1120 C states, 

''Provision for average residential densities of at least 1 O dwelling units per net 
developable residential acre or such other densities that the Council specifies 
pursuant to section 3.0i.040 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan." 

The City states, 

"The concept plan is required to comply with Metro's title 11 requirements regarding 
residential density''. Rec. 9; 
"Based on the proposed densities, the plan has an estimated capacity of 
approximately 1,000 dwellings, which is approximately 10.3 dwellings per net 
developable acres. The Commission finds this requirement is satisfied." Rec. 22. . . 

Because Metro Code only specifies residential densities "if the design.type designation 

authorizes housing" (Metro Code 3.01.040) and the Code specifies "other [non-residential] 

densities" when the design type is not housing, the City errors when it mis-applies Metro's 
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residential densities to land with an industrial design type rather than Metro's industrial 

2 densities when it detemines compliance with Title 11 . The City's decision must be reversed. 

3 Subassignment of Error E 

4 Oregon City in adopting the Beavercreek-Road Conc.ept Plan is not complying with 

5 Statewide Planning Goals 2, 3, 4 and 14, OAR 660-09, Metro Ordinances 02-969 Band 04-

6 1040 B, OCCP Goals 2.6, 14.1, Policies 2.6.1, 2.7.3, 14.1.1 and 14.1.2 and related law. 

7 which govern the Urban Growth Boundary expansion process of which this concept plan 

8 and city comprehensive plan amendment are to be part, because the city is not planning the 

9 2002 and 2004 expansion land as industrial although the expansion process selected, 

10 justified, acknowledged and designated the design type of this partic.ular land on the basis of 

11 . demonstrated industrial need only, so, consequently, this land must now be planned in 

12 accord with the original industrial justification as shown by Statewide Planning Goal 2 and 

13 similar laws discussed in Subassigmnent of Error 1. The City's Findings were inadequate to · 

14 demonstrate compliance. The City acted outside its jurisdiction when state law has UGB 

J 5 expansion and determination of needs and land supply under Metro's jurisdiction. 

16 Statewide Planning Goal 14 says50
: 

17 "Urban growth boundaries shall be established to identify and separate urbanizable 
18 land from rural land. Establishment and change of the boundaries shall be based 
19 upon considerations of the following factors: . 
20 (l) Demsmstrated need to acco.nimodate long-range urban population growth 
21 requirements consiStent with LCDC goals; . 
22 (2) Need for housing, employment opportwlities, and livability; .. . 
23 The results of the above considerations shall be included in the comprehensive 
14 plan. In the case of a change of a boundary, a governing body proposing such 
25 change in boundary separating urbanizable land from rural land, shall follow the 
26 procedures and requirements as set forth in the Land Use Planning goal (Goal 2) 
27 for goal exceptions." 
28 

50 Goal 14 Applicability Provisions (I) (b) allows the City to use the oid rules since the UGB evaluation was 
initiated prior to April 28, 2005. The City does not discuss if it is using the old or new rules, which are sinlllar 
in this part. The City does not discuss if it is using old or new rules which are similar in this part. 
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OCCP gives further guidance: 

"Goal 2. 6 Ensure an adequate supply of land for major industrial employers mth 
family-wage jobs." 

"Policy 2.61 Work mth Metro to ensure that there is enough land available mthln 
the Urban Growth Boundary to meet the need for industrial. .. developmen:t ... " 

"Policy 2.7.4 Recognize the design types of Metro 's .2040 Growth Concept .. . " 

"Goal 14.1 Establish and amend when appropriate, the Urban Growth Boundary ... 
that contains sufficient land to acconunodate growth during the planning period for a 
full range of city land uses, including . . . "industrial . .. " 

. . 
"Policy 14.1.1 The Urban Growth Boundary shall conform to Title 11 . .. and \'fill 
provide sufficient land to accommodate 20-year lllban land needs . .. " 

"Policy 14.1.2 Concept Plans ... will be required prior to development . .. " 

Metro Ordinances 02-969B and 04-1040B describe process and subsequent requirements. 

Goal 14 requires that, when expanding an UGB, Metro go through the "exceptions" 

process of Goal 2, Part IL. That is, Metro had to take an exception to Goals 351 and 4 to 

bring rural land inside the UGB and urbani~e it. To bring THESE pieces of land in, Metro 

therefore had to show there was (1) a need for the land -- which here they justified as an 

industrial need, (2) that no alternative areas existed to meet this industrial need, inside or 

outside the UGB, that had less impact on agriculture lands, forest lands, etc. This land was 

NOT analyzed as to its ability to meet a residential need. Rec. 1526, 1537, 1538, 1540, 

1542 called area 26 by Metro, Rec:. Item Retained B Metro Ordinances 02-969B and 04-

1040B. (CD). Finally, Metro had to show the UGB expansion met Goal 14, including that 

this site met factors 3-7 of Goal 14, which again, was based on a need for industrial land. So 

as an example, Goal 14, factor 7, requires showing that the site is compatible with, or can be 

made compatible with, surrounding farm land. Making that evaluation for future industrial 

use is a different analysis than doing it for residential use: Metro separately analyzed foi- · 

51 The 2004 UGB expansion brought :in TBR lands. Appendix F. 
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1 population, commercial and industrial land need. Metro Ordinances 02-969B and 04-

2 1040B; Metro Code 3.01.015 and 3.01.020, OAR 660-009; Rec. 152352
, 153653

, 154054
· 

3 (for 2002) and 1545-1556 (for 2004), Rec. 1514. 

4 In 2002, in its every-5-year UGB expansion process, Metro determined it needed 

5 ·more land for industrial uses within the UGB to accommodate the region's forecasted 

6 industrial land need55 to the year 2022 and it brought land from outside the UGB into the 

·7 UGB based on a legally-prescribed process which required the land pe selected and justified 

8 for industrial use and acknowledged by the state as described in Statewide Plamiing Goals 2, 

9 3, 4, and 14. 245 acres demonstrated to meet a need for industrial land in 2002 are in the 

10 Beavercreek Road Concept Plan area. Metro Ordinance 02-969B; Rec. 1538 from 1523-

11 1544, 1514. Metro Code 3.01.015 and 3.01.020, ORS 197, 215, 268, 527; OAR 660-015-

12 0000(1 )-(14); Appendix C. During the acknowledgment process, LCDC determined that in 

13 2002 Metro erred in not selecting enough industrial land to meet its needs assessment, so 

14 LCDC issued its "Partial Approval and Remand Order 03-WKTASK-00152411 and in 2004 

15 Metro undertook a solely industrial land expansion to correct this industrial land shortage · 

16 and brought in more industrial land, 63 acres of which is in the Beavercreek Road Concept 

17 Plan area. Metro Ordinance 04-1040 B; Rec. 1545-1558. especially 1546, 1524. 

18 Planning for lands brought into the UGB must co:rnp.ly with the legal.ly-prescribed 

19 process which justified the expansion and brought the lands in and ~ust remain in 

52 Metro proVided for population/dwelling units and employment/jobs separately. Rec. 1523 . 
53 Study areas were analyzed separately for inner and outer neighborhoods (IN and ON), employment (EMP) 
and industrial (IND). Rec. 1536 and Item Retained B, 1538. . 
54 Metro's "Need for Land" indicated there was "a surplus ·of hind (759.6 acres) for conuriercial employment 
and a deficit ofland (5,684.9 acres) for industrial development" Rec. 1540.' 
55 Although residential land was also selected in the 2002 Metro Urban Growth Boundary expansion, the 2002 
and 2004 UGB expansion land in the concept plan area was all selected as industrial. Rec. 18; Items Retained 
B Metro Ordinances 02-969 Band 04-1040B (CDs). "The lands withln the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan 
area·were brought into the tJGB to help address the lack of industrial and living wage jobs within Oregon 
City." Rec. 1514. 
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1 compliance with the laws governing that process which established how the land must be 

2 used after its inclusion. As described in AOE 1 A, State\Vide Planning Goal 2 requrres 

3 consistency among the planning decisions. The string of decisions from Metro's justification 

4 and expansion of the UGB to the planning, zoning and using of this land must be consistent 

5 with and based on the same substantial evidence and "shall be included in the 

6 comprehensive plan." Goal 14, OAR 660-009-0025. The City is required to plan and keep 

7 this land in compliance with Metro Ordinances 02-969B and 04-1040B and Metro Title 4. 

8 LUBA has repeatedly found that land must be used as it was justified. Where an 

9 amendment to a city's UGB is proposed in order to achieve a particular mix of uses and 

10 population, the_ amendnient must be conditioned on zomng and developing the subject 

11 property to achieve the desired result. Concerned Citizens v. Jackson County, 33 Or LUBA 

12 70 (1997). Where a city's decision to almost double its UGB relies on a study assuming a 

13 particular combination of uses in the UGB expansion area, the city must ensure the plan 

14 designations and zoning districts applied to land within the UGB expansion area will 

15 acc.ommodate those uses. 1000 Friends of Oregon V. City of North Plairzs, 27 Or LUBA 372 

i6 (1994). When adopting post-acknowledgment plan and zone map amendments affecting .. . 

17 designated land within an urban growth boundary, a local governrhent must demonstrate that 

18 it continues to satisfy its Goal ... obligation to maintain an adequate inventory ofbuildable 

19 lands. Opus Development Corp. v. City of Eugene, 28 Or LUBA 670 (1995). LUBA 

20 concluded similarly in Collins v. Klamath County, 26 Or LUBA 434 (1994) and Penland v. 

21 Josephine County, 29 OrLUBA213 (1995). Consequently, Oregon City's UGB expansion 

22 for more industrial land must be followed by the concept pl<l:Il ensuring the UGB expansion 

23 accommodates that use and maintains adequate industriii.l land. 

24 To request land for one purpose and then to attempt to use it for another purpose is a 
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"bait and switch"56
• To plan or zone the larid for something other than industrial violates 

2 Goal 2, 14, 3, and 4, Metro Ordinance 02-969B and 04-1040B and other applicable Jaw and 

3 is prohibited as a matter of law and the decision must be reversed. 

4 The City discusses its obligations under Statewide Planning Goal 14 and related law: 

5 "This goal·[14) essentially defines the purpose of the concept plan. Oregon City 's 
6 Urban Growth Boundary was expanded in 2002 and 2004 through Metro's regional 
7 review process to include more industrial land. This was the result of a demonstrated 
8 need for additional land to accommodate a deficiency in available, vacant industrial 
9 lands. The revised element of the updated plan calls for implementing Metro's 

10 ' concept plan' requirements under Title J l of the Functional Plan that will result in 
11 subarea planning of new areas added to the UGB ... while monitoring the supply of 
12 land to ensure its adequacy to accommodate growth." Rec. 21. 
13 
14 The City did not quantify the demonstrated need for industrial land or its monitoring of the 

15 industrial land supply nor did it include the needs justification in the concept plan nor did 

16 the City explain how it planned the expansion areas in keeping with the demonstrated 

17 ne,.ed57
•
58

• The city did not identify the facts it relied on in reaching its decision nor explain 

18 its basis, analysis or evaluation; the finding regarding Goal 14 was conchisionary. Hence, 

56 The legally-prescribed process of bringing lands into the. urban growth boundary selects and justifies lands 
for specific pmposes. If the regional need were believed to have changed and this land were no longer needed 
as Industrial Land, Metro would need to go through the Needs Analysis process again and demonstrate that the 
land is no longer needed as industrial land. The land couid then be' put back out of the UGB. If Metro were to 
believe that this land were needed as coIIimercial or residential rather than as industrial land, Metro would need 
to go through a Needs Analysis to demonstrate this land should be included on a new basis in an official 
amendment. Goals 2, 3, 4, and 14. ' 

These lands would not qualify fur such a change in demonstrated need even if the legal process were 
followed (AOE I C second half) and such a process has not been followed. These lands have only been 
justified for industrial use and must be planned as industrial during concept planning. 

5~. The Findings are opaque and difficult to understand: "The revised element of the updated plan calls for 
implementing Metro's 'concept plan' requirements under Title I I of the Fuiictional Plan that will result in 
subarea planning·ofnew arel!S added to the UGB." (Rec. 21), but seem to suggest that the '"concept plan' 
requirements" collapsed into "subarea planning" where one subarea will comply. 

ss The closest the City gets to quantifying demonstrated need in the concept plan (Rec. 29-91) is referencing 
"Metro 2002-2022 Urban Growth Report: An Employment Land Need Analysis" and mentioning "Metro's 
employment land needs analysis reports that about 9,300 net acres of industrial land is needed between 2002 
and 2022, of which, approximately 6,300 net acres must be vacant and that the region has a shortage oflarge 
and small industrial Jots' ', but not one local needs number, such as justified t'iis hind, is cited. Rec. 75 FN **, 
90FN**,17. 
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1 the City did not comply with Goal 14, 2, 3, 459
, Metro Ordinances 02-969 B or 04-1040 B, 

2 OAR 660-009-0025 and other rel~vant law and the findings are inadequate to show 

3 compliance and hence the decision must be remanded. 

4 State law such as ORS 268.354, 197.296-197.302 and 195.020 (1) establish that 

5 urban growth boundary changes and related analyses and determination of buildable land 

6 supply are subject to the jurisdiction of Metro . Rec. 1523; Metro Code 3.01.015 (a) . For 

7 Oregon City to unilaterally attempt to skip the relevant process; neglect the land supply 

8 analysis and determination, and plan this land for other than its Metro-justified and 

9 designated and LCDC-acknowledged purpose is to illegally exceed its jurisdiction. The City 

IO erred by acting outside its jurisdiction, and, consequently, this decision must be reversed. 

11 For all these reasons, the City's concept plan decisiOn must be reversed or remanded. 

12 Subassignment of Error F 

13 The City overlooks and violates its own Comprehensive Plan provisions concerning 

14 industrial land, its protection, this specific location and coordination with Metro; the City 

15 failed to adopt findings concerning the applicable laws. 

16 Oregon City's Comprehensive Plan (OCCP) guides concept planning of this site: 

17 "There is often pressure to convert industrially zoned land to easily developable sites 
18 and otheruses. The goals of the City are to protect existing industrial land from 
19 . conversion, where appropriate, to annex industrial land and e){pand the Urban 
20 Growth Boundary to add urbanizable industrial land to the inventory, and to ensure 
21 that public facilities can serve future development." (bold added) OCCPp. 13. 
22 
23 Goal 2.6 "Ensure an adequate supply of land for major industrial employers 
24 with family-wage jobs." (bold added) 
25 
26 Policy 2.6.1 "Work with Metro to ensure that there is enough land available 
27 Within the Urban Growth Boundary to meet the need for industrial. . . " 
28 

59 The City finds that neither it nor its- UGB contains resource land due to both being urban. Rec. 15. The· 
Timber land brought into the tJGB through the exception process must be used as justified regardless of when 
zoning changes relative to an UGB expansion. 
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I Policy 2.6.2 "Ensure that land zoned or planned for industrial use is used for 
2 industrial purposes, and that exceptions are allowed only where some other use 
3 supports industrial development. New non-industrial uses should especially be 
4 restricted in already developed, active industrial sites." (bold added) 
5 
6 Policy 2.6.3 "Protect the city's supply of undeveloped and underdeveloped land 
7 zoned for industrial uses by limiting non-industrial community uses, such as schools, 
8 parks, and churches on such properties and by limiting larger commercial uses within 
9 those areas." (bold added) 

10 
11 Policy 2.6.4 "Protect existing and planned undeveloped and underdeveloped 
12 industrial lands from incompatible land uses, and minimize deterrents to desired 
13 industrial development." (bold added) 
14 
15 Policy 2.6.8 '.'Require lands east of Clackamas Community College that are 
16 designated as Future Urban Holding to be the subject of concept plans, which if 
1 7 approved as an amendment to the Comprehensiye Plan, would guide zoning 
18 designations. The majority of these lands should be designated in a manner that 
19 encourages family-wage jobs in Cirder to generate new jobs and move towards 
20 meeting 1he city's employment goals." (bOld added) 
21 
22 Policy 2. 7 .1 Maintain a sufficient land supply within the city limits and the Urban 
23 Growth Boundary to meet local, regional, and state requirements for accommodating 
24 growth. 
25 
26 The City's Comprehensive Plan, in the seven goals and policies and additional text 

27 a]Jove, emphasizes the necessity of protecting industrial land from non-industrial uses, 

28 minimizing deterrents to industrial development, and ensuring there is a "sufficient" and 

29 "adequate" supply and "enough" land, but the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan fails to 

30 comply with the City's own law by failing to plan or to protect much of the industrial land as 

31 industrial or to ensure a sufficient supply to meet demonstrated need. (See AOE 1 A, 1 C). 

32 For this reason alone, the decision must be reversed or remanded. 

33 Both OCCP Policy 2.6.8, concerning the concept plan area, "east of Clackamas 

34 · Community College" (Rec, 42, 49 oval track to NW), and Goal 2.6, "ensure ... adequate ... 

35 land ... forfamily-wage jobs'', highlight family-wage jobs, but the City fails either to ensure 

3 6 adequate land for them or to "designate" a "majority of these la.TJ.ds" "in a manner that 
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encourages family-wage jobs". "Family-wage jobs" are "a pennanentjob with an annual 

2 income greater than or equal to the average annual in the region" (Rec. 1522); they are not 

3 retail. (FN 26, 41) When the City fails to distinguish type of job (Rec. 90), it violates 

4 Policy 2.6.8 and Goal 2.6. As was previously argued (AOE 1 A and 1 C) the amount of 

5 Title-4-compliant Employment and Industrial land planned is neither a "majority" of the 

6 site60 nor "adequate" which Metro defined by the Title-4 designations, consequently the City 

7 failed to demonstrate compliance or to comply with Policy 2.6.8 and Goal 2.6. 

8 OCCP Policy 2.6.2 provides that "exceptions are-allowed only where some other use 

9 supports industrial development"; however, it was argued previously (AOE 1 A second 

. 10 half) that, in the absenee of implementing measures, the substantial evidence in the record 

11 shows the other uses will not support industrial development and the plan violates Policy 

12 2.6.2. The concept plan does not comply with OCCP p. 13, Goal 2.6 and 2.7 and related 

13 policies. Consequently Oregon City Ordinance 07-1008 must be reversed or remanded. 

14 The City failed to adopt findings to address or explain its Plan regulations except 

15 OCCPp. 16andforthisreason. thedecisionmustberemanded. Rec. 9-10. 

16 Subassignment of Error G 

17 The City failed to comply with Statewide Planning Goal 9 and OAR 660-009 or to 

18 adopt adequate finding on Division 9. 

19 Goal 9 states: 
. . . 

20 "Comprehensive plans and policies shall contribute to a stable and healthy economy 
21 in all region of the state. Sueh plans shall be based on inventones of areas suitable ... 
22 Comprehensive plans for urban areas shall: ... 

- 23 3. Provide for at least an adequate supply of sites of suitable siies, types, locations, 
24 and service levels for a variety of indqstrial and commercial uses consistent with plan 
25 policies; 

60 The 175-gross-acre North Employment Campus is not a majority of the 453-acre site, half of which is 227 
gross acres; nefther are 123 unconstrained acres the majority of the concept plan area's 292 unconstrained 
acres with or without the 14 acres oflo:w impact development. Rec. 45, Appendix C. 
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1 4. Limit uses on or near sites zoned for specific industrial and commercial uses to 
2 those which are compatible with proposed uses. 
3 
4 OAR 660-009 states: 
5 
6 OAR 660-009-0015 . .. Cities ... must review and ... amend their comprehensive plans 
7 to provide economic opportunities analyses containing the information described in 
8 sections (1) to ( 4) of this rule. This analysis will compare the demand for land for 
9 industrial and other employment uses to the existing supply of such land. 

10 (2) .. . The economic opportunities analysis must identify the number of sites by type 
11 reasonably expected to be needed to accommodate the expected employment . . . 
12 (3) . . . Comprehensive plans for all areas within urban growth boundaries must 
13 include an inventory of . .. lands within the planning area designated for industrial .. . 
14 
.15 OAR 660-009-0025 . .. Cities . .. must"adopt measures adequate to implement policies 
16 adopted pursuant to OAR 660-009-0020. Appropriate implementing measures 
1 7 include amendments to plan and zone map designations, land use regulations .. . 
18 (1) .. . The Plan must identify the approximate number, acreage and site 
19 characteristics . . . needed to accommodate industrial ... uses to implement plan .. . 

. 20 (2) . . . Plans must designate serviceable land suitable to meet the site needs identified 
21 in section (1) of this rule. . .. the total acreage ofland designated must at least equal 
22 the total projected land needs for each industrial or other employment use category 
23 identified in the plan during·the 20-)'.~ar planning period." 
24 
25 The City failed to plan an adequate supply of industrial land and to limit 

26 incompatible uses as required by Goal 9 and as was discussed in AOE 1 A and 1 C. The 

27 City also failed to compare inventoried industrial sites and the demonstrated need for 

28 industrial lands or to adopt implementati~n measures61 or add an amendment to the 

29 comprehensive plan to identify and designate needed industrial sites for-the 20-year 

30 planning period as was discussed inAOE 1 E concerning Goal 14 and OAR 660-09-0025. 

31 The City must demonstrate it remains in compliance with Goal 9. Opus Development v. 

32 City of Eugene, 28 Or LUBA 670, points 8 and 9. In addition, the necessary inventory is not 

33 seen in the. concept plan or record and the Findings for Goal 9 state the consultant 

34 ·inventoried the market conditions rather than the land62
. Rec. 17. The Findings do not 

61 Concurrency implementation measures appear necessary. AOE 1 A second half, Industrial land would 
appear to need the type of implementation measures given at Rec. 1094. 
62 The report, "Beavercreek Road ConceptPian Market Analysis", and doesn't claim to detail "the supply of 
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1 discuss or analyze the consultant's vague 20-year build-out projection ("it is not 

2 lID.Ieasonable to expect 150 acres of industrial and business park development"63) nor 

3 compare it with Metro' s demonstrated need for the entire UGB expansion (which is also 

4 "not unreasonable to expect") nor explain why only 127 acres is planned and designated as 

5 industrial nor do the Findings state how the demonstrated need will be met. Rec. 17-18. 

6 The City violated Statewide· Planning Goal 9 and OAR 660-009 and failed to provide 

7 adequate :findings, and its decision must be reversed .. 

8 SECOND ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR . 

9 Oregon _city Erred In Adopting Oregon City Ordinance 07-1008 Which 
10 Violated Relevant Laws Such As Statewide Planning Goals 11 and 12, OAR 660 
11 Divisions 9, 11 and 12, Metro Code 3.07.1120, OCCP Goals 2, 5, 11 and 14 and 
12 Related Policies When It (1) Failed To Provide Or Reference A Conceptual 
13 Transportation Plan, Conceptual Public Facilities And Services Plan lncludiD.g 
14 . Parks, Police, Fire And So,lid Waste, A Conceptual School Plan, And A ~atural 
15 Resource Protection Plan That Would Serve The Site And Integrate It With 
16 Other Plans; (2) Failed To Estimate When Each Planned Public Facility Project 
J 7 Will Be Needed, What The Trigger Would Be Such As Population Level, Service 
18 Level Standards, Date And Provide Defuiled Strategies For Preparing The Total 
19 'Land Supply; (3) Failed To Provide Rough Cost Estimates For Some Public 
20 Facilities And Services Such As Parks, Police And Fire And Part Of 
21 · Transportation; ( 4) Failed To Adequately Evaluate The Ability Of Potential 
22 Funding Mechanisms To Fund The Development, To Discuss Local Fiscal 
23 Policies, And To Evaluate Likely Financing Approaches; To ·Coordinate With 
24 Its Capital Improvement Program Or Discuss How The Concept Plan Would Be 
25 Integrated Into It; And To Ensure Measures Will Be In Place T-0 Ensure Cost Is 
26 Borne By The Developer; (5) Failed To Consider1 Evaluate, Plan 
27 Implementation Approaches Or Otherwise Ensure Extension Of New Services 
28 Does Not Diminish Delivery Of Those Same Services To Existing Areas And 
29 Residents In The City As A Whole Where Substantial Evidence In The Record 
30 Indicates That Delivery Of Services To The Existing City As A Whole WiJI Be 
31 Diminished; (6) Failed To Show Compliance With Findings Of Resolution 07-
32 24 Which Deferred Annexation Compliance To The Concept Plan As Decided 
33 By Graser-Lindsey V. Oregon City; (7) Failed To Comply With -Statewide 
34 Planning Goals 5 And 7; (8) Failed .To Provide The Basis For Specific 
3 5 Implementation Measures; (9) Failed To Be Able To Plan Public Services 
36 Properly While The Uses Are Unknown, Due To Being Contested, As Decided In· 

industrial, commercial wid office land" nor does it do so contrary to what the City finds. Rec, l 78]-] 808, 17. · 
63 This conclusion followed the assumption," Assume, arbitrarily, that 1/3 of the acres are developed 
residentially. That would leave about 150 buildable acres for employment ... " Rec. 1798. 
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1 1000 Friends Of Oregon V. North Plain; And (Throughout) Failed To Provide 
2 Adequate Findings. 
3 
4 Statewide Planning Goal 2 states: 
5 
6 "All land use plans shall include identification of issues and problems, inventories 
7 and other factual information for each applicable statewide planning goal, evaluation 
8 of alternative courses of action and ultimate policy choices, talcing into consideration 
9 social, economic, energy and environmental needs. The required information shall 

10 be contained in the plan document or in supporting documents and 
11 implementation ordinances shall be filed in a public office or other place easily 
12 accessible to the public. The plans shall be the basis for specific implementation 
13 measures. These measures shall be consistent with and adequate to carry out the 
14 plans. Each plan and related.implementation measi.lre shall be coordinated with the 
15 plans of affected governmental units." Goal 2 Part I - Planning. 
16 
17 Statewide Planning Goal 5 states:" To protect natural resources ... Local governments shall 

18 adopt programs that will protect natural resources ... " Goal 7 states: "To protect people and 

19 property from natural hazards ... Lo_cal governments shall adopt comprehensive plans ... to 

20 reduce risk to people and property from natural hazards ... landslides ... " 

21 Statewide Planning Goal 11 states: 
22 
23 "To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public facilities 
24 and services to serve as a framework for urban and rural development ... A 
25 provision for key faciliti~s shall be included in each plan. Cities ... shall develop 
26 and adopt a public facility plan for areas within an urban growth boundary ... To 
27 meet current and long-range needs, a provision for solid waste disposal sites, 
2 8 including sites for inert waste, shall be included in each plan." 
29 
30 Statewide Planning Goal 12 states: 
31 
32 "To provide and encourage a safe convenient and economic transportation system. A 
33 transportation plan shall (1) consider all modes of transportation . .. ; (2) be based 
34 upon an inventory of local, ·regional and state transportation needs ... (8) facilitate 
35 the flow of goods and serV"ices so as to strengthen the local and regional economy; 
36 and (9) conform with local and regional comprehensive land use plans."· 
37 
38 OAR 660 Division 11 states: 
39 

. 40 "660-011-0010 The Public Facility Plan 
41 (l) The public facility plan shall contain the follov..ring items: 
42 (a) An inventory and general assessment of the condition of all the significant public 
43 facility system ... designated in the acknowledged comprehensive plan; 
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1 (b) A list of the significant public facility projects ... descriptions or specifications .. . ; 
2 (c) Rough cost estimates of each public facility project; · 
3 (d) A map onvritten description ... ; · 
4 (e) Policy stateinent(s) or urban growth management agreement identifying the 
5 provider of each public facility system ... ; 
6 (f) An estimate of when each facility project will be needed; and 
7 (g) A discussion of the provider's existing funding mechanisms and the ability of these 
8 and possible new mechanisms to fund the development of each public facility .. . 
9 (3) It is not the purpose of this division to cause duplication of or to supplant existing 

10 applicable facility plans and programs. Where all or part of an acknowledged 
11 comprehensive plan, facility master plan . . ., capital improvement program, regional 
12 functional plan, similar plan . .. meets ... the requirements ·of this division, those 
13 plans .. . may be incorporated by reference into the public facility plan required ... " 
14 
15 "660-011-0015 Responsibility for Public Facility Plan Preparation 
16 (1) Responsibility for the preparation, adoption and amendment of the public facility 
1 7 plan shall be specified within the urban growth management agreement... 
18 (2) The jurisdiction responsible ... shall provide for the coordination . . . " (bold added). 
19 
20 OAR 660 Division 12 states: 
21 
22 "OAR 660-012-0040 Transportation Financing Program 
23 (I) For areas within an urban growth boundary containing a population greater than 
24 2,500 persons, the TSP shall include a transportation financing program. 
25 (2) A t.ransportation financing program shall include the items l~sted in (a)-(d) 
26 (a) A list of planned transportation facilities and major improvements; 
27 (b) A general estimate of the timing ... ; . 
28 (c) A detennination ofrough cost estimates ... ; and 
29 (d) In metropolitan areas, policies to guide selection ... for funding: .. " 
30 
31 "OAR 660-012-0060 Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments 
32 (1) Where an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive 
33 plan . . . would significantly affect a . .. transportation facility, the local · government 
34 shall put in place measures as provided in section (2) of this rule to assure that 
35 allowed land uses are consistent with the identified function, capacity, and 
36 performance standards (e.g. level of service, volume to capacity ratio, etc.) of the 
3 7 facility. A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly· affects a 

. 3 8 transportation facility if it would: .. . 
39 (c) As measured at the end of the planning period ... : .. . 
40 (B) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility 
41 below the minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the ·TSP or 
42 comprehensive plan: ... 
43 (2) Where a local government determines that there would be a significant effect, 
44 compliance with section (1) shall be accomplished ... " 
45 
46 Metro Code 3.07.1120 says: 
47 
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1 "All territory added to the UGB as either a major amendment or a legislative 
2 amendment pursuant to Metro Code Chapter 3.01 shall be subject to adopted 
3 comprehensive plan provisions consistent with the requirements of all applicable 
4 titles of the Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan and in particular this 
5 Title 11. The comprehensive plan provisions shall be fully coordinated with all other 
6 applicable plans ... Comprehensive plan amendments shall include: 
7 G. A conceptuaJ transportation plan consistent with the applicable provision of 
8 the Regional Transportation Plan... The plan shall, consistent with OAR 
9 Chapter 660, division 11, included preliminary cost estimates and funding 

10 strategies, including likely financing approaches. 
l l H. Identification and mapping of areas to be protected from development due to fish 
12 and wildlife habitat protection, water quality enhancement and mitigation, and 
13 natural hazards mitigation ... A natural resource protection plan ... shall be 
14 completed as part of the comprehensive plan and zoning for lan~s added to the 
15 Urban Growth Boundary... The plan shall include zoning strategies to avoid and 
16 minimize the conflicts ... the plan shail also include a preliminary cost estimate 
1 7 ahd funding strategy, including likely financing approaches .. to ensure that all 
1 8 significant natural resources are protected. 
19 I. A conceptual public facilities and services plan for the provision of sanitary 
20 sewer, water, storm drainage, transportation, parks and police and fire 
21 protection. The plan shall, consistent with OAR Chapter 660, Division 11, 
22 include preliminary cost estimates and funding strategies ... 
23 J. A conceptuaJ school plan that provides for the amount of land and 
24 improvements needed, if any, for school facilities on new or existing sites that 
25 will serve the territory added to the UGB. The estimate of need shall be 
26 coordinated with the affe.cted local governments and special districts ... 
27 M. The plan amendments shall be coordinated among the city, county, school 
2 8 district and other service districts." · · 
29 
30 The Clackamas County-Oregon City Urban Growth Management Agreement states: 

31 "2. Comprehensive Planning. Plan Amendments and Public Facilities Planning ... 
3 2 A. ... CITY shall be responsible for preparing all legislative comprehensive plan 
3 3 amendments in the UGMB [Urban GroWth Management Boundary] ... 
34 B. CITY shall be responsible for the preparation, adoption, and amendment of the 
35 public facility plan within the UGMB reqi,tlred by OAR Chapter 660, Division 
36 11, Public Facilities Planning ... " Appendix Local Laws. 
37 
3 8 Oregon City Comprehensive Plan provides rules relevant to the concept plan: 
39 
40 Policy 2.6. 7 "Establish priorities to ensure that adequate public facilities are available 
41 to support the desired industrial development." 
42 
43 Policy 5.4.5 "Ensure that riparian corridors along streams and rivers are conserved ... " 
44 
45 Policy 5.4. 7 "The City shall encourage preservation over .mitigation when making 
46 decisions that affect wetlands and a "no net loss" approach to wetland protection." 
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1 
2 Policy 5.4.14 "Comply with federal and state regulatfons for protecting, conserving 
3 and restoring threatened and endangered species and critical habitat." 
4 
5 Policy 5.4.16 "Protect surface water quality by: 
6 • Providing a vegetated corridor to separate protected water features from 
7 development ... " 
8 
9 Goal 11.1 Provision bf Public Services 

10 "Serve the health safety, education, welfare, and recreational needs of all Oregon City 
11 residents through the planning and provision of adequate public facilities." 
12 
13 Policy 11.1.1 "Ensure adequate public funding for the following public facilities and 
14 seivices, iffeasible: 

• . Transportation infraS'.tructme • Library services 
• Wastewater collection • Aquatic Center 
• Storm.water management • Carnegie Center 
• Police protection • Pioneer Comm.unity Center 
• Fire protection • City Hall 
• Parks and recreation • Buena Vista House 
• Water distribution 
• Planning, zoning and 

subdivision regulation 

• Ermatinger House" 

15 Policy 11.1.7 "Develop and maintain a coordinated Capital Improvement Plan that 
16 provides a framework, schedule, prioritization, and cost estimate for the provision of 
17 public facilities and services within the City ... and its Urban Growth Boundary." 
18 
19 "Concept plans must include a conceptual transportation plan; natural resources 
20 protection plan_ to protect areas with fish and wildlife habitat, water quality 
21 . enhancement and mitigation ·and natural hazards mitigation; a conceptual public 
22 facilities and services plan for wastewater, water, storm drainage, transportation, parks 
23 and police and fire protection, and a conceptual school plan." p. 118 
24 
25 Goal 14.3 Orderly Provision of Services to Growth Areas ''Plan for public services to 
26 lands within the Urban Growth Boundary through adoption of a concept plan and 
27 related Capital Improvement Program, as amendments to the Comprehensive Plan,': 
28 
29 Policy 14.3 .2 "Ensure that the extension of new seivices does not diminish the 
3 0 delivery of those same seivices to existing areas and residents in the city." 
31 
32 Policy 14.3.4 ''Ensure the cost ofproviding new public services and improvements to 
33 existing public services resulting from new development are (sic) borne by the entity 
34 responsible for the new development to the maximum extent allowed under state law 
35 for Systems Development Charges." 
36 
37 . Goal 14.4 "Annex lands to the city through a process that considers the effects on 
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1 public services and the benefits to the City as a whole ... " 
2 
3 Policy 14.4.2 "Include an assessment of the fiscal impacts of providing public services 
4 to unincorporated areas upon annexation, including the costs and benefits to the city as 
5 a whole as a requirement for concept plans." 
6 
7 Subassignment of Error 1 

8 Oregon City erred in failing to provide or ~eference a conceptual transportation plan, 

9 conceptual public facilities and services plan including parks, police, fire and solid waste, a 

10 conceptual school plan, a natUral resource protection plan that would serve the site and 

11 integrate into the city's, service district or regional plans. 

12 Statewide Planning Goal 11, OAR 660-011-0010 (1),_Metro Code 3.07.1120 I, and 

13 OCCP p. 118 require the public facility plan including a provision for parks, police, fire, 

14 and solid waste disposal.; Goal 12, OAR 660-012-0060, Metro Code 3.07.1120 G, and 

15 OCCP p. 118 require the transportation plan based upon an inventory oflocal, regional and 

16 state transportation needs and in conformity with the regional plari; Metro Code 3.07.1120 J 

17 and OCCP p. 118 require a conceptual school plan; and Metro Code 3 .07 .1120 H and 

18 OCCP p. I 18 require the natural resource protection plan. Many of these plans are also 

19 required by the City's Findings to Resolution 07-2464
. 

20 The City failed to provide the required plans or reference an existing, updated plan. 

21 Transportation. The concept plan failed to provide the necessary Transportation 

22 System Plan (TSP) for the concept plan area and made it clear the City TSP had not been 

64 "The city's fmdings addressing OCCP 14.4 are set out below: 'The city annexation process is set out in 
Chapter 14 of the [OCMC]. By requiring compliance with that code, the Metro Code, and the statewide 
Pl11111Jing Rules, the city is identifying the effects of the full build-out of these annexed properties will have on 
public services and any benefit to the city as a whole. As part Of the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan adoption, 
appropriate Master Plans, such as the Transportation System Plan, Water and Sewer Master Plans for example, 
will be updated to address the anticipated impacts.' Record 63 ." Graser-Lindsey v. Oregon City. 5 6 Or LUBA 
504, p. 19 FN 11. .· . . 
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updated to include the concept plan area as required by Goal 12, OAR 660-012-0060, Metro 

2 Code 3.07.1120 G, and OCCC p. 118. Rec. 57 - "Update OC Transportation System Plan"; 

3 Rec. 2065 
- "future amendments to the Transportation System Plan and Capital Improvement 

4 Plan". The City acknowledges that the concept plan is not currently in compliance with the 

5 Transportation Planning Rule, OAR 660-012-0060, and does not explain what it means by 

6 "limit development until compliance". Rec. 19-20; FN 65. OAR 660-012-0060 provides 

7 that "compliance ... shall be accomplished" not compliance will be accomplished. A 

8 challenged decision must not become final before compliance with relevant rules is assured. 

9 Concerned Citizens v. Jackson Co., 33 Or LUBA 70 (1997). 

10 Various transportation studies were done (Rec. Table of Contents Exhibits 69, 87, 

· 11 . and 88) and the concept plan mentioned improvements "within the concept plan area" (Rec. 

12 20-FN 65) such as on-site and near-frontage roads (Rec. 59, 64), their cross-section (Rec. 

13 60-63), and their cost (Rec. 64), but the concept plan leaves a gap in planning without a TSP 

14 to address or plan compliance with regulations such as level-of-service perfotmance 

15 standards when development of the concept plan area generated transportation impacts to 

16 the City's transportation system such as from tens of thousands of projected daily vehicle 

17 trips. Rec. 420. Substantial evidence in the record documented this lack of existing 

18 capacity ill the road system. In bright red typeface, the consultant identifies this stunning 

19 gap in the level-of-service and volume/capacity planning between existi~g conditions and 

20 those fundamentally necessary for development of the concept plan, a gap, which is being 

65 The City says, '"'In order to meet the requirements of this regulation, needed improvements and funding 
mechanisms have been identified for properties within the concept plan area that will mitigate impacts of the 
amendment in a manner that avoids further degradation. to the performance of the facilities. The proposed 
transportation infrastructure improvements, financing and funding estimates, identified.in the plan, along with 
future amendments to the Transportation System PlEIIl and Capital Improvement Plan provide adequate basis 
on which to limit development until compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule is shown." p. 19-20. 
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considered external to planning: "this analysis assumes that the improvements recommended 

2 under the 2027 Mitigated No-Build conditions are in place ... ". Rec. 1582, Rec. 423 red 

3 type, Rec. 413- schematics for 16 interchange/ intersection modifications. The gap is 

4 ignored as the consultant continued with on-site transportation planning as if it could 

5 magically disappear. Cciordination and integration of the concept plan with regional 

6 transportation planning is consequently lacking as well. Clearly transportation plannipg law 

7 does not intenc@solely fo~_on-site planning when Goal l2 says the plan shall "facilitate the 

·8 flow of goods" and "conform with regional land use plans"; OAR 660-012-0060 applies 

9 when "an amendment ... would significantly affect an existing ... transportation facility"; 

10 Me~o Code 3 .07 .1120 has the "transportation plan consistent with the ... Regional 

11 Transportation Plan ... "; and OCCP Policies 14.3.2 concerns impacts to "existing areas" and 

12 Goal 14.4 and Policy 14.4.2, "the city as a whole". 

13 Public Fai:ilities and Services. The Goal 11 findings mention a stormwater 

14 infrastructure plan, the water infrastructure plan and mention sanitary though not a plan; no 

15 police, fire nor solid waste plan is mentioned or referenced. Rec. 19. The Metro findings 

16 for "H. Public Facilities and Services" say that parks were included in the conceptual public 

17 facility planning (Rec. 25), but the plan is not apparent except the Goal 5 mentions the Open 

18 Space Framework plan; however, the plan appears to consist of nothing more than the 

19 outline on the map for open space but does not provide park facilities (Rec. 54-55, 625 

20 Konkol) and Goal 8 mentions the City's parks and recreation, open space and trail master 

21 plans have not been updated to include the concept plan nor what changes might be made 

22 (Rec. 11, 17) and, hence, there is not the required park plan. Goal 11 findings are 

23 inexplicable and conclusionary in saying without evidence: 

·~· 
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1 "The updated Land Use, Water, Stonnwater, Sewer, and Transportation elements 
2 address the following public facilities and services: wastewater, water distribution, 
3 stonnwater management, transportation infrastructure, police protection, fire 
4 protection, parks and recreation, health services, and other civic facilities." (bold 
5 added) Rec. 19. 

6 The Metro "H" :findings appear to attempt to make up for the lack of a plan by discussing 

. 7 police and fire services for several sentences but fail to provide any inventory, needs, costs 

8. or plan. Rec. 25-26. Solid waste is not addressed. 

9 School. No school plan is prepared nor cited and no consideration nor provision is 

10 made for the children from over a thousand planned residences. Rec. 26. Natural Resource. 

11 The Goal 5 :findings mention a Natural Resource Inventory upon which the plan is to be 

12 based, but no plan is given. Rec. 15. 

13 In conclusion, the City failed to provide the necessary transportation, public facility 

14 and services, school and natural resource protection plans violating Statewide Planning 

15 Goals 11 and 12, OAR 660-011-0010 and 660-012-0060, Metro Code 3.07.1120, OCCP p. 

16 118 and the decision must be remanded, 

17 Subassignment of Error 2 

18 The City failed to estimate when each planned public facility project will be needed, 

19 what the trigger would be such as population level, service level standards, date and provide 

20 detailed strategies for preparing the total land supply. These project timing estimates to 

21 carry out the plan and preparation strategies are required by Goal 2, OAR 660-009-0020, 

22 OAR 660-011-0010, OCCP Policy 11.1.7, Goal 14.3 and 14.4 and related Policies. The City 

23 failed to estimate when the public facilities will be needed or what will trigger development 

24 of the public facilities such as population level, service level like reaching a vehicle per day 
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standard or time66 (OAR 660-011-0025) or strategies for how the land is to be prepared. 

2 Due to this error, Ordinance 07-1008 must be remanded. 

3 Subassignmeut of Error 3 

4 The City failed to provide rough cost estimates for some public facilities and services 

5 such as parks, police and fire and part of transportation. These cost estimates are required 

6 by OAR 660-011-0010 (1) (c), Metro 3.07.1120 G, Hand I, OCCP Policies 11. LI, 11.1.7, 

7 14.3.4, and 14.4.2. The rough cost estimates were not provided for parks, police and fire. 

8 For transpo$tion the on-site/frontage costs were estimated (Rec. 64), but not for off-site 

9 impacts. Rec. 1582, 1879-1880. Hence Ordinance 07-1008 must be remanded. 

10 Subassignment of Error 4 

11 The City failed to adequately evaluate the ability of potential funding mechanisms to 

12 fund the development, to discuss local fiscal policies and to evaluate likely financing 

I 3 approaches; it failed to coordinate with capital improvement program or discuss how the 

14 concept plan would be integrated into it; and it faileq to ensure measures will be in place to 

I 5 ensure cost is borne by the developer. 

16 Goa12, OAR 660-011-0010 (1) (g) and (2), Metro Code 3.07.1120 G; H, and I and 

] 7 OCCP Goal 14.3 and Policies 11.1.1, 11.1. 7, 14.3.4, and 14.4.2 require a discussion of the 

18 ability and likelihood of funding mec~anisms to fund the public facilities and how the 

19 concept plan relates to the capital improvement program, and measures to ensure 

20 development costs are borne by the developer to the maximum possible extent. 

66 Evidence in the record suggests a band aid approach, rather than a standard-b!!Sed trigger, is likely to be 
taken, but this is not demonstrated and is unlikely to comply with level-of-service standards. Rec. 798, 854. 
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The City did not adequately evaluate the ability or likelihood of various funding 

2 strategies being able to fund the public facilities and infritstructure nor did it discuss its local 

3 fiscal policies. Rec. 70-71. The consultant, though not the concept plan, indicates SDCs 

4 will be insufficient to pay for on-site infrastructure. Rec. 1123, 70. While the Citjr 

5 mentioned that the concept plan area has "improvement-to-land values [that] are likely low 

6 enough to" meet the "blight" standard for urban renewal/tax increment financing, it did not 

7 evaluate its access to such funding or the extent to which such funds have already been 

8 committed to other projects. The City seems to suggest LID funding is unlikely. It did not 

9 discuss if bond measures in support of this concept plan are likely to be approved by popular 

10 vote. It didn't give any details on other named possibilities. Specifically on transportation 

J l the City mentioned there are other sources which "are limited and extremely competitive." 

12 Rec. 71. The record does not contain evidence oflikely financing approaches (Rec. 86267
, 

13 659, 1516, 854 if2) and the City does not identify "likely financing approaches" as required 

14 by Metro Code 3.07.1120. 

15 The City indicates that its Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) has not been amended to 

16 ·account for the concept plan as is required by OCCP 14.3 and as can satisfy OAR 660-011-

17 0100 and OAR 660-012-0040, and Metro Code 3.07.1120. Rec. 20. The findings are 

18 conclusionary when they assert Goal l 4.3 is satisfied without adoption of the CIP. Rec. 11. 

19 The City also did not address compliance of its System DeveIOpment Charges (SDC) 

20 with OCCP 14.4.3,.although substantial evidence in the record indicated the SDCs are 

21 insufficient f~r compliance. Rec. 196-K (Neeley, Drentlaw), 1132, 1123, 1175 (Kosinski). 

67 The Clackamas County Deputy County Administrator and the Director of the Department ofTransportation 
and Development, together, said, "At this point in time there is El growing regional and statewide recognition 
that there is just not enough money available for transportation road improvements in Oregon." Rec. 862 . 

. Page 40 -- PETITION FOR REVIEW 
Elizabeth Graser-Lindsey 

21341 S. Ferguson Rd. 
Beavercreek, OR 97004 

(503) 632-5568 

Item 17 
Page 2878 



The necessary public utility systems are not currently available (Rec. 1123) and the 

2 City has not demonstrated with which likely funding sources that they can be extended. 

3 Planning needs to demonstrate that adequate public utility systems are available or could be 

4 extended to service the area. Highland Condominium Assoc. v .. City of Eugene; 37, Or 

5 LUBA 13 (1999). 

6 Because the city failed to evaluate it potential funding mechanisms as likely or able, 

7 to discuss its local fiscal policies, to coordinate intergration of the concept plan into the 

8 capital iillprovement program or to evaluate its SDC ifviol~tes Goal 2, OAR 660-011-0010 

9 (1) (g) and (2), Metro Code 3.07.1120 G, H, and I and OCCP Goal 14.3 and Policies 

10 11.l.l, 11.1.7, 14.3.4, and 14.4.2 and the decision must be remanded. 

11 -Sub assignment of Error 5 

12 The City failed to consider, evaluate, plan implementation approaches or otherwise 

13 ensure extensiori-ofnew services does not diminish delivery of those same s~ices to 

14 existing areas and residents in the city as a whole despite substantial evidence in the record 

15 which indicates that deli very of services to the existing city as a whole will be diminished. 

16 OCCP Policy 14.3.1, Goal 14.4, and Policy 14.4.2 concern how development of the 

17 concept plan will affect services to existing areas and costs and benefits to the city. 

18 The City addresses conveying sewage (Rec. 19, 25), but it does not address that area 

19 sewage plant capacity probl~ms (Rec. 856, 857) could diminish City services or recreation. 

20 Some of the concept plans assumptions are unreliable and could cause complete 

21 traffic failure and diminisbment of the ability of the whole City to use its roads e.g. the 

22 failure to plan needed off-site road improvements (Rec. 423 red) and the assumption half the 
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residents road trips won't occur68
. Rec. 420,731. Because the City has not demonstrated 

2 that it has the funds to implement the necessary transportation and other public facility 

3 improvements, this alone would cause development of the concept plan to diminish public 

4 facilities for the existing city; Rec. 429 Qeft cplumn) illustrates conditions if the c<mcept 

5 plan were built without the improvements at Rec. 432 (assuming $125M in improvements 

6 were already made). Rec. 15 82. 

7 Substantial.evidence in the record indicates that, even with all the assumed and 

8 planned improvements at a cost of_near $200 million (Rec. 412, 432, 1582), the level of 

9 service (LOS) will diminish for existing residents at nearly every intersection, because the 

10 City had the consultant develop the plan with a target level of service D 69
, while existing 

11 levels of service ,are more often above level of service D. Compare 1876 (Existing Traffic 

12 LOS) and 431 (Mitigated Build LOS), 447; Appendix G The study also shows the level of 

13 service dipping below the required· level of D to E at two intersection. Appendix G. 

I 4 . The_,City has not compared the costs and benefits to the city as a whole. 
/ 

15 There must be adeqti.ate plans in place or at l!'!ast an adequate factual basis to 

16 demonstrate that faciiities and services can reasonably be provided to the UGB expansion 

17 area without leaving the area already included within the UGB with inadequate facilities and 

18 s~ces. Concerned Citizens of the Upper Rogue v. Jackson County, LUBA 95- I 73. 

~ ~ . ·. . . 
68 .The Updated Future Traffic Conditions Analysis as~umes 15, 140 of 29 ,685-new trips wouldri;t affect are& 
roads. Rec. 420. The state reviewer disbelieved this. Rec. 731 Comments 11 and 12. 
69 "Commissioner Wuest did not catch one thing. What was the level of service you designed the intersection 
for or p1an'foi:7 Mr. Brehmer replied what we were trying to do with minimum operating stand~s level of 
service D. That was the mini.mum target we were trying to get to," Rec. 196-F. '.'Commissioner Mabee 
s!Ud ... Kittleson did the study to our level of service, our acceptable level of service ... We told them that was 
the minimum acceptable ... Mr. Konkol said the Code spell out level of service acceptable." Rec. 196-G. "Mr. 
Brehmer ... One of the big picture goals ... was to the extent possible keep the size of Beavercreek down to a 
three-lane a.-t.erial ... We were tryir;gnot ... to widen Beavercreek ... Commissioner Mabee said that would 
make it an A. Mr. Brehmer said that was one of the overriding goals we were trying to do ... meet those 
minimum operating standards ... '~ Rec. 196-E. · 
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1 Because substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that the development of the 

2 concept plan will diminish public facilities and services including transportation to the city 

3 as a whole and the city has not considered and assessed the costs and benefits to the city in 

4 violation of OCCP Policy 14.3.2, Goal 14.4, and Policy 14.4.2, the decision must be 

5 reversed. 

' · .· 

6 Sub assignment Of Error C'i 

7 The City failed to show compliance with the Findings of Resolution 07-24 which 

8 deferred annexation compliance to the concept plan as decided by Graser~Lindsey v. Oregon 

9 City, 56 Or LUBA 504 (2008). 

10 LUBA stated concerning this post-annexation planning process: 

11 "the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan planning process· .. . will establish the nature of 
12 that urbaniza~on and how the necessary public facilities will be provided and paid 
] 3 for ... II 27:23-25 
l 4 " ... how those needed public facilities and services will be paid for when the subject 
15 property does urbanize. Those determinations wiiJ be made in the Beavercreek Road 
16 Co~ept Plan planning process. 29: 19-30:2 
17 "Th'.e underlying purpose of OCCP Goal 14 .4 and related .. , provisions appears to be 
18 to ensure.,. concept plans 'will provide ... adequate and sufficient public facilities are 
19 extended to annexed areas as they urbanize in a way that does not financially burden 
20 Qr adversely affect public facilities ~d services in other parts of the city." 20:4-9. 

21 As previously discussed above, the City did not show how the necessary public facilities 

22 will be provided and paid for in a way that does not financially burden or adversely affect 

23 public facilities and services in other parts of the city as required by its Findings to 

24 Resolution 07-24. Consequently, the City's decision must be remanded. 

25 Subassignment of Error 7 

26 The City failed to comply with Statewide Planning Goals 5 and 7. 
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1 Goal 5 and OCCP 5.4.5, 5.4.7, and 5.4.16 require protectio:n of streams and wetlands 

2 and Goal 7 deals with natural hazards and landslides. 

3 Metro's Goal 5 Map shows a green-colored stream across the site. (North of Loder 

4 Rd.,'this stre~ is the canyon labeled E3). Rec. 1512, 724. The concept plan says, "The 

5 location and linearity of the park was first indicated by Metro's Goal 5 mappi?g." Rec. 54-

6 55. However, the park and creek are not co-located70 and no such implementation mea.Sure 

7 is planned. To the contrary, developers got the park shrunk (Rec. 1077-1078, 293, 295, 314 

8 Konkol) and the findings state ''the code~ allow flexibility ... ". Rec. 16. ·The plan does 

9 not comply with Goal 5 and the Findings do not address this disconnect. 

10 The concept plan violated Goal 7 concerning reducing the _risk to people and property 

11 from landslides, when at the developers' request (Rec. 721 "490'', 1077) but without 

12 geological landslide data (e.g. Rec. 687 Thayer N), it changed the plan (Rec. 1328-1330, 

13 where 490 feet was mis-written as "190") to permit development on th.e steep slope of 

14 Thllnble Crkek canyon below 490-foot elevation. Rec. 16, 56, 724 E5 . The plan does not 
/ 

15 comply with Goal 7. 

' 16 Because of its Goal 5 and 7 violations, the decision must be reversed or remanded. 

17 Snbassigmnent of Error 8 

18 The City failed to provide the basis for specific linplementation measures in that the 

19 concept plan give little indication what implementation measures there might be. Goal 2 

20 requires the concept plan serve as a. basis for implementation measures. The city relies on 

70 E.g. "CentraJ Park was not based on what was quoted ... Metro's Goal 5 mapping . .. " Rec. I077·and 
personal communication between Petitioner and Joe Dills ofOtak in 2007 arolilld Rec. 683. 
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about half the new traffic using area roads (Rec. 420; 731 Comments 11 and 12; FN 68) and 

2 implementation measures would be necessary to assure this happeru. There is no park 

3 implementation measure to comply with Goal 5. The Findings are conclusionary when 

4 stating there are "adequate implementation measures" when the text is vague about any and 

5 it acknowledges none have been adopted. Rec. 15; FN 2. Consequently, the concept plan 

6 does not comply with Goal 2 and the decision must be remanded. 

7 Subassignm1;mt of Error 9 

8 The City is not able to properly plan public facilities and services for the concept 

9 plan area, because complying uses remain unknown. Goals 2, 11, 12, Metro Code 3.07.1120 

10 and related law require public facilities and services be planned. Because the City is out of · 

11 compliance with Metro 3.07 Title 4 and relate.<! law and the concept plan subdistricts need to 

12 be reconceived, the resulting, complying uses are currently unknown. The uses of land 

13 must be known for the City to be able to properly plan public facilities and services as the 

14 law requires. 1000 Friends of Oregon v. North Plain, LUBA 93-154, p . 23 and Graser-
/ . 

15 Lindsey v. Oregon City, 56 Or LUBA 504 71
. Consequently, the decision must be reversed. 

16 TIDRD ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR 
-17 
18 Oregon City Erred In Adopting Oregon City Ordinance 07-1008 When (1) The 
19 Concept Plan Is Out Of Compliance With OCCP P. 16 #3 And The Findings Are 
20 ID.sufficient And Not Supported By SubsUl.Dtial Evidence In The Record; (2) 
21 The Process Violated The Substantial Rights Of The Petitioner, And (3) The 
22 Citizen Involvemen~-Process For AdopfuigThe Concept Plan Did Not Comply 
23 With The Acknowledged Citizen In~olvement Program Or Statewide Planning 
24 Goal 1; The Findings Were Insufficient To Support The Decision And Not 
25 Supported By An Adequate Factu~ Basis,_ And Substantial Evidence In The 
26 Whole Record Shows The Citizen Involvement As Out Of Compliance. 

71 "Until the city kriows how the annexed area will urbanize, i.e. until the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan is 
completed, it is not possible [to] consider 'the effects on public services imd the benefits to the city as a whole' 
in any meaningful way. That is why the city has effectively deferred that consideration to the Beavercreek 
Road Concept Plan process." Graser-Lindsey v. Oregon City. __ 18 ;8-19, 23: ll-] 5. 
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1 
2 Statewide Planning Goal 1 requires governmental units: 
3 
4 "To develop a citizen involvement prowam that insures the opportunity for citizens 
5 to be involved in,all phases of the planning process. The governing body charged 
6 .·with preparing and adopting a comprehensive plan shall adopt and publicize a 
7 program for citizen involvement that clearly defines the procedures by which the 
8 general public will be involved in the on~going land-use planning process. The 
9 citizen involvement program shall be appropriate to the scale of the planning 

10 effort. The program shall provide for continuity of citizen participation and of 
11 information that enables citizens to identify and comprehend the issues ... The citizen 
I2 involvement program shaHincorporate the following components: 
13 "I. Citizen Involvement -- To provide for widespread citizen involvement. The 
14 citizen involvement program shall involve a cross~section of affected citizens in all 
I5 phases oftbe planning process ... " 
I 6 "3. Citizen· Influence -- To provide the opportunity for citizens to be involved in 
1 7 all phases of the planning process. Citizens shall have the opportunity to be 
I8 involved in the phases of the plamting process ... including Preparation of Plans and 
I9 Implementation Measures, Plan Content, Plan Adoption, Minor Changes and Major 
20 Revisions in the Plan, and lmplemeilliition Measures." 
21 "6. Financial Support- To insure funding for the citizen involvement program." 
22 "A. CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT I. A program for stimulating citizen involveinent 
23 should be developed using a range of 11vailable media ... " 
24 
25 Oregon City Comprehensive Plan states: 
26 
27 Section 1 "This section is intended to show compliance with ... LCDC ... Statewide 
28 Planning Goal 1, Citizen Involvement..." OCCPp. 5. 
29 
30 Goal I.I "Implement a Citizen Involvement Program that will pr<1vide an active 
3] and systematic process for citizen pai;icipation in all phases of the land-use 
32 decision-making process to enable citizens to consider and act upon a broad 
33 range of issues affecting the livability, community sustainability, and quality of 
34 neighborhoods and the community as a whole." 
35 
3 6 Goal 1.2 ''Ensure that citizens, neighborhood groups, and affected property owners 
3 7 are involved in all phases of the comprehensive planning program." 
38 
3 9 Goal 1.3 "Provide education for individuals, groups, and communities to ensure 
40 effective participation in decision-making processes that affect the livability of 
41 neighborhoods." 
42 
43 Goal 1.4 "Provide complete information for individuals, groups, and communities to 
44 participate in public policy planning and implementation of policies." 
45 
46 Policy I .4. I "Notify citizens about community involvement opportunities when 
4 7 they occur." 
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] 

2 Goal 1.8 "Establish and support citizen advisory committees and commissions." 
3 
4 Policy 1.8. l "Identify the areas of City government in "Which the counsel of a formal 
5 citizen advisory committee or commission is warranted ... " 
6 
7 Policy l .8.2 "Solidt and support citizen participation on citizen advisory committees 
8 and commissions." 
9 

10 In -addition the OCCP gives a related criterio~-72 for evaluating the comprehensive plan: 
11 
12 "Whether the Plan still reflects community needs, desires, attitudes and conditions. 
13 This shall include changing demographic patterns and economics." OCCP p. 16. 
14 
15 Subassignment of Error 1 

16 The concept plan does not comply with OCCP p. 16#3 and findings to the contrary 

17 are conclusionary and disregard substantial evidence in the record. 

18 OCCP p. 16 #3 identifies community desires and attittides about the plan as relevant 

19 to amending the comprehensive plan. · 

20 Concerning OCCP p. 16 criterion #3, the findings claim: "Citizen input was critical 

21 to ensure that the community 's desires and attitudes would be reflected in the Concept 

22 Plan ... The concept plan is a reflection of the needs, desires, attitudes and conditions of the 

23 community . . . " Rec. 12-13. As discussed inAOE 3 B below, the City failed to consider the 

24 bclk73 of the citizen input which occurred in early stages of the concept-plan process during 

25 the citizen involvement activities the Findings list74
. Rec. 12-13. The findings are 

26 conclusionary when they claim the concept plan complies with OCCP p. 16 #3, when they 

27 present no evidence of "the community's desires arid attitudes" to support this claim, 

28 evidence of "the community's desires and attitudes" has largely been omitted from the 

29 record~ and the substantial eviderice in the Record indicates "the community;s desires and 

n The Findings mention this criterion. Rec. JO, 12-13. 
73 More citiz.ens participated in the early process (Rec. 93-10 I), while only a very few attended and/or testified 

at the city commission hearings. 
' 4 "Twelve meetings .. . two open houses ... a design workshop . .. " Rec. 12-13. 
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1 attitudes" ran in opposition to the concept plan. Rec. 1496, 786 & 1587-1593 (second open 

2 house), 758, 709, 710, 850-851 , 895-896, 1099; Second Rec. Supp. 179-180. Local 

3 governments are to explain the rule, the consideration of it and the weighing in the findings . 

4 Tollefson v. Jackson County. 51 Or LUBA 790 (2006); Kautson Family, LLC v. City of 

5 Eugene. 48 Or LUBA 399 (2005); Lathop v. Wallowa County. 25 Or LUBA 693 (1993). 

6 The decision violates OCCP p . 16 #3 for the reasons stated and the findings are 

7 inadequate to support the decision and it must be reversed or remanded. 

8 Subassignment of Error 2 

9 The process violated the substantial rights of the petitioner. 

10 OAR 661-010-0071 provides for decisions to be remanded when they prejudice the 

11 substantial rights of the petitioner. 

12 The $Ubstantia1 rights of the petitioner were violated when she did not get notice of 

13 the final resumed hearings on the Beavercreek Road concept plan and consequently could 

14 not attend the hearings due to the road sign not being updated and being removed around the 

15 time of the first city co~ssion hearing (Appendix D -- the pict:ure dated "11114/07" 

16 shows the "Sept. 24, 2007" planning commission' hearing b:ing advertised rather than the 

17 10122107 meeting), Rec. 863, Rec. Table of Contents Exhibits 3 8-40., due to not receiving 

18 mailjngs and due to the continuity of the process being lost by the 10ng delay between Jan. 

19 and Sept. (e.g. 151 S Rec. 11 and 14 -- "Staff requests .. : continues ... "). Goal .1 requires "the 

20 program shall provide for continuity of citizen participation" and OCCP requires "notify 

21 citizens". 

22 Petitioner 's substantial rights were violated when the adopted decision is not clear in 

23 the Record and she cannot fine! !he concept plan "Technical Appendix (Under Separate 

24 Cover)" (Rec. 33) or the "Ancillary Documents" adopted by the Ordinance (Rec. 5) in the 
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1 ! Record nor the many references throughout the plan e.g. C6 and H3 at Rec. 68 or C3, D, and 

2 Eat Rec. 73; as a result of not finding the relevant documents, she left certain ar~ments 

3 · out of her brief. During Record Objections, when she asked where C2 and G were in the 

4 record (Precautionary Record Objections, page 6:4-5), she was given 2 options for-C2 

5 (Response to Petitioner's Record Objections, page 4: 19-20), she does not have a concrete 

6! idea what has been adopted. The comprehensive plan including its ancillary documents is 

7 · the fundamental document that governs land use planning. Citizens must be able to rely of 

8 the fact that the acknowledged comprehensive plan and information integrated I that plan 

9 will serve as the basis for land use decisions, rather than running the risk of being 

10 "sandbagged" by government's reliance on new date that is inconsistent with the 

11 . information on which the comprehensive plan was based . 1000 Friends of Oregon v. City of 
I 

12 Dundee. 203 Ore. App. 207 (2005). 

13 The Petitioner's substantial rights were violated when the City accepted new 

14! evidence an9- testimony (e.g. in Aug. 2008, Rec. 293-294, 447-453) after the public 

15' testimony part of the hearing was closed April 16, 2008 (Rec. 555) and the record was 
/ 

16 closed June 4, 2008 (Appendix H; Rec. Items Retained C April 16, 2008 Tape 2 Side 1 

17 Count 63 7) and the Co:inmission Reports prepared by the staff indicated the process had 

1 s· moved to the First Reading on June 4, 2008 (Rec: 533), so she was not able to provide 

· 19 testimony about these new items. 

20i Because the City committed procedural errors which prejudiced the substantial rights 

21 of the petitioner, the decision must be remanded. 

22; [Subassigmnent of Error· 3 C will be argued on page 51 if LUBA allows this Petition 

2l for Review to go over length.] 

24 V. CONCLUSION 
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In this decision, Oregon City disregarded laws at all levels including on proper 

2 planning of :industrial lands, providing for public facilities and services and following an 

3 acknowledged citizen involvement plan, so the de"cision to adopt Ordinance 07- 1008 and the 

4 Beavercreek Road Concept Plan should be reversed. 
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DATED this 15th day of May, 2009. 

By: &+.Jh!µ2;~~ 
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Community Development - Planning 

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

CITY STAFF DISTRIBUTION 

D BUI LDING OFFICIAL ,; 

lAND USE APPUCATION TRANSMITTAL 
July 24, 2014 

MAIL-OUT DISTRIBUTION 

D DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MANAGER ../ 
CJ NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION _Caufield ../ 
CJ NATURAL RESOURCES COMM. (NRC) 

D PUBLIC WORKS- OPERATIONS v' 

D CITY ENGINEER ,/ 

D PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR 
D TECHNICAL SERVICES (GIS) ./ 
D PARKS MANAGER ../ 

D ADDRESSING 
D POLICE ../ 

TRAFFIC ENGINEER 

D REPLINGER AND ASSOCIATES ../ 

Mailed Notice to County CPO's 

CJ CLACKAMAS COUNTY TRANSP. & PLANNING ../ 
CJ CLACKAMAS FIRE DISTRICT #1 ./ 

CJ ODOT - Division Review " 
CJ OREGON CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT -/ 
CJ TRI-MET ./ 

CJ METRO ./ 

CJ OREGON CITY POSTMASTER 
CJ DLCD 
CJ CITY ATTORNEY ./ 

D OTHER: ~~~~~~ 

D Central Pt-New Era-Leland I Holcomb-Outlook/Beavercreek ../ 

Mailed Notice 
CJ Wit hin 300' ' 

PUBLIC COMMENTS DUE: 

REVIEW COMMENTS DUE: 
HEARING DATE: 
HEARING BODY: 

FILE# & TYPE: 

PLANNER: 

PROJECT WEBSITE: 
live-work-units 
APPLICANT: 
LOCATION: 

6:00 p.m., August 11, 2014 

6 :00 PM, August 25, 2014 
Type II - Not applicable 
_JQL_Staff Review; __ PC~ __ cc 
SP 14-01: Site Plan and Design Review for a 121-unit Apartments and 62 Live-Work Units 
on 9.7 acres (Zoned MUC-1) - East side of Beavercreek Road 

Pete Walter, AICP, Planner (503) 496-1568 
http://www.orcitv. o rg/pla n n i ng/lan d usecase/sp-14-01-bea vercree k-road-a partmen ts-

Beavercreek Road, LLC, Attn: Andrew Brand 

19&96 B.eavercreek Rd, Oregon City OR 97045 (See Vidnity Map on Public Notice) 

Clackamas County Map 3-2E-10C Tax Lot 800 
This application material is referred to you for your information, study and official comments. If hard copies are required, please contact the 

Planning Department. Your recommendations and suggestions will be used to guide the Planning staff when review ing this proposal. If you 
wish to have your comments considered and incorporated into the st aff report, please return the attached copy of this form to facilitate the 

processing of this application and ensure prompt consideration of your recommendations. 
Please check the appropriate spaces below. Attach additional pages if needed. 

The proposal does not conflict with our interests. 

The proposal would not conflict our interest s if 
the changes noted below are included. 

x. The proposal conflicts with our interests 

for the reasons stated below. 

PLEASE RETURN YOUR COPY OF THE APPLICATION AND MATERIAL WITH THIS FORM. 



Stephen Gufreda 
15550 S Old Acres Lane 

Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

Oregon City Community Development 
SP 14-01 
Pete Walker AICP Planner 
221 Molalla Ave #200 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 

Dear Sirs, 

I appose the proposed development at 19896 Beavercreek Ad. , Oregon City. Oregon 
97045. This development will put undo burden on the existing infrastructure. 

For example: 

The traffic is already at high level on the single lane road of Beavercreek Rd. with the 
high school and the collage traffic not to mention the thousands of homes further out the 
Beavercreek Ad area. The vehicles turning into and out of this development could likely 
create a situation of gridlock on the surrounding surface streets. 

The sewage generated by an additional 112 units of apartments and 62 live work units 
may overload this system. 

This development will increase the pedestrian traffic and it is already very unpleasant to 
walk Beavercreek Rd. 

Will the police department be able to adequately patrol this area of mass housing and 
the activity which usually attaches itself to these high density developments. 

In conclusion, this proposal is not needed nor is compatible with the the rural nature of 
the community. Also, we are loosing the open space that all the folks living out here 
enjoy. 

Thank you, 

Stephen Gufreda 
stephen@bctonline.com 
503.621 .6064 



CITY STAFF DISTRIBUTION 

0 BUILDING OFFICIAL ./ 

Community Development - Planning 

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

LAND USE APPLICATION TRANSMITTAL 
July 24, 2014 

MAIL-OUT DISTRIBUTION 

D 
0 DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MANAGER ./ 
O PUBLIC WORKS- OPERATIONS ./ 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION _Caufield ./ 
0 NATURAL RESOURCES COMM. (NR-C) . - ,..., 
0 CLACKAMAS COUNTY TRANSP. & P[ANNINs:¥ 

0 CITY ENGINEER ./ 
0 PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR ./ 
D TECHNICAL SERVICES (GIS) ./ 
D PARKS MANAGER ./ 
D ADDRESSING 
D POLICE ./ 
TRAFFIC ENGINEER 

O REPLINGER AND ASSOCIATES ./ 

Mailed Notice to County CPO's 

O CLACKAMAS FIRE DISTRICT #1 ./ ..:. ::,: 
0 ODOT - Division Review ./ ' - , ::;.; c;: 
O OREGON CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT ./ ~~ '4") 

0 TRI-MET ./ ·~ I 'i 

O METRO ./ .! :;::. 
·~ ... ..:: ,1. , 0 OREGON CITY POSTMASTER 

O DLCD 
D CITY ATTORNEY ./ 

O OTHER:------

..:o ., 

., 
.,._ 

D Central Pt-New Era-Leland I Holcomb-Outlook/ Beavercreek ./ 
Mailed Notice 

D Within 300' ./ 

PUBLIC COMMENTS DUE: 

REVIEW COMMENTS DUE: 

HEARING DATE: 

HEARING BODY: 

FILE# & TYPE: 

PLANNER: 

PROJECT WEBSITE: 

live-work-units 

APPLICANT: 

LOCATION: 

6:00 p.m ., August 11, 2014 

6:00 PM, August 25, 2014 

Type II - Not applicable 
.JQL_Staff Review; __ PC; __ cc 
SP 14-01: Site Plan and Design Review for a 121-unit Apartments and 62 live-Work Units 

on 9.7 acres {Zoned MUC-1) - East side of Beavercreek Road 

Pete Walter, AICP, Planner {503 ) 496-1568 

http://www.orcity.org/p la n n i ng/la ndusecase/sp-14-01-beavercreek-road-a pa rt me nts-

Beavercreek Road, LLC, Attn: Andrew Brand 

19896 Beavercreek Rd, Oregon City OR 97045 (See Vicinity Map on Public Notice) 

Clackamas County Map 3-2E-10C Tax Lot 800 
This application material is referred to you for your information, study and official comments. If hard copies are required, please contact the 
Planning Department. Your recommendations and suggestions will be used to guide the Planning staff when reviewing this proposal. If you 
wish to have your comments considered and incorporated into the staff report, please return the attached copy of this form to facilitate the 
processing of this application and ensure prompt consideration of your recommendations. 

Please check the appropriate spaces below. Attach additional pages if needed. 

The proposal does not conflict with our interests. 

The proposal would not conflict our interests if 
the changes noted below are included. 

The proposal conflicts with our interests 
for the reasons stated below. 

Signed _______________________ _____ _ 

Title _____________________________ _ 

PLEASE RETURN YOUR COPY OF THE APPLICATION AND MATERIAL WITH THIS FORM. 
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Mr. Pete Walter, Planner August 11, ~fil 4 -
-. ,,,.. -0 City of Oregon City Community Development 

221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

RE: SP 14-01: Site Plan and Design Review for a 121-unit Apartments 
and 62 Live-Work Units on 9.7 acres (Zoned MUC-1) 
East side of Beavercreek Road 

.; ,..; :it 

·:: Cl -.. 

This is a Land Use Application Transmittal from The Hamlet of Beavercreek regarding 
the subject proposed Site Plan and Design Review. After meeting to study the 
application, SP 14-01, The Hamlet of Beavercreek cannot support this Land Use 
application for the following reasons: 

1) First and foremost, the 6,500 citizens ofThe Hamlet of Beavercreek (HOB) were not 
notified by the City of Oregon City of the subject Land Use application, SP 14-01. 

On October 6th, October 13th and October 20th, 2010, the Hamlet of Beavercreek both 
testified and presented their letters to the City of Oregon City over this same Land Use, 
which was then application ZC 10-01 and PZ 10-01. 

Testimony in 2010 spoke of the lack of Land Use notification to the HOB, and how the 
Planning Commission already had, on August 30th, 2010, met and approved the land use 
application ZC 10-01 and PZ 10-01. Mayor Norris did grant the HOB an additional 
seven day time period in which to respond their concerns to the City. The HOB did 
timely respond on October 13th, 2010, which was followed by a request from the HOB 
that "we hope in the future that Oregon City will notify the Hamlet in a more timely 
fashion, giving them the necessary time to study the land use file and reply." 

The HOB does note, that on the Land Use Application Transmittal of July 24th, 2014, the 
City has checked off that the Central Pt-New Era-Leland/Holcomb-Outlook/Beavercreek 
CPO's and Hamlet were notified. We do not know who may have received this notice, 
but the HOB did not, and we are asking once again that ALL Land Use applications be 
sent to the Hamlet. 

MESSAGE PHONE 503-632- 8370 



2) We noted that on July 29th, 2013, an Invitation was sent to the Caufield 
Neighborhood Association, by Evergreen Housing, to meet on August 15th, 2013 at 
McLoughlin Hall at Clackamas Community College. The meeting was arranged to help 
the Neighborhood Association learn about a new 239 unit market rate multi-family 
development proposed at 19896 S Beavercreek Rd in Oregon City. We are extremely 
concerned that the "6,500 people living in Beavercreek" were completely ignored and 
not invited to this same meeting. The lives of these 6,500 people are dramatically 
impacted by all development that is proposed for Beavercreek Road. 

3) The HOB objects to any parking on an Arterial, presenting too much danger for both 
motorists and citizens, and is not appropriate when there is a large High School just 
across the street. 

4) When speed limits in the Beavercreek/Meyers area are slow, traffic and commutes are 
slowed. The ability for Ambulance, Fire and Police to reach areas of Beavercreek will be 
highly compromised. 

5) We believe the Traffic Counts per day are incorrect as only Residential units were 
considered. When adding in the Live-Work commercial units, these counts will become 
much higher. The Traffic Counts need to be corrected to reflect ALL incoming and 
outgoing trips. 

6) Beavercreek Rd is currently three lanes at this location. When considering the 
addition of sidewalks, bike lanes, parallel parking pockets, and street trees, these 
additions will dramatically narrow this important arterial which is already close to 
failing. Even the citizens from the Caufield Neighborhood Association stated that traffic 
is becoming "tight" here. 

7) Only 1.82 stalls per unit is not enough. For the Live-Work units, where will all the 
clients park? For the residential units, many young people attending the High School 
and College will share only one apartment and 1.82 units will not be sufficient. 

8) Both I-205 and Hwy 213 are expected to fail before the next twenty years per the 
model used and there are NO state dollars to expand. 

9) On August 17th, 2010, a letter was sent from ODOT to Pete Walter, City Planner, 
stating that ODOT recognizes that the westbound right turn lane is also needed to 
mitigate for the traffic impacts associated with the Beavercreek Concept Plan. Therefore, 
it is recommended that the applicant be conditioned to contribute their proportionate 
share of the right tum lane based on their traffic impact. Additional analysis may be 
needed to determine proportionate share in relationship to the broader Beavercreek 



Concept Plan area. ODOT supports the A s and recommended mitigation identified 
in the TIA with the following provisions to ensure no significant effect on OR 213. 

a) The City of Oregon City documents through the land use decision that the 
Meyers Road extension improvement is "reasonably likely" to be provided by the 
planning horizon (year 2027) 

b) The land use decision includes a condition requiring the applicant to contribute 
funding to City of Oregon City for the construction of the westbound right turn lane at 
the OR 213/Meyers Rd Intersection. 

The HOB requests the City to answer the above ODOT concerns and state whether 
identified provisions will be completed, when, by whom and how financed. 

10) The HOB requests additional information about the "skew" at Beavercreek & 
Meyers. 

Lastly, the HOB sent three letters to the City in 2010 (attached), with concerns which 
have gone unanswered and we ask that the City respond to the HOB regarding the 
following: 

In our letter of October 13th, 2010, first paragraph of Pg.3, "Testimony was given at both 
the September 15th and October 6th, 2010 hearings regarding financial concerns on the 
part of the applicant. The applicant explained that he is seeking a Zone change for this 
property which will allow him to obtain the necessary financing for this parcel and that 
apparently without a Zone change the lender may consider foreclosure. City Attorney, 
Ed Sullivan, quickly brought to the attention of the Commission that they cannot 
consider the financial concerns of the applicant as part of their decision to approve, or 
disapprove, these land use applications." 

The above testimony seriously questions the applicant's ability of contributing funding 
to the City of Oregon City for the construction of the westbound right turn lane at the 
OR 213/Meyers Rd intersection. We ask the City to publicly divulge the total amount of 
funding required from the applicant, when are monies due to the City and what measures 
are in place to ensure that the applicant has the ability to pay the total amount of his 
share of the funding. 

In our letter of October 20th, 2010, two serious conditions were brought forward that the 
City continues to ignore. Page 2, paragraph 4, "Also, under transportation in the city's 
staff memorandum, city staff states the TIA was prepared in consultation with and 
reviewed by ODOT and city staff and found to comply with all applicable transportation 
standards." "We point out, once again, that the HOB was not invited to be a part of 



these meetings and therefore their conce""re never heard." 

Page 3, last paragraph, "Additionally, we understand from County staff that Mr. Konkol 
has informally agreed to send all future land use application notices to both the HOB, 
the Holcomb-Outlook CPO and the Central Point-Leland-New Era CPO, which are the 
three CPO's bordering the City of Oregon City. The HOB requests the City Commission 
to act upon this agreement tonight by formally writing this agreement into City Code, 
and after approved, we ask that all land use notices be sent by both U.S. Mail as well as 
e-mail, as a precaution in the event that mail is not timely delivered." 

We ask once again that Oregon City comply with the above agreement and take steps to 
ensure that the HOB is informed by both mail and e-mail of all future land use 
applications. 

R;Jr;en~ezo of~e Hamlet of Beavercreek 

CVhr~ K ~ 1stme osms i 

Corresponding Secretary and Co-Speaker 
The Hamlet of Beavercreek 
Cor.Sec@Beavercreek.org 

encl: October 6th, 2010 letter from The Hamlet of Beavercreek to Oregon City 
October 13th, 2010 letter from The Hamlet of Beavercreek to Oregon City 
October 20th, 2010 letter from The Hamlet of Beavercreek to Oregon City 
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.Alice Norris, Mayor October 6, 201~~ 
Jim Nicita, Commissioner 
Daphne Wuest, Commi$ioner 
Doug Neeley, Commissioner 
Rocky Smith, Commissioner 
David Frasher, City Manager 
City of Oregon City 

RE: Land Use Application.ZC 10-01 and PZ 10-01 
19896 Beavercreek Road - Meyers and Beavercreek Road Intersection 
9.59 Acre Parcel brought into the UGB in 1979, annexed to the city in 2008 
Contiguous to the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan 

Honorable Mayor Norris and City Commission: 

The Hamlet of Beavercreek enters this letter into the City of Oregon City records and 
requests the Oregon City Commission remand the above Land Use applications back 
to the Oregon City Planning Commission for the purpose of re-opening th~ hearings to 
public testimony. Our request is based on the following information. 

The Hamlet is enclosing a copy of a notice generated by Oregon City Community 
Development-PJanning. The notice iS marked mailed July 16th, 2010 and describes a 
hearing on ZC 10-01 and PZ 10-01 to be held Monday, August 30th, 2010. The 
notice was mailed from the Oregon City Planning Division to the Hamlet of 
Beavercreek, Postmarked September 3rd, 2010, (copy enclosed). This notice was 
received by the Hamlet of Beavercreek AFTER THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
ALREADY MET ON AUGUST 3om AND APPROVED THE LAND USE 
APPLICATION for forwarding to the City Commission at it's next meeting on 
September 15th, 2010. 

', 

MESSAGE PHONE 503- 632-8370 



We draw your attention to the Oregon City "Notice of Public Hearing" which states 
the Notice was mailed, July 16, 2010. In.fine print, your Notice states " The 
application and all documents submitted by or on behalf of the applicant are 
available for inspection at no cost at the Oregon City Planning Division on Molalla 
Avenue in Oregon City. The staff report, with all the applicable approval criteria, 
will also be available for inspection seven days prior to the hearing. Any interested 
party may testify at the public hearing and/or submit written testimony at or prior to 
the close of the City Commission hearing. 

Written comments must be received by close of business at City Hall 10 days before 
the scheduled hearing to be included in the staff report. Written comments received 
within 10 days of the hearing will be provided to the Commission at the hearing. " 

The Hamlet of Beavercreek and its citizens were deprived of inspecting these 
applications and documents. They were deprived of having the ability to testify at the 
public hearing and/or submitting written testimony prior to the close of the City 
Commission hearing within your time frame. They were deprived because they did 
not receive notice of these Hearin2s! 

· Both city records and the Agenda from the City Commission meeting of September 
15th, 2010 clearly show that the above Land Use applications were brought before the 
City Commission to seek approval for a Zone change from the current zoning ofFUlO 
to MUC-1 for this 9.59 acre parcel which is located at 19896 Beavercreek Road and is 
contiguous to the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan. 

When Mayor Norris opened the meeting, on September 15th, 2010, to "citizen 
comments", Christine Kosinski, a member of the Hamlet of Beavercreek made 
comments to the Commission and inquired why the Hamlet of Beavercreek was not 
notified of the hearings in front of the Planning Commission on August 30th, 2010? 
Mrs. Kosinski further commented that there are about 6500 citizens in Beavercreek 
who rely daily on Beavercreek Road since this is virtually the only way "in and out" 
of Beavercreek. She further commented that this 9.59 acre parcel is contiguous to the 
Beavercreek Rd Concept Plan, and therefore the Hamlet should have been notified 
of these hearings since the same requirements that applied to the Concept Plan should 
apply to this 9.59 acre parcel. She questioned why Oregon City did not recognize 
this fact and that she felt the city had ignored 6500 citizens from having their voices 
and concerns heard in violation of state land use Goal One. 



Tony Konkol, city planner, stated the city had met the legal requirements of notifying 
those within 300 feet of the Land Use application. Then Mr. Konkol stated to the 
Commission, actually we did send notice to the Hamlet, however this was done as an 
"afterthought". 

Commissioner Neeley spoke, asking the Commission to recognize the people of the 
Hamlet of Beavercreek. Commissioner Neeley stated the Commission should not 
vote on the Land Use application until their next meeting, allowing the people of 
Beavercreek to be heard. The Commission approved, -but stated that the Hamlet may 
only bring forth testimony which was brought before the Planning Commission. 

The Minutes of the Planning Commission meeting of August 30th, 2010 state that 
Chair Powell opened the meeting to public testimony, there being none, Chair Powell 
closed the meeting to public comments and subsequently the Planning Commission 
approved Land Use Applications PZ 10-01 and ZC 10-01 which were referred on to 
the City Commission for their next meeting on September 15th, 2010. 

This was a travesty to the people ofBeavercreek. Did the City of Oregon City 
purposefully ignore the Hamlet? Certainly because the Hamlet was not timely 
notified, they now are virtually locked out from giving public testimony since they are 
confined to testify only to comments brought before the Planning Commission, for 
which there were none. 

By not allowing the 6500 people of the Hamlet of Beavercreek to publicly testify, 
whose primary access in and out of Beavercreek, is on Beavercreek Road, the City of 
Oregon City has committed a thoughtless and contemptuous act upon the Hamlet of 
Beavercreek and has breached the requirements of Goal One. 

This land use application is for property that is contiguous to the Beavercreek Road 
Concept Plan, therefore the same requirements should apply and that would be to 
timely notify the Hamlet of Beavercreek of these hearings. 



Furthermore, The Hamlet goes on record stating that it requests the City of Oregon 
City send notice of all Land Use applications which effect it's boundaries on both 
Beavercreek Road and Highway 213. As development occurs in the future along both 
of these two major corridors, traffic from the rural areas will become increasingly 
affected since these are the only two major corridors bringing rural residents into the 
city allowing connection to Oregon's major transportation corridor. The safety of 
these citizens could also become compromised since heavy traffic will slow down the 
response times for Fire, Police and Ambulance. 

With the above information, we ask that you honor our request to remand Land Use 
applications ZC 10-01 and PZ 10-01 back to the City Planning Commission, 
appropriately allowing the voices of the citizens of the Hamlet of Beavercreek to be 
heard. 

Representing the Board of The Hamlet of Beavercreek 

Christine Kosinski 
Corresponding Secretary and Co-Speaker 
The Hamlet of Beavercreek 

Encl: Oregon City Notice of Public Hearing 
Copy of Postmark on envelope-to the Hamlet-dated Sept 03, 2010 

cc: Clackamas County Board of Commissioners 
cc: Steve Wheeler, Clackamas County 
cc: Cam Gilmour, Clackamas County 
cc: Gail Curtis, ODOT 
cc: Hamlet ofMulino 
cc: Hamlet of Molalla Prairie · 
cc: Ray Valone, Metro 
cc: Michael Jordan, Metro 
cc: Carlotta Collette, Metro 
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Alice Norris, Mayor 
Jim Nicita, Commissioner 
Daphne Wuest, Commissioner 
Doug Neeley, Commissioner 
Rocky Smith, Commissioner 
David Frasher, City Manager 
City of Oregon City 

RE: Land Use Application ZC 10-01 and PZ 10-01 
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October 13, ~10 

19896 Beavercreek Road - Meyers and Beavercreek Road Intersection 
9.59 Acre Parcel brought into the UGB in 1979, annexed to the city in 2008 
Contiguous to the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan 

Honorable Mayor and City Commission: 

The Hamlet of Beavercreek enters this letter into the City of Oregon City records in 
reference to land use applications ZC 10-01 and PZ I 0-01. Coinments from the Hamlet, 
based on the Staff Report for the above land use applications, are addressed in this letter 
and consist of concerns for: 

• Title 11 requirements 
• Reduced density 
• Piecemeal development 
• Financial obligations of the applicant 
• Transportadon issues 
• Concerns for Compliance with policy 
• Partnering with your neighboring Hamlets and County CPO's 

Title 11 first requires that local governments place interim measures on the new urban 
land to protect it from urbanization before a plan is completed and adopted. When new 
land is brought into the urban growth boundary, Metro collaborates with local cities and 
counties to plan how the new communities will be developcxl and served by roads, 
schools and other urban services. 

MESSAGE PHONE 503--632- 8370 



In December 2002, the Metro Council voted to expand the urban growth boundary by 
18,638 acres. In 2004 and 2005, the Metro Council voted to expand the urban growth 
boundary by an additional 2,500 acres for industrial land purposes. Before this land is 
converted from rural to urban use, Metro requires that it be planned by the local city or 
county that will provide services for the new urban area. 

This 9.59 acre parcel was previously part of the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan and 
subject to Title 11 requirements. Oregon City now proposes to develop this parcel 
separately and states Title 11 will not apply since this property was brought into the UGB 
in 1979 (prior to Title 11 requirements), and furthermore, is no longer subject to Title 11 
requirements since the Concept plan has not been approved. 

We question Title 11 status for this property. Please clarify if this parcel was under Title 
11 when part of the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan. And if so, then explain why the 
City now states that it is not? Also, because this parcel was not annexed into the City 
until 2008, when Metro required compliance with Title 11, wouldn't this property now be 
subject to the requirements of Title 11? 

The proposed density for this 9 .59 acre parcel was much higher when part of the 
Beavercreek Road Concept Plan under MEV zoning, however now the density is being 
reduced. The city must transfer this density and where will that be? Understand that as 
the city transfers density further out, the rural lands of the Hamlet of Beavercreek and 
other surrounding County CPO's will be pressured by urbanization coming directly up 
against their boundaries. 

Testimony was brought forward by a member of the Hamlet of Beavercreek, stating that 
taking this 9.59 acre parcel out of the Concept Plan would allow for "piecemeal 
development". The Beavercreek Road Concept Plan, as well as Title 4 land, has not been 
planned or approved, therefore we do not know what the plan will look like. If 
development begins on this 9 .59 acre parcel prior to the Concept Plan being planned and 
approved, then how will the city and developer understand the proper development of this 
parcel s9 that it actually blends in with the Concept Plan and appears as though it is part 
of this entire community? If planning is not correctly executed for this 9.59 acre parcel it 
just could become a project which the city will regret. We do not believe this is what you 
want, but rather we feel you want to develop a concept plan for which you can take much 
pride. 



These slower speeds will queue traffic dramatically and create a traffic mess in this 
vicinity. We bring your attention also to the Traffic Report addressing the intersection of 
Molalla Avenue and Highway 213. The report shows (357) trips onto Molalla without 
the Meyers Road extension and a count of 325 trips with the extension, please explain 
why it would be down 22 trips? Additionally, why would you propose to put even more 
traffic onto the Intersection of Highway 213 and Molalla A venue when this will create a 
heavier back up in traffic? Currently, traffic at the Peak Hour on Highway 213 and 
Molalla backs up to the Haggen' s Market and beyond. 

Again, the proposal to extend Meyers Road does not make any sense. This is a small 
two-way street with stop signs only and no signal until Warner Milne Road. The only 
way that an extension of Meyers Road will be helpful is if the City dramatically improves 
Meyers Road and puts it through to Leland Rd, preventing traffic from being dumped 
onto Highway 213. In it's current state, Meyers Road is not beneficial in any way to 
moving anything other than lesser amounts of traffic east and west between Beavercreek 
Rd and Glen Oak Rd. 

Finally, let us not lose sight of the real elephant in the room, and that is for the 
intersection of Beavercreek Road and Highway 213. This is where our attentions should 
be focused, now and in the future, since this is the true pinch point for vehicular traffic in 
this entire region. Continued stresses, from all future development by the City, will have 
great effects upon this intersection, which even with continual expansion, fails miserably. 

We fail to see how this proposed development will benefit Oregon City. We do not 
understand why you are deviating from the Concept Plan for one property owner? And 
now you are decreasing density, from the previous MEV zoning in the Concept Plan, 
where this property was to be the "cornerstone" of the plan? We question where will the 
density be transferred to within the Concept Plan? Lastly, why are you creating 
absolutely huge expenses for a transportation system that will be needed once 
development is proposed? Why would you do this just for a 9.59 acre parcel? It doesn't 
pen out and seems to be a terrible waste of taxpayer dollars at a time when the economy 
simply does not support this type of wasteful spending. It seems the intelligent and 
prudent decision would be to wait until the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan is designed 
and adopted, along with the Title 4 lands. We feel this 9.59 acre parcel should be placed 
back into the Concept Plan and allowed to be developed as originally intended under 
:MEV zoning. 

The Hamlet ofBeavercreek's Findings in the City's Staff Report is that many 
discrepancies exist in the statements. We do not believe the applicant has adequately 
demonstrated compliance with the Transportation Impacts, nor has the applicant proved 



that a Zone change to MUC-1 would be desirable for this land. Rather it is more 
desirable to return this property to the Concept Plan, allowing it to be developed as 
intended and to be part of a "planned community". This property was intended to be the 
Cornerstone of the Concept Plan, however when taken away from the Concept Plan this 
current land use application will deter from the overall vibrancy and uniqueness 
originally intended for this land. The applicant has not demonstrated compliance with 
Goal 6.1 Air Quality, please note that Beavercreek Road is identified as a transportation 
corridor which is NOT walkable. The Hamlet feels Statewide Goal 14 has not been met. 
The applicant believes the proposed zoning and Comp Plan designation MUC 1 will be 
in concert with the goals of the city. We have already outlined that it would be best to 
keep this parcel in the Concept Plan where it will be developed as a planned community. 
These are just a few ways in which the applicant has failed to adequately demonstrate 
that this is the best use for this 9.59 acre parcel. It is probable that the Hamlet could have 
indicated more discrepancies if it had been given the opportunity to fully participate in 
the hearings before the Planning Commission. 

Our final concern is regarding "Partnering". We ask that Oregon City partner with the 
Hamlet of Beavercreek, as well as other Hamlets and County CPO's bordering Oregon 
City. Often, Oregon City plans development without regards to it's effect upon the 
neighboring communities which is what has happened in these two land use applications. 
Development on either Beavercreek Road or Highway 213 could have detrimental affects 
upon the citizens living in Beavercreek, as well as other outlying rural areas, which is 
why we have placed strong emphasis upon this development. Oregon City seems 
oblivious to issues facing it's neighbors, therefore how can you appropriately plan for the 
future? The answer is, you simply cannot. Only by Partnering with your neighbors will 
you be able to achieve appropriate and efficient planning for this entire section of 
Clackamas County. 

Planning into the future must change. The Hamlet of Beavercreek will be vigilant in the 
future as urban cities expand. We will be vigilant in protecting our rural lands, our small 
farms, our creeks and streams with fish and wildlife. We will protect and preserve our 
rural community and it's way of life. This is what the 6500 citizens of the Hamlet of 
Beavercreek have asked for. They want to design their future and the destiny of their 
community. We ask Oregon City to partner with our Hamlet on all future development 
and we ask that you show respect for our community and that you listen to the 6500 
voices who are asking only to be heard and acknowledged. 



At the October 6th, 2010 City Commission meeting, the city chose to extend an olive 
branch to the Beavercreek community by giving the Hamlet until 5 PM on October 13th to 
submit written testimony, however they are being bound, by the City, to testify only to 
the Staff Report and Application and have been forbidden to bring forth any new facts. 

We continue to feel that Oregon City has breached the requirements of state Goal 1 by 
choosing to ignore the 6500 people of the Hamlet. At the upcoming City Commission 
meeting on October 20th, 2010, the City will have the opportunity to redeem it's latest 
actions upon the Hamlet of Beavercreek by making the decision to remand Land Use 
applications ZC 10-01 and PZ 10-01 back to the Planning Commission allowing the 
Hamlet of Beavercreek to testify to any and all comments, concerns and facts~ rather 
than holding them hostage, stating they can only testify to the Staff Report and 
application. 

The final decision now rests with the City. We ask that you consider the information we 
have brought before you in our letter. We ask that you acknowledge the request of the 
people of the Hamlet of Beavercreek by properly remanding Land Use applications ZC 
10-01 and PZ 10-01 back to the Planning Department allowing them to appropriately 
participate in these land use hearings, as defined under citizen participation, in state 
Goal I. 

Representing the Board of The Hamlet of Beavercreek 

Christine Kosinski 
Corresponding Secretary and Co-Speaker 
The Hamlet of Beavercreek 

cc: Clackamas County Board of Commissioners 
cc: Steve Wheeler, Clackamas County 
cc: Cam Gilmour, Clackamas County 
cc: Gail Curtis, ODOT 
cc: Hamlet of Mulino 
cc: Hamlet of Molalla Prairie 
cc: Ray Valone, Metro 
cc: Michael Jordan, Metro 
cc: Carlotta Collette, Metro 
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October 20, 2010 

19896 Beavercreek Road - Meyers and Beavercreek Road Intersection 
9.59 Acre parcel brought into the UGB in 1979, annexed to the city in 2008 
Contiguous to the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan 

., Honorable Mayor Norris and Commission: 

The Hamlet of Beavercreek enters this letter into the City of Oregon City records for the 
above land use applications. The Hamlet extends their appreciation to Oregon City by 
recognizing the fact that the City gave them 7 days in which to respond to the staff 
report and application from the City. The Hamlet adequately responded within the 
given time frame. 

We bring to your attention, that Tony ·Konkol, Planner for Oregon City, sent e-mail to 
the Hamlet last night at 6:38 PM attaching a staff memorandum from the City in 
response to the many concerns raised by the Hamlet of Beavercreek. Understand, that 
once again, this late notice did not give the Hamlet time to fully study the staff report 
and adequately respond to you tonight. We hope in the future that Oregon City will 
notify the Hamlet in a more timely fashion, giving them the necessary time to study the 
land use file and reply. 

In our letter of October 13th, 2010, the Hamlet brought forth many strong concerns for 
consideration and questioned the reasoning of the City in allowing this zone change to 
be considered for approval. Even though, in Oregon City's staff memorandum, each of 
our concerns were addressed, it is consistently pointed out by city staff that the Hamlet 
of Beavercreek either failed to demonstrate which criteria are not met, or that there are 

MESSAGE PHONE 503- 632- 8370 



no facts offered to support this opinion, or that the Hamlet has submitted no cognizable 
evidence or credible argument to the contrary. 

The Hamlet takes exception to these comments on the part of city staff. If the City had 
been dutiful and a good neighbor, we should have been rightfully notified in July of 
2010 of the Planning Commission hearings for these land use applications. Because the 
Hamlet was notified, after the Planning Commission had already met and approved the 
application, they were completely left out and deprived of having the ability to fully 
participate from the beginning of the hearings in front of the Planning Commission. 

Issues and concerns such as "piecemeal development" were not addressed in your staff 
memorandum and we continue to question the findings in the transportation report. For 
example, the City states it has made the finding that the Meyers Road extension 
improvement is "reasonably likely" to be provided by the planning horizon (year 2027). 
The Hamlet takes exception with the language "reasonably likely" and would like the 
City to replace this with language stating that the Meyers Road extension improvement 
will be built at the time development is approved for both of these land use applications 
at Meyers and Beavercreek Roads. To state "reasonably likely" is not good enough 
since we all recognize the fact that traffic in this area is already very heavy. To wait 
until the year of 2027 is far too late and not acceptable since traffic in this area will 
have become prohibitively difficult. The Hamlet of Beavercreek states that the 
Kittleson report and city staff report fails to identify any true mitigation for the 
transportation issues which currently exist. What you have proposed is simply NO 
mitigation that will be effective for these traffic impacts. 

Also, under transportation in the city's staff memorandum, city staff states ''the TIA 
was prepared in consultation with and reviewed by ODOT and city staff and found to 
comply with all applicable transportation standards." We point out once again that the 
Hamlet of Beavercreek was not invited to be a part of these meetings and therefore their 
concerns were never heard. 

We question the lower density of this 9.59 acre parcel, even though you fail to 
recognize this in your staff memorandum. When this parcel was previously part of the 
Concept Plan, a much larger market and retail center were planned and this area was to 
be the "cornerstone" for this community. By taking it away from the Concept Plan, 
where will your "cornerstone" now be. We continue to have concerns that the city will 
request to transfer density in the future which is certain to place more density towards 
our rural lands. 



We want you to know that the Hamlet does not question that Oregon City can legally do 
this, and we do not question your ability in this land use application, however we do 
question whether this zone change makes sense. Oregon City has dedicated much time, 
energy and hundreds of thousands of dollars into designing and developing a Concept 
Plan. Why is the City now willing to throw all of this away and now consider re-zoning 
this 9.59 acre parcel for just ONE person? Additionally, will the City do this for every 
other person involved in the Concept Plan? Do you realize you are setting a precedent 
for just ONE person? Are you willing to take this risk? 

We wonder why the City is in such a hurry to approve this Zone Change from MEV to 
MUC-1 when the applicant is on record stating they propose NO development at this 
time. It makes more sense for the City to recognize it's neighbors by remanding this 
land use application back to the Planning Commission, allowing the Hamlet of 
Beavercreek to participate in these hearings. 

Oregon City has fought the notification of the Hamlet of Beavercreek on a mere 
technicality. We feel that since this parcel is contiguous to the Beavercreek Road 
Concept Plan, and because 6500 people in the community of Beavercreek must rely 
daily on this road, that notice of the Planning Commission hearings should have been 
timely sent to the Hamlet of Beavercreek. For the record, the Hamlet of Beavercreek 
boundaries are only 826 feet from Land Use application Zl0-01, therefore Oregon City 
is truly fighting the Hamlet over a technicality. 

In ending, we continue to request that the City correct it's past actions upon the Hamlet 
and remand these land use applications back to the Planning Commission. 

Additionally, we understand from County staff that Mr. Konkol has informally agreed 
to send all future land use application notices to both the Hamlet of Beavercreek 
(HOB), the Holcomb-Outlook CPO and the Central Point-Leland-New Era CPO, which 
are the three CPO's bordering the City of Oregon City. The Hamlet of Beavercreek 
requests the City Commission to act upon this agreement tonight by formally writing 
this agreement into City Code, and after approved, we ask that all land use notices be 
sent by both U.S. mail as well as e-mail, as a precaution in the event that mail is not 
timely delivered. 



We sincerely thank you for recognizing the Hamlet of Beavercreek and their concerns 
regarding these land use applications. We look forward to working with you, as a 
partner, on all future land use applications. 

Representing the Board of the Hamlet of Beavercreek 

Christine Kosinski 
Corresponding Secretary and Co-Speaker 
The Hamlet of Beavercreek 
Con-.sec@HamletofBeavercreek.org 

cc: Clackamas County Board of Commissioners 
cc: Steve Wheeler, Clackamas County 
cc: Cam Gilmour, Clackamas County 
cc: Gail Curtis, ODOT 
cc: Hamlet of Mulino 
cc: Hamlet of Molalla Prairie 
cc: Ray Valone, Metro 
cc: lVlichaelJordan,Metro 
cc: Carlotta Collette, Metro 
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Mailed Notice 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS DUE: 
REVIEW COMMENTS DUE: 
HEARING DATE: 

HEARING BODY: 
FILE# & TYPE: 

PLANNER: 
PROJECT WEBSITE: 
live-work-units 

APPLICANT: 
LOCATION: 

6:00 p.m., August 11, 2014 
6:00 PM, August 25, 2014 

Type II - Not applicable 
.JQL_Staff Review; __ PC; __ cc 
SP 14-01: Site Plan and Design Review for a 121-unit Apartments and 62 live-Work Units 
on 9.7 acres (Zoned MUC-1)- East side of Beavercreek Road 

Pete Walter, AICP, Planner (503) 496-1568 
http://www.orcity.org/planning/landusecase/sp-14-01-beavercreek-road-apartments-

Beavercreek Road, LLC, Attn: Andrew Brand 
19896 Beavercreek Rd, Oregon City OR 97045 (See Vicinity Map on Public Notice) 
Clackamas County Map 3-2E-10C Tax Lot 800 

This application material is referred to you for your information, study and official comments. If hard copies are required, please contact the 

Planning Department. Your recommendations and suggestions will be used to guide the Planning staff when reviewing this proposal. If you 
wish to have your comments considered and incorporated into the staff report, please return the attached copy of this form to facilitate the 
processing of this application and ensure prompt consideration of your recommendations. 

Please check the appropriate spaces below. Attach additional pages if needed. 

The proposal does not conflict with our interests. 

The proposal would not conflict our interests if 
the changes noted below are included. 

The proposal conflicts with our interests 
for the reasons stated below. 

Signed ____________________________ ~ 

Title _____________________________ _ 

PLEASE RETURN YOUR COPY OF THE APPLICATION AND MATERIAL WITH THIS FORM. 



Mr. Pete Walter, Planner 
City of Oregon City Community Development 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

August 11 , 2014 
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Testimony and Comments from: Christine Kosinski, Unincorporated County, Holly Lane -::-
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After studying the above land use application, SP 14-01, I cannot support this plan in going forward. 

I feel I do not only speak for myself, but also for the more than 500 plus residents of the Holly 
neighborhood who have filled your Planning Commission and City Commission chanbers on several 
occasions with these same comments and concerns that I am giving you below: 

Oregon City Planning Commission meeting of April 8th, 2013 (attached). My testimony made clear 
the fact that Holly Lane is a very fragile corridor filled with numerous Landslides, that at any time have 
the ability to re-activate. I also made the City aware that any attempts, by the City, to widen Holly Ln 
could cause these landslides to re-activate. I warned the City that these people are unable to obtain 
"Insurance that will cover losses due to Landslides". I asked the City if they were willing to take on 
this large risk. In the past two years, on more than six occasions, I have explained to the City 
Commission that my testimonies have made them aware of the terrible Landslide risks on Holly Lane 
and I then asked the City if they were willing to cover any and all landslides that may occur on Holly 
Ln due to excavation and/or grading that the City would undertake to widen the street. I never received 
an answer from the City, however they have been fully informed of the disastrous risks they would take 
on if they are ever to consider any roadway changes to Holly Ln. 

Oregon City Commission Meeting of May 15th, 2013 (attached). My testimony made clear the fact 
that both the 6,500 residents of the Hamlet of Beavercreek (much of Holly lies in the Hamlet 
boundaries) and the more than 500 plus residents of the Holly Ln neighborhood were not contacted by 
the City regarding their intentions to include Holly Lane, and it's extensions, into Oregon City's TSP 
upgrade. I pointed to the thousands of "trips per day" that the City had planned to put onto Holly Ln as 
a result of the build out of the Park Park and Beavercreek Rd Concept Plans. On page 2, last paragraph 
of my testimony, I point out to the City that about 3/4ths of the TSP upgrades are affecting Holly Ln, 
that it is evident Beavercreek and Hwy 213 are failing and that the City is now planning to divert traffic 
away from these overcrowded arterials and put the traffic inland into residential areas filled with 
citizens, children and families. 

Oregon City Commission Meeting of June 19th, 2013 (attached). My testimony here makes it clear to 
the City, that the good people of Holly Lane, are pleading with Oregon City to remove Holly Lane from 
their TSP upgrade, and why. The concerns for these homeowners to take on "personal liability" should 
the City try to upgrade this road, the Landslides and the fact that these citizens cannot obtain "insurance 
to cover losses due to landslides". 

I refer you to the upgrade of the Oregon City TSP (D48, D57, D58, D59), where the intentions of the 
City couldn't be more clear, that the City is planning to extend Holly Lane from Henrici Road, across 
Maplelane, down Holly, across Redland Rd, then extending the street up to connect with Holcomb 
Road. This would virtually make Holly Ln several miles long, it would make it a major thoroughfare 



where thousands of drivers each day would be forced to use this route due to clogged and failing 
arterial roads within the City which motorists presently use. The City seems all to willing to virtually 
sacrifice the safety and livability of the more than 500 people that presently live in the Holly Lane 
community. The City seems willing to "turn a blind eye" to the dangerous landslides which riddle 
Holly Ln, and the city continues to "turn a blind eye" to the fact that they knowingly understand these 
residents are unable to obtain "insurance to cover losses due to landslides", and the City still is willing 
not to listen to the pleas of these people and continues on a path to literally use these people as 
sacrifices for their own cause. 

I therefore state NO, I do not in any way support the proposed development on Beavercreek and 
Meyers Road due to the fact, that in the next phase of development, the City will begin to build out the 
Holly Lane extension which myself and all my neighbors on Holly Lane stand firmly against. 



Oregon City Planning Commission 
April 8th, 2013 meeting 

RE: L 13-01, Oregon City Transportation Plan 
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Over the past several weeks I have given you compelling reasons to deny the proposed G.Mnge!bto the 
City's TSP and I have more for you tonight. -~ 8 :X -.. 
Remember a few weeks ago I spoke to you about Scott Bums, Professor of Geology, PS\J. I an& 
providing you with a copy of e-mail he sent to me in 2007 regarding the failure of the Thayer Rd 
Landslide, a Landslide that cannot be mitigated. 

Next, is a copy of an Oregonian article of April 6th, 2013, "Couple sues over sinking home" claiming a 
reactivated landslide is harming their former Street of Dreams home. I have highlighted important 
facts in this article. The home was built in 2006, now 7 years later the home is sinking and legal action 
is being taken. This area is known to have locally perched shallow groundwater that can cause erosion 
and slope instability. The owners state they were not told the land was WlStable, they claim excavation 
disturbed a natural spring (Holly Ln is filled with natural springs). Lastly, the owners state they were 
not told by the builder about landslide studies performed. ORS 105.462 to 105.490, in the State 
Property Disclosure law is the question "Is the property in a designated slide or other geologic zone"? 

I question then who in their right mind would buy a home in Park Place where Landslides pose a huge 
threat and why is the City proposing to extend Holly Ln to Holcomb when they can't sell any homes 
here? Does the City propose to tell new property owners in Park Place they are moving into a 
Landslide area and that Insurance will cover NO losses? If no, then the City will risk this same type of 
litigation. 

I refer you to the Landslide Map I have given you. The first "pink marker" is the Newell Creek 
Apartment Landslide, the second "pink marker" is a home on Holly Ln that is 220 feet away from a 
huge deep seated ancient landslide. If Holly Ln is widened here to 120 feet, this slide can be disturbed 
and reactivated, if so, the slide will not only block Holly, but will come down on Hwy 213 as well. The 
third "pink marker" marks a home that is 329 feet from Holly and was totally destroyed in 1996. A new 
home was built on a new site, but again widening Holly here could very well reactivate this deep seated 
ancient landslide. The final "green marker" indicates Country Village, where landslides took out 
several homes and further development was halted. I can give you more examples of the risk you are 
taking in attempting to widen Holly. Remember, the people of Holly Lane CANNOT BE INSURED 
FOR LANDSLIDES. If any of their properties slide in the years ahead, as a result of your attempts to 
widen Holly Ln, unfortunately they will be forced to look to the city to recover their losses. Are you 
willing to take on this large risk? 

A resident of Holly Ln did come to City Staff with an alternate plan for a new north/south connector, 
this route would have opened many opportunities for the City to expand it's Commercial/Industrial 
base. City staff turned the plan down saying the proposed roadway was outside the UGB. .... well you 
know what ...... Holly Lane is also outside the UGB??? 



SUSCEPTIBILITY MAPS - DOGAMI will release the maps in May. At this time I am requesting that 
Oregon City "Keep This Hearing Open" for these maps. DOGAMI is working quickly to make the 
maps available for you. Oregon City simply cannot make any decisions on their TSP without this 
important new infonnation, infonnation which may well show Holly Ln as a seriously hazardous area. 
I'm sure you have technical questions about the maps. Professor Bill Burns ofDOGAMI stated he 
would be happy to help the City and Commissioners with any questions or concerns regarding the 
susceptibility maps and the landslide issues that surround Holly Lane. Just call DOGAMI and ask to 
speak with Bill Burns, their phone number is (971) 673-1555. 

The two biggest threats for Holly Lane are Landslides & Safety for the people. Without a doubt, the 
City is unable to meet the requirements of Goal 7 "To reduce risk to people and property from natural 
hazards". The City continues to develop in the Holly Ln area and is simply shoving heavy traffic down 
Holly Lane, however the City has been, and continues to be irresponsible. The City has been warned 
many times that speeding and heavy traffic is jeopardizing the lives of the people living on Holly Lane. 
Yet the City proposes a roundabout at Holly and Maplelane with NO improvements to the rest of Holly. 
I want you to realize that if anyone is seriously injured on Holly, they may well take recourse upon the 
city. I know myself! have openly talked to the City about the decaying safety conditions on Holly due 
to the City's ramped up development, all without regard for the people's safety. 

I wrote an article a couple of years ago about traffic, Holly Lane and the Park Place Plan, the article 
was titled "Empty Promises and Broken Dreams." That is exactly the band that Oregon City has dealt 
to the people of Holly Lane. The Planning Commission bas the ability to deny this insane 
transportation plan where Holly Lane continues to be victimized by this City. Who will stand up and 
provide Safety for these people? Do you have the courage to send this plan back to committee, where 
a member of the Hamlet or of Holly Ln can be appointed to the panel to represent the needs of these 
people? 

In ending, I request that this hearing be left open until the Susceptibility Maps from DOGAMI are 
received and thorougly reviewed by both the City, DOGAMI and the people of Holly Lane. 
Furthermore I request that the hearing be left open until a complete Geological Review and Study is 
performed for the entire length of Holly Lane and proposed extension of Holly to Holcomb. 

Remember, in 1993 the City did not listen to Professor Scott Burns and his students when they stated 
"do not build in Newell Canyon", the city built and the buildings fell. You don't want to make this 
same mistake again. 

So what will it be, will you support and protect the safety of the people of Holly Lane, or will you 
simply give us more "Empty Promises and Broken Dreams"? 



Oregon City Commission 
Meeting of May 15th, 2013 
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I am here to represent the concerns of The Hamlet of Beavercreek (HOB) and the people of Holly 
Lane regarding your intentions to include Holly Lane, and its extensions, into your TSP upgrade. 

At the March 11th Planning Commission meeting I did bring forth concerns that the City has placed 
Holly Ln in its TSP, but never did ask the hundreds of citizens of Holly Ln nor the 6500 people residing 
in the HOB to be part of the planning process. I further stated that the people of Holly Lane, outside the 
UGB had never received any notices from the City regarding their intentions to include Holly in their 
TSP. John Lewis and Laura Terway felt that the Hamlet had been invited as a stakeholder, but proof of 
this was not available at the time. 

John Lewis did ask Laura to send a notice of meeting dates and times to the people of Holly Lane, 
outside ofUGB, these notices were received by most on March 20th. These citizens continue to be upset 
because the City did not reach out and ask a member from the HOB or a citizen of Holly Ln to sit on 
the city's Transportation Committee to represent their concerns. They feel the City wants their street, 
but has excluded each of them in every part of the planning process Yes, I have heard explanations that 
the City met it's legal obligations in posting notices in various places, however I feel you were morally 
and ethically bound to include the 600 plus people of Holly Ln in these important planning decisions, 
but you chose not to which is a failure to meet the requirements of Goal 1. 

The idea to extend Holly Lane to Henrici on the South and to Holcomb on the North, came out of the 
Park Place Concept Plan. It was explained to the community that a Concept Plan is like a dream, if you 
could dream what would you like your neighborhood to look like. After many community and city 
meetings, it became clear that transportation and the need for roads was one of the biggest challenges 
for this plan due to the difficult topography of this area. 

As the planning process continued, it was very evident there were no good, stable areas for roads 
within the concept plan, however the City had to meet ODOT, Metro and State requirements to gain 
approval for the plan, therefore the Holly Ln extension to Holcomb and the Swan Rd extension were 
put into the plan. Again, this was all a big dream and there was no clear evidence that either of these 
roads could even be built. Additionally, neither Holly nor Swan were studied or reviewed as possible 
roadways in the Preliminary Geological Study, therefore the City was ignorant whether it was even 
possible to build either of these two proposed roads, but remember, these roads are just One Big 
Dream! 

I want to point out that during the Concept Planning period, Kittleson and Associates stated to the City 
that the Park Place Plan would generate from 16,000 to 20,000 ADT"s per day with many of these 
vehicles using Holly for North/South travel. The Beavercreek Rd Concept Plan was to generate about 
13,000 residential ADT's and 33,000 commercial ADT's per day, with many motorists choosing to use 
Holly. 



In studying your current TSP update, you are now forecasting many, many more trips than those which 
you originally proposed to both the people of Holly Ln and to the HOB. I note you are planning to 
extend several more streets across Beavercreek Road and connect them into Holly. This traffic could 
virtually put 50,000 vehicles and more per day down Holly Ln, a street where most homes sit very 
close to the road. You are planning to build more than a Sunnyside Road and more than a Harmony 
Road, you are planning to build a Freeway through a residential neighborhood that sits in a corridor of 
huge landslides and unstable soils. 

Oregon City has been developing far too much residential without the proper Infrastructure necessary 
to support this large development. Many citizens have been telling you this for years, you did not listen 
and now the birds have come home to roost There simply are not enough roads in this City to support 
this high amount of development, and now you are asking the people of Holly Lane, and the other few 
County roads to pull you out of a pickle. 

In studying your TSP it is evident that about 3/4ths of your upgrades are affecting Holly Lane, and it is 
further evident that Beavercreek and Hwy 213 are failing and that you now are planning to divert 
traffic away from these overcrowded arteries and into smaller interior roads where you are placing 
people, children and families in harm's way. You have conveniently planned to pull traffic away from 
Beavercreek, placing it through the Beavercreek Concept Plan and up into Thayer and Maplelane, 
virtually parelling Beavercreek Road. The same holds true for Holly Ln, Hwy 213 is failing so Holly 
will be used as a dumping ground for the thousands of vehicles that cannot fit onto the arterial grid. 
It is sad that you are willing to sacrifice the safety of the people, who don't even live in your city, 
because you have over developed without the proper infrastructure. 

It was not fair for you to tell this community to Dream and then hand them a Nightmare! 
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I have come before you for more than 8 years, in this time, you have come to understand much about 
Holly Lane, it's dangers, landslides, and you've certainly heard alot about heavy, speeding traffic and 
unsafe conditions that exist on our street. 

While it is true that after 8 years I can bring more concerns to you, I think it is important for you to 
know about the good people who live on Holly Lane. These are the same citizens who just a few weeks 
ago almost filled this room to speak to your Planning Commissioners about their concerns and fears, 
and just what it is like to live on Holly Lane, where speeding traffic prevails. 

The people of Holly Ln are just the best, good, caring, hardworking and honest people. One of our 
people lived here as a small boy. It was his dream to retire here one day, and yes, he is back with his 
family, very happy to be back on Holly, we have a family living in an original Holly Ln home built by 
their Grandfather many years ago. We can count on our neighbor across the street, who every Fall 
brings us the most beautiful Tomatoes in all colors of the rainbow and the most succulent, sweet Com 
you have ever tasted. Another neighbor, now in his 90's, lives in his original Holly Ln home, a home 
that slid almost down to Hwy 213 in the 1950's landslides, with the help of family and friends, the 
home was lifted onto rollers, where day by day the home was slowly rolled back up to Holly to a new 
homesite. 

Then our neighbors beyond the curve, who have suffered emotional toil and thousands upon thousands 
of dollars in property losses due to the slides of 1996. They did not abandon Holly, they rebuilt and 
plan to stay here for a long time. 

These good people are asking Oregon City to remove Holly Lane from their TSP Upgrade. 
Holly Lane serves this City no purpose. We have well outlined the fact that this is an area comprised of 
Stream Sediments which cannot bear the heavy weight of development or the pounding of heavy 
traffic. This street has suffered landslides in the 1950's, 1970's, in 1995, 1996 and 1997. It is only a 
matter of time before the earth slides violently again. Heavy grading or widening of the street will only 
exacerbate the re-activation of these slides. 

Removing Holly Ln means you can satisfy all demands and quell the fears of these people. This short 
1 1/2 mile stretch of a narrow road can't possibly take the amount of added ADT's that you are planning 
for it. You are looking for a miracle where none exists. 

Please, these caring and good people are pleading with you to give them back their neighborhood and 
let them finally have some peace in their lives. Please remove Holly Ln from your TSP. 



TO: Pete Walter, Planner, Oregon City 
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FROM: Elizabeth Graser-Lindsey, 21341 S. Ferguson Rd ., Beavercreek, 
OR 97004 

DATE: October 31, 2014 

SUBJECT: Land Use Application SP 14-01 (Beavercreek Rd.) 

This development cannot go ahead in the absence of proper planning for 
infrastructure as required by regional and city law. (See previous letter). 
Because the application is being considered without the proper planning 
document including the concept plan, the infrastructure is being considered 
piecemeal despite the fact that the project is in and part of the Beavercreek 
Road Concept Planning area. The concept plan area needs transportation , 
sewage and water sufficient for the entire concept plan . The applicant and 
city need to address the overall infrastructure needs of the concept plan 
area, not bring in piecemeal infrastructure that ignores the overall needs of 
the area. 

Transportation. Beavercreek Rd. needs to be sized so that the entire 
concept plan transportation load can be accommodated, not hemi:!J~dt-~n by 
buildings right on the right-of-way that prevent predictable needed ~ith of 
Beavercreek Rd. and which encroach into the roadway currently used as 
bikeway/pedestrian way and emergency shoulder. In addition, the traffic 
count tubes that were recently (within a couple weeks) installed adjacent to 
this property were not properly placed across the bicycle lanes to get 
complete traffic counts. This development would harm and degrade the 
transportation infrastructure used by current Oregon City residents in 
violation of City Code (this evidence is part of the concept plan appeal, 
which resulted in a remand, which was previously submitted in response to 
this development). 



Water. The water service to the concept plan areas needs to 
accommodate the entire concept plan area . Having this property asking for 
special service from CRW does not solve the overall problem, but actually 
makes it worse by this development not helping to pay for the pipes needed 
to serve the entire concept plan area. That the CRW acknowledges (8-22-
14) the developer's request is not an agreement to provide water and does 
not meet the current need to show water service can be provided. The city 
is to be the water provider to this city property and the rest of the city 
development in this area. The City is unable to provide the necessary 
volume of water without building out its water system (to provide storage 
and pressure) and apparently there aren't the resources including finances 
to do so. There is no evidence that CRW is able to continue to serve 
piecemeal development in the Beavercreek Rd. concept plan area and this 
piecemeal approach was to be avoided by concept planning. 

This request also potentially could compromise¢· the ability of CRW to serve 
its core rate payers and others within its district that haven't yet built out. 
For example, cl imate change is reducing the summer flows of this district 
with little water storage capacity and drought in California could cause an 
increased demand for irrigated food produce/vegetable production from 
properties in the CRW district. Because the district is likely to have first 
choice of its district water, this development could be left without adequate 
water in a draughty year. 

Sewage. The approach to sewage is piecemeal as well. As consultants 
Keller (9-9-14) and Brown and Caldwell (cited by Keller) acknowledge, "the 
best long-term approach for servicing the entire Beavercreek service area 
appears to be a new sewer trunkline along S. Beavercreek Rd. This 
service approach ultimately directs available capacity in the Glen Oak Road 
Sewer and the downstream pipeline in Hwy 213 for undeveloped areas 
adjacent to these pipelines, while providing for build-out of both the 
Beavercreek and Glen Oak service areas." Using current lines while 



possible apparently puts the lines very near total capacity as it is . '' -1-t.wl- +t- ~ 
recommended tl:lat he man of bolted down, sealed man hole covers.. Ma. .... Ito le. b 

L.£> v Lr! e 
Besides being an obvious public health and safety risk, this use of the be tkd 
sewage line so near its total capacity both would hinder Oregon City from tAM1 

handling ordinary development in the area (including Oregon City urban sec:~/1 _ I• 

reserves in the vicinity) and it would interfere with the real need for the new 
sewer trunkline being implemented, with this development paying its fair 
share, so the whole concept plan area can be served properly as was 
promised to the public. 

The development application is not timely with the sewage master plan at 
the time of submittal. 

Public Services. The fire department serving the Hamlet of Beavercreek 
and surroundings reports that 52.35% of responses in Beavercreek served 
by the Beavercreek station take longer than 6:24 minutes. This apparently 
puts many calls over the service standard . 10% of the calls are served by 
the Oregon City Hilltop station which has a (4 minute longer) response time 
of over 10 minutes. (See accompanying email). Beavercreek Rd. is 
already bogged down by the high school speed zone and it has been called 
a cul du sac because it is the only way in and out of Beavercreek. Any 
further bogging down of Beavercreek Rd. by on-street parking on this 
arterial and more cross traffic will further slow medical and fire responses 
and can cost people their lives. 

There has been no evidence that the police can service this area 
adequately. In the past (around the time the remanded concept plan was 
under consideration), the police said that they could not even serve the 
area with decent response times when it wasn't developed; the degree to 
which this situation has been corrected has not been clarified as is needed. 



Miscellaneous: The file is not complete in that the service district responses 
do not document the availability of water and sewage; however, the public 
comment period ends before the documents appear. The public is not 
being allowed to respond to a complete application. 



Community Development - Planning 

221 Molalla Ave. Suite 200 I Oregon City OR 97045 

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

REVISED LAND USE APPLICATION TRANSMITTAL {New Application Material) 
October 17, 2014 

CITY STAFF DISTRIBUTION 

0 BUILDING OFFICIAL ./ 

MAIL-OUT DISTRIBUTION 

0 NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION _Caufield ./ 

0 DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MANAGER ./ 
0 PUBLIC WORKS- OPERATIONS ./ 

0 

0 

NATURAL RESOURCES COMM. (NRC) 
CLACKAMAS COUNTY TRANSP. & PLANNING ./ 

0 CITY ENGINEER ./ 0 CLACKAMAS FIRE DISTRICT #1 ./ 

0 PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR ./ 0 ODOT - Division Review ./ 

0 TECHNICAL SERVICES (GIS) ./ 0 OREGON CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT ./ 

0 PARKS MANAGER ./ 0 TRI-MET ./ 

0 ADDRESSING 0 METRO ./ 

0 POLICE ./ 0 OREGON CITY POSTMASTER 
TRAFFIC ENGINEER 0 DLCD 
0 REPLINGER AND ASSOCIATES ./ 0 CITY ATIORNEY ./ 

0 OTHER: 
Mailed Notice to County CPO's 
o Central Pt-New Era-Leland I Holcomb-Outlook/Beavercreek ./ 
Mailed Notice 
O Within 300' ./ 

COMMENTS DUE: 

HEARING DATE: 

HEARING BODY: 

FILE# & TYPE: 

PLANNER: 

5 :00 p.m., October 31, 2014 

Type II - Not applicable 

_JQL_Staff Review; __ PC; __ cc 
SP 14-01: Site Plan and Design Review for a 121-unit Apartments and 62 Live-Work Units 

on 9.7 acres (Zoned MUC-1) - East side of Beavercreek Road 

PROJECT WEBSITE: 

Pete Walter, AICP, Planner (503) 496-1568 

http://www.orcity.org/planning/landuseca se/sp-14-01-beavercreek-road-apartments-

I ive-wo rk-u nits 

APPLICANT: 

LOCATION: 

Beavercreek Road, LLC, Attn : Andrew Brand 

19896 Beavercreek Rd, Oregon City OR 97045 (See Vicinity Map on Public Notice) 

Clackamas County Map 3-2E-10C Tax Lot 800 

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

Please check the appropriate spaces below. Attach additional pages if needed. 

The proposal does not conflict with our interests. 

The proposal would not conflict our interests if 
the changes noted below are included. 

The proposal conflicts with our interests 
for the reasons stated below. 

Signed ___ ________________________ __ _ 

Title ______________________________ _ 

PLEASE RETURN YOUR COPY OF THE APPLICATION AND MATERIAL WITH THIS FORM. 
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Mr. Pete Walter, Planner 
City of Oregon City Community Development 
221 Molalla Avenue, Suite 200 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

•+ • 

October 31, 2014 

RE: Notice of Limited Land Use Application (Second Notice) October 17, 2014 
SP 14-01: Site Plan and Design Review for a 121-unit Apartments 
and 62 Live-Work Units on 9.7 acres (Zoned MUC-1) 
East side of Beavercreek Road 

Comments from The Hamlet of Beavercreek (due October 31 si, 2014) regarding the subject proposed 
Site Plan and Design Review for property located at 19896 Beavercreek Road are listed below. 

As previously stated in our letter of August 11th, 2014, The Hamlet of Beavercreek did not receive the 
First Notice ofthis land use application from Oregon City. Because land use notification from Oregon 
City to The Hamlet of Beavercreek has continued to be an outstanding issue, we contacted your 
Planning Department with our concerns and were told that your e-mail notification system needed to be 
updated. Therefore, we gave you our e-mail contact information and look forward to receiving all 
future land use applications. 

The Hamlet of Beavercreek is in receipt of your Second Notice of October 17th, 2014, and after 
reviewing both the new documents and studies outlining your plan for development, The Hamlet of 
Beavercreek finds, that once again, they do not support this Land Use application for the following 
reasons. 

1) The Hamlet of Beavercreek requests that the City provide an additional comment period. It is 
not fair of the City to impose a deadline period for comments when its plan for development is 
incomplete and may lack the necessary compliance to meet State regulatory requirements for 
development. 

2) Oregon's Statewide Planning Goal 1 Citizen Involvement - to meet the requirements of Goal 1, 
citizens are to be involved in "all phases" of the planning process, which has not happened in 
this plan for development. Much of the Planning by the City had already taken place without 
citizen involvement, prior to Notice 1 or Notice 2 being sent out. With the mailing of each 
Notice, citizens and CPO's were given only two weeks to Comment. In the case of Notice 2, 
which was e-mailed on October 171

h, the deadline for comments is October 31 si, and yet there 
are still significant issues to be resolved, such as the ability to provide water and sewer services. 
Once the City and the developer are able to finalize all outstanding needs and infrastructure, it 
is only appropriate that the City provide another comment period to allow the citizens to 
participate in the final stages of planning 

MESSAGE PHONE 503- 632- 8370 



Mr. Pete Walter, Planner 
City of Oregon City Community Development 
RE: Notice of Limited Land Use Application (Second Notice) October 17, 2014 
Page2 

3) This proposed plan for development will bring a plethora of SAFETY issues for the 6,500 
people living in the Beavercreek community. You are proposing to add sidewalks, bike lanes 
and parallel parking along Beavercreek Road. In addition, the future Bus barn (located on an 
extension of Meyers Road) will have buses both entering and exiting via Beavercreek Road and 
you are proposing a Tri-Met stop at Meyers Road as well. All of these will greatly diminish the 
current width of Beavercreek Road increasing queuing at the intersection as well as this entire 
section of Beavercreek Road. The response times for lifesaving services, such as Fire, Police 
and Ambulance will be greatly impacted, placing citizens in harm's way. As an example: An 
accident occurred on Beavercreek & Glen Oak just last week, tying up traffic for more 
than two hours! If the Hilltop Fire Station would have been covering an emergency call 
for the Beavercreek Station, would they have made it down Beavercreek Road through 
this dense traffic and how poor would their response time have been? Did Oregon City 
even consider the impact that this proposed development will have upon the thousands of 
people living in the Beavercreek community? 

4) The current response time for the Beavercreek Fire station is 6.24 minutes. When the hilltop 
fire station must cover, and comes into Beavercreek, the response time is 10.18 minutes. 
Considering that a person cannot be deprived of oxygen for more than four minutes before 
suffering serious brain damage, the difference between 6.24 and 10.18 is already far too great. 
When factoring in the large amounts of added trips per day from this development, especially 
into the intersection of Beavercreek and Meyers Roads, it is evident that the response times will 
be much higher than the current 10.18 minutes if the hilltop station must respond to a call in the 
Beavercreek community. 

5) Beavercreek Road is the sole north access for the people of Beavercreek. Your proposed plan 
for development at Beavercreek & Meyers will create a bottleneck, hemming in Beavercreek 
Road with no ability to widen for future development. Parking along the arterial will further 
reduce traffic flow already restricted by the high school speed zone and high traffic volumes. 

6) The Average Daily Trip count is seriously understated. Based on your 810 trips per day- , this 
calculates out to only 4.43 trips per day from each residence; however, the City is charging 
monthly road maintenance fees at a much higher rate (which does not compute). Have you 
accounted for the extra trips to and from the Live/Work units? The hundreds, if not thousands 
of trips, to and from retail and commercial outlets have not been included. Have you accounted 
for the ADT's per day from and to the Bus Barn, including employee trips? Have you 
accounted for the ADT's per day, coming into the Beavercreek/Meyers Intersection, from the 
newly approved, Linn-Leland-Meyers Corridor? And lastly, what about the ADT's that will 
come into the Beavercreek & Meyers Rd area from an Enterprise Zone, if awarded to Oregon 
City? 



Mr. Pete Walter, Planner 
City of Oregon City Community Development 
RE: Notice of Limited Land Use Application (Second Notice) October 17, 2014 
Page 3 

7) There has been inadequate general planning, as well as a lack of funding and concurrency for 
this proposed development, due to NO concept plan. 

8) The City should Master Plan this proposed development at Beavercreek & Meyers Roads. 
Although the parcel measures 9.7 acres (which barely fails to meet the 10 acre threshold), when 
you consider that the City is also planning for the 8 acre Bus Barn and Maintenance Facility in 
this same area, both of these projects together exceed the 10 acre or more threshold. A Master 
Plan incorporates the entire area where development is planned in the next five to twenty years. 
The Plan assures that sufficient Infrastructure is identified and planned for, such as Sewer, 
Water, adequate transportation, financing, just to name a few. To develop this parcel, without a 
Master Plan, would indicate a serious lack of proper planning by the City resulting in even more 
serious livability and safety issues. 

9) It appears that delivering water remains an outstanding issue. The city reservoirs are too low to 
serve the area and an IGA will be needed if CRW is to service the area. Additionally, there were 
initial concerns that a Sewer hook-up at Glen Oak would not be adequate to service the 
proposed development, but now it seems that Glen Oak is being reconsidered, even though the 
best solution for adequately serving the area could possibly be to utilize a separate new line 
placed down Beavercreek Road. 

10) The City has not identified stable financing for a Sewer and Water plan to service the needs of 
this entire area, to include all townhouses, live-work units, high school, new bus facility, in-fill 
and other development in the area. It would be shameful to think that the City expects its 
ratepayers to cover the costs for the new Sewer Master Plan. The people have already had a 
recent raise in Sewer rates, with another to follow next year and a possible bond measure to 
finance the balance. As a reminder to the City, this comes to your people at a time when they 
are struggling to put food on their tables, gas in their cars, and clothes on their backs. Please 
consider the taxation and fees you are placing upon your people during these difficult times. 

11) This project should not go forward because this proposal for development requires a valid 
concept plan according to LUBA's Final Opinion and Order, LUBA Case 2007-171. When this 
9.7 acres was annexed into Oregon City, LUBA stated that annexation could go forward, but 
with the understanding that the concept plan would proceed urbanization 

12) We question, why now is the City attempting to develop these 9.7 acres outside of the concept 
plan and contradictory to LUBA's Final Opinion? 

The outstanding problems noted above, the lack of citizen participation, the need to do a Master Plan to 
identify, and provide for, the necessary infrastructure needed to support the large amounts of 
development being proposed in the Beavercreek Road area, the lack of providing SAFETY for the 
people of The Hamlet of Beavercreek, what about those response times for emergency vehicles, did 
you make SAFETY a priority since your plan could virtually "almost close down" Beavercreek Road 
as an easy access into and out of The Hamlet of Beavercreek. 



Mr. Pete Walter, Planner 
City of Oregon City Community Development 
RE: Notice of Limited Land Use Application (Second Notice) October 17, 2014 
Page 4 

Did anyone consider inviting the Hamlet of Beavercreek to be a partner in the planning of this 
development that will have great effects upon their everyday lives? There has been inadequate general 
planning, a lack of funding, lack of proper transportation plan, no concurrency, incorrect ADT's in the 
traffic plan and there remains the question of who will be able to deliver water and sewer services to 
these 121 Apartments and 62 Live-Work units? 

It is the concern and fear of the citizens of The Hamlet of Beavercreek that the City of Oregon City will 
tum Beavercreek Road into a future Sunnyside Road. As a result, Clackamas County spent in the last 
decade, millions upon millions of dollars resolving poorly planned growth by the City of Happy Valley 
and Clackamas County. Clackamas County does not and will not have the funds to fix another 
Sunnyside Road. Therefore, it is the responsibility of Cities and the County to assure appropriate and 
effective planning and concurrency. 

And if these are not enough reasons to say "NO" to this development, then why is the City attempting 
to develop these 9.7 acres, outside of the concept plan which is contradictory to LUBA's Final 
Opinion? 

Sincerely, . ff 
CIA~/LfJ~· 

Christine Kosinski 
Corresponding Secretary 
The Hamlet of Beavercreek 
Cor.Sec@Beavercreek.org 
503-656-1029 

CC: Clackamas County Board of County Commissioners 
John Ludlow, Chair 
Martha Schrader, Vice Chair 
Commissioner Jim Bernard 
Commissioner Paul Savas 
Commissioner Tootie Smith 

Mike McCallister, Director of Planning, Clackamas County 
Rick Nys, Senior Traffic Engineer, Clackamas County 
Mike Bezner, Transportation Engineering Manager, Clackamas County 
Ken Kent, Senior Planner, Land Use Review Coordinator, Clackamas County 
Barbara Smolak, Public and Government Affairs, Clackamas County 
Betty Johnson, Engineering Associate, Clackamas River Water 
Bob George, PE, Chief Engineer, Clackamas River Water 



Community Development - Planning 

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

REVISED LAND USE APPLICATION TRANSMITTAL (New Application Material) 
October 17, 2014 

CITY STAFF DISTRIBUTION 

0 BUILDING OFFICIAL ./ 
MAIL-OUT DISTRIBUTION 

D NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION _Caufield ./ 

D DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MANAGER ./ 
D PUBLIC WORKS- OPERATIONS ./ 

D 

D 

NATURAL RESOURCES COMM. (NRC} 
CLACKAMAS COUNTY TRANSP. & PLANNING ./ 

D CITY ENGINEER ./ 
D PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR ./ 
D TECHNICAL SERVICES (GIS} ./ 
D PARKS MANAGER ./ 
D ADDRESSING 
D POLICE ./ 
TRAFFIC ENGINEER 

D REP LINGER AND ASSOCIATES ./ 

Mailed Notice to County CPO's 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

CLACKAMAS FIRE DISTRICT #1 ./ 
ODOT - Division Review ./ 
OREGON CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT ./ 
TRI-MET ./ 
METRO ./ 
OREGON CITY POSTMASTER 
DLCD 
CITY ATTORNEY ./ 
OTHER: 

o Central Pt-New Era-Leland I Holcomb-Outlook/Beavercreek ./ 
Mailed Notice 
D Within 300' ./ 

COMMENTS DUE: 

HEARING DATE: 
HEARING BODY: 
FILE# & TYPE: 

PLANNER: 
PROJECT WEBSITE: 
live-work-units 

APPLICANT: 
LOCATION: 

5:00 p.m., October 31, 2014 
Type II - Not applicable 
__M_Staff Review; __ PC; __ cc 
SP 14-01: Site Plan and Design Review for a 121-unit Apartments and 62 Live-Work Units 

on 9.7 acres (Zoned MUC-1) - East side of Beavercreek Road 
Pete Walter, AICP, Planner {503) 496-1568 
http://www.o rcity .o rg/p la n n i ng/la nd usecase/sp-14-01-beave rcree k-road-a pa rtments-

Beavercreek Road, LLC, Attn: Andrew Brand 
19896 Beavercreek Rd, Oregon City OR 97045 (See Vicinity Map on Public Notice) 
Clackamas County Map 3-2E-10C Tax Lot 800 

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

Please check the appropriate spaces below. Attach additional pages if needed. 

The proposal does not conflict with our interests. 

The proposal would not conflict our interests if 
the changes noted below are included. 

The proposal conflicts with our interests 
for the reasons stated below. 

Signed _____________________ _ _______ ~ 

Title ____________________ __________ _ 

PLEASE RETURN YOUR COPY OF THE APPLICATION AND MATERIAL WITH THIS FORM. 



Mr. Pete Walter, Planner October 31, 2014 
City of Oregon City Community Development 
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RE: SP 14-01: Site Plan and Design Review!<?~~ liit fuiif.~p~~ents and 62 Live-work Units on 
property of 9.7 acres (Zoned MUC-1) Beavercreek and Meyers Roads 

Testimony/Comments from: Christine Kosinski, Unincorporated Clackamas County, Holly Lane 

After receiving the Second Notice for the above proposed development, and reviewing the documents 
and information the City has provided on its website, I cannot in good conscience, support this plan for 
development for the following reasons: 

1) The transportation plan for this proposed development is poorly planned and severely 
underfunded. To propose development of 121-3 story apartments and 62 live-work units 
without the proper infrastructure to support the large amount of development being planned for 
this part of Beavercreek Road, is simply irresponsible. In Oregon City's latest TSP, Beavercreek 
Road is shown with an ROW width of 94', however, considering that the city is proposing to 
add sidewalks, bike lanes and parallel parking on Beavercreek, all of these additions will 
grossly narrow the road which is already inundated with traffic. 

2) The addition of a new Bus Barn and Maintenance Facility in the same area must be considered 
as hundreds of bus trips per day will enter and exit Beavercreek Rd. The City has recently 
approved the Linn-Leland-Meyers Corridor which will bring much traffic into the 
Beavercreek/Meyers Intersection and now add the fact that the City is proposing a Tri-Met bus 
stop at Meyers Road. All of these hundreds and hundreds of additional ADT's per day into this 
intersection will surely be enough to cause it to fail. Since Beavercreek Road is the one and 
only thoroughfare serving a huge population base, it is extremely important that measures be 
taken to insure that this major intersection remains clear and open. Beavercreek Road serves 
more than 6500 people in the Beavercreek Community, it is their only way in and out of 
Beavercreek. The addition of the High School has already begun to create a bottleneck at the 
intersection. This proposed development will only add to an already looming problem. 

3) Safety for the people is being sacrificed because the infrastructure necessary to support the 
heavy development, which the City is planning for this area, is not being funded and is not 
being proposed as part of this development. Because Beavercreek Road is the only Major 
Arterial in this area, the clogging up of the road and the intersection will slow response times 
for emergency vehicles trying to get aid to the people. It is wrong for the City to plan any 
development that will jeopardize the people in any way. By narrowing and placing dense traffic 
into this corridor, Safety will be a major issue for those motorists coming in from the 
Beavercreek area. 

4) In the planning documents, the City states, that college students living in the apartments, can 
walk to the College by using the Bike-Ped lanes along Beavercreed Road. Nothing was stated 
about the danger these students would face, walking along a Major Arterial with thousands of 
cars bypassing them, often at high speeds. Safety in development must never be compromised. 



5) There is a lack of funding for providing the necessary infrastructure to support the heavy 
development being proposed for this area. Development is, unfortunately, being approved by 
the City with NO ROADS being built to support the dense development being undertaken. This 
happens when "concurrency" is not part of planned development. 

6) Since 2004, the lack of roads to support new development has been a hotly debated subject. 
Holly Lane is the only North/South connector between Beavercreek and Redland Roads. These 
people have literally begged Oregon City to build at least one to two more North/South 
connectors to support the dense development they were proposing, but all of their pleas simply 
fell on "deaf ears". The City has been derelict in it's duties to provide Safe and Livable 
communities because it has chosen to develop "On The Cheap", rather than to provide the roads 
which the people greatly need. Developing roads and necessary infrastructure are one of the 
major uses of Urban Renewal Funds and should be considered by the City. 

7) Statewide Goal 1, requirements for Citizen Involvement, have not been met by the City for this 
development. Oregon City did not reach out to the people of Holly Ln, to partake in ANY 
planning for this development, even though the next phase of development in this area, will 
directly link traffic to Holly Lane, a small and windy country road filled with landslides. 
Oregon City also did not reach out to the Hamlet of Beavercreek (most of Holly Ln lies within 
the Hamlet boundaries). The Hamlet also will be greatly effected, especially by the denser 
traffic that this development will place upon Beavercreek Road, which is the only way in and 
out of the Beavercreek community. The City's own Caufield Neighborhood Assn was invited to 
a meeting at the College since their neighborhood will be effected by this development, and yet 
both Holly Ln and the Hamlet of Beavercreek were completely left out, leaving Oregon City out 
of compliance with Goal 1, which clearly states that citizens be involved in ALL Phases of 
Planning. 

8) In the LUBA review, when this property was annexed into Oregon City, LUBA agreed that the 
annexation could proceed the Beavercreek concept plan, with the understanding that the 
concept plan would proceed urbanization. Therefore, why is the City proposing development 
on these 9.7 acres without the concept plan going first? 

9) The Average Daily Trip count of 810 trips per day is vastly incorrect. Trip counts must be 
added for the new Bus Barn and Maintenance Facility, where buses will enter and exit 
Beavercreek Road on a daily basis, the trips corning in from the newly approved Linn-Leland­
Meyers Road Corridor, trips from and to the Live-Work units have not been counted. 

10) In my first letter to the City, of August 11th, 2014, I enclosed my testimonies to the City, dated 
April 81

\ 2013, May 15th, 2013 and June 191
\ 2013. These testimonies made it clear to the City 

that Holly Lane is a street riddled with dangerous Landslides. These Landslides have re­
activated, and struck Holly Lane in the 1950's, l 970's, in 1995 and 1996, just to name a few of 
the years in which Landslides have devastated this long and windy street where hundreds of 
people reside. I also have testified on numerous occasions to the City, that the people of Holly 
Lane are unable to obtain "Difference In Conditions Insurance". This is the only type of 
Insurance that, in some instances, may cover some losses due to landslides. The problem is that 
almost all Insurance companies no longer offer this type of insurance and Landslide insurance is 
not available through the government. Oregon City does have Holly Lane in it's TSP as it 
continues to plan to use this North/South connector in a very heavy manner. Holly Ln residents 
have gone on record several times with the City, that performing any excavating and/or 



widening of Holly Lane is close to impossible due to the fact that this heavy type of roadwork 
will probably cause one or more landslides to re-activate. We questioned the City, who will pay 
for these losses? The City is aware that the people are unable to obtain insurance to cover 
losses due to landslides, and yet, the City continues to plan for heavy traffic down this 
dangerous street. DOGAMI has stated that the Landslides lining Hwy 213 did not re-activate 
until the State put the road in. Since Holly Ln and Hwy 213 share the same Landslides, if the 
City tries to widen Holly, will the slides re-activate again? Is Oregon City ready for these 
monetary losses because surely you cannot ask the people to bear financial losses directly 
caused by the City's decisions and actions. 

11) I can't even fathom the amount of traffic the City is considering to put onto Holly Lane, I did a 
little math recently, and just counting the homes in Walnut Grove, Crabtree Terrace, Thayer 
Estates, the new homes on Thayer, in-fill in this area, these alone account for close to 1000 
residences. If they could access Holly Ln, this would add about 10,000 whopping trips per day 
down this narrow, slide ridden street where hundreds of driveways directly access Holly Ln. 
Doesn't seem like good planning to me. 

12) The City has been heavily developing, both in the Maplelane/Holly Ln area and on the Hilltop, 
but the City has been ignorant to providing ROADS and the necessary infrastructure to support 
this large build-out. 

I say NO to this proposed development, this Urbanization should not go forward due to poor planning, 
lack of funding, lack of infrastructure, lack of studies into the huge Landslide problems along Hwy 213 
and Holly Lane, and lack of communication from the City to the residents of the Holly Lane 
neighborhood. Oregon City has been all to willing to keep Holly Lane in its TSP, but remains 
unwilling to recognize the many serious life threatening issues that exist here. 



From: Mary Johnson

To: Pete Walter

Subject: File Number SP 14-01

Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 1:10:53 PM

Dear Mr. Walter,

I am under the impression that you are the appropriate contact person in the Planning
 Department for  the Limited Land Use Application SP 14-01. If you are not, please forward this
 email to the appropriate officer.

I visited in the office recently to determine what kind of sewer plan was going to be decided
 for the Beavercreek Apartment project. I had previously discussed this with other members of
 your staff and was told that 1) there is no sewer line running down Beavercreek Road
 between Marjorie Lane and Glen Oak Road,  2) Marjorie Lane would be the closest terminus
 for receiving sewer outflow from the proposed development, 3) connecting to Meyers Road
 would not be possible because the High School is on a private sewer system, 4) connecting
 through to Emerson Court would require crossing private land and 5) adding more sewer
 outflow to Glen Oak Road would overwhelm the current system because the existing pipe is
 too small and it would require a pump station.

Apparently, the developers will not give up on this idea, and have now submitted additional
 engineering studies that support their plan to add 421 gpm from Beavercreek Areas 1 and 2
 into the Glen Oak system. My concerns are as follows:

            1. If estimated remaining capacity of the Glen Oak/Highway 213 "conveyance" system is
 only 225 gpm, how can developers plan to add 421 gpm to that system? This is my
 understanding from reading the submitted file. I may be incorrect in my assumption.
             2. Is this the reason Keller and Associates recommend that the manholes in Glen Oak
 Road be bolted down and "sealed" so that we don't have raw sewage leaking onto the
 roadway? That does not seem to be a good idea.
              3. Infiltration and Inflow west along Glen Oak Road between Connie Court and
 Highway 213 has been managed to date by a series of catchment ponds. Are there any plans
 for the developers to provide such infrastructure to reduce I/I east along the remaining
 sections of Glen Oak and presumably Beavercreek Road as well?
               4. How will the developers access the Glen Oak system since, from the map I have,
 they do not appear to own the land directly east of Glen Oak Road?
                 
Even the engineering firms realize that "the best long-term approach for servicing the entire
 Beavercreek service area appears to be a new sewer trunkline along S. Beavercreek Road."
 I concur. 

mailto:amaryjohnson@hotmail.com
mailto:pwalter@ci.oregon-city.or.us


At this point in time,due to the constraints of the existing sewer system in the area, it does not
 seem to be cost-effective to the company or healthy for our local community to approve this
 project. 

Mary Johnson
19921 Beavercreek Road
Oregon City, OR 97045



October 27, 2014 

Oregon City Planning Division 
File# SP 14-01 Site Plan & Review 

We are writing in regards to the proposed development for 19896 Beavercreek Rd. We attended the 
Evergreen Development meeting last summer and want to reiterate our concerns from the information 
provided last August. 

We live across the street from the proposed apartments and are quite concerned about the considerable. 
increase in traffic that will arise from the 183 planned units. Obviously a left turn lane will be needed at 
Myers, but will Beavercreek also be widened to accommodate these 200-400 more cars? Using Maple 
Lane as an example, that turn lane is often backed up 10-15 cars obstructing thru traffic on Beavercreek, 
but the two lanes help alleviate the congestion . 

Our other main concern is the live-work units and their proposal of units fronting Beavercreek with on 
street parking. Again , we do not see A) how Beavercreek will be wide enough to accommodate on street 
parking and/or B) how cars will safely be able to pull out onto Beavercreek at the current posted speeds 
(and also slight uphill grade causing a blind spot). Also, will cars be allowed to park on both sides of 
Beavercreek? How much traffic will also spill onto Meyers for scrapbooking parties or a fitness class 
(these were suggested use's made by developer at previous meeting). 

An additional parking concern is even though the developers claim they'll provide a parking space for 
each bedroom in the complex, where will guests, (customers?) or 2 car couples living in a 1 bedroom unit 
park?? Our property backs to Meyers and we are worried we will have even less privacy and increased 
noise with all these extra cars and no available parking for them in their own complex. 

A final concern is the ability of the city to provide adequate water pressure to all these new residences 
when our current water pressure is already quite low. Will our water pressure decrease even further? 

While development is inevitable, it would be much more appealing if single family homes could be built on 
this site. If this mixed use development must be permitted, we would hope the City would see fit 
to significantly reduce the number of units allowed (by half?) and require more parking/garages with no on 
street parking outside of the development. 

Thank you for considering our concerns. 

Ron & Wendy Carter 
15035 Emerson Ct 
Oregon City OR 97045 
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2930 S.E. Oak Grove Blvd.  •  Milwaukie, OR 97267  •  503-742-2660 

Clackamas County Fire District #1  
Fire Prevention Office  

 

 

 

To: Pete Walter, Oregon City Planning 

From: Mike Boumann, Deputy Fire Marshal, Clackamas County Fire District #1 

Date: 11/10/2014 

Re: 180-Unit Apartment & Townhome Development, 19896 Beavercreek Road 

This review is based upon the current version of the Oregon Fire Code (OFC), as adopted by the 

Oregon State Fire Marshal’s Office. The scope of review is typically limited to fire apparatus 

access and water supply, although the applicant must comply with all applicable OFC 

requirements. The following items should be addressed by the applicant and shown on the fire 

and life safety plans: 

 

FD Apparatus Access 

1) Fire apparatus access roads shall be within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior wall of the 

first story of the building as measured by an approved route around the exterior of the 

building. 

2) Per section D106.1 of the Oregon Fire Code, secondary access is required for projects having 

more than 100 dwelling units. It appears sprinklers are being planned for the apartments but 

please address this requirement as the design does not appear to meet the exception at this 

time. 

3)  Fire apparatus access roads shall have an unobstructed driving surface width of not less than 

20 feet (26 feet adjacent to fire hydrants) and an unobstructed vertical clearance of not less than 

13 feet 6 inches.  

4) Where fire apparatus roadways are not of sufficient width to accommodate parked vehicles and 

20 feet of unobstructed driving surface, “No Parking Fire Lane” signs shall be installed on one or 

both sides of the roadway where needed. Painted curbs considered as an alternate. 

5) Turning radii for curves and turnarounds shall be not less than 28 feet and 48 feet respectively, 

measured from the same center point. Appears to be met based on sheet C4. 

 

Water Supply 

1) All new buildings shall have a firefighting water supply that meets the fire flow requirements 

of Appendix B of the 2010 Oregon Fire Code. Estimated required fire flow for largest fire area is 

5,000 gpm @20 psi. 75% reduction allowed with fire sprinklers installed but in no case shall the 

resulting fire flow be less than 1,500 gpm @ 20 psi residual. 

2) Fire hydrant and FDC locations for current sprinklered buildings approved as shown on C7. 

3) Following completion of construction activities please provide CFD#1 with an as-built PDF 

showing the following: Fire apparatus access, fire lanes, fire hydrants, fire lines, available fire 

flow, fdc locations if applicable, building square footage and type of construction. 

 



Page 2 of 2 - 180-Unit Apartment & Townhome Development.doc  

 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO: Pete Walter, City of Oregon City, Planning Division 
FROM: Kenneth Kent, Clackamas County, Land Use Review Coordinator 
DATE: November 4, 2014 
RE: SP 14-01 Live/work 
 3-2E-10C TL 800 
  
  
This office has the following comments pertaining to this proposal: 
 
FACTS AND FINDINGS 
 
1. The proposed land use application for 173 dwelling units, consisting of 121 apartment 

units and 62 live-work units on a 9.7 acre property located within the City of Oregon City.  
The project site abuts Beavercreek Road which is under the jurisdiction of Clackamas 
County.  These comments address improvements as they relate to the Beavercreek 
Road frontage of the project site.  
 

2. Generally, where the City’s road cross-section exceeds the county’s minimum standard, 
the County will defer to the City section.  However, certain design standards relating to 
storm drainage, access spacing, geometric design, parking or specific construction 
details may not allow implementation of the full City standard.   

 
3. The proposed development has approximately 1,015 feet of frontage on the easterly 

side of Beavercreek Road.  Clackamas County has designated Beavercreek Road a 
major arterial roadway. Clackamas County has adopted roadway standards that pertain 
to the structural section, right-of-way width, construction characteristics, and access 
standards for arterial roadways.  Developments adjacent to existing roadways are 
required to improve the roadway to current standards.  

 
4. Clackamas County's Roadway Standards indicate that major arterial roadways shall 

have a right-of-way width that ranges from 60 to 134 feet, depending on the planned 
road section.  The standard urban major arterial roadway 3-lane section calls for a 50-
foot wide curb to curb width, typically requiring 80 feet of right-of-way.  The applicant will 
be required to dedicate approximately 10 feet of additional right-of-way to provide a 40-
foot one-half right-of-way width.  Minimum improvements on the Beavercreek Road 
frontage consistent with Clackamas County's Roadway Standards include, but are not 
limited to, up to a 25-foot wide half-street improvement, pavement widening, curb, 5-foot 
wide landscape strip and 7-foot wide sidewalk.   

 
5. The new easterly leg of Meyers Road is proposed with a 79.5 degree angle to 

Beavercreek Road. Section 250.8.2 of the Clackamas County Roadway Standards 
states that intersections should be kept as near to 90 degrees as possible.  Although the 
standards specify that the angle can vary from 90 degrees to 80 degrees, it is dependent 
on the roadway, as determined by the Engineering Division.  For a signalized 



intersection on a high volume major arterial road, 79.5 degrees in not appropriate.  The 
tangent of the Meyers intersection needs to be as near to 90 degrees as possible for a 
minimum of 75 feet. 

 
6. The preliminary plans propose parking on Beavercreek Road.  Although, parking can be 

considered on a major arterial, the design, volume and characteristics of the roadway 
are factors in the decision.  Given the high volume and speed of the roadway, 
Clackamas County Engineering has determined that parking is not appropriate for this 
portion of Beavercreek Road. 

7. There is an existing school speed zone of 20 MPH 7 AM – 5 PM along Beavercreek 
Road adjacent to the site.  As currently posted, this school zone is the source of much 
frustration for many.  School zones along major arterials are required by the County 
Roadway Standards to be installed with school zone flashers, which would limit the 
hours of school speed 20.  Based on the increased traffic generated by the proposed 
development, it is recommended that the applicant provide funds to construct school 
zone flashers. 

8. The proposed subdivision will create a new public road intersection with Beavercreek 
Road.  Intersections with a county road are required to meet minimum intersection sight 
distance, per Section 240 of the Clackamas County Roadway Standards.  Beavercreek 
Road has a posted speed of 40 miles per hour.  The design speed for purposes of 
determining sight distance is based on the posted speed plus 5 miles per hour.  For a 
speed of 45 miles per hours, a minimum of 500 feet of intersection sight distance is 
required.  It appears that at the point of intersection with Beavercreek Road sight 
distance of 500 feet can meet.  The applicant will be required to demonstrate site lines in 
compliance with minimum intersection sight distance as part of the Development Permit. 

9. The following are review comments regarding the traffic impact study:   

a. Several of the intersections are referred to as City intersections, but are actually 
under the jurisdiction of Clackamas County.  The intersections include 
Beavercreek/Maplelane, Maplelane/Thayer, Beavercreek/Loder, 
Beavercreek/Meyers, Beavercreek/Glen Oak, and Beavercreek/Clairmont.   

b. The trip generation seems a little off as there isn’t consideration beyond the trip 
generation of residential units for the live/work units, but this is not anticipated to 
change the outcome of the study. 

 
c. The trip distribution seems a little off as the majority of traffic is illustrated as 

travelling to/from the south while the trip percentages illustrate traffic travelling mostly 
to/from the north, but this is not anticipated to change the outcome of the study. 
 

d. The traffic analysis illustrates a southbound left turn into the site with permissive 
phasing, while the existing northbound phasing is protected/permissive.  The County 
would actually operate both movements with protected/permissive 
phasing.  However, this would not affect the outcome of the study. 

 

10. Clackamas County standards limit access to minor arterial roadways.  Individual 
driveway access is typically not permitted on an arterial when alternatives are available.  
Access is generally required from a road with a lower functional classification.  The 



proposed plan is consistent with this standard.  No direct vehicular access to the 
Beavercreek road frontage will be permitted to the project site.  

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

 
CONCLUSION 
 
Although the County does not have land use jurisdiction over the proposed subdivision, the 
County does have jurisdiction over improvements along and access to Beavercreek Road.  
However, the following recommended conditions reflect the County’s minimum standards.  
Where Oregon City’s standards are greater, and do not otherwise conflict with the County’s 
storm drainage standards and maintenance practices.  
 
If the City of Oregon City approves the request, the following conditions of approval are 
recommended.  If the applicant is advised to or chooses to modify the proposal in terms of 
access location and/or design following the preparation of these comments this office 
requests an opportunity to review and comment on such changes prior to a decision being 
made. 
 
1. All frontage improvements in, or adjacent to Clackamas County right-of-way, shall be in 

compliance with Clackamas County Roadway Standards. 

2. The applicant shall dedicate approximately 10 feet of additional right-of-way on 
Beavercreek Road and shall verify by survey that a 40-foot wide, one-half right-of-way 
width exists along the entire site frontage, or shall dedicate additional right-of-way as 
necessary to provide the minimum width.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

3. The applicant shall design and construct improvements along the entire site frontage of 
Beavercreek Road in accordance with Clackamas County Roadway Standards, as 
modified to reflect the Oregon City street section. 

These improvements shall consist of: 
 

a. Up to a half-street improvement. Structural section for Beavercreek Road 
improvements shall consist of 7.5 inches of asphalt concrete per Clackamas 
County Roadway Standards Standard Drawing C100. 

 
b. Standard curb, or curb and gutter if curbline slope is less than one percent, and 

pavement with the face of the new curb located a minimum of 37 feet from the 
centerline of right-of-way.  Centerline of the right-of-way shall be established by a 
registered survey.  

 
c. A minimum 7-foot wide unobstructed setback sidewalk, with a 5-foot landscape 

strip shall be constructed along the entire site frontage.  The applicant shall 
relocate mailboxes, fire hydrants, utility poles, etc., when they are located within 
the limits of the sidewalk or construct an eyebrow so that the full width of the 
sidewalk is provided around the obstruction. Additional easement, as necessary, 
shall be granted to provide for any sidewalk eyebrows. 

 
d. If the sidewalk does not connect to sidewalk on adjacent property, the end of the 

sidewalk shall require the construction of a temporary asphalt ramp, adjacent to 



the end of the sidewalk, providing a transition from the new sidewalk to the edge 
of the pavement. The ramp shall meet ADA guidelines and shall be a minimum of 
two inches in thickness. 

 
e. Appropriate pavement tapers shall be provided, per Clackamas County Roadway 

Standards Section 250.6.4. 
 

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

g. The proposed Beavercreek cross-section shall be modified to eliminate parking.  
No on-street parking shall be permitted along the Beavercreek Road site 
frontage. 

 
4. The intersection of the new portion of Meyers Road shall intersect Beavercreek Road at 

a 90 degree angle and shall include a tangent section of at least 75 feet from the curb, 
per Section 250 of the Roadway Standards. 

5. A signal modification for the Beavercreek/Meyers signal shall be approved by 
Clackamas County Traffic Engineering, including signal pole locations, lane 
configuration, signal detection and signal phasing.  The applicant shall also provide 
queuing estimates for the Beavercreek/Meyers intersection prior to the approval of the 
improvement plans.  

6. The applicant shall provide funds to construct school zone flashers on Beavercreek 
Road to replace the existing school speed zone signs in the vicinity of the project site. 

7. The applicant shall provide minimum intersection sight distance at the intersection of the 
new Meyers Road intersection with Beavercreek Road.  In addition, no plantings at 
maturity, retaining walls, embankments, fences or any other objects shall be allowed to 
obstruct vehicular sight distance.  Minimum sight distance is 500 feet in each direction.  
Sight distance shall be measured from a point 14.5 feet back from the edge of the travel 
lane at a driver’s eye height in the driveway of 3.5 feet to a vehicle height of 3.5 feet in 
the oncoming travel lanes.  The applicant shall demonstrate sight lines and compliance 
with minimum intersection sight distance as part of the Development Permit for the 
project. 

8. Any surface water runoff from the site to the Beavercreek Road right-of-way shall be 
detained outside of the right-of-way in conformance with Clackamas Roadway 
Standards.  Any surface water runoff discharged to the Beavercreek Road right-of-way 
will only be allowed if it can be shown that the existing system has the capacity to accept 
the runoff and no adverse downstream impacts will be created. 

9. The applicant shall submit an Engineer's cost estimate to be approved by 
Clackamas County Engineering for the asphalt concrete, aggregates, and any other 
required public improvement in the Beavercreek Road right-of-way. 

10. Prior to commencement of site work the applicant shall obtain a Development Permit 
from this office for design and construction of required improvements to Beavercreek 
Road.  To obtain the Permit, the applicant shall submit plans prepared and stamped by 
an Engineer registered in the State of Oregon, provide a Performance Guarantee, and 
pay an Inspection Fee. The Performance Guarantee is 125% of the approved Engineer’s 
cost estimate for the required improvements.  



11. Prior to commencement of utility work within the Beavercreek Road right-of-way a Utility 
Placement Permit shall be obtained from this office. 

12. Prior to commencement of any work, including grading, and prior to issuance of the 
Development and Utility Placement permits, the contractor shall: 

Provide a traffic control plan for review and approval from Clackamas County's 
Engineering Office.  Provide a certificate of liability insurance, naming the County as 
additionally insured.  Obtain separate "Street Opening Permits" for utility installations 
within the County right-of-way.  The applicant shall obtain these permits from the 
Engineering office prior to the issuance of the Development Permit. 
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11/6/2014 

City of Oregon City ODOT Case No: 5274 
221 Molalla Ave, Suite 200 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

Subject: SP 14-01: Beavercreek Live/Work (Marquee Mixed Use Apts) 
OR 213 and Meyers Rd 

Attn: Pete Walter, Planner 

We have reviewed the applicant’s proposal for 183-unit apartment - live/work units.  The 
site is in the vicinity of OR 213. ODOT has permitting authority for this facility. 
According to the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan (OHP), this facility is classified a District 
highway and the performance standard is 0.99 volume to capacity (v/c) ratio. 

ODOT recommends that the City require the applicant to “contribute a proportional share 
of funding for the construction of the westbound right turn lane at the OR 213/Meyers Rd 
intersection” as conditioned in the zone change decision dated November 9, 2010.  Thank 
you for providing ODOT the opportunity to participate in this land use review. If you 
have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me at 503.731.8234. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Seth Brumley 
Development Review Planner 

C: Avi Tayar, P.E., ODOT Region 1 Traffic 
 

Oregon 
 John A. Kitzhaber, MD, Governor 

Department of Transportation 
Region 1 Headquarters 
123 NE Flanders Street 

Portland, Oregon  97209 
(503) 731.8200 

FAX (503) 731.8259 

 



From: O"Connell, Grant

To: Pete Walter

Cc: Kautz, Steve; Baldwin, Ben

Subject: RE: Beavercreek Road Live-Work / Apartments Comments? ( SP 14-01)

Date: Monday, November 03, 2014 3:49:08 PM

Attachments: image001.png
image003.png

Hi Pete,
 
We did review the plans for the project.  This project, correct?  I also shared them with Steve Kautz,
 the Service Development Manager and coordinator of the Southeast Service Enhancement Plan. 
 We have no firm plans to run service along this road so to comment regarding specific bus stop
 plans seems inappropriate.  However, we welcome the visionary approach you take, as always, to
 development in Oregon City.
 
Grant O'Connell

__________________________________________
Planner II · Operating Projects  · 1800 SW First Avenue, Suite 300 · Portland, OR 97201
o'connelg@trimet.org · T 503-962-6478

 
 

From: Pete Walter [mailto:pwalter@ci.oregon-city.or.us] 
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 3:27 PM
To: Baldwin, Ben; Boll, Heather; O'Connell, Grant
Subject: Beavercreek Road Live-Work / Apartments Comments? ( SP 14-01)

 
Hi guys,
 
I sent out a transmittal for comment (by email) a couple of weeks back for a 180 unit apartment ‘/
 live work unit complex on Beavercreek Road across from Oregon City High School which I am
 reviewing for compliance with our Site Plan criteria, as well as our Transit Corridor requirements. I
 know this is not currently a Tri-Met Route, but thought I’d send you a tickler in any event.
 
Let me know if I need to resend the transmittal, or if you have any concerns or not. Seems like a
 good spot for a bus-stop.
 
Thanks,
 
Pete Walter
 
 

 

Pete Walter, AICP, Associate Planner
pwalter@orcity.org
Community Development Department
Planning Division
221 Molalla Avenue, Ste. 200

mailto:oconnelg@trimet.org
mailto:pwalter@ci.oregon-city.or.us
mailto:KAUTZS@trimet.org
mailto:BaldwinB@trimet.org
http://www.orcity.org/planning/landusecase/sp-14-01-beavercreek-road-apartments-live-work-units-second-notice-updated-appl
http://future.trimet.org/southeast
mailto:heing@trimet.org
mailto:dknoll@orcity.org
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REPLINGER & ASSOCIATES LLC 
TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING 

November 12, 2014 
 
 
Mr. Pete Walter  
City of Oregon City 
PO Box 3040 
Oregon City, OR  97045 
 
SUBJECT: REVIEW OF TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS – 

BEAVERCREEK MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT – SP14-01  
 

Dear Mr. Walter: 

In response to your request, I have reviewed the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) in support of 
the proposed of the proposed mixed-use development adjacent to Beavercreek Road. The 
TIA was prepared by Chris Brehmer, PE of Kittelson & Associates, Inc. The TIA is dated 
December 13, 2013.   
 
The TIA describes a proposal to construct 183 residential units of which 36 are proposed to 
be live-work townhomes. The 9.73-acre site is adjacent to Beavercreek Road in the vicinity 
of Meyers Road. The TIA assumes the site will be built out by 2016.  
 
Overall 
 
I find the TIA addresses the city’s requirements and provides an adequate basis to evaluate 
impacts of the proposed development.    
 
Comments 
 
1. Study Area. The study addresses the appropriate intersections. It includes an analysis 

of the following intersections: 
 

• Highway 213/Beavercreek Road 

• Highway 213/Molalla Avenue 

• Highway 213/Meyers Road 

• Highway 213/Glen Oak Road   

• Thayer Road/Maplelane Road  

• Beavercreek Road/Maplelane Road 

• Beavercreek Road/Clairmont Drive 

• Beavercreek Road/Loder Road 

• Beavercreek Road/Meyers Road 



Mr. Pete Walter 
November 12, 2014 
Page 2 
 
 

• Beavercreek Road/Glen Oak Road 
 

These intersections are appropriate for the purposes of assessing the impact of the 
development. 

 
2. Traffic Counts.  The traffic counts were conducted in October 2013 during the AM and 

PM peak periods. The counts appear reasonable. Traffic counts for intersections along 
Highway 213 were adjusted to account for seasonal differences in accordance with 
ODOT’s Analysis Procedures Manual. 

 
3. Trip Generation. The TIA provides trip generation information from the Institute of 

Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation. The engineer uses 147 units of Mid-Rise 
Apartments (ITE Land Use Category 223) and 36 Rental Townhouses (ITE Category 
224) He calculates trip generation for the proposed development to be 69 AM peak hour 
trips; 83 PM peak hour trips; and 810 total weekday trips.  

 
I think the engineer should have used a different category from Trip Generation that 
also describes the development but which is based on larger number of studies. I have 
revised the trip generation estimates using Apartments (ITE Category 220). Using this 
category, the trip generation estimates are approximately 50 percent higher. Using 
category 220 the calculated trip generation is 100 AM peak hour trips; 127 PM peak 
hour trips; and 1248 weekday trips. I do not think the effect would be significant in the 
operations at any intersection. 

 
4. Trip Distribution.  According to the engineer, the trip distribution is based a review of 

the current transportation network, existing turning movements and the nature of the 
development. The regional trip distribution pattern seems reasonable. The engineer’s 
assumption about trips in the immediate vicinity of the site indicates approximately the 
same volume of traffic using Glen Oak Road to connect with Highway 213 as using 
Beavercreek Road. Overall, the trip distribution patterns appear reasonable and modest 
changes to the assumptions would have little practical effect on the analysis. 

 
5. Traffic Growth.  The TIA uses a one percent annual growth rate for traffic through 

2016. For the intersection of Highway 213 and Meyers Road, an intersection previously 
identified as an issue, a supplemental analysis using year 2027 as the horizon year was 
conducted. Traffic volumes for this intersection for 2027 were developed based on 
previous analyses and on the values from the regional transportation model and 
consultation with ODOT and the City. 

 
6. Analysis.  Traffic operations analysis was conducted for the AM and PM peak hours for 

2013 existing conditions; 2016 background conditions; and 2016 total conditions with 
the proposed development.  
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In year 2016, the analysis indicates that the intersection of Highway 213 and 
Beavercreek Road is calculated to operate at a volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c) of 1.0 in 
the AM peak hour and a v/c of 0.81 in the PM peak hour. Under OCMC 12.04.205 D, 
this intersection is exempt from the normal mobility standard of 0.99, but 12.04.205 D 2 
states: 

   
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. 

 
The TIA predicts that 21 vehicles from the development will traverse the Highway 
213/Beavercreek Road intersection during the AM peak hour and 25 will traverse it 
during the PM peak hour. Using my revised trip generation calculations described in #3, 
above, the intersection would be traversed by 30 vehicles during the AM peak hour and 
38 during the PM peak hour. Based on OCMC 12.04.205 D 2, the applicant may be 
required to implement improvements listed in the TSP to mitigate for this traffic impact. 
 
For the nine other intersections in the study area, the TIA predicts that, even with the 
development, the v/c is predicted to be less than 0.99 in 2016. All intersections are 
predicted to meet the city’s operational standard. The TIA notes that at the intersection 
of Loder Road and Beavercreek Road, the minor street approach will operate at level of 
service (LOS) F during the AM peak hour. However, under the new city mobility 
standard, there “is no performance standard for the minor street approaches” at 
unsignalized intersections.   
 
In addition, an analysis was conducted of the Highway 213/Meyers Road intersection 
for year 2027 with assumed completion of the extension of Meyers Road between 
Highway 213 and Beavercreek Road, a project included in the adopted Transportation 
System Plan. The analysis of this intersection also included a sensitivity analysis to 
determine how an increase in the number of dwelling units at the site would impact the 
year 2027 traffic operations. 
 
At the Highway 213/Meyers Road intersection, the predicted 2027 v/c is 1.13 under 
background conditions. With the development, the v/c is expected to deteriorate to 1.14 
during the PM peak hour. In the 2010 study, this was determined to be less than a 
“significant impact” under ODOT’s definitions. However, in 2017, the intersection was 
predicted to fail to meet city and ODOT operational standards. To mitigate for the failure 
to achieve operational standards, one of the conditions specified in the rezoning 
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completed during 2010 was participation in the construction of intersection 
improvements. 

 
In the 2010 study, the engineer’s indicated that the addition of an exclusive right-turn 
lane on westbound Meyers Road at Highway 213 improves the operations of the 
intersection such that its performance in the “with rezoning” scenario would be better 
than the 2017 scenario without the rezoning. The engineer also calculated that the 
addition of a northbound through lane on Highway 213 allows either 2017 scenario to 
meet ODOT’s mobility standards. 
 
Using my revised trip generation calculations and the engineer’s trip distribution 
patterns, the proposed right turn lane from Meyers Road to OR 213 northbound would 
be used by 14 vehicles from the development during the PM peak hour. This would 
represent approximately 14 percent of the predicted right-turning traffic at this location.    
 

7. Turn Lanes. TIA specified that westbound approach of Meyers Road at Beavercreek 
Road would utilize a left-turn lane and a through-right lane. He further explained that the 
configuration of Meyers Road would consist of a three-lane cross-section consistent 
with the Beavercreek Concept Plan and TSP. The configuration satisfies the need to 
analyze turn lanes at the site.   

 
8. Crash Information.  The TIA provided a five-year crash history for the intersections in 

the study area. The only intersection approaching a crash rate of 1.0 crashes per million 
entering vehicles is the intersection of Highway 213 and Beavercreek Road. All other 
intersections have experienced a much lower crash rate and no particular patterns were 
evident. There is no indication that the proposed development will have a 
disproportional impact on safety at any of the intersections.  

 
9. Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities. The conceptual sight plan appears to provide 

appropriate facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists in the development. The provision of 
bicycle facilities along the frontage should be verified in connection the review of 
detailed plans for frontage improvements. 

 
10. Site Plan and Access.  The TIA and conceptual sight plan indicate Meyers Road will 

be extended east of Beavercreek Road through his site consistent with adopted plans. 
The conceptual site plan indicates local streets will be extended to the property 
boundaries allowing further extension when adjoining properties are developed. The 
alignment proposed for Meyers Road at Beavercreek Road calls for an angle of 
intersection of approximately 80 degrees, rather than the ideal angle of 90 degrees. I 
consider the 80-degree angle of intersection to be completely acceptable for this 
location because it is signalized intersection. For an unsignalized intersection, I would 
be more concerned because of the potential impact on sight distance. For signalized 
intersections, this is not a significant concern.  



Mr. Pete Walter 
November 12, 2014 
Page 5 
 
 

 
11. Intersection Spacing.  Intersection spacing along Meyers Road to the east of 

Beavercreek Road appears appropriate given the configuration of the parcel and the 
opportunities for further connections with adjoining parcels.   

 
12. Sight Distance.  The TIA indicates that sight distance at the Meyers Road/Beavercreek 

Road intersection was estimated to be in excess of 450 feet to the north and 
approximately 650 feet to the south. Sight distance is adequate for this signalized 
intersection.    

 
13. Consistency with the TSP.  The planned extension of Meyers Road east of 

Beavercreek Road is consistent with the TSP and Beavercreek Road Concept Plan. A 
detailed review of proposed frontage improvements should be conducted to verify 
consistency with the TSP and city code requirements.   

 
14. Conclusions and Recommendations.  The engineer concludes that the all study area 

intersections will meet mobility standards in 2016 even with the build out of the 
development. In fact, the v/c for the Highway 213/Beavercreek Road is predicted to be 
1.0, rather than 0.99. However, under OCMC 12.04.205 D, the normal mobility 
standards to not apply at this intersection.  

 
Because of the conditions associated with rezoning of the parcel in 2010, the TIA also 
includes a discussion for the Highway 213/Meyers Road intersection. In the 2010 study 
it was shown that the inclusion of an exclusive right-turn lane on the westbound 
approach of Meyers Road at Highway 213 improves the intersection’s performance to 
better than that predicted for the “no rezoning” scenario. This became a condition of 
approval associated with the rezoning of the property.  

 
Conclusion and Recommendations 
 
I find the TIA meets city requirements. The TIA indicates that development will cause 
modest increases in traffic.  With the exception of Highway 213/Beavercreek Road, mobility 
standards will be met at all locations with the development in year 2016.   
 
The applicant’s access to the transportation system will be accomplished by constructing 
the extension of Meyers Road to the east of Beavercreek Road. Materials provided by the 
applicant appear consistent with the planned function of Meyers Road. The extension of 
Meyers Road will require the applicant reconstruct the existing intersection and signal 
system to accommodate the new east leg of the intersection. The conditions of approval 
should specify that the applicant bear the costs of designing and reconstructing the 
intersection and the existing signal to provide for all movements including left-turn lanes 
and protected phasing for left turns on each approach. The signal system upgrade should 
comply with county standards. 
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Because of special provisions in OCMC 12.04.205 D, the intersection of Highway 213 and 
Beavercreek Road is allowed to exceed v/c 0.99. Under 12.04.205 D 2, the applicant may 
be required to construct TSP improvements or other improvements specified by the Code 
to offset the impacts at this intersection. (See #6, above.) I recommend that the City 
Engineer and planning staff identify improvements from the TSP that could be implemented 
by the applicant to offset the impacts caused by the development at this intersection. I 
further recommend that implementation of the specified improvements be added as a 
condition of development for this proposal. 
 
In connection with the rezoning of the property in 2010, an analysis was also conducted of 
the Highway 213/Meyers Road intersection. I recommend that the conditions of approval 
related to this intersection prescribed during the rezoning (ZC10-01) be retained and 
restated as conditions of approval for this development proposal. Based on the information 
supplied in the TIA and supplemented by my revised trip generation calculations, I 
conclude that the development’s contribution to the right-turn movements from Meyers 
Road to northbound OR 213 will be approximately 14 percent. This is a reasonable 
minimum as the required contribution by the developer for improving the operations of this 
intersection.  
 
If you have any questions or need any further information concerning this review, please 
contact me at replinger-associates@comcast.net.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
John Replinger, PE 
Principal 
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Public Works 

F I L E         M E M O R A N D U M 

 

Background: 
The staff report for the Type II Limited Land Use Action for SP 14-01 Beavercreek Rd Apartment/Live-Work 
development is being prepared.  This file memorandum provides further details about the Public Works Engineering 
findings, responses and conditions for the public sanitary sewer and water systems to serve the proposed 
development.  The proposed development, Beavercreek Rd Apartments/Live Work (Beavercreek Rd Apts), is a 121-
unit apartments and 62 live-work units on 9.7 acres with MUC-1 zoning located along the eastern side of 
Beavercreek Road across from the intersection of Meyers Road and Beavercreek Road.  The developer is Evergreen 
Housing Development Group, LLC. The application completeness date was July 11, 2014. 
 
Sanitary Sewer Service: 

1. City’s 2003 Sanitary Sewer Master Plan (SSMP)   
Findings: 

a. On July 11, 2014, application completeness date, the 2003 SSMP was the City’s adopted master 
planning document for the sanitary sewer collection system standards, improvement requirements, 
and capacity evaluation.  

b. The 2003 SSMP included evaluation of the existing sanitary sewer collection system to convey flows 
under existing and future buildout conditions.  

i. Evaluation included collection systems in the Glen Oak and Beavercreek basins. 
ii. The Glen Oak basin conveys flows directly to the City’s Highway 213 trunk sewers. 

iii. The Hwy 213 trunk sewers were not evaluated. As a result there is no information about 
capacity within the Hwy 213 collection system in the 2003 SSMP. 

c. Per the 2003 SSMP, the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan (BRCP) area located north of Glen Oak Rd is 
planned to be served by the Beavercreek Rd basin from a future sanitary sewer main extension in 
Beavercreek Rd starting just south of Marjorie Lane to the development. 

d. Beavercreek Rd Apts development is located along Beavercreek Rd north of Glen Oak Rd and within 
the BRCP area. Per 2003 SSMP, the property is planned to be served by the Beavercreek basin. 

i. 2003 SSMP does not evaluate flows from Beavercreek Rd Apts to be conveyed to the Glen 
Oak basin. 

ii. 2003 SSMP does evaluate future build-out flows including Beavercreek Rd Apts to be 
conveyed to the Beavercreek Rd basin.  

SUBJECT: Public Works Engineering  SP 14-01 Staff Report Findings and Conditions for  

Sanitary Sewer and Water Service for Beavercreek Rd Apartments/Live-Work 
Development 

BY: Aleta Froman-Goodrich, P.E., City Engineer 

DATE: November 5, 2014 

PLANNING 

FILE: 

SP 14-01: Site Plan and Design Review 
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e. 2003 SSMP identified deficiencies in Glen Oak Rd basin when evaluating the conveyance system for 
build-out flow conditions, improvements were recommended, and the improvements were 
constructed and placed into operation.  
 

2. City’s 2014 Sanitary Sewer Master Plan (SSMP)   
Findings: 

a. The City Commission adopted the City’s 2014 Sanitary Sewer Master Plan (SSMP) on October 1, 
2014.   

b. On July 11, 2014, application completeness date, the 2014 SSMP was in the process of being 
adopted as the City’s master planning document for the sanitary sewer collection system 
standards, improvement requirements, and capacity evaluation.  

c. The 2014 SSMP updates the 2003 SSMP with a current assessment of the City’s sanitary sewer 
collection system to convey existing and future buildout flows, including an evaluation of the Hwy 
213 trunk sewers located downstream of the Glen Oak basin. 

d. The 2014 SSMP provides constructive evidence in determining the adequacy of the sanitary sewer 
service to Beavercreek Rd Apts, including requirements that may apply in order to meet City 
standards. 

e. The 2014 SSMP included evaluations of the collection systems in the Glen Oak and Beavercreek 
basins and the downstream Hwy 213 trunk sewers.  

i. The Glen Oak basin conveys flows directly to the City’s Highway 213 trunk sewers. 
ii. The Hwy 213 trunk sewers were evaluated for existing and build-out flow conditions, 

modeling results identified pipe capacity deficiencies in the future build-out conditions, and 
recommendations for improvements in the Hwy 213 trunk sewers were provided to 
mitigate for the capacity impacts of future buildout flows. The recommended capacity 
improvements included upsizing sections of the Hwy 213 trunk sewers from 21” to 24” 
pipe. 

1. In addition to upsizing Hwy 213 sewers, another recommendation was for the 
implementation of an Inflow and Infiltration (I/I) Abatement Program in order to 
reduce the flows upstream of the Hwy 213 trunk sewers. Reducing the upstream 
flows may minimize and/or eliminate the need to upsize the Hwy 213 sewers. 

2. The City plans to implement an I/I Abatement Program, reduce flows to Hwy 213 
trunk sewers to the maximum extent practicable and minimize and/or eliminate 
the need to upsize the Hwy 213 sewers. 

f. Per the 2014 SSMP, the BRCP area, including Beavercreek Rd Apts, is planned to be served by the 
Beavercreek Rd basin from a future 15” sanitary sewer main extension in Beavercreek Rd starting 
just south of Marjorie Lane to the development and continuing south to the south end of 
Beavercreek Rd.  However, although not the preferred approach, 2014 SSMP Appendix I: Glen Oak 
Road Analysis (Analysis), does contemplate discharging a portion of the BRCP area flows into the 
Glen Oak Basin.   

i. The Analysis evaluates alternatives for routing some of the future BRCP flows to the Glen 
Oak basin and provides recommendations for capacity improvements needed to mitigate 
for the deficiencies in the existing system. 

1. The Analysis, Routing Alternative C, showed results of extensive surcharging and 
potential overflow conditions in the Glen Oak basin and Hwy 213 collection systems 
when routing approximately 421 gpm of BRCP flows to the Glen Oak basin, 
including 105gpm of Beavercreek Rd Apts.  

2. The estimated peak flow of 421 gpm is based on the flow expected from BRCP 
areas that would most likely cross to the Glen Oak basin if developing the 
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properties prior to the future 15-inch sewer extension being constructed in 
Beavercreek Rd. 

3. To manage the excessive surcharging and potential overflow conditions in the Glen 
Oak basin and Hwy 213 sewers, modeling results indicate upsizing the City’s Hwy 
213 sewers is needed. The estimated cost to upsize approximately 1,400 feet of 
existing 12-inch to 15-inch is $537,000 and 2,400 feet of existing 21-inch to 24-inch 
is $2,381,000, for a total cost of $2,918,000.  

ii. If the BRCP areas identified in The Analysis, Routing Alternative C, develop prior to the 
future 15-inch trunk sewer being constructed in Beavercreek Rd, and convey the estimated 
peak flow of 421gpm to the Glen Oak basin, then the capacity improvements for upsizing 
the 12” and 21” Hwy 213 sewers are required.  

1. The City will assess each BRCP development proposal for proportional share of Hwy 
213 sewer capacity improvements when the BRCP areas identified in The Analysis, 
Routing Alternative C propose to develop prior to the future Beavercreek Rd 15-
inch sewer improvements.   

2. The total proportional share contribution for said BRCP areas, with a total flow of 
421 gpm, is 100% of the 15-inch sewer cost, $537,000, and 69% of the 24-inch 
sewer cost, $1,643,000, for a total contribution of $2,180,000.  

a. The following should be noted:   
i. Modeling results show upsizing the Hwy 213 sewers from 12-inch 

to 15-inch is not required when the said BRCP flows are not routed 
to the Glen Oak basin. 

ii. Modeling results show upsizing the Hwy 213 sewers from 21-inch 
to 24-inch is required when 613 gpm buildout flows are added to 
the Hwy 213 trunk sewers. The said BRCP flows are 69% of these 
buildout flows. 

3. Beavercreek Apts, being one of the properties included in the said BRCP areas with 
a flow of approximately 105 gpm, is approximately 25% of the said BRCP areas total 
peak flow.  

a. Beavercreek Rd. Apts shall be conditioned to pay a fee-in-lieu for the Hwy 
213 sewer improvements. 

b. Fee-in-lieu is based on 25% of BRCP’s total proportional share contribution, 
and 25% of the total contribution is $545,000. 

3. Developer’s engineer, Keller Associates, submitted a Technical Memo, dated 9/9/2014 that evaluated 
sewer service to the Beavercreek Rd Apts development. 

a. Keller’s Memo: 
i. Memo acknowledges that the 2014 SSMP evaluation of the existing collection system 

appears to be in line with industry standards and the best long-term approach for servicing 
the entire Beavercreek service area appears to be a new trunkline sewer along Beavercreek 
Rd in the Beavercreek basin. 

ii. Memo documents the Beavercreek Apts development estimated peak flow to be 105 gpm. 
iii. Memo includes recommendation to accommodate the Beavercreek Apts development 

flows in the Glen Oak Rd sewers and direct flows across sewer basins on a short-term basis.  
1. Further comment is made that the Beavercreek Apts could be routed into future 

Beavercreek Sewer and recommends provisions for this transfer be incorporated 
into the design of the Beavercreek Apts development. 

2. Note:  The development application shows proposed sanitary sewer service to be 
connected to sewers in the Glen Oak basin. 
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3. Memo references the City’s desire to reserve flows and the resulting available 
capacity is uncommitted.  City Comment:: This comment is inaccurate as the City 
through the adoption of the 2014 SSMP has committed the existing remaining 
capacity of the Glen Oak collection system for the planned developments that must 
flow to the Glen Oak basin and Hwy 213 sewers.  

iv. Memo includes recommendation to bolt down and seal manholes with only two feet of 
cover. City Comment: The City manages excessive surcharging of pipes through upsizing the 
pipe to increase the capacity and/or reducing the flow to the sewer through I/I abatement 
or other flow reduction measure.  Bolting down the manholes does not resolve the capacity 
deficiencies of the sewer pipes. 

v. Memo includes comments about the BRCP areas being routed to the Glen Oak Rd basin 
long-term and completing downstream improvement in Hwy 213 to alleviate surcharged 
conditions in the City’s Glen Oak Rd sewers. 

vi. Memo includes comments about inflow and infiltration I/I and reducing the amount of I/I 
to free up pipe capacity for development. 

1. Memo also includes comments about Keller’s investigation about benchmarks for 
estimating typical cost per gallon for I/I removed from collection systems. 

2. Keller found local agencies have no quantifiable method to calculate the I/I 
reduction and cost per gallon. 

3. Keller found there is a methodology that is being used by municipalities that 
calculates a cost to offset I/I. 

vii. Memo includes three sections titled: “Background”, “General Observations”, and “Available 
Capacity in the Glen Oak Sewer Line”. 

viii. Memo does not include a section for recommendations and/or conclusions.  
b. PW Engr Staff Findings in reference to Keller’s Technical Memo: 

i. Memo does not include a section for specific recommendations and/or conclusions so staff 
reviewed the content of the Memo and made interpretation of the intent for the 
statements that were presented.  

ii. There is no reliable methodology that quantifies the amount of I/I reduction that would 
result from an I/I Abatement Program.  Therefore, there is no reliable method to calculate 
the cost per gallon of I/I removed from the sewer system until the I/I is physically removed 
and measured through flow monitoring before and after the abatement improvements are 
implemented.  

iii. Routing flows from the BRCP areas, including Beavercreek Apts, to the Glen Oak Rd utilizes 
capacity in the Glen Oak Rd basin and Hwy 213 collection systems that was planned for the 
future buildout of the Glen Oak basin and Hwy 213.  The BRCP flows were planned for the 
Beavercreek Rd basin. 

iv. The 2014 SSMP Analysis Routing Alternative C identifies improvements to the Hwy 213 
sewers to mitigate for the capacity impacts related to the BRCP areas’ additional flows. 

1. If development occurs in the said BRCP areas prior to the future 15-inch sewer 
extension in Beavercreek Rd and development flows are directed across basins to 
the Glen Oak basin, then the Hwy 213 sewer capacity improvements are required 
to manage the surcharging and potential overflow conditions.  

2. Beavercreek Rd Apt is one of the properties in the said BRCP areas and is the first 
development proposing to cross basins. 

3. The total estimated additional peak flows from said BRCP areas is 421 gpm and 
Beavercreek Apts flow is approximately 25% of this flow, 105 gpm. 
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v. The City plans to start an I/I abatement program in 2015/2016 for the Basins that 
contribute to Hwy 213 sewers and it is unknown at this time whether there will be a 
reduction in I/I through this proposed program. 

vi. To allow the said BRCP areas, including Beavercreek Rd Apts, to cross basins and direct 
flows to the Glen Oak basin, the Hwy 213 sewer capacity improvements are required to 
mitigate for the additional flows that will contribute to excessive surcharging within the 
Glen Oak and Hwy 213 collection systems.  

1. These improvements are identified in 2014 SSMP, Appendix I: Glen Oak Road 
Analysis, Figure C-5, Routing Alternative C and includes: upsizing the City’s Hwy 213 
sewers and estimated costs, approximately 1,400 feet of existing 12-inch to 15-inch 
is $537,000 and 2,400 feet of existing 21-inch to 24-inch is $2,381,000, for a total 
cost of $2,918,000. 

2. The proportional share of cost for the said BRCP areas with a total flow of 421 gpm, 
is 100% of the 15-inch sewer cost, $537,000, and 69% of the 24-inch sewer cost, 
$1,643,000, for a total contribution of $2,180,000.   

3. The proportional share of cost for the Beavercreek Apts, being one of the 
properties in said BRCP areas, with a total flow of 105 gpm is 25% of BRCP’s total 
proportional share contribution, and 25% of the total contribution is $545,000. 

vii. Requirements for connection to the City’s existing Glen Oak system and sewer 
improvements for service extensions: 

1. Connection to the existing Glen Oak system shall be located in the public road 
right-of-way, Meyers Road, at the existing manhole at Meyers Rd and Emerson Ct. 

2. The design of the new 8-inch connecting sewer shall incorporate the design of the 
future 15-inch sanitary sewer so in the future the Beavercreek Apts can be 
transferred to the Beavercreek basin through a connection from the new 8-inch to 
the future 15-inch sewer.  

3. The new 8-inch sewer shall extend south of the Meyers/Beavercreek intersection in 
Beavercreek Rd along the frontage of the site with service laterals to serve the 
proposed buildings with frontage on Beavercreek Rd. 

4. The new 8-inch sewer shall not extend north of the Meyers/Beavercreek 
intersection at this time due to direction of flow to the Glen Oak basin so fee-in-lieu 
shall be required.  Fee-in-lieu for 8-inch sewer along site frontage in Beavercreek 
Rd from Meyers/Beavercreek intersection to northerly boundary of development. 
Fee-in-lieu shall include all costs for design, construction and contingencies for a 
City public agency construction contract for the 8-inch extension. 

5. At this time a 15-inch pipe in Beavercreek Rd shall not be required due to the 
anticipated potential for maintenance and operational problems of having a 15-
inch pipe with very little flow contribution, and the future 15-inch connection will 
most likely not be made within the next 10 years. 

c. Conditions of Approval recommended for sewer service to proposed SP 14-01 Beavercreek 
Apartment Development: 

i. To direct flows across sewer basins to the Glen Oak basin:  
1. Applicant shall be conditioned to pay a fee-in-lieu for the Hwy 213 sewer 

improvements based on its proportional share contribution to the additional line 
capacity. 

a. Beavercreek Apts additional flow is 25% of the BRCP areas total flow.  
b. The proportional share contribution for the Beavercreek Apts, being one of 

the properties in said BRCP areas, with a total flow of 105 gpm is 25% of 
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BRCP’s total proportional share contribution, and 25% of the total 
contribution is $545,000. 

c. The 2014 SSMP provides the data and information for the basis of the fee-
in-lieu costs.  

ii. Connection location of proposed sanitary sewer to the existing sewer in the Glen Oak basin: 
1. Applicant shall design 8” sanitary sewer collection system in existing and future 

public roads with the connection to the existing sanitary sewer system at the 
manhole located in Meyers Road at Emerson Ct. 

2. Applicant shall refer to the City’s standards for typical utility placement within the 
public street section for location of underground public utilities.  

3. Applicant shall extend the new 8-inch sewer pipe in Meyers Rd to Beavercreek Rd 
with a crossing of Beavercreek Rd to the future public road system and extend the 
new 8-inch sewer pipe in Beavercreek Rd to the south across the frontage of the 
property to serve the proposed buildings fronting Beavercreek Rd. 

4. Beavercreek Apt design shall make consideration of the future Beavercreek Rd 15-
inch sewer extension for future and incorporate into the design the future 
transferring of the new 8-inch to the future 15-inch.   

iii. Sanitary Sewer improvements along frontage of development in Beavercreek Road. 
1. Applicant shall pay fee-in-lieu for 8-inch sanitary sewer along the site frontage 

north of the Meyers/Beavercreek intersection to the northerly site boundary of 
development for the future Beavercreek Rd sanitary sewer extension. 

2. Fee-in-lieu for 8-inch sewer along frontage shall be based on all costs for design, 
construction and contingencies for a City public agency construction contract. 

3. Applicant shall provide an engineer’s estimate, signed and stamped by the 
engineer, for the City’s review and approval.  

iv. There may be other conditions of approval for consideration and still to be determined. 
 
Water: 

1. City’s 2012 Water Master Plan   
Findings: 

a. Beavercreek Apts development is located in the Beavercreek Rd Concept Plan (BRCP) area. 
b. Beavercreek Apts development has ground elevations of 480 feet and greater. 
c. BRCP area with ground elevations of 480 feet and greater are planned to be served by the future 

expanded Fairway Downs pressure zone.  The future expanded Fairway Downs pressure zone 
requires the construction of future water facilities that include a storage reservoir and pump 
station prior to providing water service to the BRCP area with properties that have ground 
elevations of 480 feet and greater. 

d. Future 12-inch waterline is recommended in Beavercreek Rd from Glen Oak Road to Meyers Road 
to serve the BRCP area and a future 12-inch waterline extending into the BRCP area where ground 
elevations are 480 feet and greater. 

2. Beavercreek Apts development proposed water service 
Findings: 

a. Beavercreek Apts development wants to develop prior to the expansion of the Fairway Downs 
pressure zone and construction of the future water facilities planned to serve the BRCP area.  

b. Clackamas River Water (CRW), the City and Developer have found an interim solution for water 
service prior to the City’s Fairway Down pressure zone expansion and construction of the future 
facilities needed to serve the BRCP area. 

c. CRW Commissioners met on 9/22/2014 and approved to proceed  with the following interim plan 
with reference to water service to Beavercreek Apts: 
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i. 800 feet of 12-inch waterline and master meter paid for by developer 
ii. CRW own master meter 

iii. City own 12-inch waterline. 
iv. An Intergovernmental Agreement between CRW and the City providing the terms and 

conditions of water service 
3. Conditions of Approval recommended for Water service to proposed SP 14-01 Beavercreek Apts 

development: 
a. New water system shall be designed with minimum 12-inch pipe in Beavercreek Road from Glen 

Oak Rd to Meyers Rd and to be owned by the City, with minimum 8-inch water mains throughout 
the site, and connection to a new master meter and vault to be owned by Clackamas River Water 
located at approximately Glen Oak Rd and Beavercreek Rd.    

b. Applicant shall design looping of the new water system and avoid dead-end mains to the maximum 
extent practicable. 

c. Applicant shall design water system in existing and future public roads to the maximum extent 
practicable minimizing the need for public waterline easements.   

d. Prior to submitting construction plans to the City, an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between 
Clackamas River Water (CRW) and the City must be executed.  IGA shall include the terms and 
provisions needed for water service to the development through a proposed master meter to be 
owned by CRW and 12-inch waterline in Beavercreek Rd to be owned by the City.  

e. Prior to construction plan approval and after execution of the proposed IGA, the Applicant shall 
receive CRW’s written approval of design, plans and specifications for water facilities as agreed 
upon through the IGA.  

f. Note:  There may be other conditions of approval for consideration and still to be determined. 
 

 



ORDINANCE NO. 07-1021 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING CERTAIN PROPERTY TO THE ClTY OF OREGON ClTY 

OREGON ClTY MAKES THE FOLLOWING FINDINGS: 

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

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

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

WHEREAS, the annexation of the identified properties was submitted to the voters of the 
City of Oregon City at a special election held on November 6, 2007; and 

WHEREAS, theClackamas County Clerk has returned the official figures indicating the 
results of the election held on November 6, 2007; and 

WHEREAS, the official figures returned by the Clackamas County Clerk indicate that a 
majority of the voters of the City of Oregon City voted to approve the annexation of the identified 
properties; and 

WHEREAS, the identified properties are currently in Clackamas County Rural Fire 
Protection District # 1; and 

WHEREAS, the identified properties are currently within the Clackamas County Service 
District for Enhanced Law Enforcement; and 

WHEREAS, the identified properties are currently within the Clackamas River Water 
District; and 

WHEREAS, the Tri-City Service District requires the City's concurrence to annexations 
into the District; and 

WHEREAS, the City Commission concurs that the Tri-City Service District can annex the 
identified properties into their sewer district. 

NOW, THEREFORE, OREGON ClTY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. That the area further identified in the legal description attached hereto as 
Exhibit "A", is hereby annexed to and made a part of the City of Oregon City. 

Section 2. That the findings attached hereto as Exhibit 'B' are hereby adopted. 

Section 3. That the territory identified in Exhibit " A  is hereby withdrawn from 
Clackamas County Rural Fire Protection District # 1. 

Ordinance No. 07-1021 
Effective: January 18, 2008 



Section 4. That the territory identified in Exhibit "A" is hereby withdrawn from 
Clackamas County Service District for Enhanced Law Enforcement. 

Section 5. That the territory identified in Exhibit " A  is hereby withdrawn from the 
Clackamas River Water District. 

Section 6. The City hereby concurs with and approves the annexing of the territory 
identified in Exhibit "A" into the Tri-City Service District by the Clackamas County Board of 
Commissioners, to the extent allowed by law. 

Section 7. That the effective date for this annexation is the date this ordinance is 
submitted to the Secretary of State, as provided in ORS 222.180. 

Read for the first time at a regular meeting of the City Commission held on the 19th day 
of December 2007, and the foregoing ordinance was finally enacted by the City Commission 
this 19th day of December 2007. 

b h  
ALICE NORRIS 
Mayor 

ATTESTED this 19th day of December 2007 

NANCY m~ 
o,wdc& 

City Recorder V 
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Exhibit A 

Legal Description 

Part of the SE 'A of Section 9, the South Y2 of Section 10 and of the North lh of 
Section 15 Township 3 South, Range 2 East of the Willamette Meridian, County 
of Clackamas, State of Oregon, and further described as follows: 

Commencing at the northeast corner of the Andrew Hood DLC No. 44 thence 
North 00 O 30' East along the extension of the East line of said claim, a distance 
of 20 feet to the North right-of-way of John H. Loder Road and to the True Point 
of Beginning; 

thence South 8975' West along the Northerly right of way of said road 620.4 feet 
to the Northerly extension of the Westerly boundary of that parcel described in 
Clackamas County Deed Record No. 94-00722; 

thence South 0 "30' West a distance of 371 .I 2 feet to the Southwest corner of 
that parcel described in said Deed Record No. 94-00722; 

thence South 89" 15' West a distance of 784.08 feet to a stone marked " X  on 
the North boundary of a tract of land conveyed to David F. Moehunke, et ux, in 
Book 157, Page 360, Deed Records; 

thence North 0'30' East 371 . I 2  feet along the West boundary and the Northerly 
extension thereof of a tract of land conveyed to Charles G. Thomas, et ux, by 
Book 341, Page 570, Clackamas County Deed Records to a point in the 
Northerly right of way of said Loder Road, 

thence South 897 5' West along the North boundary of said Northerly right of 
way of said Loder Road a distance of 465 feet more or less, to a point being the 
Northwesterly extension of the Northeasterly boundary of that parcel conveyed to 
the Hall Family Investment Co, LLC in Clackamas County Deed #98-130715; 

thence South 40 O 45' East a distance of 485 feet more or less, to an iron pipe as 
recorded on P.S. 3494, Clackamas County Surveyor's Office; 

thence South 49" 55' West 670 feet to an iron pipe as recorded on said P.S. 
3494 located on the Northeasterly right of way of the Oregon City to 
Road, now known as Beavercreek Road; 

/ n, 

thence South 40'37' East along the Easterly right of way of said ~e?he"icreek 
Road 31 35 feet, more or less, to a point being the south most south$&t c o r n m  7 of that parcel of land conveyed to Wayne C. Hall and Helen E. Hall a i d  r e c @ p E D  
in Clackamas County Deed Records in Book 546, Page 288; ', T- c:u2~ , ,  % \a_ ~ s s m ~ ,  /., 
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thence N 87" 1 1  ' 21" E along the south line of said Hall tract, 445.92 feet to a 518" 
iron rod set at the south most southeast corner of said Hall tract; 

thence N 0" 46' 16" E, 570.00 feet to a 5/8" iron rod; 

thence N 0" 46' 16" E, 41 0.31 feet to 518" iron rod; 

thence N 0" 46' 57" E, 480.44 feet to a 112" iron rod; 

thence N 27" 12' 06" W, 533.04 feet to 518" iron rod; 

thence N 12" 49' 21 " El 306.64 feet to 518" iron rod; 

thence S 89" 13' 00" El 197.71 feet to 518" iron rod; 

thence S 89" 13' 00" El 500.04 feet to 518" iron rod set in a mound of stone at the 
north most southeast of said Hall tract and also being the West line of 
Government Lot 2 of Section 10 of Township 3 South, Range 2 East of the 
Willamette Meridian; 

thence North 0" 13' East 892.1 3 feet along, said Lot 2 and the Urban Growth 
Boundary to the Northerly right of way of Loder Road; 

thence South 89q 5' West tracing said Northerly right of way of said Loder Road 
987.36 feet to t'he Point of Beginning. 
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BEFORE THE OREGON CITY 
CITY COMMISSION 

In the Matter of Resolution No. 07- ) FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS 
24 to set the election date of 1 OF LAW AND FINAL ORDER IN 
November 6,2007 for the OREGON CITY FILE No. AN 07-02. 
annexation of 122 acres located east ) 
of Beavercreek Road and South of ) 
Loder Road into Oregon City. 

) 

Findings Of Fact, Conclusions Of Law And Final Order On Appeal AN 07-02 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Northwest Development Solutions (the "Applicant") submitted application for the 
annexation of 12 properties totaling 122 acres into the city limits of Oregon City. The Planning 
Commission held evidentiary hearings on July 16 '~  and July 23rd, 2007, after which the Planning 
Commission deliberated and unanimously recommended approval of the request to the City 
Commission for their consideration. On August lSt, 2007, the City Commission held a public 
hearing and after hearing all of the testimony and considering all of the evidence, tentatively 
voted to approve the annexation and recommend that the issue be sent to the citizens for a vote 
on November 6th, 2007. The Commission's reasons for approving the application are set forth in 
these findings of fact, conclusions of law, and final order. 

11. FINDINGS 

Annexation 07-02 was initiated by consent petition of a 100% of the property owners and 
voters. The temtory contains approximately 122 acres, has 5 single-family residences, 7 
commercial structures, a population of 9 and is valued at $1,566,7 1 1. The properties have a 
comprehensive plan designation of Future Urban Holding, which is a holding designation until a 
Concept Plan for the Beavercreek Road area is completed. The zoning designation will remain 
Future Urban 10-acre minimum until adoption of the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan and the 
appropriate Comprehensive Plan and Zoning designation can be applied to the individual 
properties. A majority of the public testimony addressed the draft Beavercreek Road Concept 
Plan design and process and was not applicable to the annexation request before the commission. 

A. Metro Boundary Change Criteria. 

1. Consistency with directly applicable provisions in ORS 195 agreements or ORS 
195 annexation plans. 

Findings. There are no adopted 195 annexation plans or agreements applicable to 
this area. For the foregoing reasons, this criterion is met. 

2. Consistency with directly applicable provisions of urban planning area 
agreements between the annexing entity and a necessary party. 

Findings. A necessary party is defined as any county, city or district whose 
jurisdictional boundary or adopted urban serve area includes any part of the affected temtory or 
who provides any urban service to any portion of the affected territory, Metro, and any other unit 
of local government, as defined in ORS 190.003, that is a party to any agreement for provisions 
of an urban service to the affected temtory. Proper notice was given to all necessary parties and 
the only comments received where from the Public Safety Director of Oregon City, which were 
addressed to the satisfaction of the Director by the applicant. 

A citizen contended that the County Commissioner's have not been briefed on the 
annexation, thus it is not possible to know if the necessary party has contested the annexation. 
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The County Commissioner's office was mailed notice of the annexation request on June 1 2 ~ ,  
2007, indicating the time and location of the Planning and City Commission public hearings and 
requesting comments, either in writing or during testimony at the hearings. No comments were 
received from the County. 

The City and County have an Urban Growth Management Agreement (UGMA), 
which is part of their Comprehensive Plans. The territory to be annexed falls within the Urban 
Growth Management Boundary (UGMB) identified for Oregon City and is subject to the 
agreement. The County agreed to adopt the City's Comprehensive Plan designation for the area, 
which currently is Future Urban 10 and the agreement presumes that all the urban lands within 
the UGMB will ultimately annex to the City and that the responsibility for the public facilities 
shall fall the City. 

The City agrees to concur with the Tri-City Service District's annexation of the 
subject properties upon voter approval of the city annexation. This territory is currently within 
the Clackarnas River Water District, with which the city does not have an urban service 
agreement, however; ORS 222.120 allows the city to specify that the territory by automaticaIly 
withdrawn from the water district upon annexation, which will occur upon voter approval of the 
city annexation. The City shall also withdraw the territory from the County Service District for 
Law Enforcement and Clackarnas County R.F.P.D #l .  For the foregoing reasons, this criterion is 
met. 

3. Consistency with directly applicable standards for boundary changes 
contained in comprehensive land use plans and public facility plans. 

Findings. The AN 07-02 staff report demonstrates consistency with the existing 
comprehensive land use plans and public facility plans. The annexation of the 122 acres and 5 
single-family homes will have minimal impact on the existing services and infrastructure and the 
properties are contiguous to the existing City limits. The properties will be zoned Future Urban 
10 until the Beavercreek Concept Plan and implementing ordinances are adopted. Approval of 
the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan will comply with all applicable Comprehensive Plan 
requirements and the public facility plans will be updated to account for the future impacts of the 
full build out of the 122 acres. The FU-10 zoning designation is a holding zone that prevents the 
property from being developed at urban standards until such time as the Concept Plan and 
implementing ordinances are adopted, having demonstrated compliance with the Comprehensive 
Plan, including updates to the city master plans and capital improvements plans. For the 
foregoing reasons, this criterion is met. At the public hearing before the city commission, 
several parties raised the issue of consistency with the Beavercreek Concept Plan. As discussed 
below, that plan had not yet been adopted and is not a criterion for this annexation. 

4. Consistency with directly applicable standards for boundary changes 
contained in the Regional framework or any functional plans. 

Findinns. The law that requires Metro to adopt criteria for boundary changes 
specifically states that those criteria shall include "...compliance with adopted regional urban 
growth goals and objectives, functional plans.. ..and the regional framework plan of the district 
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(Metro)." The Growth Management Functional Plan was reviewed and found not to contain any 
criteria directly applicable to boundary changes. In addition, the Regional ~ramework Plan was 
reviewed and found not to contain specific criteria applicable to boundary changes. For the 
foregoing reasons, this criterion is met. 

5 .  Whether the proposed boundary change will promote or not interfere with 
the timely, orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services. 

Findin~s. Annexation of the existing five homes will have virtually no affect on 
the timely, orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services. The City will obtain 
a small increase in property tax revenues from adding additional assessed value to its tax roll as a 
result of annexing the territory and there is adequate public facilities and services to provide for 
the additional 5 homes and 7 commercial buildings. The City will also obtain land use 
jurisdiction over the territory. The Beavercreek Concept Plan will address the overall impact to 
the city of a much larger swath of land, which includes this piece, but that plan has not yet been 
completed. The territory to be annexed under that plan will include approximately 20 acres of 
employment and 48 acres of mixed employment, which will provide employment opportunities 
that are greatly lacking in Oregon City. Because that plan has not been adopted, it is not an 
applicable criterion and there has been no showing that annexation of this property to the city 
will interfere with the timely, orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services to 
the area. The applicant has also proposed a Police Funding Fee to be collected at time of 
building permit to off-set the impacts on Police service. For the foregoing reasons, this criterion 
is met. 

6. Consistency with other applicable criteria for the boundary change in 
question under state and local law. 

Findings. The proposed annexation complies with all applicable state and local 
laws as demonstrated in these findings of fact and the AN 07-01 staff report. For the foregoing 
reasons, this criterion is met. 

B. Oregon City Municipal Code: Section 6 of Chapter 14. 

1. Adequacy of access to the site. 

Findings. Access is provided from Beavercreek Road to the west and Loder Road to the north. 
The City-County UGMA requires the annexation to include the adjacent portions of all county 
streets. There is adequate frontage from public streets to access the site in a safe and efficient 
manner. For the foregoing reasons, this criterion is met. 

2. Conformity of the proposal with the City's Comprehensive Plan. 

Findings. The Comprehensive Plan identifies a need to provide an adequate 
supply of land for major industrial employers with family-wage jobs, ensure that land-use 
patterns create opportunities for citizens to live closer to their workplace and require that a 
majority of the lands east of Clackamas Community College, which includes this area, shall be 
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designated in such a manner that it encourages family-wage jobs in order to generate new jobs 
and move towards meeting the city's employment goals. 

The Beavercreek Road Concept Plan, which includes this 122 acres, is designed 
to meet City and Metro requirements for the creation and protection of employment lands within 
the study area. The site contains approximately 20 acres of employment and 48 acres of mixed 
employment, which will allow citizens to live closer to employment opportunities and will 
provide lands that will offer family-wage jobs and move the City closer to meeting their 
employment goals. 

The proposed annexation properties are within the Beavercreek Road Concept 
Planning area, but no concept plan has been adopted. Therefore, the Concept Plan is not 
applicable to this annexation. 

3. Adequacy and availability of public facilities and services to service 
potential development. 

Findin~s. as discussed below, the Facilities and Services discussion of the staff 
report indicate that there are adequate services to support the annexation at the zoning 
designation of FU-10. To the extent additional development will occur, the property will have to 
be re-zoned, which will not occur until the Concept Plan has been approved. The Concept Plan 
will have to demonstrate that public facilities and services for potential development will be 
accounted for once the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan is adopted. The concept plan will 
identify the impacts to the public facilities and services and the remedies necessary to 
accommodate the potential development on the annexed properties. 

There are existing water lines and sanitary sewer lines in Beavercreek Road north 
of the subject site and in Glen Oak Road that can be extended to the site to provide service. The 
necessary water, sanitary, and stormwater improvements necessary to accommodate the future 
development of the area will be included in the city's master plans to ensure adequacy of the 
systems. 

The Beavercreek Concept Plan will integrate a multi-modal transportation system 
with a mixed-use development pattern to achieve a highly efficient and sustainable design. The 
concept plan will identify a network of internal and external pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and 
street connections that serve the study area and connect it to the surrounding community and the 
broader region. The concept plan will ensure that the land brought into the UGB is planned in an 
efficient and sustainable manner that will identify compatible land uses, including industrial, 
office, commercial, and residential uses, thereby reducing the need for vehicle trips, improving 
the efficiency of public transportation, offering multi-modal transportation options, and reducing 
the need to expand the UGB in the future. 

The Concept Plan will address traffic impacts, remedies and costs that are 
necessary to accommodate the additional growth in this area. The improvements will be added 
to the Transportation System Plan as part of the adoption of the Beavercreek Concept Plan and 
will meet the necessary Level of Service requirements of the city and will meet the intent of the 
Transportation Planning Rule. For the foregoing reasons, this criterion is met. 

4. Compliance with applicable sections of Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 
222, and Metro Code 3.09. 
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Findings. The only criterion in ORS 222 is that annexed lands be contiguous to 
the City. The site is contiguous at its border with city property for about 4,200 feet along the 
exterior area boundary. The Metro Code criteria are discussed above. This report considers each 
factor and the Conclusions and Reasons in the attached Staff Report Findings and Reasons 
demonstrate that these criteria are satisfied. For the foregoing reasons, this criterion is met. 

5.  Natural hazards identified by the City, such as wetlands, floodplains, and 
steep slopes. 

Findings. Preliminary review has identified water resource areas that will require 
further investigation at time of development to demonstrate compliance with existing Oregon 
City Municipal Code water resource protection standards. For the foregoing reasons, this 
criterion is met. 

6. Any significant adverse effects on specially designated open space, scenic 
historic or natural resource areas by urbanization of the subject property at 
the time of annexation. 

Findings. The property is in the Newel1 and Thimble drainage basin according to 
the Drainage Master Plan. There are no designated areas affected by urbanization of this 
property. 

7. Lack of any signiJicant adverse effects on the economic, social and 
physical environment of the community by the overall impact of 
annexation. 

Findings. Annexation of the existing five homes will have virtually no affect on 
the economic, social, or physical environment of the community. The Commission interprets the 
"community" as including the City of Oregon City and the lands within its urban service area. 
The City will obtain a small increase in property tax revenues from adding additional assessed 
value to its tax roll as a result of annexing the territory. The City will also obtain land use 
jurisdiction over the territory. Finally it will have service responsibilities including fire, police, 
and general administration. The City delivers police service to the unincorporated area in the 
course of patrolling to deliver service to the incorporated area. The increases in service 
responsibilities to the area that result from the annexation are insignificant, though an additional 
five homes may impact the existing response time of the Police Department. 

There are adequate public facilities and services to support annexation of this 
property at the FU-10 zoning. The Beavercreek Concept Plan will address any re-zoning for 
further urbanization. The plan will providing for a mix of employment, office, commercial and 
residential that will provide employment, entertainment and services within close proximity to 
existing and planned residential development. The ability to provide these opportunities in such 
close proximity to the residential development will limit the impacts on the infrastructure and 
services, include transportation. The addition of employment lands will have a positive effect 
on the economic, social and physical environment of Oregon City by providing employment 
opportunities in a region severely lacking those opportunities, increase the assessed value with 
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employment, office and commercial uses and providing a unique and urban physical 
environment that will be to the benefit of the residents of Oregon City. 

The concept plan call for a mix of housing sizes and types, creating a truly mixed 
community that senires many income levels and demographics, which will improve the social 
environment of Oregon City. The compact urban development will also increase the 
opportunities for public transportation opportunities, potentially expanding the existing Tri-Met 
service from Clackamas Community College to the west of the site and providing an alternative 
to the single occupancy vehicle trip, thereby improving the economic and physical environment 
of Oregon City. For the foregoing reasons, this criterion is met. 

111. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons noted above, the City Commission has determined that the Applicant has 
met its burden of proof with respect to the Annexation and adopts Resolution No. 07-24 and set 
Proposal No. AN 07-02 for an election on November 6,2007. The City Commission shall 
withdraw the territory from the County Service District for Enhanced Law Enforcement, Concur 
with Tri-City Service District's annexation of the subject property upon voter approval of the 
city annexation, will withdraw from the Clackamas County R.F.P.D #1 and Clackamas River 
Water District, will require all consenting property owners to sign a waiver of Measure 37 rights 
prior to the City Commission adopting a final ordinance accepting a positive annexation election 
result and shall accept the financia1 solution offered by the applicant to address the police 
funding shortcomings. 

ADOPTED this 15" day of August 2007. 

OREGON CITY COMMISSION 

Alice Norris, Mayor 
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NOTICE OF HEARINGS 
 
 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT AT 7:00 PM ON MONDAY, JULY 16, 2007, IN THE CITY 
HALL COMMISSION CHAMBERS FOR OREGON CITY, 320 WARNER-MILNE ROAD, OREGON 
CITY, OREGON; THERE SHALL BE A PUBLIC HEARING BY AND BEFORE THE OREGON 
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION ON THE BOUNDARY CHANGE PROPOSAL LISTED BELOW. 
  
 
NOTICE IS HEREBY ALSO GIVEN THAT AT 7:00 PM ON WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 1, 2007, IN 
THE CITY HALL COMMISSION CHAMBERS FOR OREGON CITY, 320 WARNER-MILNE ROAD, 
OREGON CITY, OREGON; THERE SHALL BE A PUBLIC HEARING BY AND BEFORE THE 
OREGON CITY CITY COMMISSION ON THE BOUNDARY CHANGE PROPOSAL LISTED 
BELOW.   
 
INTERESTED PERSONS MAY APPEAR AT THESE HEARINGS AND WILL BE GIVEN 
REASONABLE OPPORTUNITY TO BE HEARD.  INTERESTED PERSONS MAY ALSO SUBMIT 
WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSAL AT OR BEFORE THE HEARINGS. 
 
 PROPOSAL NO. AN 07-02 - ANNEXATION TO CITY OF OREGON CITY of territory located 
generally in the south east side of the City on the east side of Beavercreek Road, more particularly:  Tax 
Lots 100, 101, 102, 200, 500, 570, 580, 700, 800, 801, 802, and 1228, in the SW 1/4 of Section 10 (10C); 
W.M., Clackamas County, Oregon.  
 
The applicant desires to provide the properties with city services to eventually rezone some tax lots to 
accommodate a mixed use master planned community.   
 
The decision on annexation to the City does not authorize or prevent any specific use of land.  Current 
county zoning and planning designations will remain on the property until the City takes action to rezone 
the property. 
 
Criteria for processing the annexations by the Planning and City Commission are found in Metro Code 
3.09, Oregon City Municipal Code Title 14 (Ordinance 99-1030), the Land Use chapter of the Clackamas 
County Comprehensive Plan, the City / County Urban Growth Management Agreement, and Sections 11 
and 14 of the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan.  The Planning Commission will forward their 
recommendation for annexation to the City Commission who then decides whether to send it to the City 
voters for the final decision.   
 
Any interested party may testify at the hearing or submit written comments on the proposals at or before 
the hearing.  Staff reports will be available 15 days before the hearing.  Any issue, which is intended to 
provide a basis for an appeal, must be raised before the close of the public record.  Issues must be raised 
and accompanied by statements or evidence sufficient to afford the City and all parties an opportunity to 
respond to the issue.   
 
The applications and all supporting materials and evidence submitted in support of the applications may 
be inspected at no charge and copies may be obtained at reasonable cost. 
 
General information and/or a copy of the staff reports may be obtained by calling Bob Cullison at 
503 496-1561 or email at bcullison@ci.oregon-city.or.us. 
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ORDINANCE NO. 10-1012
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING A PORTION OF THE CITY'S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP 
FROM COUNTY FU - FUTURE URBAN TO MUC - MIXED USE CORRIDOR AND TITLE 17: 
ZONING, CHAPTER 17.06.030: A PORTION OF THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP, OF THE 
OREGON CITY MUNICIPAL CODE, FROM COUNTY - FU-10 TO MUC-1 - MIXED USE 
CORRIDOR DISTRICT FOR THE PROPERTY IDENTIFIED AS CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
MAP 3-2E-1 OC, TAX LOT 800. 

WHEREAS, the City of Oregon City has adopted Comprehensive Plan and Zoning 
Maps to implement the Comprehensive Plan in conformance with statutory requirements and 
the requirements of the Statewide Land Use goals; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Oregon City Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Maps may be 
amended and updated as necessary upon findings of facts that satisfy approval criteria in the 
City of Oregon City Municipal Code Section 17.68.020; and 

WHEREAS, the owner of the subject site, identified as Clackamas County Map 3-2E­
10-C, Tax Lot 800, has requested the approval of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment from 
Future Urban designation to MUC - Mixed Use Corridor designation, and a Zone Change from 
"County - FU-10" to "MUC-1" Mixed Use Corridor district, for a 9.6 acre parcel of land; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed comprehensive plan designation of the site as MUC 
supports the Mixed Use Corridor District zoning designation, and 

WHEREAS, the zone change from FU-10 District to MUC-1 is for a property that is has 
been located within the City's Urban Growth Boundary since 1979; 

WHEREAS, the MUC-1 Zone meets the intent of the Comprehensive Plan Policies for 
mixed-use development, housing choices and increased density near activity centers and 
along the Beavercreek Road corridor; 

WHEREAS, the subject property is not within the Metro Urban Growth Functional 
Management Plan Title 4 (Industrial and Employment Land) area that has been slated for 
redesignation out of Title 4 land on Metro's Urban Design Type Map; and therefore the City 
need not wait for the Title 4 map change before proceeding with the rezoning; and 

WHEREAS, based on the demonstrated significant effect to the intersection at 
Highway 213/Meyers Road, before receiving building permits the applicant shall contribute a 
proportional share of funding for the construction of the westbound right turn lane at the OR 
213/Meyers Rd intersection. The amount of the proportional share shall be determined based 
on a revised traffic impact analysis that will be submitted at the time a development application 
is submitted when the proposed uses are known; and 

WHEREAS, the city considers the construction of the Meyers Road Extension between 
High School Ave and OR-213 by 2027 a reasonably likely improvement that will be 
demonstrate compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-12-0060), and the 
project is identified in the City's capital improvement program and the city collects SDCs for 
this project's cost; and 
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WHEREAS, the projected transportation and pUblic infrastructure impacts resulting 
from a zone change from FU-10 to MUC-1 Mixed Use Corridor District shall be required to 
comply with the specific Conditions of Approval and all applicable city regulations at the time a 
development is proposed on the property, and the applicant has demonstrated compliance 
with the Transportation System Plan, Public Infrastructure Master Plans and Oregon City 
Municipal Code; and 

WHEREAS, notice of the proposed comprehensive plan map amendment and zone 
change was mailed to residents within 300 feet of the subject site and the Beavercreek 
Hamlet; and, in addition, signs were posted on the property, notice was published in a local 
newspaper and the City held public hearings where the objectives and concepts of the 
proposal were presented and discussed; and 

WHEREAS, on August 30th 
, 2010, the Planning Commission held a public hearing and, 

after considering all the public testimony and reviewing all the evidence in the record, 
recommended approval of the requested comprehensive plan amendment and zone change 
(with conditions) to the City Commission by a 4 - 0 vote; and 

WHEREAS, on October 6th
, 2010, the City Commission held a public hearing and took 

testimony from the Hamlet of Beavercreek and sUbsequently extended the written comment 
period for 7 days to consider additional arguments; and 

WHEREAS, on October 20th
, 2010, the City Commission allowed additional testimony 

from the Hamlet of Beavercreek and voted not to consider a portion of the additional 
information submitted by the Hamlet concerning the finding that the construction of Meyers 
Road was reasonably likely to be constructed; and 

WHEREAS, on November 3rd 
, 2010, the City Commission, after considering all of the 

public testimony and written arguments, found that the application, as conditioned, met all of 
the applicable approval criteria for a comprehensive plan amendment and zone change; and 

WHEREAS, approving the comprehensive plan amendment and zone change is in 
compliance with the Goals and Policies of the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan and as 
proposed and conditioned is in compliance with all applicable city requirements. 

NOW, THEREFORE, OREGON CITY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. The requested comprehensive plan map amendment Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment from Future Urban designation to MUC - Mixed Use Corridor designation 
(PZ 10-1), and a Zone Change from "County - FU-10" to "MUC-1" Mixed Use Corridor district 
(ZC 10-1) are hereby approved as proposed by the applicant with conditions for the property 
identified as Clackamas County Map 3-2E-10C, Tax Lot 800 and the Comprehensive Plan 
Map and Zoning Map are hereby changed accordingly. 

Section 2. The comprehensive plan amendment and zone change are approved as 
proposed by the applicant with the conditions of approval attached to this Ordinance as 
Attachment A, Exhibit 1. 

Section 3. The Commission adopts the findings and conclusions from the August 
30, 2010 Planning Commission staff report, included as Attachment A, Exhibit 2, and the 
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Supplemental Findings, dated October 26, 2010, included as Attachment A, Exhibit 3 and 
incorporated herein to support the City's approval to amend the comprehensive plan map and 
zoning map. 

Read for the first time at a regular meeting of the City Commission held on the 3rd day 
of November 2010, and the City Commission finally enacted the foregoing ordinance this 3rd 

day of November 2010. 

ALlC~
 
Attested to this 3rd day of November 2010 

~w-~ 
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SUBJECT: City of Oregon City Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 002-10

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of adoption.
Due to the size of amended material submitted, a complete copy has not been attached.  A Copy of the 
adopted plan amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local government 
office.  

Appeal Procedures*

DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL:  Tuesday, November 30, 2010 

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review prior to adoption  pursuant to ORS 197.830(2)(b) 
only persons who participated in the local government proceedings leading to adoption of the amendment 
are eligible to appeal this decision to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). 

If you wish to appeal, you must file a notice of intent to appeal with the Land Use Board of Appeals 
(LUBA) no later than 21 days from the date the decision was mailed to you by the local government.  If 
you have questions, check with the local government to determine the appeal deadline.  Copies of the 
notice of intent to appeal must be served upon the local government and others who received written notice
of the final decision from the local government.  The notice of intent to appeal must be served and filed in 
the form and manner prescribed by LUBA, (OAR Chapter 661, Division 10).  Please call LUBA at 
503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal procedures.

*NOTE:     The Acknowledgment or Appeal Deadline is based upon the date the decision was mailed by local 
        government. A decision may have been mailed to you on a different date than it was mailed to 
        DLCD. As a result, your appeal deadline may be earlier than the above date specified. NO LUBA  
       Notification to the jurisdiction of an appeal by the deadline, this Plan Amendment is acknowledged.

Cc: Pete Walter, City of Oregon City
Gloria Gardiner, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist
Jennifer Donnelly, DLCD Regional Representative
Bill Holmstrom, DLCD Transportation Planner

<paa> YA

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT

11/16/2010

TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan
or Land Use Regulation Amendments

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist



DLCD 
o In person 0 electronic 0 mailed 

: DEPT OF 
T, 
IE NOV 10 2010 
S 
T LAND CONSERVATION 
A AND DEVELOPMENT 

M This Form'2 must bCftDailed to'DLeD within S-WoHililg Days after the Final' 
Ordinance is signed ,by the public Official Designated by the jwisdiction 

and all other requirements ofORS 197.615 and OAR 660-018-000 . 
. 'P For Office Use Only 

, ~ 

Jurisdiction: .. CITYOF, OREGON.CITY 

Date of Adoption: 11/3/2010 

Local file number: ,,, PZ 10-011 ZC 10-01 

Date Mailed: 11/912010 

Was a Notice of Proposed Amendment (Form 1) mailed to OLCO? 0 Yes 0 No Date: 

o Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment . 0 Cor~lprehen~i~ePlai1"Map Amendment 
"i', '. ,... -::" ", I ; . .1.,': :'. ~'1' ' .. f. :., ';. ~ . 

OLand' Use Regulation Amendment o Zoning Map'~rn~rtdm~nt 
. .,' .' . ,-" '. ",.~ . '. -, 

o NewLand Use Regulation OOUler: ' 

Summarize the adopted amendment. 00 not l,Ise technical terms. Do not write "See Attached". 

AMENDED THE CITY'S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP FROM COUNTY EU - FUTURE URBAN TO 
MUC - MIXED USE CORRIDOR AND CHANGED THE Cm ZONING MAP FROM COUNTY - FU-IO 
TO MUC-l"':"MrxED USE CORRIDOR DISTRICTFOR THE PRO:PERTYIDENTIFIED AS 
CLACKAMAS COUNTY MAP 3-2E-IOC, TAX LOT 800. NO DEVELOPMENT IS PROPOSED AT THIS 
TIME. \. 

D.oes the Adoption differ from proposal? 

No, No explanatio~ i~ 'tieccessary 

Plan Map Changed from: COUNTY FU • FUTURE URBAN to: MUC - MIXED USE CORRIDOR 

Zone Map Changed from: COUNTY - FU·10 to: MUC-1 - MIXED. USE CORRIDOR 

Location: 19896 Beavercreek Road,Oregori'City,OR 97045 Acres Involved: 9.59 

Specify Density: Previous: 1 DWELLING " New: NA - NO DEV. PROPOSED 

Applicable statewide planning goals: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 . 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 ,,16 17 18 19 

~~DD~~DD~~~~~~DDDDD 
Was an Exception'Adopted? 0 YES ~ NO 

Did OLCO receive a Notice of' Proposed Amendment... 

4S-days prior to first evidentjary hearing? 
If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? 

If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate·adoption? 

DLeD file No. _________ _ 

[gI Ves 

DVes 

DVes 

DNo 
ONo 

DNo 

houcka
Typewritten Text
002-10 (18401) [16405]



1. ThjJ·Ptitin 2 'fuustl';e' subirli~~d by 'local jffii~ructi8ri§.:ortlY:(i1<>1,by,applicli11tr ..... 

~.·,~WIM#~~1l#~;·Ple~e·p~~:~~~·:~,~i-~c~:~~~~t~~~c~ap~~~i'il~flil~b~e~~ ": .. ,.' . . . '. 
3. Send this Fonn 2 arid One n),Com.plete'paper.Copy- and One (1) ElectroniC-Digital CD (documents and 

maps) oftlieAdopted Amendnitfut to the addressmntmiliedi: . 
... ;f" ' ........ :.p ..... 'f ... ;'n. .. ;):·':.t· ",;i •. -" :,:- . ,-~ . . " . ';~. ,: ~I)d:.. .; .. , 

4. Electromc Subinittals: Form 2 - Notice of Adoption will not be accepted via email or any 
electronic or digital format at this time. . . 
. ' ;: . ",,~~;. . .v~;.: : .• ,! :t1' ", ~ -.. : ~:, U.::·, ". . I 

5: The Adopted Materials must include the final decision signed by the official,designated by the jurisdiction. 
The Final Decision must include approved signed ordinance(s), finding(s),~eiiliiBif(§}: iihdany map(s) . 

••.. - .'-'---'. ', ... ~ .. -' •. -~.; .~ ... - .• " -..-.. -,,-,"'._., ............... ~ ••. ~."' ~._'-_.-' .• "'- •. -",-~.--,.-"-'.-=''--'''''.~'.-''--''' •.• ~'.'-'--'~.--.- .. _.. .. "'-"-- ............ , ............ :._.'-, .... ~-' ~ '- '.'--. ~ ... '" ........... ,-< ... -..... ~"'''-<.'''''-''''-''-- ....... -.i:'i---''-''. -, .-'''--' •• --

6. DLCD Notice of Adoption must be submitted in One (l)CompletePaper Copy and One (1) 

Electronic Digital CD via UilitedState'sPostal Service. ComnionCarrier' or Hand Carried to 
the DLCDSaiemOffice and stamped with"the incoming date stamp. (for submittal instructions, 

<~s~.-see-~~m~~~~~Co:py:~~.~~-oftlJ~~ffOPfe~~~eii~~tf6:;."·: . . ., 

. ,.", ,"~~ 
. .,. .~', -' 

·:·;~8~1~,~~;;~!ri~::s~~n~Ji~tI~~~~:rtfrO~ 
". J:)ead.liftl?;,fu;appeii1~.~· --:lillA-IS' ~a cu a_.twenty':" ne ,(f.;.,-.i~ ."tt~p;1.the;te,q~!'nhQlq~pnark; d.ate). pr,dQPti9n 

(see ORSI97.830toI97;845 ). '" . '\,' . '. . ,.' ..... ' 

9 .. madditiQ~ t9..~ending'theForm 2 - Notice ofAd~~ti~~'1ri'i:JtCf):'~f~Js~;gotir;;'~~~s~ns who partic~ated ~ 
'~')i\i, 'the locilliH~~ and reuested notice of the final decisionllt tfi~~~A1fi~·tilife\,m&'ruIc} ;:tion":acket is tnailedtd .... ....... . .-,:,. . '. : .... : .. _,.~ ... _ .... _. __ .(L,_ ... _____ ._ .. _'''. ...... .. . .... ... ..... __ ..... _________ ~,~.~,,-~,-- .. __ ._ .. _:~ .... ,-,-QP-..... __ .~ ..... __ ......... __ .... ___ ._ ........... _._ 
. ·'1?LCI>1~S~¢gI.ts 197.615). y··i~qQiJi,{~},.i~\·:!'lff!:"' :~";;(";'. /\: 
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OREGON Community Development - Planning 

CITY 221 Molalla Ave. Suite 200 1 Oregon City OR 97045 
Ph (503) 722-37891 Fax (503) 722-3880 

FILENO.: 

FILE TYPE: 

OWNER: 

APPLICANT: 

REQUEST: 

LOCATION: 

Public Testimony: 

Notice of Decision 
November 9,2010 

PZ 10-01: Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment 
ZC 10-01: Zone Change 

Type IV - Quasi-Judicial Land Use Decision 

Marylwood, LLC 
Att: Phil Gentemann 
7128 SW Gonzaga St 
Portland, OR 97223 

Theta, LLC, Attn. Bruce Goldson 
POBox 1345 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

Approval of a Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment from County FU -
Future Urban to MUC - Mixed Use Corridor and a Zoning Map Change 
from County - FU-lO To MUC-l - Mixed Use Corridor District for the 
Property identified as Clackamas County Map 3-2E-I0C, Tax Lot 800. 

19896 Beavercreek Road 
Clackamas County Map 3-2E-I0C, Tax Lot 800 

Christine Kosinski 
Elisabeth Graser-Lindsay Tom O'Brien 
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Based on the demonstrated significant effect to the intersection at HigI1way;213!Meyers R6a:a, 
before receiving building permits the applicant shall contribute aproportional share of funding 
for the construction of the westbound right turn lane at theOR 213jMeyers Rdintersection. The 
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If the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan (BRCPJ is formally adopted subsequentto approval of the 
proposed rezoning, as part of any subsequent site plan design review' approval, master plan, 
phased development review, or other appropriate review, the development shall comply with the 
BCRP, and any design and performance standards adopted thereto. 

If the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan is not yet adopted at the time the applicant seeks 
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ORDINANCE NO. 10-1012 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING A PORTION OF THE CITY'S COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP 
FROM COUNTY FU - FUTURE URBAN TO MUC - MIXED USE CORRIDOR AND TITLE 17: 
ZONING, CHAPTER 17.06.030: A PORTION OF THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP, OF THE 
OREGON CITY MUNICIPAL CODE, FROM COUNTY· FU-10 TO MUC-1 - MIXED USE 
CORRIDOR DISTRICT FOR THE PROPERTY IDENTIFIED AS CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
MAP 3-2E-10C, TAX LOT 800. 

WHEREAS, the City of Oregon City has adopted Comprehensive Plan and Zoning 
Maps to implement the Comprehensive Plan in conformance with statutory requirements and 
the requirements of the Statewide Land Use goals; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Oregon City Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Maps may be 
amended and updated as necessary upon findings of facts that satisfy approval criteria in the 
City of Oregon City Municipal Code Section 17.68.020; and 

WHEREAS, the owner of the subject site, identified as Clackamas County Map 3-2E-
10-C, Tax Lot 800, has requested the approval of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment from 
Future Urban designation to MUC - Mixed Use Corridor designation. and a Zone Change from 
"County - FU-10" to "MUC-1" Mixed Use Corridor district, for a 9.6 acre parcel of land; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed comprehensive plan designation of the site as MUC 
supports the Mixed Use Corridor District zoning designation, and 

WHEREAS, the zone change from FU-10 District to MUC-1 is for a property that is has 
been located within the City's Urban Growth Boundary since 1979; 

WHEREAS, the MUC-1 Zone meets the intent of the Comprehensive Plan Policies for 
mixed-use development, housing choices and increased density near activity centers and 
along the Beavercreek Road corridor; 

WHEREAS, the subject property is not within the Metro Urban Growth Functional 
Management Plan Title 4 (Industrial and Employment Land) area that has been slated for 
redesignation out of Title 4 land on Metro's Urban Design Type Map; and therefore the City 
need not wait for the Title 4 map change before proceeding with the rezoning; and 

WHEREAS, based on the demonstrated significant effect to the intersection at 
Highway 213/Meyers Road, before receiving building permits the applicant shall contribute a 
proportional share of funding for the construction of the westbound right turn lane at the OR 
213/Meyers Rd intersection. The amount of the proportional share shall be determined based 
on a revised traffic impact analysis that will be submitted at the time a development application 
is submitted when the proposed uses are known; and 

WHEREAS, the city considers the construction of the Meyers Road Extension between 
High School Ave and OR-213 by 2027 a reasonably likely improvement that will be 
demonstrate compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-12-0060), and the 

. project is identified in the City's capital improvement program and the city collects SDCs for 
this project's cost; and 
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WHEREAS, the projected' transportation and public infrastructure impacts resulting 
from a zone change from FU-10 to MUC-1 Mixed Use Corridor District shall be required to 
comply with the specific Conditions of Approval and all applicable city regulations at the time a 
development is proposed on the property, and the applicant has demonstrated compliance 
with the Transportation System Plan, PubliC Infrastructure Master Plans and Oregon City 
Municipal Code; and 

WHEREAS, notice of the proposed comprehensive plan map amendment and zone 
change was mailed to residents within 300 feet of the subject site and the Beavercreek 
Hamlet; and, in addition, signs were posted on the property, notice was published in a local 
newspaper and the City held public hearings where the objectives and concepts of the 
proposal were presented and discussed; and 

WHEREAS, on August 30th, 2010, the Planning Commission held a public hearing and, 
after considering all the public testimony and reviewing all the evidence in the record, 
recommended approval of the requested comprehensive plan amendment and zone change· 
(with conditions) to the City Commission by a 4 ,... 0 vote; and 

WHEREAS, on October 6th, 2010, the City Commission held a public hearing and took 
testimony from the Hamlet of Beavercreek and subsequently extended the written comment 
period for 7 days to consider additional arguments; and 

WHEREAS, on October 20th, 2010, the City Commission allowed additional testimony 
from the Hamlet of Beavercreek and voted not to consider a portion of the additional 
information submitted by the Hamlet concerning the finding that the construction of Meyers 
Road was reasonably likely to be constructed ; and 

WHEREAS, on November 3rd , 2010, the City Commission, after considering all of the. 
public testimony and written arguments, found that.the application, as conditioned, met all of 
the applicable approval criteria for a comprehensive plan amendment and zone change; and 

WHEREAS, approving the comprehensive plan amendment and zone change is in 
compliance with the Goals and Policies of the Oregon City Comprehensive Plan and as 
proposed and conditioned is in compliance with all applicable city requirements. 

NOW. THEREFORE, OREGON CITY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. The requested comprehensive plan map amendment Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment from Future Urban deSignation to MUC - Mixed Use Corridor deSignation 
(PZ 10-1), and a Zone Change from "County - FU-10" to "MUC-1" Mixed Use Corridor district 
(ZC 10-1) are hereby approved as proposed by the applicant with conditions for the property 
identified as Clackamas County Map 3-2E-10C, Tax lot 800 and the Comprehensive Plan 
Map and Zoning Map are hereby changed accordingly. 

Section 2. The comprehensive plan amendment and zone change are approved as 
proposed by the applicant with the conditions of approval attached to this Ordinance as 
Attachment A, Exhibit 1. 

Section 3. The Commission adopts the findings and conclusions from the August 
30, 2010 Planning Commission staff report, included as Attachment A, Exhibit 2, and the 
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Supplemental Findings, dated October 26, 2010, included as Attachment A. Exhibit 3 and 
incorporated herein to support the City's approval to amend the comprehensive plan map and 
zoning map. 

Read for the first time at a regular meeting of the City Commission held on the 3nf day 
of November 2010, and the City Commission finally enacted the foregoing ordinance this 3m 
day of November 2010. 

ALIC~ 
Attested to this3rd day of November 2010 

~~ 
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City of Oregon City | PO Box 3040 | 320 Warner Milne Road | Oregon City, OR 97045  
 Ph (503) 657-0891   www.orcity.org 

 

221 Molalla Ave.  Suite 200   | Oregon City OR 97045  

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

Community Development – Planning 

NOTICE OF LAND USE DECISION 

PZ 10-01, ZC 10-01  

DATE OF MAILING OF NOTICE OF DECISION: November 9th, 2010 

 
OWNERS: 
 
 
 
 
APPLICANT: Theta, LLC 
 PO Box 1345 
 Lake Oswego, OR 97035 
  
REQUEST:   Approval of a Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment from County FU – Future Urban to MUC - Mixed 

Use Corridor and a Zoning Map Change from County - FU-10 To MUC-1 – Mixed Use Corridor District 
for the Property identified as Clackamas County Map 3-2E-10C, Tax Lot 800.  

 
LOCATION:   19896 Beavercreek Road 
 Clackamas County Map 3-2E-10C, Tax Lot 800  
 
CONTACT:   Pete Walter, AICP, Associate Planner 
 
DECISION: On November 3rd, 2010, after reviewing all of the evidence in the record and considering all of the 
arguments made by the applicant, opposing and interested parties, the City Commission voted 5-0 to approve with 
conditions the requested Comprehensive Plan Map amendment and Zone Change. Accordingly, the City Commission 
adopted as its own the Staff Report, Supplementary Findings and Conditions of Approval for File Numbers PZ 10-01 and 
ZC 10-01 and approved Ordinance Number 10-1012.  
 
PROCESS: Type IV decisions include only quasi-judicial plan amendments and zone changes. These applications involve 
the greatest amount of discretion and evaluation of subjective approval standards and must be heard by the city 
commission for final action. The process for these land use decisions is controlled by ORS 197.763. At the evidentiary 
hearing held before the planning commission, all issues are addressed. If the planning commission denies the 
application, any party with standing (i.e., anyone who appeared before the planning commission either in person or in 
writing) may appeal the planning commission denial to the city commission. If the planning commission denies the 
application and no appeal has been received within ten days of the issuance of the final decision then the action of the 
planning commission becomes the final decision of the city. If the planning commission votes to approve the 
application, that decision is forwarded as a recommendation to the city commission for final consideration. In either 
case, any review by the city commission is on the record and only issues raised before the planning commission may be 
raised before the city commission. The city commission decision is the city's final decision and is appealable to the land 
use board of appeals (LUBA) within twenty-one days of when it becomes final. 

 

The application, decision, and supporting documents are available for inspection at the Oregon City Planning Division 
located at 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. 

 

  

Marylwood, LLC 
Att: Phil Gentemann 
7128 SW Gonzaga St 
Portland, OR 97223 

  



2 

City of Oregon City | PO Box 3040 | 320 Warner Milne Road | Oregon City, OR 97045  
 Ph (503) 657-0891   www.orcity.org 

 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Planning Files: PZ 10-01 / ZC 10-01 

 

1. 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. 

2. Public facilities/infrastructure locations shall be provided as determined by the future 
development's conditions of approval. 

3. Future developments shall obtain the appropriate Erosion Prevention and Sedimentation Control 
permit(s) at the time of construction plan submittal. 

4. Based on the demonstrated significant effect to the intersection at Highway 213/Meyers Road, 
before receiving building permits the applicant shall contribute a proportional share of funding 
for the construction of the westbound right turn lane at the OR 213/Meyers Rd intersection. The 
amount of the proportional share shall be determined based on a revised traffic impact analysis 
that will be submitted at the time a development application is submitted when the proposed 
uses are known. 

5. If the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan (BRCP) is formally adopted subsequent to approval of the 
proposed rezoning, as part of any subsequent site plan design review approval, master plan, 
phased development review, or other appropriate review, the development shall comply with the 
BCRP, and any design and performance standards adopted thereto. 

6. If the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan is not yet adopted at the time the applicant seeks 
development approval, the applicant's proposal shall be consistent with the intent and purpose of 
the Mixed Employment Village, which is to provide retail, office, civic and residential uses in an 
urban, pedestrian friendly and mixed use setting that is transit supportive in its use, density and 
design. Development shall create an active urban environment that incorporates pedestrian-
friendly amenities, urban building design consistent with the Beavercreek Road Concept Plan and 
cost effective green development practices.  At a minimum, the overall development site shall 
achieve an average minimum floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.25 and a minimum building height of 
thirty-four feet except for accessory structures or buildings under one thousand square feet.  The 
applicant may seek to modify these standards through the master plan adjustment or variance 
process with city approval. 

7. In accordance with OCMC 17.29.070, the required minimum FARs shall be calculated on a project-
by-project basis and may include multiple contiguous blocks. In mixed-use developments, 
residential floor space will be included in the calculations of floor area ratio to determine 
conformance with minimum FARs. An individual phase of a project approved through the Master 
Plan process OCMC 17.65 shall be permitted to develop below the required minimum floor area 
ratio provided the applicant demonstrates, through covenants applied to the remainder of the site 
or project or through other binding legal mechanism, including phased development, that the 
required density for the project will be achieved at project build-out. 



From: Andrew Brand

To: Pete Walter

Subject: Re: Status Update on SP 14-01? 120-day Deadline

Date: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 4:03:24 PM

Attachments: image001.png

Pete,

Yes, I would like to ask for an extension to February 4th.  Thank you.

Sincerely,

Andrew Brand
Director of Development
Evergreen Housing Development Group, LLC
600 University St, Suite 1708
Seattle, WA 98101
206-535-6248 x 101
andrew@evergreenhd.com

From: Pete Walter <pwalter@ci.oregon-city.or.us>
Date: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 3:54 PM
To: Andrew Brand <andrew@evergreenhd.com>
Subject: RE: Status Update on SP 14-01? 120-day Deadline

Andrew,
 
You will need to grant an extension of the 120-day deadline to February 4  if you want us to do that, 
since that is the date of the City Commission meeting. Right now we are maxed out at Jan 7.
 
Pete
 

From: Andrew Brand [mailto:andrew@evergreenhd.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 10:53 AM
To: Pete Walter
Subject: Re: Status Update on SP 14-01? 120-day Deadline
 
Pete,
 
I'd like to move the Notice for additional comment back to October 17th.  Please let me know if this e-mail 
is enough to do that or if I need to submit another type of request.
 
Sincerely,
 
Andrew Brand

mailto:andrew@evergreenhd.com
mailto:pwalter@ci.oregon-city.or.us
mailto:pwalter@ci.oregon-city.or.us
mailto:andrew@evergreenhd.com
mailto:andrew@evergreenhd.com
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