PLANNING COMMISSION
Tuesday, July 12, 2022 at 7:00 PM
HYBRID: Council Chambers & Zoom (details below)

AGENDA

7:00 P.M. CALL TO ORDER & FLAG SALUTE
CONSENT AGENDA
A. Planning Commission Minutes Dated June 14, 2022
TOPICS FROM THE FLOOR (Not on Public Hearing Agenda): Limited to five minutes per topic
PUBLIC HEARING AGENDA (times are earliest start time)

B. 7:05 p.m. Planned Development at undeveloped property southeast of the intersection of
Pittsburg Road & Meadowview Drive - Westlake Consultants

C. 7:30 p.m. Subdivision Preliminary Plat at undeveloped property southeast of the
intersection of Pittsburg Road & Meadowview Drive - Westlake Consultants

D.  8:00 p.m. Variance at 204 N 9th Street - Paranto
DISCUSSION ITEMS

E. Chair Signature for Columbia Commons Subdivision Final Plat

F. ACSP Update

G. Conex Box 8-Plex Ground Lease
PLANNING DIRECTOR DECISIONS (previously e-mailed to the Commission)

H. Site Design Review at S. 1st Street and Strand - City of St. Helens
Site Design Review at 115 Little Street and 373 Columbia River Hwy - Weigandt
Subdivision Final Plat at Howard Street - St. Helens II, LLC
Temporary Use Permit at 2295 Gable Road - TNT Fireworks
Sign Permit at 2625 Gable Road - St. Helens Parks & Recreation
Sign Permit at 1570 Columbia Blvd - Epperly
Temporary Sign Permit at 2100 Block of Columbia Blvd - Heather Epperly Agency, Inc.
Conditional Use Permit (Minor) at 35031 Millard Road - Happy Hollow Construction

P. Temporary Sign Permit at 2100 Block of Columbia Blvd - Columbia County Fair
PLANNING DEPARTMENT ACTIVITY REPORT

Q. Planning Department Activity Report - June
PROACTIVE ITEMS
FOR YOUR INFORMATION ITEMS
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Planning Commission Agenda July 12, 2022

ADJOURNMENT
NEXT REGULAR MEETING: August 9, 2022

VIRTUAL MEETING DETAILS
Join: https://us06web.zoom.us/j/84440817492?pwd=eVZCYjhrMGNQTTc1K3hvdnQwYTJoQT09
Meeting ID: 844 4081 7492
Passcode: 044743
Dial by your location: +1 253 215 8782 US (Tacoma)

The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. A request for an interpreter for the hearing
impaired or for other accommodations for persons with disabilities should be made at least 48 hours before the
meeting to City Hall at 503-397-6272.

Be a part of the vision and get involved...volunteer for a City Board or Commission! For more information or for
an application, go to www.sthelensoregon.gov or call 503-366-8217.




Item A.

PLANNING COMMISSION

Tuesday, June 14, 2022, at 7:00 PM

DRAFT MINUTES

Members Present: Vice Chair Russ Hubbard
Commissioner Audrey Webster
Commissioner Sheila Semling
Commissioner Steve Toschi
Commissioner Jennifer Pugsley
Commissioner Russ Low

Members Absent: Chair Dan Cary

Staff Present: City Planner Jacob Graichen
Associate Planner Jennifer Dimsho
Community Development Admin Assistant Christina Sullivan
Councilor Patrick Birkle

Others: Keith Locke
Tracy Brown
Carmin Dunn
Brenda Herren-Kenega
John Waikart
Jerry Belcher
Howard Blumenthal
Brady Preheim
Scott Jacobsen
Les Watters
Rita Larsen

CALL TO ORDER & FLAG SALUTE
TOPICS FROM THE FLOOR (Not on Public Hearing Agenda): Limited to five minutes per topic
There were no topics from the floor.
CONSENT AGENDA
A. Planning Commission Minutes Dated May 10, 2022

Motion: Upon Commissioner Semling’s motion and Webster's second, the Planning Commission
unanimously approved the Draft Minutes dated May 10, 2022. [AYES: Commissioner Webster,
Commissioner Semling, Commissioner Toschi, Commissioner Low, Commissioner Pugsley; NAYS: None]

DISCUSSION ITEMS

B. Architectural Guidelines Recommendation for New Pump Station Building at 1t
Street & Plymouth Street — City of St. Helens
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Planning Commission DRAFT Minutes June 14, 2022

Associate Planner Jennifer Dimsho presented the report for the recommendation on the new pump
station building. She advised the Commission this was their first decision this year acting as the Historic
Landmarks Commission.

She said the City and OTAK were joint applicants for a new pump station on the riverfront
redevelopment site. She mentioned it was a necessary piece to serve the site with sanitary sewer. It is
being installed as part of a larger infrastructure extension project for future development on that
property. She said the area was zoned Riverfront District, Mill Sub District. This zone is requires to
architectural character review on any new construction or permanent exterior alterations to buildings.

Dimsho said staff compared a pump station with exterior elements and cyclone fence screening versus
a larger building with enclosed elements and no screening. Ultimately, staff elected to a larger building
with enclosed elements to avoid the need for unsightly fence screening.

She showed the area where the building would be placed near the Nob Hill Nature Park staircase and
the S. 1%t Street extension. She said this location was tucked into the bluff closer to the basalt wall and
would work as more of a screen on two sides. The Geotech report said it would have to be pulled
slightly away from the wall given the shallow bedrock.

She said there was a storm water retention facility located near the proposed station and the
pedestrian connection along the bluff traill would act as the sidewalk along that side of the pump
station. She said many of the architectural guidelines concerned consistency with surrounding
buildings, but since there will be no buildings on either side of the building, many guidelines are not
applicable. She went through the guidelines that were.

She discussed the exterior lighting proposed. The Commission liked the lighting as presented by the
applicant..

She also discussed the plants and landscaping plan. She said it was a very generous landscaping plan
that will screen the facility from the bluff trail, pedestrian path, and the roadway.

She said on the guidelines discuss building materials and color. She said staff decided to use a cost-
effective CMU block. She said they chose this because it would make it easier to remove any graffiti
and because they were so cost effective. She also said there were several public infrastructure
buildings that were similar in style around the City.

Commissioner Toschi asked about the noise and how often it would run, would there be a way to
mitigate the noise it makes. Keith Buisman, engineer with OTAK, mentioned the sound that would be
heard is the generator inside the building that is running the pump itself. He said the Public Works
department would work on a way to have the station run the least amount of time to mitigate the
impact to the community.

Commissioner Pugsley said she thought the CMU block was doable on the small utility building and
there should be a finding in the report that CMU block is only appropriate for this type of small, utility
building.

There was a small discussion on the color pallet and the Commission agreed they liked the colors that
were presented.

The Commission also had a discussion on the use of CMU blocks and agreed that this was acceptable
per the architectural standards because of its less overall visible location, limited use and size. 1If this
was a larger building with more intense use, CMU would not necessarily be acceptable.

Recommendation for Street Vacation at N. 1t Street, N. & S. River Street, and Columbia
Blvd — Locke, Dillard, Williamson Trust, and Jones
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Planning Commission DRAFT Minutes June 14, 2022

City Planner Jacob Graichen presented the report to the Commission and explained this was not a
formal public hearing, but that the Planning Commission would be giving a recommendation to the City
Council, so they were going to proceed with some formal items.

He asked if any member of the Commission wished to declare an ex-parte contact, conflict of interest
or bias in the hearing of this Street Vacation. Both Commissioner Toschi and Commissioner Low
recused themselves from the discussion. They became citizens for this matter to give testimony.

Commissioner Toschi recused himself because he felt the proposal could have a negative financial
impact on the property that he owns that was identified in the report.

Commissioner Low recused himself as he had property that could have a negative financial impact from
the proposal as his property abuts the proposal.

No objections were made for the Commissioners that remained.

Graichen explained that not all Street Vacations come before the Planning Commission, but several
have. The ones that do come before the Planning Commission tend to be more complicated and
Graichen said it can be more valuable to the City Council to have the additional thought process
especially from the Planning Commission who specialize in these types of things. The Planning
Commission has also taken a more proactive stance, and these are the types of things they look at in
our code. This Street Vacation involves a little bit more details than normal, so it seemed fitting to be
presented to the Commission.

Graichen shared the affected area and mentioned that there was two-thirds of the affected area and
one hundred percent of the abutting properties that agree with the proposal to move forward. He
explained to the commission what the Planning Department describes as abutting property and then
showed the areas that agreed.

He explained that over the years what they have considered abutting has been those properties that
abut along the side. He said the basis they use is with a street vacation, typically you draw a line down
the middle the right of way goes to each property, so there is the potential of right-of-way acquisition.
If someone is not a petitioner, they want to be sure that they agreed to having the right-of-way
running directly next to their property. He mentioned there was some question on whether property is
considered abutting since it touches by a point and whether a point begets adjacency. If it was a
potential challenge, the applicant could take the risk or amend the area to be vacated to have a
separation and if adjacency is touching that separation can be minute. So, this is an easily resolved
issue.

Graichen explained the overall staff recommendation only considers the public interest. He said they
must look at if the proposal is prejudicial or contrary to the public interest or not. He said after
considering all these aspects, the staff recommendation was for a small area on South River Street.

Associate Planner Dimsho explained why the different segments were impacted by utilities,
transportation plans and existing facilities and that there was only a small section, that they
recommended, that did not have utility or transportation-related conflicts.

She explained that North River Street and South River Street are both considered normal local streets
and have a normal minimum right-of-way of 50-feet.She said the existing right-of-way was 80-feet.
She said the roadway was very skewed towards the east side of the right-of-way along River Street
which means the properties across from the proposal are not likely eligible for a similar vacation
request, because the roadway itself would within the request to be vacated. She also mentioned that
the River Street roadway was not consistent in width. It varies from 24-feet to 34-feet. There are no
sidewalk facilities along the west side due to the steep bluff. She mentioned this petitioner was
requesting 25-feet which would leave 55-feet of right-of-way. This was enough for a sidewalk to be
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Planning Commission DRAFT Minutes June 14, 2022

developed along the west side if the City decided. She mentioned it was not likely, as the bluff was so
steep and would require retaining walls which could become very costly.

She also mentioned there was a gravel trail that connects the dead-end gravel area of Columbia
Boulevard down to South River Street. She mentioned that without knowing the exact location of the
trail, staff feels uncomfortable vacating any area that the trail might be located on. She also mentioned
that the Parks and Trails Master Plan (2015) identifies this as a trail project to improve. She said there
was a public sanitary sewer line that gets close to the North River Street right-of-way. If they were to
consider this area, the City Engineering Department would request a 40-feet easement area to be able
to get in and maintain this line. The request would be larger than usual because of the slope. Along
South River, there was enough room for 15-foot easement without impacting the suggested area to be
vacated.

Dimsho also discussed First Street. She said North First Street is classified as a local street north of
Columbia Boulevard and South of Columbia Boulevard, it is considered a collector street. She said it has
a minimum of 50-foot right-of-way and currently it has 80-feet. She said the petitioner was requesting
30-feet on each side which would leave 20-feet of right-of-way left. She mentioned the 80-foot by 80-
foot square intersection area on Columbia Blvd and First Street that the City did not want to vacate at
all, because there are proposed sidewalk treatments and roadway improvements in the Corridor Master
Plan that would utilize that area. She showed a gravel driveway that serves as the sole access point
for 114 First Street and beyond this there is a very steep slope as well.

She mentioned the petitioner wrote on the application that the purpose for vacating the streets was to
develop or redevelop the subject properties. Dimsho saidhe current zoning for those districts allows for
multi-family development outright. She said staff thought it was important to think about the access
that would be needed for multi-family units and making sure there’s an access that meets the minimum
standard.

She discussed the topography and usability, and she said the Corridor Master Plan recommends a
pedestrian bike trail through this area. She said there was already a feasible nonmotorized access area
just below the cliff and the North First Street area proposed connects easily to that area, making it
problematic to vacate

She mentioned along the west side of North First Street, there is a Columbia River Public Utility District
(CRPUD) pole that spans and connects to a different pole that goes across the whole proposed area.
She also said Comcast has connections on those same poles. She said the CRPUD asked that, at the
owner’s expense, there be a requirement to relocate the facilities, including utility poles, lines, and any
other equipment. They said that easements can cause a layer of difficulty, especially for expansion,
maintenance and access during an outage or an emergency type situation. Comcast added they would
want a public utility easement to be added and the poles to be moved if the vacation was granted.

She also mentioned Northwest Natural said they have a gas line that runs approximately 100 feet north
of Columbia Boulevard. They did not note a relocation option or their line, so they would require a
public utility easement.

She also said there was a city pump station that had an access area that was included in the proposed
area. She said the City would need to continue to have access to this area to maintain serve the pump
station.. This would be an additional area that would have to be excluded from the proposal.

She ended with Columbia Boulevard. She said along the southern part of Columbia Boulevard, there
are CRPUD utilities that conflict. She said a public utility easement would be needed or relocation of
those poles.
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She also mentioned the Corridor Master Plan. She said in 2015, the consultants at the time identified
this area as an opportunity area with scenic views. She said where the road terminates, there is a very
scenic view and they recommended to improve the area as a public overlook. She listed a few of the
improvements given, including a stairway to River Street, curbs extensions and possible bicycle
connections. She showed a 30-percent level design to the Commission and did not feel comfortable
vacating any property that may end up needing to be used in future development of this project
identified in the Corridor Master Plan.

Graichen shared some information about the Scenic areas, and he said he wanted to be sure not to
affect scenic views, so he amended what they recommended to vacate. He said wanted to make sure
there would not be a visual wall to the panoramic view. It could be plants or a building and if you have
it as right-of-way, you can maintain control of that. He said the Comprehensive Plan identified this view
as a public value. He recommended an amendment to the staff recommendation of S. River Street to
make sure they were not compromising the maximum public view from this area.

Locke, Keith. Applicant. Locke was called to speak. He shared that there used to be a one-way road
that was considered the exit from the marina. He said because of that one road access, a committee
was formed to discuss how to make the area more accessible. From that committee, there was a
recommendation that came about for a viewpoint. He described his property and the apartments on
the site. He said he wanted to develop his property for more individuals to enjoy the view. He said if he
was going to develop on just his property, then it would be a small footprint. So, he looked for different
ideas to move forward with a better development plan. He said if they develop more houses or
multifamily units there would be more taxes to collect towards with the Urban Renewal Agency. He
said there could be a condition put in that the developer put in the stairway access to connect
Columbia Boulevard and River Street and to put in the viewpoint. So, he felt this would be a benefit to
the City, as they would be developing it. He mentioned the applicants were willing to work with any
conditions placed on the application. He said they would like to continue the meeting so they had time
to comb over the conditions and address how they could meet all of those.

Brown, Tracy. Representative of the applicant. Brown spoke on behalf of the applicant. He said
he was the City Planner of Sandy for many years. He said the current trail that was referred to would
go away and improved as part of the viewpoint. He talked about the City sewer line and the request for
a 40-foot easement. He felt it was excessive for the purpose to maintain a line. He said they did not
include the setback when making that recommendation. He said some of the proposed vacation would
not be built on, as it would be included in the setback. He acknowledged there is a lot of utilities and
they felt there were reasonable ways to relocate them as requested. He said he felt there would be
plenty of reasons for them to move forward with the street vacation with appropriate conditions.
Without any vacation, nothing will get developed. He said with the development the property and area
would meet the City goal of an overlook and more scenic views enjoyed by many.

In Favor

No one spoke in Favor.
In Neutral

No one spoke in Neutral
In Opposition

Herren-Kenaga, Brenda. Herren-Kenaga said she was in opposition of the proposal as it would
affect the health of our community. She said there may be need for increased public land and hoped
they would look at the location being considered during all seasons. She was thankful they included
those with mobile disabilities when making their decisions on what was appropriate to vacate or not.
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She mentioned a study that discussed the health benefits of being located near a body of water. She
said it was benefit in decreasing the mortality rate of those near it. She said not vacating this property
will help keep our community healthier.

Waikart, John. Wakert lives at 137 N River Street. He said he was approached and asked to sign in
approval for this street vacation. He wished to rescind his signature after learning more about it. He
said he was not in favor of the City giving away such prime property without some kind of
compensation. He said he was worried about the development causing a negative financial impact to
his property because of concrete retaining walls and no direct access to the views. He said he did not
feel this development was in the best interest of the public.

Belcher, Jerry. Belcher lives at 105 Belton Road. He showed the Commission an Urban Trail proposal.
He said he and many others were advocating for an Urban Trail.. He said he felt this Street Vacation
will affect the public access. He said the number one physical activity for older adults, shown by
surveys, was walking. He said currently there is a trail that passes through and by the property that he
wanted to advocate for, because he felt it would be a good connector trail for the proposed Urban
Trail.. He was against any property being vacated on Columbia Boulevard as he felt the Urban Trail
connection trails would eventually lead up to the future viewpoint. He would hate to see that go.

Blumenthal, Howard. Blumenthal did not agree with giving up the property at the end of Columbia
Boulevard. He was also concerned about the basalt cliffs and what would become of them. He thought
there should be a public viewing space maintained as well at a higher viewpoint.

Toschi, Steve. Toschi lives at 135 N 1 Street. He was in opposition of the proposal. He felt the
property held a very high value. He said the City should maintain all the public spaces for the health of
the community. He said it could be used in the future as our community continues to grow.. Toschi
said he considered himself to be an abutting property owner because one point of his property touched
the proposed vacation area, and he did not sign in approval so the whole proposal should be null and
void. He asked why the property was not already being used for public access. He did not feel like the
proposal was given to those involved with all the details and it is not in the best interests of the public
at all.

Preheim, Brady. Preheim mentioned that they had only heard oppositional testimony which he said
clearly demonstrates this development was not in the public interest. He had concerns about the
standards that would be used for the development of this property and how it would negatively impact
the neighboring properties. He said they hoped the house could be saved or remodeled as it was an
older important home in St. Helens.

Jacobson, Scott. Jacobson said it did not meet the needs of the public interest. He felt that public
land should remain public.

Watters, Les. Watters said he owned the properties at 130 and 170 Columbia Boulevard. He said at
one point, the location at 130 Columbia Boulevard was separated. He said he did not consent to the
vacation. He said he participated in the review of the Corridor Master Plan. He said he did so to help
maintain the unrestricted public access to public property. He was concerned about the new proposed
construction and the amount of traffic it would cause. He also said he felt that any properties affected
should be given access to the full staff report.

Dunn, Carmin. Dunn is a resident on Madrona Court and a member of the Parks and Recreation
Commission. She said she opposed the vacation as she felt the redevelopment of the property was just
a financial interest of those property owners and not the City and public. She said the proposal also
goes against the 2015 Parks and Master Trails Plan. She also mentioned the staff recommendation of
allowing the vacation for part of South River Street. She was against that because it could be needed
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for future trail improvements.. She felt they should deny the whole proposal because connectivity and
public access was important.

Low, Russ. Low was called to speak. Low said he has an abutting property to the proposed vacation.
He said he did not have complete information at the time when he signed in agreement to the
vacation. After learning more about it, he did not feel it was in the best interests of the public at this
time. He also asked to rescind his signature of consent.

At Commissioner Pugsley’s request, Graichen read the written testimony provided before the meeting
into the record.

Rebuttal

Brown, Tracy. Representing the applicant. Brown did not agree with Toschi’s definition of
abutting property and that he felt the Planning Department was correct in what properties were
considered abutting. He said they could amend the proposal to pull one inch away from Toschi’s
property to just have no question about it. He said the development they were planning would improve
the viewpoint at the end of Columbia Boulevard. He said there would be over a million dollars coming
into the Urban Renewal Agency. He said it would see an incredible increase in value and then they
could use those funds for more improvements to the community. He said the roads had not been used
for over 130 years. Locke mentioned he had killed the proposal from Wayne Weigandt bicycle proposal
when he was on the City Council, as it was a liability for the City. He said the hill there was too steep
and too narrow. He said there was a safer walking trail about 200-feet away from the property. He also
said the City was not going to take on the development of that area, as there were too many other
things going on. He did not feel a bicycle trail was necessary for that area.

Deliberations

Commissioner Pugsley said with no public notice, there was this amount of opposition. Two of the people
who signed the petition in agreement have rescinded their signature and she felt this spoke volumes as
to how they should move forward with their recommendation to City Council.

There was a small discussion about the staff recommendation of approval for a small amount of property
to be vacated. The Commission unanimously agreed they should deny the proposed Street Vacation in
its entirety.

Motion: Upon Commissioner Pugsley’s motion and Webster’'s second, the Planning Commission
unanimously recommended a denial in its entirety of the proposed Street Vacation. Commissioner Toschi
and Commissioner Low did not vote as they recused themselves. [AYES: Commissioner Pugsley,
Commissioner Webster, Commissioner Semling; NAYS: None]

C. Proactive Planning Commission Framework Discussion

Commissioner Toschi said he reviewed the improvements to his submission of a draft proactive
procedures document. He said he thought it was good and was ready to adopt the procedures.

Motion: Upon Commissioner Toschi's motion and Webster's second, the Planning Commission
unanimously approved to adopt the new Proactive Procedures as edited by Graichen.[AYES:
Commissioner Toschi, Commissioner Pugsley, Commissioner Webster, Commissioner Semling,
Commissioner Low; NAYS: None]

D. Emails and Quorums

Graichen explained that emails sent to all Commission members is fine to do if they are only reading it,
but they are not allowed to reply all to each other as this could constitute a quorum.
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Item A.

PLANNING DIRECTOR DECISIONS (previously e-mailed to the Commission)
E. Sign Permit at 1935 Columbia Blvd — Crooked Creek
F. Temporary Use Permit at 735 S Columbia River Hwy — Bethel Fellowship
G. Temporary Use Permit at 2100 Block of Columbia Blvd — Kiwanis Club/Locke
There were no comments on the Planning Director Decisions.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT ACTIVITY REPORT
H.  Planning Department Activity Report — May

Graichen mentioned the ACSP development. He brought up the listing for their property they had for
sale. He said in the report there was a letter to OLCC for a denial of a permit. They provide Land Use
Compatibility Statements (LUCS)to the OLCC for these grow facilities for production. He recently found
out that you can rescind those letters. So, he mentioned he had been in communication with the OLCC
about some issues that were happening with this company, so the OLCC reached out to ACSP and told
them they need to cooperate with the city. Graichen mentioned that the owner of ACSP reached out to
John Walsh, who is Graichen’s direct supervisor, and asked him to send an email saying that the OLCC
should disregard the letter that Graichen had sent.

Graichen showed the sales listing on Loopnet.com to the Commission and some of the misleading false
statements that were on the listing, including that it was 100 percent buildable, there were active
processing licenses for the processing buildings, and land use approval.

Commissioner Toschi said he felt they need to know what the legal status is of this property. He had
done a public records request to get more details on this property and its status. He felt the Planning
Commission should consider investigating what is going on with this property and the business.

There was a small discussion about the permits and trenching that was going on at the property.

Commissioner Toschi wanted the Commission to resolve to have the owners of ACSP come before the
Commission to answer some questions the Commission had on the paperwork, permits and any other
issues they were having to get into compliance with the City. Graichen mentioned he thought it was
too early to have these requests for ACSP, as there is still communication going on between them and
staff. He also felt there should be some feedback from Councilor Birkle, who was not present at the
meeting.

There was a discussion about having ACSP come before the Planning Commission to answer some
questions. The Planning Commission agreed they would like to talk with ACSP and directed staff to
invite them to the next meeting.

PROACTIVE ITEMS
There were no Proactive Items discussed.
FOR YOUR INFORMATION ITEMS

Commissioner Webster asked about purchasing the land that is granted with street vacations. Graichen
mentioned there was no policy for that now, but the City Council has brought it up in the past and
there has been discussion about implementing guidelines and when to start charging them.

Vice Chair Hubbard asked questions about the City Council approval in 2018 of the new 7t Street
container homes. He wanted to know how they could have condominium ownership over leased
property. He said $110,000 per unit was mentioned at the time. said he said they are currently listed at
$280,000 with additional Homeowner’s Association fees of $300 a month. He said they listed property
taxes, but it is on leased property so he wanted to know how that would work. He wanted to know
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what the City was going to be making out of this deal. He wanted to know if the City would be
charging a lease fee to the developer or the new homeowners?

There was a discussion about how the project was being handled and how this benefitted the public
interest.

Vice Chair Hubbard welcomed the new Planning Commissioner Russ Low. Commissioner Low was
excited to be on board.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business before the Planning Commission, the meeting was adjourned 10:54
p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Christina Sullivan
Community Development Administrative Assistant
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CiTtY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT

STAFF REPORT
Planned Developed (overlay zone) PD.2.22

DATE: May 17, 2022
To: Planning Commission
From: Jacob A. Graichen, Aicp, City Planner

ApPPLICANT: Ken Sandblast, Westlake Consultants, Inc.
OWNER: Chieko Comstock

ZONING: Moderate Residential, R7
LOCATION:  Southeast of the intersection of Pittsburg Road & Meadowview Drive

4N1W-6D-604 and 4N1W-6AD-2600
ProrosaAL: Planned Development (Zoning Overlay)

SITE INFORMATION / BACKGROUND
The subject property is approximately 12 acres in size and is undeveloped. The property is
roughly rhomboidal is shape and generally descends in elevation where is abuts Pittsburg Road
to is southern boundary that abuts a row of lots that abut Sykes Road. The property itself does
not abut Sykes Road. There are two wetland areas that divide the property into three segments.
Some roads stub to the property along the long sides of the rhombus such as Westboro Way on
the west side and Edna Barr Lane on the east side. Also, Meadowview Drive on the NW side
and Barr Avenue on the SE side abut the property along their sides.

This property is was annexed recently (file Annexation A.5.21) via Ordinance No. 3281 adopted
by the City of St. Helens in March of this year.

Associated files: Subdivision Preliminary Plat SUB.2.22
PuBLIC HEARING & NOTICE

Public hearing before the Planning Commission for recommendation to the City Council: July
12,2022. Public hearing before the City Council: July 20, 2022.

Notice of this proposal was sent to the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and
Development on May 17, 2022 through their PAPA Online Submittal website.

Notice of this proposal was sent to surrounding property owners within 300 feet of the subject
property(ies) on May 20, 2022 via first class mail. Notice was sent to agencies by mail or e-mail
on the same date.

Notice was published on June 29, 2022 in The Chronicle newspaper.

APPLICATION COMPLETENESS

PD.2.22 Staff Report 1of8
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This application was originally received on April 11,2022. Staff identified missing information
or other aspects that rendered the application incomplete and notified the applicant of the issue
pursuant to SHMC 17.24.050 on April 29, 2022. The applicant provided revised or new
information for this application on May 9, 2022. The application fee payment was received on
May 16, 2022, and the application was deemed complete on this day.

The 120-day rule (ORS 227.178) for final action for this land use decision is not applicable
per ORS 227.178(7).

AGENCY REFERRALS & COMMENTS

No comments as of the date if this report.
APPLICABLE CRITERIA, ANALYSIS & FINDINGS

SHMC 17.148.060 — Planned Development Allowed and Disallowed

(1) A planned development shall not be allowed on any lands, with less than a two-acre minimum,
shown on the comprehensive plan map as “developing areas”.
(2) A ptanned development shall not be allowed in residential zones located in areas designated
as “established areas” on the comprehensive plan map, except the commission may approve a
planned development within an “established area” where the commission finds:
(a) Development of the land in accordance with the provisions of the “established area”
would:
(i) Result in an inefficient use of land;
(i) Result in removing significant natural features; or
(iii) Result in a change of the character of the area surrounding a significant historic

feature or building;
(b) The planned development approach is the most feasible method of developing the area;

and
(c) The site is of a size and shape that the compatibility provisions of Chapter 17.56 SHMC

can be met.

Discussion: If the subject property is considered “developing,” SHMC 17.148.060(1) is the
section to review for the planned development (PD) overlay consideration. If the subject
property is considered “established,” SHMC 17.148.060(2) is the section to review for the
PD overlay consideration.

Finding(s): When annexed via Ordinance No. 3281, the property was determined to be
“developing.” Thus, the 2-are minimum provisions must be considered. The subject
property is approximately 12 acres in size. However, it is divided into two separate parcels at
approximately 11 acres and 1 acre. In order to utilize the planned development overlay zone
for a development proposal, both parcels shall be included in a PD proposal. The purpose of
this is to ensure the PD meets the intended size requirement and to prevent leftover
(excluded) area that does not meet the size requirement.
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SHMC 17.20.120(1) — Standards for Legislative Decision

(1) The recommendation by the commission and the decision by the council shall be based on
consideration of the following factors:
(a) The statewide planning goals and guidelines adopted under ORS Chapter 197, including
compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule, as described in SHMC 17.08.060;
(b) Any federal or state statutes or guidelines found applicable;
{c) The applicable comprehensive plan policies, procedures, appendices and maps;
(d) The applicable provisions of the implementing ordinances; and
(e) A proposed change to the St. Helens zoning district map that constitutes a spot zoning is
prohibited. A proposed change to the St. Helens comprehensive plan map that facilitates a spot
zoning is prohibited.
(2) Consideration may also be given to:
(a) Proof of a change in the neighborhood or community or a mistake or inconsistency in the
comprehensive plan or implementing ordinance which is the subject of the application.

Discussion: A number of parcels of land are involved, and thus by definition (Chapter 17.16)
the legislative zone change process applies.

Findings:

(a) This criterion requires analysis of the applicable statewide planning goals. The applicable
goals in this case are Goal 1, Goal 2, Goal 5, Goal 10, and Goal 12

Statewide Planning Goal 1: Citizen Involvement.

Goal 1 requires the development of a citizen involvement program that is widespread,
allows two-way communication, provides for citizen involvement through all planning
Pphases, and is understandable, responsive, and funded,

Generally, Goal 1 is satisfied when a local government follows the public involvement
procedures set out in the statutes and in its acknowledged comprehensive plan and land use
regulations.

The City’s Development Code is consistent with State law with regards to notification
requirements. Pursuant to SHMC 17.20.080 at least one public hearing before the Planning
Commission and City Council is required. Legal notice in a newspaper of general circulation
is required too. Notice of this proposal was sent to surrounding property owners within 300
feet of the subject properties. The city has met these requirements and notified DLCD of the
proposal.

Given the public vetting for the plan, scheduled public hearings, and notice provided, Goal 1
is satisfied

Statewide Planning Goal 2: Land Use Planning.

This goal requires that a land use planning process and policy framework be established
as a basis for all decisions and actions relating to the use of land. All local governments

and state agencies involved in the land use action must coordinate with each other. City,

county, state and federal agency and special districts plans and actions related to land
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use must be consistent with the comprehensive plans of cities and counties and regional
plans adopted under Oregon Revised Statues (ORS) Chapter 268.

The City and State (i.e., DLCD) coordinated with regard to the adoption of this proposal. The
city notified DLCD as required by state law prior to the public hearings to consider the
proposal.

There are no known federal or regional documents that apply to this proposal.
Comprehensive Plan consistency is addressed further below.

Given the inclusion of local, state, regional and federal documents, laws, participation and
opportunity for feedback as applicable, Goal 2 is satisfied

Statewide Planning Goal 5: Natural Resources, Scenic & Historic Areas, & Open
Spaces

It is the purpose of this goal to protect natural resources and conserve scenic and
historic areas and open spaces. This includes riparian corridors, wetlands, wildlife
habitat, natural area, and others.

The proposed zoning map overlay would allow for more flexible development standards to
accommodate the identified wetland and riparian resources and required upland buffer within
the property. Those resources as identified in the city’s Comprehensive Plan and
Development Code resources are:

Wetland MC-1 — 75’ upland protection zone
Wetland MC-2 — 50’ upland protection zone
R-MC-18 not significant riparian corridor — no upland protection zone

The property owner has obtained an approved wetland delineation from the Oregon Division
of State Lands to affirm the actual boundaries of the resources—WD # 2021-0642—as of
March 3, 2022.

Given the flexibility of the PD overlay, that will offer protection of the identified and
inventoried wetland resource, while still allowing use of the land, Goal 5 is met.

Statewide Planning Goal 10: Housing

Goal 10 requires buildable lands for residential use shall be inventoried and plans shall
encourage the availability of adequate numbers of needed housing units at price ranges
and rent levels which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon
households and allow for flexibility of housing location, type and density.

This Goal has a couple components: 1) inventorying of land for housing need, and 2)
demographic broad spectrum housing availability in both quantity and variety of type.

Inventorying

15
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St. Helens completed and adopted a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) and Buildable
Lands Inventory (BLI) in 2019 (Ordinance No. 3244). The results of the housing needs
analysis indicates that the current St. Helens Urban Growth Boundary is sufficient to
accommodate future housing needs, with a small deficiency of high-density land for
multi-family development.

Per the HNA, Commercial/Mixed Use land can make up for the high-density land
deficiency. Even though there are no guarantees Commercial/Mixed Use lands will be
used for residential purposes, the following residential developments on
commercial/mixed use lands since the inventorying effort of the HNA creation process
are noteworthy:

o St. Helens Place Apartments at 700 Matzen Street. Originally approved by
Conditional Use Permit CUP.2.18 in 2018, this 204-unit multi-dwelling project was
completed late 2020.

Zone: General Commercial. Total acres used: 7.72 out of 7.72 ac.

e Broadleaf Arbor: A Gathering Place being developed by the Northwest Oregon
Housing Authority (NOHA) and Community Development Partners at 2250 Gable
Road. Originally approved by Conditional Use Permit CUP.3.19, this 239-unit multi-
dwelling project is currently under construction. The site has wetlands that will be
preserved so only a portion of the property will be developed.

Zone: General Commercial, GC. Total acres used: approx. 13.7 ac. out of 16.7 ac.

Based on these two projects alone, the high-density deficiency is resolved, or at least will
be assuming the completion of Broadleaf Arbor: A Gathering Place.

Demographic broad spectrum housing availability in both quantity and variety of type
The subject property would not be efficiently developed as a subdivision without the

Planned Development overlay zone because of its substantial make up of wetlands. This
proposal simply allows a greater potential number of units.

PD.2.22 Staff Report S5of8
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Cand e {6t acres) Left: This table summarizes the

Low Density* 240 City’s HNA findings. The area
Medium Density** 40 clouded in red identifies the surplus
High Density 24 of low and medium density lands,
Nt o Home Raks 5| and slight deficit of high-density
Total 309

: lands. These numbers reflect a
Buildable Land Inventory (net acres) .. . .
Low Densily 52|  projection of residential land needs
Medium Density 03 accommodating a 20-year housing
High Density 16 demand forecast (from 2019).
Manufactured Home Parks 45
::t";remw'm L —7103 As noted above, the deficit in high
UGB Land Surplus/Deficit (net acres) den§1ty re.51dent1al is resolved by
Low Density* mulitdwelling  development on
Medium Density** commercial lands subsequent to the
High Density HNA’s (and BLI’s) adoption in
Manufactured Home Parks

2019.

Commercial/Mixed Use
Total

Adequacy of UGB to meet housing need

adequate

* Includes detached units and mobile homes. ** Includes
townhomes, plexes and group quarters.

However, type of housing is also a component of this (not just quantity). The R7 zoning
allows for detached single-family dwellings, manufactured homes, duplexes and ADUs as
outright permitted uses. Though this may continue the dominance of the detached single-
family dwelling for the city’s housing type mix other less represented housing types are
possible.

Left: Existing housing mix 2013-
2017, City of St. Helens.

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey, 2013-2017.

17

PD.2.22 Staff Report 6 of 8




Statewide Planning Goal 12: Transportation

Goal 12 requires local governments to “provide and encourage a safe, convenient and
economic transportation system.” Goal 12 is implemented through DLCD’s
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR), OAR 660, Division 12. The TPR requires that
where an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a
land use regulation would significantly affect an existing or planned transportation
Jacility, the local government shall put in place measures to assure that allowed land
uses are consistent with the identified function, capacity, and performance standards of

the facility.

A traffic impact analysis shall be submitted with a plan amendment or zone change
application, as applicable, pursuant to Chapter 17.156 SHMC. See Section (d) below for a
more detailed discussion of the TPR and implementing ordinances

(b) This criterion requires analysis of any applicable federal or state statutes or guidelines in
regard to the residential zone change request.

There are no known applicable federal or state statutes or guidelines applicable to this
development overlay zone request.

(c) This criterion requires analysis of applicable comprehensive plan policies, procedures,
appendices, and maps. The proposal is to add a planned development overlay zone to an existing
Moderate Residential (R7) zone to allow more flexibility in development standards. This overlay
zone would not change the quantity of available lands for residential development

The applicable Comprehensive Plan goals and policies are:

SHMC 19.080.060 (2) Natural factors and local resources goals and policies

(a) To maintain, and where possible, enhance the air, water, and land resources of the St.
Helens area '

[-]

(e) To preserve open spaces within and between urban living areas

(f) To encourage the protection of the forest area thin the urban growth boundary

[-]

SHMC 19.12.030 Suburban residential category goals and policies

(1) Goals. To establish conditions which will maintain attractive, convenient, residential
living typical of moderate density semi-urban areas.

(2)Policies. It is the policy of the city of St. Helens to:

[-]

(b) Permit a degree of flexibility in residential site design and a mixture of housing, including
multi-dwelling units, through the planned development procedures.

(c) Promote the development of homesites at a density and standard consistent with: the level
of services that can reasonably be provided and the characteristics of the natural
environment

PD.2.22 Staff Report 7of 8
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[-]

Due to the protection and required buffer of the identified wetland resource, this proposal is
preserving open space and protecting natural areas (some forested) within the urban area. The
proposed overlay zoning district allows flexibility to accomplish adequate preservation, while
still providing development at a density standard consistent with the zoning, level of services that
can be provided, and the characteristics of the natural environment.

(d) This criterion requires that the proposal not conflict with the applicable provisions of the
implementing ordinances.

This Planned Development overlay will help provide economic use of the property whilst also
promoting preservation of the significant wetlands on the site and their upland protection zones
per Chapter 17.40 SHMC. It will help prevent conflict with Chapter 17.40 SHMC.

(e) This criterion requires that the proposed change is not a spot zone. The definition of “spot
zoning” per Chapter 17.16 SHMC:

Rezoning of a lot or parcel of land to benefit an owner for a use incompatible with
surrounding uses and not for the purpose or effect of furthering the comprehensive plan.

The PD overlay is meant to be site specific. As such, this proposal is not a “spot zoning.”

CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the facts and findings herein, staff recommends approval of this Planned
Developed (overlay zone) with the following modification:

In order to utilize the planned development overlay zone for a development proposal, both
parcels shall be included in a planned development proposal.
Attachment(s): Applicant’s narrative (except for PD overlay only, pgs. 8-10 and 22-25)
Preliminary plat (reduced to 8.5 x 117)
DSL WD # 2021-0642, Fig. 6 Wetland Map
Wetland map showing city-required protection zones (buffers)

Map from Annexation A.5.21 showing the subject property (before it was
annexed and zoned R7) and surrounding zoning
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Figure 3. Comprehensive Plan Map

Flewd [ ]

Proposed Development

This application proposes a 46-lot subdivision with a Planned Development overlay. Within the PD subdivision,
future development will include 46 single-family homes. The site has two wetland areas and associated buffer
zones. The protected wetland area will provide approximately 2.75 acres of open space. In an effort to prioritize
the protection of these wetland and buffer zones, the proposed site design divides the property into three areas
of development. The three areas will have access from the existing rights-of-way and proposed sidewalks to
meet the required connectivity requirements. The proposed layout of the subdivision can be referenced on the
site plan (Exhibit A).

Facilities and Services

Water: Water service is available from the City of St. Helens from the existing public water mains in Meadow
View Drive, Barr Avenue and Westboro Way. Water service will be extended to development on the site
through the public streets, with laterals provided to each lot. The proposed design for water service is shown in
Sheet P500 of Exhibit B.

Sewer: Sanitary Sewer service is available from the existing public lines located in Meadow View Drive to the
west, Westboro Way to the southwest and Barr Avenue to the southeast. As shown in the Preliminary Utilities
Plan, Sheet P500 of Exhibit B, the new lines will be extended into the development within the new public streets
on site in order to provide service to every lot.

Stormwater: A new storm line will be constructed within the new streets to all lots. As shown in the Preliminary
Utility Plan, Sheets P500 & P501 of Exhibit B & C, the stormwater will be directed to the stormwater treatment

Comstock Subdivision Westlake Consultants, Inc.
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and detention facility located adjacent to each lot cluster. The storm facilities are shown on the utility plan as
“Storm A-C”. Additional information about stormwater collection is included in the Preliminary Storm Drainage
Report, submitted as Exhibit D.

Streets: The subject property has frontage along Pittsburg Road, Meadow View Drive and at the connection
point in Barr Avenue. The site also has connection stubs at Westboro Way an Edna Barr Avenue. The proposed
dedicated streets will provide adequate circulation and connection to every lot in the subdivision. Sidewalks will
be installed adjacent to the new streets to provide safe pedestrian access throughout the subdivision. The
access to the lots will be unique in order to preserve existing wetland areas and utilize existing roadway stubs.
The lots will be broken up into 3 clusters with open spaces separating each cluster.

APPLICANT'S NARRATIVE

The applicable chapters of the City of Hillsboro Community Development Code appear in BOLD CAPS. Criteria
from each chapter are cited in ftalics, followed by the applicant's response, which presents evidence and
recommended findings for approval of the 46-lot Planned Development Subdivision.

17.20 PROCEDURES FOR DECISION-MAKING ~ LEGISLATIVE

17.20.020 The application process
{1} A request for o legisiative change may be initiated by:
{a) Order of the council;
{b} Resolution of @ majority of the commission;
{c} The director;
{d} Any person or the person’s agent authorized in writing to make the application.
{2} Application acceptance:
{a} Form must be complete;
{b] City council must approve the concept;

{c] Fee must be paid unless previously waived by the city council

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the application process for legislative decisions. The
application, a subdivision with a planned development overlay, will require the planning commission provide a
recommendation for this application since the required hearing body for the planned development overlay will

be the city council.

17.20.030 Time Periods — Submissions/hearings

(1} The director may receive proposed legislative changes four times a year, and the completed application
shall be submitted not more than 75 days and not less than 45 days before the first commission meetings
in March, June, September, and December.

{2} The commission shall normally hear the matter ot the first meeting in March, june, September, or
December, depending upon which date the item has been scheduled.

{3} The council shall normally receive the commission’s recommendations within 30 days after the
cammission’s decision and schedule a public hearing of the commission’s recommendation. If the
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planning commission fails to act within 60 days after the scheduled public hearing date, the application
shall be forwarded to the city council without o recommendation.

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the time periods applicable to this application. it is the intent
of the applicant to meet the legislative deadlines to be heard at the next available meeting.

17.20.130 Approval process and authority

(1} The commission shall:

a. After notice and a public hearing, formulate o recommendation to the council to approve, to
approve with modifications, or to deny the proposed change, or to adopt an alternative; and

b.  Within 30 days of determining a recommendation, cause the written recommendation to be
signed by the presiding officer of the commission and to be filed with the director.

(2) Any member of the commission who voted in opposition to the recommendation by the commission on a
proposed change may file a written statement of opposition with the director prior to any council public
hearing on the proposed chunge. The director shall transmit o copy to each member of the council and
place a copy in the record.

(3) If the commission fails to recommend approval, approval with modification, or denial of the proposed
legisiative change within 60 days of the first public hearing on the proposed change, the director shall:

a. Report the failure together with the proposed change to the council; and

b. Cause notice to be given, the matter tc be placed on the council’s agenda, a public hearing to be
held and o decision to be made by the council. No further action shall be taken by the
commission.

{4} The council shall:

a. Have the responsibility to approve, approve with modifications, or deny an application for the
legisiative change or to remand to the commission for rehearing and reconsideration on all or
part of an application transmitted to it under this code;

b.  Consider the recommendation of the commission; however, it is not bound by the commission’s
recommendation; and

c. Act by ordinance, if application approved with or without modificotions.

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the approval criteria and authority of the planning commission
and city council. It is also understood that the council will provide the decision for the planned development

overlay.

17.24 PROCEDURES FOR DECISION-MAKING — QUASI-JUDICIAL

17.24.040 Preapplication conference

17.24.050 Application Submitial Requirements — Refusal of an Application

Applicant Response:

The applicant attended a pre-application conference with the City of St. Helens on February 15, 2022 and was
advised that the proposed Pittsburg Road Subdivision would be subject to the applicable development standards
within Chapter 17 of the St. Helens Municipal Code. This narrative is therefore provided in response to the City
of St. Helens approval criteria.

Comstock Subdivision Westlake Consultants, inc.
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ts — Preliminary plat

17.136.070 Application subrg of
Pod and waiver of requirements

17.136.080 Additional inj

17.148 PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
17.148.015 The process

1. The planned development designation is an overiay zone applicable to all zones.

2. There are three elements to the planned development approval process and the elements are as follows:
a. The recommendation of approval by the planning commission of the planned development

overlay zone and the subsequent approval by the city council;
b. The approval by the planning commission of the preliminary planned development plan; and

The approval by the director of the final detailed development plan.

4. The planned development overlay zone shall be processed in the same manner as a zone change under
the provisions of SHMC 17.24.090(3)(o], Approval authority responsibilities, except in the situation where
zone change is part of a legislative rezoning. In the case of an existing planned development overlay zone
for a subdivision, conditional use or site development review application, the proposal shall be reviewed
by the commission. in the case of an existing planned development overlay zone for any other type of
application, the application shall be reviewed under the provisions required in the chapters which apply
to the particular land use application.

5. The application for the overloy zone and for approval of the preliminary development pian may be heard
concurrently if an application for each of the actions is submitted.

6. If the application involves subdivision of land, the applicant may apply for preliminary plat approval and
the applications shall be heard concurrently.

7. The application for the preliminary development plan shall satisfy all of the requirements of
SHMC 17.148.110. The applicant may file for exceptions under the provision of SHMC 17.148.190.

8. The application for the detailed development plan shall satisfy all of the requirements of
SHMC 17.148.020(7}.

8. The applicant can file for an overlay zone, or overlay plus preliminary planned development, or overiay
zone and subdivision preliminary plat.

w

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the process requirements for a Planned Development. This
application will be concurrently reviewed with a subdivision application. The application includes all of the
applicable plans required of the specific applications as well as responses to all applicable code criteria.

17.148.020 Administration and approval process

1. The applicant for a planned development overlay zone may be as provided by SHMC 17.24.020. The

applicant for the preliminary plan and detailed plan shalt be the recorded owner of the properiy or an

agent authorized in writing by the owner.

A preapplication conference with city staff is required {see SHNVIC 17.24.040).

3. Due to possible changes in state statutes, or regional or local policy, information given by staff to the
applicant during the preapplication conference is valid for no more than six months:

]
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a. Another preapplication conference is required if any planned development application is
submitted six months after the preapplication conference; and

b. Failure of the director to provide any of the information required by this section shall not
constitute a waiver of the standards, criteria, or requirements of the applications,

4. Notice of the planned development proceeding befare the commission shall be given as required by
SHMC 17.24.130.

5. Action on the application shall be in accordance with Chapter 17.24 SHMC and the following:

a. The commission shall make a recommendation per planned development overlay zone
application to city council for their final decision;

b.  Unless otherwise provided by this code, the commission shall hold & public hearing and approve,
approve with conditions, or deny the application for subdivision or development plan based on
findings related to the applicable criteria set forth in SHMC 17.148.120; and

¢.  Adecision on subdivision or development plan by the commission may be reviewed by the
councif as provided by SHM(C 17.24.310{2).

6. Where a planned development overlay zone has been approved, the development zoning district map
shall be amended to indicote the approved planned development designation for the subject
development site.

7. Within one and one-holf years after the date of commission approval of the preliminary development
plan, the owner shall prepare and file with the director o detailed, final development plan. Action on the
detailed development plan shall be ministerial and taken by the director, and:

a. The director shall approve the detailed, final development plan upon finding that the finaf plan
conforms with the preliminary development plan epproved, or approved with conditions, by the
commission. The final plan shall be approved unless the director finds:

i The change increases the residentiol densities, the lot coverage by buildings or reduces
the amount of parking;
if. The change reduces the amount of open space and landscaping;
i, The change involves a change in use;
iv. The change commits land to development which is environmentally sensitive or subject
to a potenticl hazard: and
V. The change involves a major shift in the location of buildings, proposed streets,
parking lot configuration, utility easements, landscaping, or other site improvements;

b. A decision by the director may be appeoled by the applicant or other affected/approved parties
to the commission and the commission shall decide whether the detailed, final development plan
substantiaily conforms to the approved preliminary development plan based on the criteria set
forth in subsection {7}{a] of this section:

i. The decision shall be based on testimony from the applicant and the staff exclusively;
and
il. No notice shall be required except as required by SHMC 17.24.120.

8. Substantial modifications made to the approved preliminary development plan shall require o new

application.

Applicant Response: The applicant has attended a preapplication conference for this proposal, included with
this application is a signed copy of the notes provided by St. Helen’s. The applicant acknowledges the action
criteria for this application as well as the approval length for the application. Further, it is understood the
requirements of the development plan to be submitted as an additional part of the subdivision application.
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17.148.030 Expiration of approval — Standards for extension of time
Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the process provisions for the approval, administration and

expiration standards for planned developments.

17.148.060 Planned development allowed and disallowed

1. Aplanned development shall not be allowed on any lands, with less than a two-acre minimum, shown on
the comprehensive plan map as “developing areas” (SHMC 17.112.030).

2. Aplanned development shall not be allowed in residential zones located in areas designated as
“established areas” on the comprehensive plan map, except the commission may approve a pianned
development within an “established area” where the commission finds:

a. Development of the land in accordance with the provisions of the “established area” would:
i.  Result in an inefficient use of land;
ii. Result in removing significant natural features; or
iii. Result in a change of the character of the areu surrounding o significant historic feature
or building;
b. The plonned development approach is the most feasible method of developing the area; and
The site is of a size and shape that the compatibility provisions of Chapter 17.56 SHMC can be
met.

Applicant Response: The subject site is 11.91 acres prior to the subtraction of right-of-way but will well exceed
the require 2-acre minimum size requirement. Additionally, the site is not within an established area as noted on

the city of St. Helens comprehensive plan map. This provision is met.

17.148.070 Applicability and allowed uses
1. Inaddition to the use allowed outright in an underlying residential zone the following uses are allowed
outright where all other applicable standards are met:
a. Community building;
b. Indoor recreation facility, athletic club, fitness center, racquetball court, swimming pool, tennis
court, or similar use;
¢.  Outdoor recreation facility, golf course, golf driving range, swimming pool, tennis court, or
similar use; ond
d. Recreational vehicle storage areaq.
2. In all commercial and industrial planned developments the uses permitted outright shall comply with the
underlying zoning district.

Applicant Response: Detached single-family housing is an allowed use in the underlying zoning district. The
proposed subdivision does not include any of the abovementioned additional uses listed in a-d. This criteria is

met.

17.148.080 Applicability of the base zone provisions
1. The provisions of the base zone are applicable as follows:
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a. Lot Dimensional Standards. The minimum lot size, lot depth and lot width standards shall not
apply except as related to the density computation under Chapter 17.56 SHMC;
b. Site Coverage. The site coverage provisions of the base zone shall apply;
Building Height. The building height provisions shall not apply except within 100 feet of an
“established area”; and
d. Structure Setback Provisions.
i. Frontyard and rear yard setbacks for structures on the perimeter of the project shall be
the same as that required by the base zone unless otherwise provided by
Chapter 17.96 SHNMIC;

ii. The side yard setback provisions shall not apply except that all detached structures shall
meet the applicable building code (as administered by the building official) requirements
for fire walls; and

fii. Frontyard and rear yard setback requirements in the base zone setback shall not apply
to structures on the interior of the project except that:

A A minimum front yard setback of 20 feet is required for any garage structure
which opens facing a street;

B. A minimum front yard setback of eight feet is required for any garage opening
for an attached single-family dwelling facing a private street as long as the
required off-street parking spaces are provided.

2. Allother provisions of the base zone shall apply except as modified by this chapter.

Applicant Resgonse: The proposed subdivision meets the density calculation requirements set forth in the base
zoning district but does incorporate lot design changes. The site has a few restrictions such as wetlands and

existing road stubs that require modification to conventional lot layout and design. Many of the lots are laid out
in a traditional fashion with widths averaging 50" and depths averaging 96’. However, there are lots that
incorporate a flagpole or shared driveways. The applicant acknowledges the applicability and flexibility to
specific development standards within the PUD overlay. Sethacks, building height and other site specific
development standards will be reviewed when the individual lots are reviewed and permitted.

17.148.090 Applicability of site development review chapter
The provisions of Chopter 17.86 SHMC shall apply to all uses except as provided by Chapter 17.96 SHMC.

Appolicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the applicability of 17.96. Section 17.96 lists single-family
dwellings as an exception to this review. This provision is not applicable.

17.148.110 Application submission requirements — Preiammary deveiopmem plan

17.148.120 Approval standards A T

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges tgafapphcabl tty@ﬁ‘fﬁé& chapters listed in this section, this
narrative addresses all applicable criteria with,jef€t
sections. In addition, the planned develo ides gfple open space and landscaping that can be enjoyed
flides a trail ag el as each individual lot containing its own yard. The

by the community. The open space i

Westlake Consultants, Inc.
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CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT

STAFF REPORT
Subdivision Preliminary Plat, SUB.2.22

DATE: July 5, 2022
To: Planning Commission
FroOM: Jacob A. Graichen, aicp, City Planner

APPLICANT: Ken Sandblast, Westlake Consultants, Inc.
OWNER: Chieko Comstock

ZONING: Moderate Residential, R7
LOCATION: 4N1W-6D-604 and 4N1W-6AD-2600
PROPOSAL: 46 lot Planned Development Subdivision Preliminary Plat

SITE INFORMATION / BACKGROUND

The subject property is approximately 12 acres in size and is undeveloped. The property is
roughly rhomboidal is shape and generally descends in elevation from where is abuts Pittsburg
Road to its southern boundary that abuts a row of lots that abut Sykes Road. The property itself
does not abut Sykes Road. There are two wetland areas that divide the property into three
segments. Some roads stub to the property along the long sides of the rhombus such as
Westboro Way on the west side and Edna Barr Lane on the east side. Also, Meadowview Drive
on the NW side and Barr Avenue on the SE side abut the property along the sides of those
streets.

This property was annexed recently (file Annexation A.5.21) via Ordinance No. 3281 adopted by
the City of St. Helens in March of this year.

Associated file: Planned Development (overlay zone), PD.1.22.

PuBLIC HEARING & NOTICE
Public hearing before the Planning Commission: July 12, 2022
Notice of this proposal was sent to surrounding property owners within 300 feet of the subject
property(ies) on May 20, 2022 via first class mail. Notice was sent to agencies by mail or e-mail
on the same date.

Notice was published on June 29, 2022 in The Chronicle newspaper.

Wetland Land Use Notification was provided to Oregon DSL on May 17, 2022 pursuant to
ORS 227.350.

APPLICATION COMPLETENESS
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This application was originally received on April 11, 2022. Staff identified missing information
or other aspects that rendered the application incomplete and notified the applicant of the issue
pursuant to SHMC 17.24.050 on April 29, 2022. The applicant provided revised or new
information and the application was deemed complete on May 9, 2022. The 120-day rule (ORS
227.178) for final action for this land use decision is September 6, 2022.

However, the applicant submitted a phasing plan not originally proposed, on May 20, 2022, so
the 120" day could be considered as September 17, 2022.

AGENCY REFERRALS & COMMENTS

As of the date of this staff report, the following agency referrals/comments have been received
that are pertinent to the analysis of this proposal:

City Engineering Manager: See attached Engineering Staff Report dated June 22, 2022

Columbia County Public Works: Here are the Columbia County Public Works Departments
comments for this subdivision:

1. The applicant needs to obtain an access permit for their connection to Meadowview
Drive from the Columbia county Public Works department.

2. The applicant must obtain a construction permit for any work within the Pittsburg Road
ROW and a construction permit for any work in the Meadowview Drive ROW.

3. No additional storm water to be added to Pittsburg Road or Meadowview Drive. The
applicant must treat and contain all additional storm water within the property.

4. The County supports the City of St Helens requirements for street frontage improvements
and ROW dedications.

Bonneville Power Administration: Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) has reviewed the
above-referenced materials and its relationship to the BPA transmission line easement that this
project impacts. BPA does not have any objection to this project as long as, except as shown on
the drawings supplied with the Notice of Public Hearing, all buildings and facilities remain off of
the BPA right-of-way. We do request, however, that the following statement be forwarded to the
property owners that are adjacent to the right-of-way to help ensure public safety and reliable
operation of BPA’s facilities.

Portions of the property are encumbered by easements for high-voltage transmission lines owned
by the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA). BPA has acquired rights for these easements
that limit the landowner’s use of this area. BPA has the right of ingress and egress, and the

right to keep the easement free and clear of all buildings, sheds, fences, roads, in-ground and
above-ground swimming pools, trampolines, or any other type of structure, trees, and all
vegetation. All activities planned within the BPA easement need to be reviewed by BPA prior to
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their occurrence. Do not build, dig, install utilities, plant, or burn within the easement area. For
Jurther questions or concerns regarding any proposed uses of the easement you may contact
BPA Real Estate Field Services by calling (800) 836-6619.

The plans do indicate that a road and pedestrian path will be located within the easement area.
These improvements will require an application to be submitted for review by BPA. This
review process generally takes between 6 and 8 weeks. This review process will determine if
your requested uses are compatible with the operation and maintenance of the transmission line.

Your cooperation in this matter is greatly appreciated. By working together with our agency,
your effort will help to minimize later disputes or unnecessary costs associated with the required
removal or modification of incompatible or non-permitted activities placed within BPA’s
easement. If you have any questions regarding this request or need additional information,
please feel free to contact me.

APPLICABLE CRITERIA, ANALYSIS & FINDINGS

The first step to a Planned Development proposal is to adopt a Planned Development overlay
zone. This overlay zone is necessary to use the flexibility of Chapter 17.148 SHMC. Such an
overlay zone is proposed via file PD.2.22. Though a separate matter, this Subdivision
Preliminary Plat approval shall be contingent on successful adoption of a Planned Development
overlay since it would not be possible without it.

The Planned Development overlay zone allows flexibility to the provisions of the base zoning
district. The site is zoned R7 and this zone will be the focus in considering zoning flexibility per
SHMC 17.148.080 as follows:

(1) The provisions of the base zone are applicable as follows:
(a) Lot Dimensional Standards. The minimum lot size, lot depth and lot width standards shall
not apply except as related to the density computation under Chapter 17.56 SHMC;
(b) Site Coverage. The site coverage provisions of the base zone shall apply;
(c) Building Height. The building height provisions shall not apply except within 100 feet of an
“established area”; and
{d) Structure Setback Provisions.
(i) Front yard and rear yard setbacks for structures on the perimeter of the project shall
be the same as that required by the base zone unless otherwise provided by Chapter 17.96 SHMC;
(i) The side yard setback provisions shall not apply except that all detached structures
shall meet the applicable building code (as administered by the building official) requirements for fire
walls; and
(iii) Front yard and rear yard setback requirements in the base zone setback shall not
apply to structures on the interior of the project except that:

(A) A minimum front yard setback of 20 feet is required for any garage structure
which opens facing a street;

(B) A minimum front yard setback of eight feet is required for any garage opening for
an attached single-family dwelling facing a private street as long as the required off-street parking
spaces are provided.

(2) All other provisions of the base zone shall apply except as modified by this chapter.

Finding(s): The applicant proposes some desired standards as allowed per the provisions above.
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Note that per (1)(b) above, the site coverage rules cannot be changed.

Also note that building height can be flexible, but not within 100’ of an “established area” per
Chapter 17.112. Per SHMC 17.112.020:

(1) Established Area.
(a) An “established area” is an area where the land is not classified as buildable land under OAR
660-08-0005;
(b) An established area may include some small tracts of vacant land (tracts less than an acre in
size) provided the tracts are surrounded by land which is not classified as buildable land; and
(c) An area shown on a zone map or overlay map as an established area.
(2) Developing Area. A “developing area” is an area which is included in the city’s buildable land
inventory under the provisions of OAR except as provided by subsection (1)(b) of this section.

OAR 660-008-0005 classifies buildable land as:

Residentially designated land within the urban growth boundary, including both vacant and developed
land likely to be redeveloped, that is suitable, available and necessary for residential uses. Publicly
owned land is generally not considered available for residential uses. Land is generally considered
“suitable and available” unless it:

(a) Is severely constrained by natural hazards as determined under Statewide Planning Goal 7;

(b) Is subject to natural resource protection measures determined under Statewide Planning

Goals 5, 6, 15, 16, 17 or 18;

(c) Has slopes of 25 percent or greater;

(d) Is within the 100-year flood plain; or

(e) Cannot be provided with public facilities.

Generally, surrounding lands can be considered buildable. There is no severe constraints, there
are some Goal 5 lands but not enough to prevent development, predominant slopes are less than
25%, there is no 100-year floodplain and public facilities can be or are anticipated to be available
within a 20 year planning period. But, since the applicant proposes the standard building height,
this issue is moot.

Moreover, “interior yards” (i.e., distance between buildings) as established via Ordinance No.
3264 in 2021 are not included in the provisions that may be flexed and thus apply per (2).
Applicant proposed a change, probably by accident.

Applicant proposes a 15-foot building and 12-foot porch front yard. SHMC 17.64.050(4) allows
a porch to extend into a front yard as much as four feet. Thus, applicants’ three-foot proposal is
more restrictive. Staff assumes this was based on the applicant being unaware of this provision.

A summary of the standards proposed for this development per the applicant’s proposal and
based on staff’s observations and assumptions as noted above, is attached as Exhibit A.

ORS 94.550 to 94.783 (2019) address Planned Communities, which are defined as:

ORS 94.550(20)(a) “Planned community” means any subdivision under ORS 92.010 to 92.192 that
results in a pattern of ownership of real property and all the buildings, improvements and rights
located on or belonging to the real property, in which the owners collectively are responsible for the
maintenance, operation, insurance or other expenses relating to any property within the planned
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community, including common property, if any, or for the exterior maintenance of any property that is
individually owned.

ORS record of declaration requirements:

ORS 94.565(2) A person may not convey any lot or unit in a planned community until the planned
community is created by the recording of the declaration for the planned community with the
county recording officer of each county in which the planned community is located.

The declaration is the instrument per ORS 94.580 that establishes a planned community. This
includes formation of a homeowners association, bylaws and such.

ORS 94.625(1) and (2) requires that a homeowners association be formed as a nonprofit
corporation, and adopt and record bylaws either (1) not later than when the first lot is conveyed
or (2) if the plat contains a conveyance of any property to the association, before the plat is
recorded. This is important since tracts of the subdivision will be conveyed to the homeowners
association.

ORS 94.665(1) says that a homeowners association may sell, transfer, convey or subject to
security interest any portion of the common property given certain affirmative votes, except as
otherwise provided in the declaration. The exception is important given common ownership of
wetlands. The declaration will need to include a provision that any sale, transfer, etc. also
requires city approval.

* % & Kk X

Subdivision Standards

SHMC 17.136.040(1)

(1) The preliminary plat approval by the planning commission or final approving authority shall lapse
if:
(a) A final plat (first phase in an approved phased development) has not been submitted within a
one-year period; or
(b) The final plat does not conform to the preliminary plat as approved or approved with
conditions.

Discussion: This is not a standalone subdivision request. Four phases are proposed.

Note that Planned Developments may have an initial validity period of 1.5 years, which may
be applied.

Finding: This Subdivision preliminary plat approval shall be effective for a period of

eighteen (18) months from the date of approval per this section. Time extensions are
possible per SHMC 17.136.040.

* % %

SHMC 17.136.050 (1) and (2) Phased development.
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(1) The planning commission may approve a time schedule for developing a subdivision in phases,
but in no case shall the actual construction time period for any phase be greater than two years (unless
an extension is granted) without reapplying for a preliminary plat, nor the cumulative time exceed six
years (regardless of extensions) without applying for a new preliminary plat.

(2) The criteria for approving a phased site development review proposal are:

(a) The public facilities shall be scheduled to be constructed in conjunction with or prior to each
phase to ensure provision of public facilities prior to building occupancy;

(b) The development and occupancy of any phase shall not be dependent on the use of
temporary public facilities:

(i) For purposes of this subsection, a temporary public facility is an interim facility not

constructed to the applicable city or district standard;

(c) The phased development shall not result in requiring the city or other property owners to
construct public facilities that were required as a part of the approval of the preliminary plat; and

(d) Public facilities approved as conditions of approval must be bonded.

Discussion: Four phases are proposed as follows:

Phase 1: Lots accessed via Barr Avenue

Phase 2: Lots accessed via Westboro Way

Phase 3: Lots accessed via Edna Barr Lane all south of the Willie Lane
Phase 4: Remaining lots on the north side of the site

Note that Planned Developments may have a total time period of all phases up to seven
years, which may be applied.

Finding: The Commission needs to approve the phasing scheme and as part of that,
determine which phases the two wetland tracts belong to as that is not clear in the applicant’s
materials. Logically, the southerly wetland tract should be a part of Phase 1 as access it
provided to it via that phase. And the wetland tract adjacent to Westboro Way should be a
part of Phase 2, as the extension of Westboro will provide access to that and ties in with the
proposed trail. This is staff’s recommendation and is reflected in the draft conditions of
approval herein.

The conditions of said sections (1) and (2) shall apply.

* * %

SHMC 17.136.060(1) — Approval standards — Preliminary plat.

(1) The planning commission may approve, approve with conditions or deny a preliminary plat based
on the following approval criteria:

(a) The proposed preliminary plat complies with the city’'s comprehensive plan, the applicable
sections of this code and other applicable ordinances and regulations;

(b) The proposed plat name is not duplicative or otherwise satisfies the provisions of ORS
Chapter 92[.090(1)];

(c) The streets and roads are laid out so as to conform to the plats of subdivisions and maps of
partitions already approved for adjoining property as to width, general direction and in all other respects
unless the city determines it is in the public interest to modify the street or road pattern; and

(d) An explanation has been provided for all common improvements.
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(a) This criterion asks if the proposed preliminary plat complies with the city’s
comprehensive plan, the applicable sections of this code and other applicable ordinances and
regulations. The City’s development code (SHMC Title 17) implements the Comprehensive
Plan. The Development Code standards are addressed herein.

There are no known conflicts with the Comprehensive Plan. This includes addendums to
the Comprehensive Plan: Economic Opportunities Analysis (Ord. No. 3101), Waterfront
Prioritization Plan (Ord. No. 3148), the Transportation Systems Plan (Ord. No. 3150), the
Corridor Master Plan (Ord. No 3181), the Parks & Trails Master Plan (Ord. No. 3191), the
Riverfront Connector Plan (Ord. No. 3241), and the Housing Needs Analysis (Ord. No.
3244).

There is an identified routes in the city’s Parks and Trails Master Plan that traverses through
the subject property: trail #9. This is discussed further below.

Applicable provisions of the Development Code are addressed per Chapter as follows:

e 17.32 — Zones and Uses > The subject property is zoned Moderate Residential, R7.
As a Planned Development, the applicant is seeking different standards as allowed by
the city’s Planned Development provisions—see attached Exhibit A, which includes
correction of errors noted on page 4 herein.

The subdivision appears to comply with the proposed standards per attached Exhibit
A, which include correction of errors noted on page 4 herein.

There are no existing dwellings or other buildings to determine compliance with
proposed property lines

Flag lots are not allowed in the R7 zoning district. Other zoning districts where flag
lots are allowed, identify flag lots as possible. For example, see SHMC
17.32.070(5)(d), 17.32.080(5)(d) and 17.140.055(2). Planned Development overlay
zone does not exempt this allowance. No flags lots are proposed. Though Lot 46
looks like a flag lot, its lot width at the street—30 feet—meets the minimum proposed
PD standard.

e 17.40 — Wetlands & Riparian Areas > There are two significant wetlands within
the boundaries of the subject properties:

Wetland MC-1, a type I wetland with a required 75” upland protection zone.
Wetland MC-2, a type II wetland with a required 50” upland protection zone.

Both of these wetlands are inventoried as riparian corridor too, but R-MC-18 is
not significant per this Chapter and does not result in any additional requirements.
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An environmental assessment has been conducted (DSL WD # 2021-0642)
identifying the specific location of these significant wetlands. This is required for
land divisions such as this.

All proposed lots, roads and stormwater facilities are located outside of wetlands MC-
I and MC-2 and their upland protection zones.

A trail is proposed along the south side of the 75° upland protection zone on the south
side of the wetland/stream of MC-1. This is acceptable provided impacts are
minimal. Trail specifications will be necessary to evaluate this. Sensitive Lands
Permit may be required based on anticipated impacts of the trail.

Moreover, the easterly extension of Westboro Way street improvements are proposed
to abut the MC-1 75’ upland protection zone in the same area. This immediate
adjacency begets necessary identification to prevent impact during construction.
Sheet P202 shows protection fencing behind the outer edge of the protection zone,
which by itself, would be insufficient.

Subdivision infrastructure will be within proximity of these sensitive lands as will
development of any lot adjacent to them. Methods of how sensitive lands/upland
protection zones will be identified and protected during development of the
subdivision and development of its lots will be necessary. Any impacts, including
temporary may require a Sensitive Lands Permit

Density transfer is allowed as part of a Planned Development with a Development
Agreement. A Development Agreement application has not been submitted.
However, the applicant proposes density transfer, but as allowed by Chapter 17.56
SHMC, not this chapter.

The wetlands and their protection zones are required to be preservation tracts to be
managed by a homeowner association or other entity responsible for preservation.

e 17.44 — Sensitive Lands - This chapter addresses various types of sensitive lands,
including steep slopes 25% or greater.

The applicant proposes creating steep slopes along the lots that abut Pittsburg Road.
There is a 20 minimum yard that cannot be reduced by the Planned Development
aspect of this proposal along Pittsburg that will contain much of the proposed steep
slope area, but not necessarily all of the steep slope.

There is potential for someone to want to build within the steep slope. If such is
proposed, a Sensitive Lands Permit per this chapter will be required.

e 17.56 — Density Computations = The applicant provided a summary of the density
calculations as revised and received on July 1, 2022 justifying the proposed 46 lots.
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This property was annexed and zoned as R7, which needs to be honored.

17.72 — Landscaping and Screening -> Street trees are required per this Chapter
because the site fronts a street for more than 100 feet.

All abutting and stubbed streets to be extended within the subject property are
classified as local per the City’s Transportation Systems Plan, except Pittsburg Road,
which is classified as a minor arterial.

For the local streets, street trees will be planted behind the sidewalk in the right-of-
way or landscape/public utility easement, per this Chapter. These trees will be
planted as each lot is developed, as a condition of building permits. Exceptions to
this are within the BPA easement, where no trees are required (BPA doesn’t want
trees) and along a wetland protection zone or along storm water tracts. These
“natural areas” will provide “green-scape” there.

For Pittsburg Road, which requires a landscape strip with street trees as part of the
public street frontage improvements (curb, gutter, landscape strip, and sidewalk),
street trees will need to be installed as part of the frontage improvements required for
the subdivision (as opposed to development of the subdivision’s lots). As Pittsburg
Road has overhead utilities, tree species shall be “small” per this Chapter.

17.84 — Access, Egress & Circulation - Pittsburg Road is a minor arterial street per
the city’s Transportation Systems Plan. All other adjacent streets are classified as
local.

The development code does not favor access from minor arterial streets. No direct
access using Pittsburg Road is proposed. Direct access shall not be allowed.

Access from Barr Avenue was approved prior to this Subdivision application (see
dedication deed recorded as instrument no. 2022-3799 and public utility easement
recorded as instrument no. 2022-3800). All other streets are stubbed to the site and
will be extended within, except for the proposed Comstock Way off of Meadow View
Drive, which will provide access to Pittsburg Road. A minimum 150’ separation
(measured from centerline) is required; the distance between Pittsburg Road and
Comstock Way (off Meadow View Drive) exceeds 150 feet.

Some private streets (shared accesses) are proposed, and this Chapter provides some
guidance for those.

Lots 1, 2, 3 and 46 (four total) are proposed to share an access. A 30’ wide
easement is proposed, which is suitable for 3-6 lots. Minimum pavement width
required is 20 feet.

Note that because Pittsburg Road is a minor arterial street. Lots 1-3 cannot have
direct access onto it.
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20’ roadway is the minimum width needed for traffic circulation. No parking
signage is necessary.

No private drive exceeds 150 feet, which would require a turnaround suitable for
emergency vehicles (fire department standard).

Easements for access to lots are possible per this Chapter 17.152. Easements need to
be shown properly on all plans. These will require a maintenance agreement between
all lots that utilize such access, to be recorded with the final plat. These are not to be
public streets subject to city maintenance and such. Physical improvements shall be
included on construction plans. Will need to include utility easements to serve the
lots served by access. They will be too narrow for on-street parking.

17.132 — Tree Removal > A tree plan is a required for a property with more than 10
trees or any tree over 2 feet diameter at breast height (DBH). This chapter focuses on
trees over 12 inches DBH.

There are about 51 trees pertaining to this chapter. 20 of those are proposed to be
removed. As this is less than 50% of these trees, replacement is required as a 1:1
ratio.

Street trees will be required and there are anticipated to be more than 20 street trees
within the site upon full buildout, which will satisfy the replacement requirement.

Tree plan includes protection of existing trees as required. This, as revised, will need
to be a part of subsequent development permits.

17.152 — Street & Utility Improvement Standards > Development is required to
have frontage along a public street improved to city standards. Streets are proposed
to be dedicated and improved both adjacent to and within the subject property.

Pittsburg Road will require approximately 10’ of right-of-way dedication (30’ from
centerline) to meet the 60° ROW width for Minor Arterial classified streets.

Other streets that abut the subject property along their sides (i.e., Meadow View
Drive and Barr Avenue) are already at the 50’ minimum width for local classified
streets.

An access easements (private shared drive/street) is proposed for some lots, which the
code allows if it’s the only reasonable method to create lots large enough to be
developed. These must be approved by the Commission; they are described in greater
detail under Chapter 17.84 SHMC above.

The applicant is acknowledging all streets stubbed to the property and extending them
within. This includes continuation of the right-of-way recently dedicated for access
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to Barr Avenue (see dedication deed recorded as instrument no. 2022-3799 and public
utility easement recorded as instrument no. 2022-3800), Westboro Way, Edna Barr
Lane and Willie Lane.

Willie Lane differs from the others since it does not stub to the subject property,
rather, the stub is about 260’ to the east, with an easement in between—instrument
no. 01-10543 as depicted on P.P. No. 2003-100. The purpose of this easement is to
preserve right-of-way for Willie Street to eventually be extended westward. The
Willie Lane portion of the development will be the only street stub that does not abut
a fully improved stub on the other side of the property line.

The Westboro Way extension will have the additional review and agreements
required by the Bonneville Power Administration. Road, utility and other
construction within the BPA easement will require review and approval from the
BPA.

Any county road will require coordination with Columbia County. See Columbia
County Public Works comments herein.

Generally, the street layout proposed is logical utilizing existing surrounding streets
and avoiding wetland/upland protection zone impacts. Intersection angles are at right
angles more-or-less as required.

Cul-de-sac. Cul-de-sacs are allowed only when there are justifiable constraints. Cul-
de-sacs shall be no more than 400’ long and not provide access to more than 20
dwelling units per normal standards.

Two cul-de-sacs are proposed, each logical due to surrounding development and
wetlands.

The first is the extension of Westboro Way. Currently, the leg of this street from the
centerline of Mountain View Drive to the east stub to the subject property is 175’
long and provides access to 5 lots (east of the Mountain View Drive C/L). The
proposal extends the leg 200’ ending in a conventional circular cul-de-sac; it will still
be less than 400’ total. An additional 6 lots will be added, remaining under the 20
total.

Being longer than 150’ the cul-de-sac needs to terminate with a turnaround area
meeting fire code standards (which exceeds the city’s normal cul-de-sac end
standards). Plans show a 96-diameter cul-de-sac end, exclusive of sidewalks, which
meets the minimum per the fire code.

The second proposed cul-de-sac is the southerly access off Barr Avenue. This is
proposed to be approximately 300’ long, providing access to 8 lots and terminating in
a modified hammerhead, which appears to exceed fire code, except a 28 corner
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radius is required; 26 radii are proposed at the hammerhead. Note that the longer of
the hammerhead sides is at 150 feet. Any longer would require another turn-around!

This southerly cul-de-sac is proposed to be a skinny street. Local “skinny” streets are
possible with only a 40° wide right-of-way provided they will provide access to land
whose combined average daily trip rate (ADT) is 200 ADT or less (in this case 20
lots). Only 8 lots are proposed for access. Roadway must be 28 wide, which will
permit parking on one side of the street. Roadway section on the plans show this.

No parking signage, etc. will be necessary.

Street names. All new street names are subject to approval by Columbia 9-1-1
Communications District. There are a couple new street names that will need to be
reviewed. These should be approved prior to construction plans to ensure street name
consistency throughout the post preliminary plat approval review processes.

Street grade and curves. Street grades for new streets appear less than 12%, which
is the basic maximum standard for local streets. The greatest road grades are around
6.5%. The centerline radii of proposed curves is not less than 100° (except at
intersections), which is the normal minimum requirement.

Access to Arterials/Collectors. Pittsburg abutting the north side of the subject
property is a Minor Arterial Street. Separate access is required (no direct access for
lots) and will be provided via Meadowview Drive and the rest of the proposed street
network. SHMC 17.152.030(16) calls for buffering or screening for the lots with
frontage along Pittsburg Road. A plan to address this for these lots shall be approved
prior to the final plat, to be implemented no later than prior to occupancy of any
permitted principle building on each lot.

Mailboxes. Joint mailbox facility shall be included on engineering/construction
plans per city standards and the USPS. Subject to city and Postmaster approval.

Street signage. Signs for street names, traffic control and such are the financial
responsibility of the developer.

Street lights. Are required at least at each intersection and as otherwise required by
City Engineering.

Blocks. This proposal will nearly create the one possible block with Edna Barr Lane
on the south side and Willie Lane on the north side. It will approximate the normal
1,800-foot maximum perimeter.

Easements. Minimum 8’ wide public utility easements will be required along the
street frontage of all lots unless a greater width is determined necessary by City
Engineering. Moreover, other utility easements necessary, as identified on approved
engineering/construction plans shall be included on the final plat. Approved
engineering/construction plans will be required before submission of the final plat.
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Easements specific to city utilities (e.g., sanitary sewer) are proposed. These are
typically 15 wide on the center of the utility line, unless the utility is really deep or
there is another unusual circumstance.

Sidewalks/street frontage improvements. All abutting streets and those within,
except Pittsburg Road, are local classified streets and will require curb-tight
sidewalks. Because, Pittsburg Road is a minor arterial, a planter strip between the
curb and sidewalk will be required.

City Utilities. Water, sanitary sewer, and storm water system plans will be required
in accordance with city requirements.

Waters is available in multiple locations and is available along all abutting rights-of-
way. City Engineering comments on water in their June 22, 2022 Engineering Staff
report.

Sanitary sewer is problematic. The city adopted a new Wasterwater Master Plan in
November 2021 that identifies multiple undersized trunk lines already operating at or
above capacity, that this development would depend on, which can cause surcharges
(i.e., wastewater backing up and out of manholes). This can also result in sewerage
backing up into existing buildings (like people’s homes). Adding new development
will increase surcharging potential and is a great risk considering the city’s
overarching obligation of public health, safety and welfare.

As such, city engineering recommends disallowance of connection to the sanitary
sewer system until it is upsized such that it can handle additional load. Note that the
sanitary sewer infrastructure for this subdivision itself could be allowed to be
constructed in the interim, which is important as completion of infrastructure is
necessary for the final plat to be executed and for the lots to be created. However, no
building permit could be submitted, processed or issued until the sewer system until it
is upsized.

See Engineering Staff Report dated June 22, 2022 for additional details.

The sanitary sewer issue presents a critical decision for the Planning Commission.
Allowing the subdivision to be completed, including building permits for those lots
will increase the probably of surcharges and other backups. Potential issues includes
but are not limited to individual claims for cleanup and repair for sanitary sewer
backup into a building, clean up of backup out of manholes and potential claims of
individuals from sewerage exposure, political backlash (“how could you let this
happen”), and fines from Oregon DEQ. Because it is identified in our recently
adopted Wastewater Master Plan, the city cannot plead ignorance. Examples of DEQ
fines can be found here:
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https://www.oregon.gov/deqg/Pages/enforcement-
actions.aspx?wp2643=p:2#g cded7a01 bc88 4a9f aa38 clbcac799ce5

For example, in February 2022 the City of Seaside was fined close to $13,000 for
untreated sewerage discharge. For egregious situations, the fine amount can be
considerable such as the nearly $1.3 million fine to the Port of Morrow in Boardman
from January 2022. Even the US Army Cops of Engineers is subject to Oregon
DEQ’s wrath having been fined nearly $31,000 in December of 2021

So, it is a question of risk. Will “bad” things happen before the overall sanitary
system is upgraded?

The Commission could also consider denial of the subdivision. This may be an
option if the Commission is not comfortable with allowing the infrastructure to be
built so the subdivision can be platted and lots created, but bar any building permit
until the sanitary sewer is upgraded. This is an estimated 2-4 year wait. If approved
with this delay, a notice should be recorded on every deed, because once the lots are
created, they can be sold and anybody who may purchase a lot that is not eligible for
a building permit for several years needs to be aware of that. Perhaps this complexity
alone, will cause the commission to consider denial?

A key provision providing basis for denial is SHMC 17.152.090(4):

Permits Denied. Development permits may be restricted by the commission or council
(i.e., the applicable approval authority) where a deficiency exists in the existing sewer
system or portion thereof which cannot be rectified within the development and which if
not rectified will result in a threat to public health or safety, surcharging of existing mains,
or violations of state or federal standards pertaining to operation of the sewage treatment
system.

There is now a known existing deficiency that:

1. Cannot be rectified by development because the scale and cost is too high to
require the improvements (disproportionately high) and would make the
project economically infeasible.

2. Surcharging problems can be worsened by this and result in violations of a
higher governmental authority.

The “permits denied” provision above fits the circumstances of this proposed like a
glove; thus, denial should be evaluated as an option by the Commission.

So, in considering the risk, there is a “where do you draw a line in the sand” question.
Do you allow this development now, but deny later ones after (and if) surcharges
become more of a problem?

The Commission must also consider ORS 197.522, which suggests that the city
approve the subdivision (for needed housing) if it is possible with reasonable
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conditions. However, ORS 197.522(4) specifically allows a government to deny an
application that cannot be made consistent with reasonable conditions. Is it more
reasonable to outright deny this or to approve with the delay of building permit
activity until the sanitary sewer is upsized?

Note that the Council discussed the overall sanitary sewer conveyance issue (though
outside of an actual land use application), at their April 6, 2022 meeting. They were
posed with a more general question of how we address development given the
sanitary sewer issue. The Council did not like the idea of suppressing development.
Perhaps the Planning Commission would consider this in your decision for this
specific proposal. Note that the City Council is the appellate authority.

Storm water infrastructure is proposed within the public streets for the conveyance
(pipes) system. Easements will be needed anywhere the conveyance, or any other
part of the public storm system is proposed outside of a public right-of-way.

For storm purposes, the site is divided into three “regions” each with a stormwater
facility within a proposed tract. For two of these, storm water encounters the
stormwater facilities before being discharged to the two on-site wetlands. The third
storm facility (the most southerly one) is not adjacent to a wetland.

Per the Engineering Staff Report dated June 22, 2022, on-site detention is necessary,
thus the proposed storm water facilities. There are other pertinent details in the
Engineering Staff Report as well. A final drainage report will be required. Note also
the preference that the stormwater facilities be privately owned with the maintenance
plan.

As the city will not accept these facilities, they must be private. Engineering has
determined that they are to be private facilities per SHMC 17.152.100(6) and will not
be accepted by the city for use by the general public and that management of them by
a private entity is something that can be approved via SHMC 13.20.050(4).

Storm water facilities not part of a public storm water system are to be managed by
the persons responsible for property per SHMC 13.20.060. As these will not be
accepted as public or not part of the public storm water system per SHMC
13.20.060(a), they will be subject to private management. As a planned development
this is logical as the very definition of “planned community” per ORS 94.550(20)(a)
emphasizes a subdivision in which owners are collectively responsible for common

property.
All utilities shall be underground pursuant to SHMC 17.152.120.

Bikeways and trails. There are no bicycle improvements identified in the city’s
Transportation Systems Plan the affect the subject property as it pertains to this
subdivision. There is an identified route in the city’s Parks and Trails Master Plan
that traverses through the subject property: trail #9.
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Trail #9 is classified as a local access trail connecting Pittsburg Road and Sykes
Road. There is a standard for local access trails along roadways (asphalt, concrete or
other smooth and hard surface 5 to 12 wide), but no standard for a local access trail
not along roadways.

Staff believes that the proposed W-E trail along proposed just north of the Westboro
Way cul-de-sac that will connect Westboro Way and the open space tract of the
Meadowbrook Subdivision will ultimately help facilitate north/south connectedness
and thus meets the intent of the trail, provided it is accessible by the public.

Development completion, financial guarantees, building permit timing, etc.
There are two options for completing the subdivision for the purpose of completing
the final plat and creating lots eligible for building permits: 1) the HB 2306 method
(Oregon Laws Chapter 397) and 2) the full completion method. “Completion” in this
case pertain to public improvements that a developer, declarant or owner must
construct. For this specific subdivision, this pertains to on-site improvements and not
the city’s sanitary sewer system off-site that is inadequate, and the remedy is too large
in scope and cost to require as a condition of approval for the developer to complete.
In other words, there are issues outside the scope of HB 2306 (Oregon Laws Chapter
397), that also impact building permits for this subdivision. The text below (but
before Chapter 17.165 SHMC analysis) pertains specifically to HB 2306 (Oregon
Laws 397). The broader issue is reflected in the recommended conditions.

Developments require financial guarantees (e.g., bonds) of workmanship and
guarantees of performance for public improvements, as determined by City
Engineering. All public improvements shall be guaranteed (e.g., warranty bond) as to
workmanship in a form and value as required by City Engineering. The degree of
various financial guarantees required of the developer will depend on whether or not
they use the HB 2306 method or the full completion method.

The HB 2306 Method (Oregon Laws Chapter 397).

HB 2306 (effective January 1, 2020), as it pertains to subdivisions, disallows a city
from denying a building permit for residential dwellings for a residential subdivision
based on the conditions of a preliminary plat not being met, if “substantial
completion” occurs and the remaining public improvements are secured with some
type of financial guarantee such as a bond.

A city may still delay (deny) any certificate of occupancy for residential dwellings if
the conditions of the development are not fully completed or the conditions for the
release of the financial guarantee are not fulfilled.

“Substantial completion” means the city, county or other appropriate public body has
inspected, tested and found acceptable under applicable code requirements, unless the
parties agree to a lower standard: (A) The water supply system; (B) The fire hydrant
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system; (C) The sewage disposal system; (D) The storm water drainage system,
excepting any landscaping requirements that are part of the system; (E) The curbs; (F)
The demarcating of street signs acceptable for emergency responders; and (G) The
roads necessary for access by emergency vehicles.

Building permits must be applied for based on lots that actually exist. The City of St.
Helens views these requirements as when a final plat can be considered for review as
it is the final part of the process before the land is divided into lots. This will be
incorporated into the conditions for final plat review for this subdivision.

The Full Completion Method.

As an alternative to the HB 2306 (Oregon Laws Chapter 397) method as described, in
order to minimize financial guarantees, all public improvements shall be completed,
in place and acceptable to the city prior to the final plat. The only exception to this is
that portions of sidewalk that abut buildable lots created by this subdivision where
there may be a driveway approach are often not built until the lot is developed.
Though some portions of sidewalk will be required where there will be no driveway
approach such as corners and along non-buildable tracts. For these portions of
sidewalk allowed to be left unfinished for the final plat, a performance guarantee will
be required prior as approved by City Engineering.

Required in all cases.

Before construction, performance guarantees will be required for storm drainage
systems, grading and erosion control. This is necessary for public health, safety and
welfare, because if this work is only partially done and the developer/owner abandons
the project, these could have negative impacts on other property owners. Other
improvements left unfinished (e.g., streets, water and sewer infrastructure) do not
necessarily have the same impact to a neighboring property owner. This initial
guarantee should not be encumbered by other “non-impact” issues as it complicates
executing the security; thus, dealing with storm drainage systems, grading and
erosion control specifically.

e 17.156 — Traffic Impact Analysis (TTA) > A TIA is warranted per SHMC
17.156.030.

A study was conducted based on a study scope that city staff and the traffic consultant
agreed to (based on city code standards). The study found that the development will
not result in functional issues as it pertains to vehicle use and no mitigation, including
left-turn lanes, are warranted.

Note that the study was based on 50 lots (more than proposed) for conservative
analysis.

Other applicable ordinances and regulations.
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As per the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) (see comments above),
improvements within their easement requires an application with them.

BPA also has a required notice, per the comments above. For the Forest Trail
Subdivision (on the opposite end of Westboro Way) the BPA required this specific
language on the final plat. More will be known with the application to the BPA for this
proposal and any requirements thereof, but as a communication tool, it is logical that the
BPA language be added to any Homeowners Association documentation.

(b) This criterion requires that the proposed plat name is not duplicative or otherwise satisfies
the provisions of ORS Chapter 92.

The name “Comstock Subdivision” will need to be approved by the County Surveyor per
ORS 92.090.

There is no evidence that the applicant has made an attempt to determine the eligibility of
this name with the County Surveyor. This is recommended for consistency of plans
following this preliminary plat decision.

(¢) This criterion requires that the streets and roads are laid out so as to conform to the plats
of subdivisions and maps of partitions already approved for adjoining property as to width,
general direction and in all other respects unless the city determines it is in the public interest
to modify the street or road pattern.

All streets stubbing into the property are being utilized. All abutting streets (except Pittsburg
Road) are also utilized. The proposal acknowledges surrounding street patterns and
connections well considering the wetland constraints.

(d) This criterion requires that an explanation has been provided for all common
improvements.

Common improvements are proposed. These include: three storm water tracts. In addition,
the wetland areas will be tracts as well (as required by Chapter 17.40 SHMC).

The city will require the Homeowners Association to own and maintain responsibility of
these improvements.

SHMC 17.136.060(2) — Lot Dimensions

(a) Lot size, width, shape and orientation shall be appropriate for the location of the development and
for the type of use contemplated, and:
(i) No lot shall be dimensioned to contain part of an existing or proposed public right-of-way;
(ii) The depth of all lots shall not exceed two and one-half times the average width, unless the
parcel is less than one and one-half times the minimum lot size of the applicable zoning district; and
(iii) Depth and width of properties zoned for commercial and industrial purposes shall be
adequate to provide for the off-street parking and service facilities required by the type of use proposed.
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Findings: (i) No proposed lot interferes with existing or proposed right-of-way given
compliance with the conditions herein. (ii) The normal minimum lot size of the R7 zone is
7,000 square feet. 150% of that is 10,500 square feet. Of the lots that are 10,500 or greater,
the following have an issue:

e Lot24 @ 10,677 s.f. Lot width 40 feet. Lot depth >240 feet. Depth to width is
about 6:1 and well above the 2.5:1 maximum. This should be easy to correct.

(iii) The site is zoned residential; thus, this criterion is not applicable.

* & %

SHMC 17.136.060(3) — Through Lots

(a) Through lots shall be avoided except where they are essential to provide separation of
residential development from major traffic arterials or to overcome specific disadvantages of topography
and orientation, and:

(i) A planting buffer at least 10 feet wide is required abutting the arterial rights-of-way; and

(i) All through lots shall provide the required front yard setback on each street.

Discussion: The Development Code defines a through lot is a lot having frontage on two
parallel or approximately parallel streets. Note that access easements are considered
“streets” for the purpose of the Development Code.

Finding: Some through lots are proposed. This includes all lots along Pittsburg Road, a
minor arterial street. A planting buffer at least 10 feet wide is required along Pittsburg Road
and shall be incorporated into the conditions of this decision.

* ® %

SHMC 17.136.060(4) — Large Lots

(a) In dividing tracts into large lots or parcels which at some future time are likely to be redivided, the
approving authority may require that the lots be of such size and shape, and be so divided into building
sites, and contain such site restrictions as will provide for the extension and opening of streets at intervals
which will permit a subsequent division of any tract into lots or parcels of smaller size, and:

(i) The land division shall be denied if the proposed large development lot does not provide for the
future division of the lots and future extension of public facilities.

Finding: This proposal more-or-less maximizes the potential density, lot creation wise, of the
subject property Future development plans or “shadow plans” are not warranted.

* * %

SHMC 17.136.060(5) — Access Control

{6) Control of access to adjoining properties, including but not limited to continuation of streets, shall
be granted to the city via reserve strips or language in lieu of reserve strips as a note on the plat.
Generally, language in lieu of reserve strips is preferred.
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Discussion: One street stub is proposed—Willie Lane—that will not connect to another
street.

Finding: The current west facing Willie Lane stub terminates about 260 feet from the subject
properties east line. Right-of-way dedication is anticipated eventually between the existing
street stub and the proposed one of this subdivision as the intervening parcels are divided or
more intensely developed. This is contemplated in an easement recorded as instrument
number 01-10543.

This criterion will apply to the Willie Lane stub of this subdivision.

* % X

SHMC 17.136.060(6) — Additional Conditions

(6) The planning commission may require additional conditions as are necessary to carry out the
comprehensive plan and other applicable ordinances and regulations.

Finding: The city worked with the applicant and the Meadowbrook Homeowners
Association to dedicate right of way to allow access from Barr Avenue from the SE corner of
the site. This is described earlier in this report. There are improvements within this area that
will need to be relocated to allow for street construction. Applicant will be responsible for
this.

It is important that wetland, open space, storm water tracts and such are not landlocked for
access and maintenance purposes. Storm Tract A has direct access from the proposed
extension of Edna Barr Lane. The northerly tract for the wetland and related protection zone
has direct access from the proposed extension of Westboro Way. Storm Tract B has access
via an easement off Westboro Way. This is identified as a city shared driveway easement on
sheet P301; this will need to be public if the infrastructure is public, otherwise it does not.
Both the southerly tract for the wetland and related protection zone and Storm Tract C have
direct access from the road proposed off Barr Avenue.

* % %
CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATION
The Commission has at least three choices:
1. Deny based on inadequate sanitary sewer infrastructure.
Under this scenario, no conditions would be needed.

2. Approve with the conditions below including delaying any building permits until the
off-site sanitary sewer system is upsized.

The conditions below are based on this scenario.

SUB.2.22 Staff Report 20 of 29

Item C.

51




3. Approve with the conditions below, but as amended, to “take the risk” that allowing the
lots created by this subdivision to connect to the sanitary sewer system will not result in
major issues between now and when the sewer system us upsized (est. 2-4 years).

At least The following conditions would need to be removed or amended:

3.0 —delete
6.2 — delete
6.b — amended to remove reference to condition 6.a
6.c —amended to remove reference to condition 6.a

Note that the Commission can “give” this to the City Council with or without cause with a
two-thirds affirmative vote from appointed members. You may want to consider this if you
as a Commission are considering approval but are uncomfortable putting the city at risk due
to the now known and documented sanitary sewer issue. Your basis for giving this to the
Council could be that placing such risk on the city should come from the governing body and
not a volunteer commission.

Proposed Conditions:

1. This Subdivision preliminary plat approval shall be effective for a period of
eighteen (18) months from the date of approval. The approval shall become void if a
final plat (for first phase) prepared by a professional registered surveyor in accordance
with (1) the approved preliminary plat, (2) the conditions herein, and (3) the form and
content requirements of the City of St. Helens Development Code (SHMC Title 17) and
Oregon Revised Statutes is not submitted within the eighteen (18) month approval period.

The approval for phase 2, contingent upon completion of phase 1, shall be void if the
same requirements for phase 1 (noted above, except the time period) are not completed
within two years from the date the final plat is submitted for phase 1 and the requirements
of SHMC 17.136.050 are not met.

The approval for phase 3, contingent upon completion of phases 1 and 2, shall be void
if the same requirements for phase 1 (noted above, except the time period) are not
completed within two years from the date the final plat is submitted for phase 2 and the
requirements of SHMC 17.136.050 are not met.

The approval for phase 4, contingent upon completion of phases 1, 2 and 3, shall be
void if the same requirements for phase 1 (noted above, except the time period) are not
completed within two years from the date the final plat is submitted for phase 3 and the
requirements of SHMC 17.136.050 are not met.

Two time extensions may be granted pursuant to SHMC 17.136.040(2) for any phase,
but only two total are possible for all phases.
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Notwithstanding any validity period or time extension above, any portion or phase that
is not vested, shall be void seven years from the date of the original decision of this
preliminary plat. Nothing under this condition is intended to preclude owner/developer
from acting on multiple phases simultaneously.

*Note for Planning Commission: Condition #1 assumes the Commission approves the
phasing concept proposed. Don't forget that which phases the wetlands tracts belong to
also need to be determined. See condition 3.a.

2. The following shall be completed prior to submission and the City’s acceptance of a
final plat application (as applicable to each phase):

a. A Planned Development overlay (e.g., via file PD.2.22) shall be adopted and in effect for
the subject property.

b. Homeowners Association (HOA) and CC&Rs for establishing the HOA shall be
approved (see condition 8).

c. Engineering/construction plans for all public and other applicable improvements shall be
submitted to the city for review and approval in compliance with all City of St. Helens
laws and standards and in accordance with the conditions herein. As specific conditions
of approval, these plans shall include:

A. Changes necessary for the final plat per condition 3 to avoid conflicts between these
plans and the final plat to the maximum extent possible.

B. As per condition 3.a (tracts and phasing).

C. Construction details for the pedestrian path connecting Westboro Way to Tract H of
the Meadowbrook Planned Community, Phase 3.

D. Methods of preventing disturbance and encroachment of wetland and upland wetland
protection zone areas. See condition 4.c.

E. Tree plan for existing trees to be preserved, to be protected during construction per
Chapter 17.132 SHMC.

F. Joint mailbox facility(ies) shall be included per City and USPS (Postmaster)
standards. Subject to city and Postmaster approval.

G. All applicable street cross sections representing the appropriate classifications per the
City’s Transportation Systems Plan.

H. Street frontage improvements to Pittsburg Road per the city’s minor arterial standards

including street trees per Chapter 17.72 SHMC. Street trees shall be “small” per
Chapter 17.72 SHMC due to existing overheard power.
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. Access and utility improvements to serve Lots accessed by access easement (private
road). “No parking” designation required on both sides of street.

J. Streets shall meet fire code specifications as applicable. For example, 26 radii are
proposed at the hammerhead cul-de-sac off Barr Avenue except a 28’ corner radius is
required.

K. Per condition 3.b (approval of street names).

L. Streetlights are required at each intersection and at such locations to provide
overlapping lighting to sufficiently illuminate the street. New streetlights shall use
LED fixtures.

M. Infrastructure and improvements reconfiguration/relocation to allow the Barr Avenue
access made possible by the dedication deed recorded as instrument no. 2022-3799.

d. Prior to or with submission of engineering/construction plans per condition 2.c, a
drainage plan and full stormwater report shall be submitted that includes methods of
downstream conveyance and pre and post conditions. The proposed development shall
mitigate the increased stormwater flows from the site so that the increased runoff will not
impact the downstream flows. It shall also include provisions for protecting wetland
water quality, for facilities draining into wetlands. As per Columbia County Public
Works, no additional storm water to be added to Pittsburg Road or Meadowview Drive.

e. The Full Completion Method. All public improvements shall be completed, in place
and acceptable to the City, Columbia County, and Bonneville Power Administration
(BPA) as applicable. The only exception to this is that portions of sidewalk that abut
buildable lots created by this subdivision where there may be a driveway approach are
often not built until the lot is developed. Though some portions of sidewalk will be
required where there will be no driveway approach such as corners and along non-
buildable tracts. For these portions of sidewalk allowed to be left unfinished for the final
plat, a performance guarantee will be required prior as approved by City Engineering.
Completion includes providing final approved as-build plans to the City and any other
guarantees (e.g., bonds) of workmanship or guarantees of performance for public
improvements that may required;

Or

The HB 2306 Method (Oregon Laws Chapter 397). All public improvements shall be
“substantially completed,” in place and acceptable to: the City, Columbia County,
and Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) as applicable. “Substantial
completed” means the city, county or other appropriate public body has inspected, tested
and found acceptable under applicable code requirements, unless the parties agree to a
lower standard: (A) The water supply system; (B) The fire hydrant system; (C) The
sewage disposal system; (D) The storm water drainage system, excepting any
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landscaping requirements that are part of the system; (E) The curbs; (F) The demarcating
of street signs acceptable for emergency responders; and (G) The roads necessary for
access by emergency vehicles. The remaining public improvements are secured with
some type of financial guarantee such as a bond. Other guarantees (e.g., bonds) of
workmanship or guarantees of performance for public improvements may also be
required. As-build plans shall be required unless insufficient work will be done per this
“substantially completed” option, in which case the as-build plans shall be bonded.

f. Maintenance plan for the private storm water facilities shall be approved by the city.
This shall clearly identify maintenance activities and frequency, and the proposed
entity(s) responsible for maintenance. Private responsibilities are also referenced in
SHMC 13.20.060.

g. Approved access permit for connection to Meadowview Drive and approved construction
permit(s) for Meadowview Drive and Pittsburg Road shall be obtained from Columbia
County Public Works.

h. Applicable approvals from the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA).

i. Areas where natural vegetation has been removed, and that are not covered by approved
landscaping, shall be replanted pursuant to SHMC 17.72.120. This includes the proposed
lots to be developed to show how the lot themselves will be covered to prevent erosion,
stream sedimentation, ground instability, or other adverse on-site and off-site effects or
hazards before development of that specific lot commences.

j- Screening and buffering plan along the north side of all lots along Pittsburg Road per
SHMC 17.152.030(16) and 17.136.060(3). This shall be in a form (e.g., 8.5” x 11” page)
such that it can be attached to building permits.

3. In addition to compliance with local, county, state and other requirements, the
following shall be included on/with (for recordation) the final plats (as applicable to
each phase):

a. The southerly wetland tract shall be part of Phase 1 of this subdivision. The wetland tract
adjacent to Westboro Way and the pedestrian path connecting Westboro Way to Tract H
of the Meadowbrook Planned Community, Phase 3, shall be a part of Phase 2 of this
subdivision.

*Comment for Planning Commission: This assumes the Commission concurs with staff’s
recommendation on this matter.

b. All new street names are subject to approval by Columbia 9-1-1 Communications
District.

¢. Minimum 8’ wide public utility easements will be required along the street frontage of all
lots (and tracts) unless a greater width is determined necessary by City Engineering.
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d. All utility easements necessary, as identified on approved engineering/construction plans
shall be included on the final plat.

e. The County Surveyor shall approve the name of the plat.

f. Right-of-way dedication for the Pittsburg Road, within 30 from the centerline of the
right-of-way (approximately 10° of dedication along Pittsburg Road).

g. Access control guarantees in a form approved by the city for the extension of Willie
Lane. This shall be a note on the plat as approved by the city.

h. Tracts shall be identified as to purpose.

i. Maintenance agreement amongst the lots with shared access via easement. These are not
public streets subject to public maintenance. Agreement shall include no-parking
provisions within the private street (access easement).

j-  Any private shared access easement shall also be a public utility easement.

k. Declaration of Protective Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CCRs) and
Establishment of a Homeowners Association (HOA) shall be recorded with and noted on
the final plat for HOA responsibility for common improvement maintenance (see
condition 8).

1. Conveyance of tracts and any other common area to the Planned Development’s
Homeowner’s Association.

m. The pedestrian path connecting Westboro Way to Tract H of the Meadowbrook Planned
Community, Phase 3 shall be publicly accessible.

n. All lots shall meet the dimensional and size requirements of the Development Code or as
allowed by the Planned Development standards. This approval includes no Variance(s)
or other means of allowing different standards. For example, Lot 24 shall meet the depth
to width ratio of the R7 zoning district.

0. A notice shall be recorded on the deed of every lot indicating the building permit delay
per condition 6.a.

*Comment for Planning Commission: This condition is not necessary if the Commission
disagrees with a delay of building permits based on sanitary sewer upsizing and doesn’t
want to deny the proposal.

4. Prior to any construction or development of the subject property of each phase:
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a. Performance guarantees (e.g., performance bond) as approved by City Engineering shall
be required for storm drainage systems, grading and erosion control. In addition,
engineering/construction plans shall be approved.

b. Applicant shall provide a copy of the approved 1200-C permit from Oregon DEQ.

c. Any necessary sensitive lands permitting based on plans provided by condition 2.c for
impacts not known or anticipated as part of the preliminary subdivision plat application.

5. After completion of construction and City approval, all public improvements (for each
phase) shall be guaranteed (e.g., warranty bond) for at least two years as to workmanship in
a form and value as required by City Engineering.

6. The following requirements shall apply to the development of the lots of this
Subdivision:

a. No building permit may be submitted, processed, or issued for any lot created by this
subdivision until the undersized trunk lines already operating at or above capacity that
this development would connect to are upsized. This is not an explicit requirement of the
developer, declarant or owner and is not a “condition of development” per Oregon Laws
Chapter 397.

*Comment for Planning Commission: This condition is not necessary if the Commission
disagrees with a delay of building permits based on sanitary sewer upsizing and doesn 't
want to deny the proposal.

b. Ifthe “HB 2306 Method” is chosen under condition 2.e, certificate of occupancy for
residential dwellings shall not be granted if all public improvements are not
completed, in place and acceptable to the City. This includes providing final approved
as-build plans to the City and release of any and all financial guarantees for
improvements used to allow submission of the final plat or recordation of the final plat,
before completion of said improvements. This is in addition to condition 6.a above,
which is more restrictive.

*Comment for Planning Commission: The last sentence of this condition is not necessary
if the Commission disagrees with a delay of building permits based on sanitary sewer
upsizing and doesn’t want to deny the proposal.

c. Building permits for Lots created by this Subdivision cannot be accepted until the final
plat is recorded. This is in addition to condition 6.a above, which is more restrictive.

*Comment for Planning Commission: The last sentence of this condition is not necessary
if the Commission disagrees with a delay of building permits based on sanitary sewer
upsizing and doesn’t want to deny the proposal.
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If not otherwise recorded with the final plat as required, a Declaration of Protective
Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CCRs) and Establishment of a Homeowners
Association (HOA) shall be recorded (see condition 8).

Curb/sidewalk shall be completed, and street trees will be required along all local streets
(i.e., all streets except Pittsburg Road) as lots are developed. If the Pittsburg Road Street
trees (installed as part of the subdivision infrastructure) are in a poor state, they will need
to be replaced. The exception to the street tree installation requirement (i.e., none
required) is within the BPA easement and along wetland or storm water tracts.

Areas where natural vegetation has been removed, and that are not covered by approved
landscaping, shall be replanted pursuant to SHMC 17.72.120.

Sensitive Lands Permit will be required for any proposed structure to be placed or
constructed on slopes of 25% or greater per Chapter 17.44 SHMC.

Vehicle access (e.g., driveways) are prohibited along Pittsburg Road. Direct access to
Pittsburg Road is not allowed.

Screening and buffering plan per condition 2.j shall be implemented if not already
installed and still intact (or not in disrepair and/or dying-dead, as applicable).

The zoning standards for this development shall be those as proposed per Exhibit A,

attached hereto.

8. Declaration per ORS Chapter 94 that establishes the Planned Community shall be recorded
with the final plat. Subject to review and approval by the City, it shall include the
following:

a.

b.

A Planned Development Homeowners Association formed as a nonprofit corporation.

Bylaws.

Specific language that prohibits the Homeowners Association from selling, transferring,
conveying or subjecting to security interest of any platted open space or wetland tract
without City of St. Helens approval.

The Planned Development Homeowners Association shall be responsible for all common
improvements including but not limited to any open space tract, wetland tract, trail,
stormwater quality facility (see condition 11), and subdivision entry monument signage.

Provisions for the City to veto dissolution of the Homeowners Association or have the
right to assess owners for taxes and maintenance or lien properties.
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9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
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f.  Responsibility for common improvement maintenance. This includes but is not limited
to the long-term operation and maintenance of the water quality facilities and wetland
responsibilities. Storm management plan per condition 2.f shall be incorporated.

g. As applicable per condition 4.c related to any necessary sensitive lands permitting.

h. BPA’s required notice per their preliminary subdivision plat comments shall be
incorporated.

Any new sign (e.g., entrance monument signs for the development) requires a sign permit
prior to installation.

All new utilities shall be underground pursuant to SHMC 17.152.120.

The city will not accept any open space, wetland, or stormwater facility tract or
improvement. Ownership shall belong to the Homeowners Association of this Planned
Development.

Developer will be required to repair damages to roadways as a result of subdivision
construction, up to full width asphalt overlay as determined by City Engineering.

Portions of the property are encumbered by easements for high-voltage transmission lines
owned by the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA). BPA has acquired rights for these
easements that limit the landowner’s use of this area. BPA has the right of ingress and
egress, and the right to keep the easement free and clear of all buildings, sheds, fences, roads,
in-ground and above-ground swimming pools, trampolines, or any other type of structure,
trees, and all vegetation. All activities planned within the BPA easement need to be
reviewed by BPA prior to their occurrence. Do not build, dig, install utilities, plant, or
burn within the easement area. For further questions or concerns regarding any proposed uses
of the easement you may contact BPA Real Estate Field Services by calling (800) 836-6619.

Owner/Developer shall be solely responsible for obtaining all approvals, permits, licenses,
and authorizations from the responsible Federal, State and local authorities, or other entities,
necessary to perform land clearing, construction and improvement of the subject property in
the location and manner contemplated by Owner/Developer. City has no duty, responsibility
or liability for requesting, obtaining, ensuring, or verifying Owner/Developer compliance
with the applicable State and Federal agency permit or other approval requirements. This
land use approval shall not be interpreted as a waiver, modification, or grant of any State or
Federal agency or other permits or authorizations.

Owner/applicant and their successors are still responsible to comply with the City
Development Code (SHMC Title 17).
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Attachment(s): Exhibit A, A summary of the standards proposed for this Planned Development
Subdivision based on applicant’s application materials with corrections by staff.

Engineering Staff Report dated June 22, 2022

Applicant’s main application narrative

Applicant’s phased development narrative

Applicant’s preliminary storm report (summary only, pages 1-7)
Applicant’s PD standards table (with city staff notes)
Applicant’s density calculation sheet (as received July 1, 2022)
Applicant’s Traffic Impact Analysis (summary only, pages 1-24)

Applicant’s plan set
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*COMSTOCK SUBDIVISION PLANNED DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

The base standards the R7 zone, those which can deviate as a Planned Development, and those

proposed:

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS TABLE

Item C.

STANDARD

R7 ZONING DISTRICT

PD ALLOWS
FLEXIBILITY?

PROPOSED

Min. lot size

7,000 s.f. for detached single-
family dwellings and duplexes

Yes

4,000 s.f. for detached single-
family dwellings and duplexes

Min. lot width at
building line
(interior lots)

60 feet for detached single-
family dwellings and duplexes

Yes

40 feet for detached single-
family dwellings and duplexes

Min. lot width at
building line
(corner lots)

85 feet for detached single-
family dwellings and duplexes

Yes

40 feet for detached single-
family dwellings and duplexes

Min. lot width at
street (standard)

50 feet for detached single-
family dwellings and duplexes

Yes

30 feet for detached single-
family dwellings and duplexes

Min. lot width at

street (cul-de-sac)

30 feet

Yes

30 feet

Min. lot width at Flag lots prohibited Yes (unless flag lots | Flag lots prohibited

street (flag lot) prohibited)

Min. lot depth 85 feet Yes 80 feet

Min. front yard 20 feet Yes (except along 15 feet (20 feet required along

along street for detached
single-family dwellings and

(setback) perimeter of PD and | perimeter of PD and for any
for garage structures | garage structure which opens
which open facing a | facing a street)
street)

Min. side yard 7 feet for interior lots and 14 Yes 5 feet for interior lots and 10

(setback) feet for sides of corner lots feet for sides of corner lots

along street for detached
single-family dwellings and

duplexes duplexes

Min. rear yard 20 feet Yes (except along 15 feet (20 feet along

(setback) perimeter of PD) perimeter of PD)

Min. interior yard | 7 feet No 7 feet

(building/structure

separation)

Max. building 35 feet Yes 35 feet

height

Max. lot coverage | Buildings and structures shall | No Buildings and structures shall
not occupy more than 40% of not occupy more than 40% of
the lot area for detached the lot area for detached
single-family dwellings and single-family dwellings and
duplexes duplexes

Min. landscaping 25% of the lot area No 25% of the lot area

No other code exceptions or modifications are proposed.

*Final subdivision name requires approval by the County Surveyor.

and may change.
June 2022

Exhibit A (SUB.2.22 PD Standards)

This is a preliminary name

1of1
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* PUBLIC WORKS ~ ENGINEERING DIVISION
265 STRAND STREET, ST. HELENS, OR 97051
503.397.6272 | WWW.STHELENSOREGON.GOV.

ENGINEERING STAFF REPORT

PROJECT/SITE: COMSTOCK

REPORT DATE ' PROJECT NAME PREPARED BY

6/22/2022 Comstock Property (Subdivision / Sharon Darroux
SUB.2.22 & Planned Development / Engineering Manager
PD.2.22)

CONCL

STREETS
e Construction of the subdivision is anticipated to be detrimental to adjacent roadway surfaces,
particularly Meadow View Drive, Edna Barr Ln, Westboro Way, and Barr Ave. Contractor will be
required fo repair damages to roadways, up to full width asphalt overlay, as determined by the
City Engineering Manager or authorized representative.

WATER
e Site isin located in the high pressure zone, the design will need to incorporate pressure and
elevation needs in design of the water system. -

e Fire Flow: The 12-inch diameter water mains on Pittsburg Rd, Meadow View Drive, and Barr Ave
meet current fire flow demands.

e Pressures: The average day demand water pressures for the site are 40 to 60 psi for the Pittsburg Rd
watermain; 40 to 80 psi for the Meadow View and Edna-Barr Ave watermains; and 80 to 100 psi for
the Barr Ave watermain.

SEWER

e Development proposes to connect to the public sewer main on Sykes Rd which is identified in the
City's Wastewater Master Plan as “operating at or above capacity ". The deficiencies found in
Sykes Rd sewer are undersized frunklines and by high peak flows. These deficiencies put the sewer
main aft risk of surcharging, which occurs when flows exceed the capacity of a full pipe causing
wastewater to back up into and out of manholes. Surcharging sewer mains may cause an increase
for potential backing up into residents' homes. Furthermore, the growth affects more than one
basin trunkline. The undersized Sykes Rd sewer trunkline is connected to the undersized Port Ave
frunkline and the undersized South Trunk.
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The City has considered and studied several options to address the development’s connection
and added load to the public sewer. Options considered are as follows,

(1) Do nothing regarding the identified sewer capacity issues and continue to allow new
developments, Single Family Homes, etc. to connect to the public sewer system.

(2) Assess a sewer capacity impact fee to new developments, Single Family Homes, etc. wanting
to connect to the public sewer. Built into this framework would be a predetermined fair share
cost per EDU for each new sewer connection which would distribute the costs of upsizing the
public sewer.

(3) Disallow future connections to the public sewer until the sewers have been upsized and
capacity has been increased fo carry the added growth.

After a full review of all options, recommendation is to disallow connection to the public sewer until
the City upsizes the public sewer main to be able to accommodate the additional load the
development will add to the system. The City intends to secure Clean Water State Revolving Funds
to begin the process of upsizing the sewer and anticipates two to four years for this work to be
completed. During the interim, the Developer will be allowed to construct public sewer for the
proposed subdivision in preparation to connect the system to the public sewer after it has been
upsized.

o Additional requirements (See Wastewater Master Plan Appendix C — Engineering Standards
Review),
- Distance between manholes shall be 300 feet.

- Pipes shall be ductile iron or other material as approved by the City Engineering Division where
the pipe velocity is greater than 15 feet per second.

Page 2 | ENGINEERING DIVISION STAFF REPORT | Comstock
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- Hydraulic calculations shall be performed to ensure that pipe size is adequate for convey!l temc.

PIFS flows (peak instantaneous flow) at full development of the drainage basin. Pipe size shoor
be adequate for conveying PIFS at full development of the basin with pipe flow no more than
85% full depth (d/D). Capacity shall be based on Manning's Equation with “n" = 0.013.

Site drains to the McNulty Creek Basin. Per SHMC 18.16.090, “All development on sites within the
McNulty Creek Drainage Basin that are one-half acre or greater in area shall be required to
provide on-site detention. A complete drainage report is required for all proposed developments
greater than one-half acre in area addressing the existing and proposed conditions and any
detention requirements”.

Per the recommendations of the Stormwater Master Plan, the post-development peak release
rates shall equal the pre-development release rates for their matching design storm event up to the
10-year design storm. The 25-year storm event peak release rate should not exceed the 10-year
pre-development peak release rate.

Storm detention facilities shall be designed to provide storage using the 25-year event, with the
safe overflow conveyance of the 100-year storm. Calculations of site discharge for both the existing
and proposed conditions is required.

Storm flows shall be pretreated be a water quality manhole before entering a stormwater
detention facility.

Distance between manholas shall be 300 feet.

Provisions shall be made for gravity drainage of roofs and foundation (footing) drains to be
connected directly to public storm drain system. No weepholes through sidewalk

The City prefers the proposed stormwater detention facilities to be privately owned and
maintained. Developer shall submit a maintenance plan that clearly identifies maintenance
activities and frequency, and the proposed entity(s) responsible for maintenance.

In the hydrological analysis, the Engineer shall reduce the maximum sheet flow distance from 300
feet to 100 feet as recommended by the Stormwater Master Plan. Additionally, the storm drainage
conveyance system shall be designed to be able to pass runoff from the 25-yr storm event without

flooding.
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Comstock Subdivision

Item C.

46-Lot Subdivision

with Planned Development Overlay

RECEIVED
MAY 9 2022
CITY OF ST. HELENS
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Comstock Subdivision

46-Lot Subdivision

With Planned Development Overlay

Prepared for:

Noyes Development Co.
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APPLICANT AND SUBJECT PROPERTY SUMMARY
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Item C.

PROJECT OVERVIEW

Introduction
The applicant, Noyes Development, is seeking Subdivision and Planned Development approval for a 46-lot
subdivision within the City of St. Helens.

Subject Property

The subject property consists of two undeveloped parcels totaling 12 acres, with frontage on Pittsburg Road to
the north. The property was recently annexed into the City, with a zoning designation of R-7, Moderate
Residential (Figure 1).

The site has a stream and associated riparian area that cross the site about midway between the north and
south property lines, essentially dividing the site into two parts. Within the southern portion of the site, there
are two wetlands (MC-2) with associated 50-foot upland protection zones, that further divide that portion of the
site into two parts.

Currently, direct access to the site is available from Pittsburg Road, along the site’s northern property line,
although future direct access from Pittsburg Rd will be prohibited. Following development of the subdivision,
access from Pittsburg Road will be provided to the subdivision via Meadow View Drive, which will intersect with
the proposed Comstock Way. Access to the southern half of the subdivision will be from the connections made
to the existing rights-of-way on Westboro Way and Barr Avenue. The Barr connection will provide a
hammerhead style accessway with no internal connection to the other lots, while the Westhoro connection
provides a cul-de-sac.
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Existing Conditions South
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Adjacent Properties

The subject property is adjacent to constructed subdivisions along its eastern, western and southern sides.
Zoning in the area is split between R7 moderate residential and R5 General Residential in the south and R10

Suburban residential adjacent to the northern portion of the site. Many of the subdivisions in the near proximity
also include PD (Planned Development) overlays.

Figure 2. Vicinity Map

Comstock Subdivision
Type 1l PD Subdivision
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Figure 3. Comprehensive Plan Map
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Proposed Development

This application proposes a 46-lot subdivision with a Planned Development overlay. Within the PD subdivision,
future development will include 46 single-family homes. The site has two wetland areas and associated buffer
zones. The protected wetland area will provide approximately 2.75 acres of open space. In an effort to prioritize
the protection of these wetland and buffer zones, the proposed site design divides the property into three areas
of development. The three areas will have access from the existing rights-of-way and proposed sidewalks to
meet the required connectivity requirements. The proposed layout of the subdivision can be referenced on the
site plan (Exhibit A).

Facilities and Services

Water: Water service is available from the City of St. Helens from the existing public water mains in Meadow
View Drive, Barr Avenue and Westboro Way. Water service will be extended to development on the site
through the public streets, with laterals provided to each lot. The proposed design for water service is shown in
Sheet P500 of Exhibit B.

Sewer: Sanitary Sewer service is available from the existing public lines located in Meadow View Drive to the
west, Westboro Way to the southwest and Barr Avenue to the southeast. As shown in the Preliminary Utilities
Plan, Sheet P500 of Exhibit B, the new lines will be extended into the development within the new public streets
on site in order to provide service to every lot.

Stormwater: A new storm line will be constructed within the new streets to all lots. As shown in the Preliminary
Utility Plan, Sheets P500 & P501 of Exhibit B & C, the stormwater will be directed to the stormwater treatment

Comstock Subdivision Westlake Consultants, Inc.
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and detention facility located adjacent to each lot cluster. The storm facilities are shown on the utility plan as
“Storm A-C”. Additional information about stormwater collection is included in the Preliminary Storm Drainage
Report, submitted as Exhibit D.

Streets: The subject property has frontage along Pittsburg Road, Meadow View Drive and at the connection
point in Barr Avenue. The site also has connection stubs at Westboro Way an Edna Barr Avenue. The proposed
dedicated streets will provide adequate circulation and connection to every lot in the subdivision. Sidewalks will
be installed adjacent to the new streets to provide safe pedestrian access throughout the subdivision. The
access to the lots will be unique in order to preserve existing wetland areas and utilize existing roadway stubs.
The lots will be broken up into 3 clusters with open spaces separating each cluster.

APPLICANT'S NARRATIVE

The applicable chapters of the City of Hillsboro Community Development Code appear in BOLD CAPS. Criteria
from each chapter are cited in Italics, followed by the applicant's response, which presents evidence and
recommended findings for approval of the 46-lot Planned Development Subdivision.

17.20 PROCEDURES FOR DECISION-MAKING — LEGISLATIVE
17.20.020 The application process
(1) Arequest for a legislative change may be initiated by:
(a) Order of the council;
(b) Resolution of a majority of the commission;
{c) The director;
(d) Any person or the person’s agent authorized in writing to make the application.
(2) Application acceptance:
{a) Form must be complete;
{(b) City council must approve the concept;
(c) Fee must be paid unless previously waived by the city council

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the application process for legislative decisions. The
application, a subdivision with a planned development overlay, will require the planning commission provide a

recommendation for this application since the required hearing body for the planned development overlay will
be the city council.

17.20.030 Time Periods — Submissions/hearings

(1) The director may receive proposed legislative changes four times a year, and the completed application
shall be submitted not more than 75 days and not less than 45 days before the first commission meetings
in March, June, September, and December.

(2) The commission shall normally hear the matter at the first meeting in March, June, September, or
December, depending upon which date the item has been scheduled.

(3) The council shall normally receive the commission’s recommendations within 30 days after the
commission’s decision and schedule a public hearing of the commission’s recommendation. If the
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planning commission fails to act within 60 days after the scheduled public hearing date, the application
shall be forwarded to the city council without a recommendation.

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the time periods applicable to this application. It is the intent
of the applicant to meet the legislative deadlines to be heard at the next available meeting.

17.20.130 Approval process and authority

(1) The commission shall:

a. After notice and a public hearing, formulate a recommendation to the council to approve, to
approve with modifications, or to deny the proposed change, or to adopt an alternative; and

b. Within 30 days of determining a recommendation, cause the written recommendation to be
signed by the presiding officer of the commission and to be filed with the director.

{2) Any member of the commission who voted in opposition to the recommendation by the commission on a
proposed change may file a written statement of opposition with the director prior to any council public
hearing on the proposed change. The director shall transmit a copy to each member of the council and
place a copy in the record.

(3) If the commission fails to recommend approval, approval with modification, or denial of the proposed
legislative change within 60 days of the first public hearing on the proposed change, the director shall:

a. Report the failure together with the proposed change to the council; and

b. Cause notice to be given, the matter to be placed on the council’s agenda, a public hearing to be
held and a decision to be made by the council. No further action shall be taken by the
commission.

{(4) The council shall:

a. Have the responsibility to approve, approve with modifications, or deny an application for the
legislative change or to remand to the commission for rehearing and reconsideration on all or
part of an application transmitted to it under this code;

b. Consider the recommendation of the commission; however, it is not bound by the commission’s
recommendation; and

¢. Act by ordinance, if application approved with or without modifications.

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the approval criteria and authority of the planning commission
and city council. It is also understood that the council will provide the decision for the planned development

overlay.

17.24 PROCEDURES FOR DECISION-MAKING — QUASI-JUDICIAL

17.24.040 Preapplication conference

17.24.050 Application Submittal Requirements — Refusal of an Application

Applicant Response:

The applicant attended a pre-application conference with the City of St. Helens on February 15, 2022 and was
advised that the proposed Pittsburg Road Subdivision would be subject to the applicable development standards
within Chapter 17 of the St. Helens Municipal Code. This narrative is therefore provided in response to the City
of St. Helens approval criteria.
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Type I PD Subdivision 10

Item C.

75




Item C.

17.32 ZONES AND USES
17.32.060 Moderate residential zone ~ R-7

Applicant’s Response: The proposed 46-lot Planned Development Subdivision, located within the R-7 zone, is

designed to include 46 future single-family, detached homes, which is an outright permitted use in the zone.
This provision is satisfied.

17.40 PROTECTIVE MEASURES FOR SIGNIFICANT WETLANDS, RIPARIAN CORRIDORS, AND
PROTECTION ZONES*

17.40.015 Establishment of significant wetlands, riparian corridors and protection zones.
Applicant’s Response: No wetland delineation is proposed with this application. The wetlands on this site are
currently being delineated and further delineation will not be submitted. The existing conditions plan and as
well as the site plans show the existing wetlands and respective wetland buffers. The site includes a 50-foot

buffer from the wetland’s edge to provide the required protection zone for a type H wetland. All wetlands and
buffers are to be dedicated as tracts and no projections or disturbance will happen with the development of this
subdivision.

17.40.025 Prohibitions within significant wetlands, significant riparian corridors and protection zones

1. All significant wetlands, significant riparian corridors and protection zones shall be protected from
alteration or development activities, except as specifically provided herein.

2. Except as set forth in the exemption, exception, or other approval authorized in this chapter, no person
or entity shall alter or allow, or permit or cause to be altered, any real property designated as a
significant wetland, significant riparian corridor, or a wetland/riparian protection zone.

3. Except as set forth in the exemption, exception, or other approval authorized in this chapter, no person
or entity shall use or allow, or permit or cause to be used, property designated as a significant wetland,
significant riparian corridor, or wetland/riparian protection zone.

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the prohibitions within wetlands and riparian corridors. This

application does not seek to encroach or seek exemptions to the provisions of chapter 17.40.

17.40.050 Additional requirements for land divisions and new development

1. Density Transfer. Except as provided below, residential density transfer shall not be available.

a. Residential density transfer within the same property, or within contiguous properties within the
same ownership, shall be permitted for planned development with a development agreement
pursuant to ORS Chapter 94, subject to the following:

i. Density Bonus. The maximum gross density for the buildable area of the site shall not
exceed 150 percent of the maximum density allowed by the underlying zoning district for
that buildable area notwithstanding Chapter 17.56 SHMC.

2. Design Standards. Except as provided below, significant wetlands, significant riparian corridors and
protection zones shall not be permitted as part of individual lots or new streets or infrastructure areas
and shall be made part of separate preservation tracts to be managed by a homeowners association or
other entity responsible for preservation.

Comstock Subdivision Westlake Consultants, Inc.
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a. Protection zones may be made part of individual lots and protection zones may vary in width
provided average protection zone width complies with this chapter in planned developments
with a development agreement pursuant to ORS Chapter 94, provided additional protection
zones or off-site mitigation over the minimum standard is provided as consideration for such
flexibility.

b. For parcels created by land partition per Chapter 17.140 SHMC, significant wetlands, significant
riparian corridors and protection zones may be part of a parcel if:

i. The parcel’s area excluding the significant wetlands, significant riparian corridors and/or
protection zone meets the minimum size and dimension requirements of the zoning
district; and

ii. A conservation easement benefiting the City of St. Helens shall be required for the
portions of the parcel containing the significant wetlands, significant riparian corridors
and/or protection zone. The easement shall be depicted on and incorporated into the
recorded plat of the partition.

3. Adevelopment agreement entered into pursuant to ORS Chapter 94, and in accordance with city
requirements may be used where a planned development is not available to achieve flexibility in design
standards, density transfer, and density bonuses as discussed in subsections (1) and (2} of this section.

Applicant Response: This planned development proposes the transfer of 4 units from the wetlands areas to be
developed on the net developable area. The transferred units do not exceed 150% of the base zoning, further it
considers the provisions listed in 17.56.030 which limits the transfer of density to 25%. The provisions of design
have been significantly considered as the proposed layout and design promotes the preservation of the
wetlands and riparian corridors. No disturbance of any kind is proposed within these areas, further they will be
dedicated as tracts to ensure they are maintained. This provision is met.

17.56 DENSITY COMPUTATIONS

17.56.020 Density Calculation
3. All density calculations shall comply with the provisions of SHMC 17.56.040, Residential density transition

Applicant Response: The net development area does not include or take into account rights-of-way or wetland
& open space tracts, all of which are present on site. Calculating density based on the criteria mentioned in
17.56.020, the site is permitted to have 42 lots, however there are 4 additional lots that can be transferred from
the gross site area. The proposed density and calculations meet the applicable provisions of this section. Please
see Exhibit H for the breakdown and calculation of the proposed and allowed density.

17.56.030 Transfer of Residential Density
1. Units per acre calculated by subtracting land areas listed in SHMC 17.56.020(1){a) from the gross acres

may be transferred to the remaining buildable land areas

Applicant Response: The proposed subdivision has 4.36 acres of open space. Based on the provisions for density
transfer, the subject site would be able to transfer 4.36 units to the net development area. This proposed site
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design incorporates 4 additional units creating a total of 46 single-family lots. Exhibit H provides a more detailed
calculation of the allowed density transfer.

17.64 ADDITIONAL YARD SETBACK REQUIREMENTS AND EXCEPTIONS

17.64.020 Additional Setback from Centerline Required

17.64.040 Exceptions to yard requirements.

Applicant Response: Pittsburg Road is the only arterial adjacent to the subject site. However, with the proposed

Comstock Way right-of-way, lots 1 through 6 will be through lots fronting on both Pittsburgh and Comstock. As
shown on the Site layout exhibit, (Exhibit E) the building envelopes are setback a minimum of 50’ from the
center line of Pittsburg Road. The adjacent parcels have structures but do not have front yard depths less than
the required minimum. The subject site does not fall within an exemption category but is designed to meet the
required setback from the centerline.

17.72 LANDSCAPING AND SCREENING
17.72.020 General provisions
17.72.030 Street trees

1. All development projects fronting on a public or private street, or a private driveway more than 100 feet
in length approved after the adoption of the ordinance codified in this code shall be required to plant
Street trees in accordance with the standards in SHMC 17.72.035.

2. Certain trees can severely damage utilities, streets, and sidewalks or can cause personal injury. Approval
of any planting list shall be subject to review by the director. A list of suggested appropriate tree species
is located at the end of this chapter. Additional or alternative tree species also may be recommended by
the applicant or determined by the director based on information provided in adopted city plans, policies,
ordinances, studies or resolutions. Proposals by the applicant shall require approval by the director

Applicant Response: Street trees will be selected from the City’s suggested planting list and be planted in
accordance Section 17.72.030. Trees will be selected and shown on the final engineering construction set.

17.72.035 Location of street trees

Applicant Response: Street trees will be placed at the appropriate spacing per the requirements of 17.72.035(2).
The applicant acknowledges the required spacing requirements for small, medium, and large trees. The
proposed tree locations will take into account, utilities, streetlights and visibility requirements along all street
frontages.

17.72.040 Cut and fill around existing trees
1. Existing trees may be used as street trees if no cutting or filling takes place within the dripline of the tree
unless an exception is approved by the director

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the provisions of utilizing existing trees as street trees. To the
greatest extent possible, the applicant will try to salvage and protect-in-place all existing street trees.
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17.72.050 Replacement of street trees

1

Existing street trees removed by development projects or other construction shall be replaced by the
developer with those types of trees approved by the director.

The replacement trees shall be of a size and species similar to the trees that are being removed unless
lesser sized alternatives are approved by the director.

Applicant Response: The Applicant acknowledges the provisions of this section.

17.72.070 Buffering and screening — General provisions

1.

It is the intent that these requirements shall provide for privacy and protection and reduce or eliminate
the adverse impacts of visual or noise polfution at a development site, without unduly interfering with
the view from neighboring properties or jeopardizing the safety of pedestrians and vehicles.

Buffering and screening are required to reduce the impacts on adjacent uses which are of a different type
in accordance with the matrix in this chapter. The owner of each proposed development is responsible
for the installation and effective maintenance of buffering and screening.

In lieu of these standards, a detailed buffer area landscaping and screening plan may be submitted for
the director’s approval as an alternative to the buffer area landscaping and screening standards,
provided it affords the same degree of buffering and screening as required by this code

Applicant Response: The proposed use for the residential site is a detached single-family product. This is

consistent with the adjacent uses and does not require a buffer. These provisions are not applicable.

17.72.080 Buffering and screening requirements
Applicant Response: The proposed use for the residential site is a detached single-family product. This is

consistent with the adjacent uses and does not require a buffer. These provisions are not applicable.

17.72.090 Setbacks for fences or walls

1.

No fence or wall shall be constructed which exceeds the standards in subsection (2) of this section except
when the approval authority, as a condition of approval, allows that a fence or wall be constructed to a
height greater than otherwise permitted in order to mitigate against potential adverse effects. For
residential uses, a fence may only exceed the height standards if approved by a variance.

2. Fences or walls:

a. May not exceed four feet in height in a required front yard along local or collector streets or six
feet in all other yards and, in all other cases, shall meet vision clearance area requirements
(Chapter 17.76 SHMC);

b. Are permitted up to six feet in height in front yards adjacent to any designated arterial or street.
For any fence over three feet in height in the required front yard area, permission shall be subject
to review of the location of the fence or wall;

c. All fences or walls shall meet vision clearance area requirements (Chapter 17.76 SHMC);

All fences or walls greater than six feet in height shall be subject to building official approval.

Applicant Response: No fences, walls or landscaping are proposed through this application.
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17.72.100 Height restrictions

L

The prescribed heights of required fences, walls, or landscaping shall be measured from the actual
adjoining level of finished grade, except that where parking, loading, storage, or similar areas are
located above finished grade, the height of fences, walls, or landscaping required to screen such areas or
space shall be measured from the level of such improvements.

An earthen berm and fence or wall combination shall not exceed the six-foot height limitation for
screening

Applicant Response: No fences, walls or landscaping are proposed through this application.

17.72.120 Revegetation

1.

Where natural vegetation has been removed through grading in areas not affected by the landscaping
requirements and that are not to be occupied by structures, such areas are to be replanted as set forth in
this section to prevent erosion after construction activities are completed.
Methods of Revegetation. Acceptable methods of revegetation include hydromulching or the planting of
rye grass, barley, or other seed with equivalent germination rates, and:
a. Where lawn or turf grass is to be established, lawn grass seed or other appropriate landscape
cover is to be sown at not less than four pounds to each 1,000 square feet of land area;
b. Other revegetation methods offering equivalent protection may be approved by the approval
authority;
c. Plant materials are to be watered at intervals sufficient to ensure survival and growth; and
The use of native plant materials is encouraged to reduce irrigation and maintenance demands.

Applicant Response: The wetlands and open space are remaining protected and in place, therefore no grading
or incidental grading will occur in those areas. The areas where vegetation has been removed, such as individual

lot yards will be revegetated with lawns or similar landscaping at the time of lot and home construction.

17.76 VISUAL CLEARANCE AREAS
17.76.020 Visual clearance —~ Required

1

A visual clearance area shall be maintained on the corners of all property adjacent to the intersection of
two streets, a street and a railroad, or a driveway providing access to a public or private street.

A clear vision area shall contain no vehicle, hedge, planting, fence, wall structure, or temporary or
permanent obstruction (except for an accasional utility pole or tree), exceeding three feet in height,
measured from the top of the curb, or where no curb exists, from the street centerline grade, except that
trees exceeding this height may be located in this area, provided all branches below eight feet are
removed.

Where the crest of a hill or vertical curve conditions contribute to the obstruction of clear vision areas at
a street or driveway intersection, hedges, plantings, fences, walls, wall structures and temporary or
permanent obstructions shall be further reduced in height or eliminated to comply with the intent of the
required clear vision area.
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Applicant Response: The Applicant acknowledges the provisions of 17.76.020 and has designed the corner lots
to incorporate the 30-foot by 30-foot required visibility triangle. The proposed lots and respective building
envelopes take into account the abovementioned visibility requirements.

17.76.030 Computation — Nonarterial street and all accessways

Avisual clearance area for all street intersections, street and accessway intersections, and street or accessway
and railroad track intersections shall be that triangular area formed by the right-of-way or property lines along
such lots and a straight line joining the right-of-way or property line at points which are 30 feet distance from the
intersection of the right-of-way line and measured along such lines

Applicant Response: As shown on the Preliminary Plat, intersections have been designed to provide the
required visual clearance and maintain safe access to and through the subdivision.

17.80 OFF-STREET PARKING AND LOADING REQUIREMENTS

17.80.020 General Provisions
1. Parking Dimensions. The minimum dimensions for parking spaces are:

e. Special provisions for side-by-side parking for single-family dwellings {attached and detached)
and duplexes:

i.  The total unobstructed area for side-by-side parking spaces for single-family dwellings
(attached and detached] and duplexes shall still be 18 feet by 18 feet (two nine-foot by
18-foot standard spaces together), but the improved portion may be 16 feet in width
centered within the 18 feet for the purposes of the surface (paving} requirements of this
chapter and, if the spaces are adjacent or close to the street, driveway approach width.

ii. This does not apply to single parking spaces by themselves or rows of parking spaces
that exceed two spaces. This only applies to two standard space parking areas where the
spaces are adjacent to each other along the long side.

Applicant Response: The proposed lots are designed to provide adequate area for the required parking-space
design. Compliance will be further confirmed at the time of building permit issuance. This provision is met.

17.80.30 Minimum off-street parking requirements
1. Residential.
i.  Single-dwelling units, detached — Two off-street spaces for each dwelling unit or pair of dwelling
units as allowed by the zoning district. No more than two spaces are required for one detached
single-family dwelling on a single lot, or two detached single-family dwellings on a single lot.

Applicant Response: The proposed lots are designed to provide adequate area for the required minimum
number of parking spaces. Compliance will be further confirmed at the time of building permit issuance. This
provision is met.
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17.84 ACCESS, EGRESS AND CIRCULATION
17.84.030 Joint access and reciprocal access easements
Owners of two or more uses, structures, or parcels of land may agree to utilize jointly the same access and egress
when the combined access and egress of both uses, structures, or parcels of land satisfies the combined
requirements as designated in this code, provided:

1. Satisfactory legal evidence shall be presented in the form of deeds, easements, leases, or contracts to

establish the joint use; and
2. Copies of the deeds, easements, leases, or contracts are placed on permanent file with the city.

Applicant Response: Access easements are proposed to provide access to lots within the subdivision with
limited street frontage and will be designed to meet the requirements of Section 17.84.030. As shown on the
Preliminary Plat, attached Sheets P300 & P301. There will be access easements over adjacent lots to the open
spaces and storm facilities in order to meet the access requirements. There will also be an access easement over
lot 45 to provide access and frontage to lots one through 3 and a shared driveway easement over lots 31 and 32.
All recorded deeds will be provided to the city of St. Helens in order to satisfy this code provision.

17.84.040 Public street access
1. All vehicular access and egress as required in SHMC 17.84.070 and 17.84.080 shall connect directly with
a public or private street approved by the city for public use and shall be maintained at the required
standards on a continuous basis.
2. Vehicular access to structures shall be provided to residential uses and shall be brought to within 50 feet
of the ground floor entrance or the ground floor landing of a stairway, ramp, or elevator leading to the
dwelling units.

7. Development Fronting onto an Arterial Street.

a. New residential land divisions fronting onto an arterial street shall be required to provide
secondary (local or collector) streets for access to individual lots. When secondary streets cannot
be constructed due to topographic or other physical constraints, access may be provided by
consolidating driveways for clusters of two or more lots {e.g., includes flag lots and mid-block
lanes).

8. Number of Access Points. All access points, including additional ones as noted below, are subject to the
access spacing standards in subsection (5) of this section and all other provisions of this chapter. Specific
standards based on use are as follows:

a. For single-family dwellings, detached and duplexes, one street access point is permitted per
lot/parcel except an additional (second} access point may be allowed when:

i. The property is a corner lot/parcel and the additional access point is on the other street
(i.e., one access per street).
ii. The lot/parcel does not abut a street that provides any on-street parking on either side.

b. For single-family dwellings, attached, one street access point is permitted per lot/parcel.

9. Shared Driveways. The number of driveway and private street intersections with public streets shall be

minimized by the use of shared driveways with adjoining lots where feasible. The city shall require shared
driveways as a condition of land division or site development review, as applicable, for traffic safety and access
management purposes in accordance with the following standards:
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a. Shared driveways and frontage streets may be required to consolidate access onto a collector or
arterial street. When shared driveways or frontage streets are required, they shall be stubbed to
adjacent developable parcels to indicate future extension. “Stub” means that a driveway or
street temporarily ends at the property line, but may be extended in the future as the adjacent
parcel develops. “Developable” means that a parcel is either vacant or it is likely to receive
additional development (i.e., due to infill or redevelopment potential).

b. Reciprocal access easements (i.e., for the benefit of affected properties) shall be recorded for all
shared driveways, including pathways, at the time of final plat approval or as a condition of site
development approval.

¢.  Exception. Shared driveways are not required when existing development patterns or physical
constraints (e.g., topography, parcel configuration, and similar conditions) prevent extending the
street/driveway in the future.

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the applicable access point requirements for the proposed
subdivision. Each lot is proposed to have one connection point allowing access to the dwelling, storm facility or
usable open space. Due to the narrowness of the site, some constraints required lot design flexibility and
easements in order to provide access. Access was shared where feasible and any through lots were given

frontage to local streets.

17.84.070 Minimum requirements — Residential use
1. Vehicular access and egress for single-dwelling units, duplexes or attached single-dwelling units on

individual lots, residential use, shall comply with the following:

Figure 4: Residential Dwelling Use

Minimum
Nurmber
Number of Minimum
Dwelling |Driveways|Minimum/Maximum|Pavement
Units/Lot| Required Access Width Width
tor2 1 157248 1c
3tcd 1 24730 28

1. Private residential access drives shall be provided and maintained in accordance with the provisions of
the Uniform Fire Code.

2. Access drives in excess of 150 feet in length shall be provided with approved provisions for the turning
around of fire apparatus in accordance with the engineering standards of SHMC Title 18 and/or as
approved by the fire marshal.

3. Vehicle turnouts (providing a minimum total driveway width of 24 feet for a distance of at least 30 feet)
may be required so as to reduce the need for excessive vehicular backing motions in situations where two
vehicles traveling in opposite directions meet on driveways in excess of 200 feet in length.

4. Where permitted, minimum width for driveway approaches to arterials or collector streets shall be no
less than 20 feet so as to avoid traffic turning from the street having to wait for traffic exiting the site.
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Applicant Response: The proposed lots are designed to provide adequate area for the required minimum
driveway widths. Compliance will be further confirmed at the time of building permit issuance. This provision is
met.

17.132 TREE REMOVAL
17.132.025 Tree plan requirement
1. Atree plan for the planting, removal, and protection of trees prepared by a certified arborist or other
capable professional as allowed by the director (for property or site with more than 10 trees or any tree
over two feet DBH) shall be provided for any lot, parcel or combination of lots or parcels for which a
development application for a land division, site development review, planned development or
conditional use is filed. Protection is preferred over removal where possible.

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the requirements for a tree plan if any trees are to be
removed. At the time of construction, the trees indicated to be removed on the existing conditions plan will only
be removed with the approval of the appropriate tree removal permit.

17.132.030 Permit requirement
1. Tree removal permits shall be required only for the removal of any tree which is located on or in a
sensitive land area as defined by Chapter 17.44 SHMC.

Applicant Response: The subdivision has created tracts around the wetland and sensitive areas of the site in
order to protect it. No trees or plant material is going to be removed from these areas therefore, this provision
is not applicable.

17.132.040 Permit criteria
1. The following approval standards shall be used by the director or designee for the issuance of a tree
removal permit on sensitive lands:
a. Removal of the tree must not have a measurable negative impact on erosion, soil stability, flow
of surface waters, or water quality as evidenced by an erosion control plan which precludes:

i. Deposits of mud, dirt, sediment or similar material exceeding one-half cubic foot in
volume on public or private streets, adjacent property, or into the storm and surface
water system, either by direct deposit, dropping, discharge or as a result of the action of
erosion; and

ii. Evidence of concentrated flows of water over bare soils; turbid or sediment-laden flows;
or evidence of on-site erosion such as rivulets on bare soil slopes where the flow of water
is not filtered or captured on site.

2. Within stream or wetland corridors, tree removal must maintain no less than a 75 percent canopy cover
or no less than the existing canopy cover if the existing canopy cover is less than 75 percent

Applicant Response: No trees will be removed from sensitive areas and therefore a tree permit is not required.
The applicant is not seeking a tree permit therefore this provision is not applicable.
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17.132.050 Expiration of approval — Extension of time

1. Atree removal permit shall be effective for one and one-half years from the date of approval.

2. Upon written request by the applicant prior to the expiration of the existing permit, a tree removal
permit shall be extended for a period of up to one year if the director finds that the applicant is in
compliance with all prior conditions of permit approval and that no material facts stated in the original
application have changed.

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the expiration timeframe of a tree removal permit.

17.132.060 Application submission requirements
17.132.070 lllegal tree removal — Violation — Replacement of trees
Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the penalty for removing trees without a city permit. If trees

that fall within the applicable criteria need to be removed, the applicant will seek the appropriate permit and
approval.

17.136 LAND DIVISION - SUBDIVISION
17.136.020 General provisions

1. Anapplication for a subdivision shall be processed through a two-step process*: the preliminary plat and
the final plat:

(a) The preliminary plat shall be approved by the planning commission before the final plat can be
submitted for approval consideration; and
(b) The final plat shall reflect all conditions of approval of the preliminary plat.

2. All subdivision proposals shall be in conformity with all state regulations set forth in ORS Chapter 92,
Subdivisions and Partitions. *

3. When subdividing tracts into large lots, the planning commission shall require that the lots be of such
size and shape as to facilitate future redivision in accordance with the requirements of the zoning district
or comprehensive plan and this code and that a redevelopment plat be approved and used to approve
building permits.

4. Temporary sales offices in conjunction with any subdivision may be granted as set forth in
Chapter 17.116 SHMC.

5. All subdivision proposals shall be consistent with the need to minimize flood damage.

6. All subdivision proposals shall have underground public utilities and facilities such as sewer, gas,
electrical, and water systems located and constructed to minimize flood damage.

7. All subdivision proposals shall have adequate drainage provided to reduce exposure to flood damage;
and

8. Where base flood elevation has not been provided or is not available from another authoritative source,
it shall be generated for subdivision proposals and other proposed developments which contain at least
50 lots or five acres (whichever is less)

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the procedures, special provisions and two-step process
required for subdivisions. The proposal includes, preliminary grading and drainage, utility and site plans (all
within this application) in order to meet all of the abovementioned criteria in 17.136.020.
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17.136.030 Administration and approval process

17.136.040 Expiration of approval — Standards for extension of time
17.136.050 Phased development

17.136.060 Approval standards — Preliminary plat

1

The planning commission may approve, approve with conditions or deny a preliminary plat based on the
following approval criteria:
a. The proposed preliminary plat complies with the city’s comprehensive plan, the applicable
sections of this code and other applicable ordinances and regulations;
b. The proposed plat name is not duplicative or otherwise satisfies the provisions of ORS Chapter
92[.090(1)];
¢. The streets and roads are laid out so as to conform to the plats of subdivisions and maps of
partitions already approved for adjoining property as to width, general direction and in all other
respects unless the city determines it is in the public interest to modify the street or road pattern;
and
d. An explanation has been provided for all common improvements.
Lot Dimensions.
a. Lot size, width, shape and orientation shall be appropriate for the location of the development
and for the type of use contemplated, and:

i. No lot shall be dimensioned to contain part of an existing or proposed public right-of-
way,

ii. The depth of all lots shall not exceed two and one-half times the average width, unless
the parcel is less than one and one-half times the minimum lot size of the applicable
zoning district; and

iii. Depth and width of properties zoned for commercial and industrial purposes shall be
adequate to provide for the off-street parking and service facilities required by the type
of use proposed.

Control of access to adjoining properties, including but not limited to continuation of streets, shall be
granted to the city via reserve strips or language in lieu of reserve strips as a note on the plat. Generally,
language in lieu of reserve strips is preferred.

The planning commission may require additional conditions as are necessary to carry out the
comprehensive plan and other applicable ordinances and regulations.

Applicant Response:

1.

The proposed plat takes into account the cities goals and projections from the comprehensive plan. The
site has been successfully annexed and rezoned to R7 to have a similar density to compatible
subdivisions adjacent to the subject site. The Plat name is the first of its kind and the site design
provides connections to existing streets utilizing the existing street names. Further, the proposed
subdivision meets all applicable criteria herein.

Lot sizes and shapes have been designed to be appropriate for their location. There is adequate right-of-
way, and width to depth ratio to be consistent with adjacent subdivisions while also meeting the
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requirements for lot sizes with PUD overlays. There are four through lots along Comstock Way. Three of
these are along Comstock and Pittsburg, however, the lots are oriented inwards to provide safe access.

17.136.070 Application submission requirements - Preliminary plat
17.136.080 Additional information required and waiver of requirements

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the submittal requirements for a preliminary plat. This

narrative and submitted materials will meet the submittal criteria set forth in this chapter.

17.148 PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
17.148.015 The process

1
2.

The planned development designation is an overlay zone applicable to all zones.
There are three elements to the planned development approval process and the elements are as follows:
a. The recommendation of approval by the planning commission of the planned development
overlay zone and the subsequent approval by the city council;
b. The approval by the planning commission of the preliminary planned development plan; and
The approval by the director of the final detailed development plan.
The planned development overlay zone shall be processed in the same manner as a zone change under
the provisions of SHMC 17.24.090(3)(0)}, Approval authority responsibilities, except in the situation where
zone change is part of a legislative rezoning. In the case of an existing planned development overlay zone
for a subdivision, conditional use or site development review application, the proposal shall be reviewed
by the commission. In the case of an existing planned development overlay zone for any other type of
application, the application shall be reviewed under the provisions required in the chapters which apply
to the particular land use application.
The application for the overlay zone and for approval of the preliminary development plan may be heard
concurrently if an application for each of the actions is submitted.
If the application involves subdivision of land, the applicant may apply for preliminary plat approval and
the applications shall be heard concurrently.
The application for the preliminary development plan shall satisfy all of the requirements of
SHMC 17.148.110. The applicant may file for exceptions under the provision of SHMC 17.148.190.
The application for the detailed development plan shall satisfy all of the requirements of
SHMC 17.148.020(7).
The applicant can file for an overlay zone, or overlay plus preliminary planned development, or overlay
zone and subdivision preliminary plat.

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the process requirements for a Planned Development. This

application will be concurrently reviewed with a subdivision application. The application includes all of the
applicable plans required of the specific applications as well as responses to all applicable code criteria.

17.148.020 Administration and approval process

1. The applicant for a planned development overlay zone may be as provided by SHMC 17.24.020. The
applicant for the preliminary plan and detailed plan shall be the recorded owner of the property or an
agent authorized in writing by the owner.

2. A preapplication conference with city staff is required (see SHMC 17.24.040).

3. Due to possible changes in state statutes, or regional or local policy, information given by staff to the
applicant during the preapplication conference is valid for no more than six months:
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a. Another preapplication conference is required if any planned development application is
submitted six months after the preapplication conference; and

b. Failure of the director to provide any of the information required by this section shall not
constitute a waiver of the standards, criteria, or requirements of the applications.

4. Notice of the planned development proceeding before the commission shall be given as required by
SHMC 17.24.130.

5. Action on the application shall be in accordance with Chapter 17.24 SHMC and the following:

a. The commission shall make a recommendation per planned development overlay zone
application to city council for their final decision;

b. Unless otherwise provided by this code, the commission shall hold a public hearing and approve,
approve with conditions, or deny the application for subdivision or development plan based on
findings related to the applicable criteria set forth in SHMC 17.148.120; and

c. Adecision on subdivision or development plan by the commission may be reviewed by the
council as provided by SHMC 17.24.310(2).

6. Where a planned development overlay zone has been approved, the development zoning district map
shall be amended to indicate the approved planned development designation for the subject
development site.

7. Within one and one-half years after the date of commission approval of the preliminary development
plan, the owner shall prepare and file with the director a detailed, final development plan. Action on the
detailed development plan shall be ministerial and taken by the director, and:

a. The director shall approve the detailed, final development plan upon finding that the final plan
conforms with the preliminary development plan approved, or approved with conditions, by the
commission. The final plan shall be approved unless the director finds:

i The change increases the residential densities, the lot coverage by buildings or reduces

the amount of parking;

ji. The change reduces the amount of open space and landscaping;

iii. The change involves a change in use;

iv. The change commits land to development which is environmentally sensitive or subject
to a potential hazard; and

v, The change involves a major shift in the location of buildings, proposed streets,
parking lot configuration, utility easements, landscaping, or other site improvements;

b. A decision by the director may be appealed by the applicant or other affected/approved parties
to the commission and the commission shall decide whether the detailed, final development plan
substantially conforms to the approved preliminary development plan based on the criteria set
forth in subsection (7){a) of this section:

i. The decision shall be based on testimony from the applicant and the staff exclusively;
and
ii. No notice shall be required except as required by SHMC 17.24.120.

8. Substantial modifications made to the approved preliminary development plan shall require a new

application.

Applicant Response: The applicant has attended a preapplication conference for this proposal, included with
this application is a signed copy of the notes provided by St. Helen’s. The applicant acknowledges the action
criteria for this application as well as the approval length for the application. Further, it is understood the
requirements of the development plan to be submitted as an additional part of the subdivision application.
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17.148.030 Expiration of approval — Standards for extension of time
Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the process provisions for the approval, administration and

expiration standards for planned developments.

17.148.060 Planned development allowed and disallowed

1. A planned development shall not be allowed on any lands, with less than a two-acre minimum, shown on
the comprehensive plan map as “developing areas” (SHMC 17.112.030).

2. A planned development shall not be allowed in residential zones located in areas designated as
“established areas” on the comprehensive plan map, except the commission may approve a planned
development within an “established area” where the commission finds:

a. Development of the land in accordance with the provisions of the “established area” would:
i. Result in an inefficient use of land;
ii. Result in removing significant natural features; or
iii. Result in a change of the character of the area surrounding a significant historic feature
or building;
b. The planned development approach is the most feasible method of developing the area; and
The site is of a size and shape that the compatibility provisions of Chapter 17.56 SHMC can be
met.

Applicant Response: The subject site is 11.91 acres prior to the subtraction of right-of-way but will well exceed
the require 2-acre minimum size requirement. Additionally, the site is not within an established area as noted on
the city of St. Helens comprehensive plan map. This provision is met.

17.148.070 Applicability and allowed uses
1. In addition to the use allowed outright in an underlying residential zone the following uses are allowed
outright where all other applicable standards are met:
a. Community building;
b. Indoor recreation facility, athletic club, fitness center, racquetball court, swimming pool, tennis
court, or similar use;
c. Outdoor recreation facility, golf course, golf driving range, swimming pool, tennis court, or
similar use; and
d. Recreational vehicle storage area.
2. In all commercial and industrial planned developments the uses permitted outright shall comply with the
underlying zoning district.

Applicant Response: Detached single-family housing is an allowed use in the underlying zoning district. The
proposed subdivision does not include any of the abovementioned additional uses listed in a-d. This criteria is
met.

17.148.080 Applicability of the base zone provisions
1. The provisions of the base zone are applicable as follows:
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a. Lot Dimensional Standards. The minimum lot size, lot depth and lot width standards shall not
apply except as related to the density computation under Chapter 17.56 SHMC;

b. Site Coverage. The site coverage provisions of the base zone shall apply;
Building Height. The building height provisions shall not apply except within 100 feet of an
“established area”; and

d. Structure Setback Provisions.

i. Frontyard and rear yard setbacks for structures on the perimeter of the project shall be
the same as that required by the base zone unless otherwise provided by
Chapter 17.96 SHMC;

ii. The side yard setback provisions shall not apply except that all detached structures shall
meet the applicable building code (as administered by the building official) requirements
for fire walls; and

iii. Frontyard and rear yard setback requirements in the base zone setback shall not apply
to structures on the interior of the project except that:

A. A minimum front yard setback of 20 feet is required for any garage structure
which opens facing a street;

B. A minimum front yard setback of eight feet is required for any garage opening
for an attached single-family dwelling facing a private street as long as the
required off-street parking spaces are provided.

2. All other provisions of the base zone shall apply except as modified by this chapter.

Applicant Response: The proposed subdivision meets the density calculation requirements set forth in the base

zoning district but does incorporate lot design changes. The site has a few restrictions such as wetlands and
existing road stubs that require modification to conventional lot layout and design. Many of the lots are faid out
in a traditional fashion with widths averaging 50’ and depths averaging 96’. However, there are lots that
incorporate a flagpole or shared driveways. The applicant acknowledges the applicability and flexibility to
specific development standards within the PUD overlay. Setbacks, building height and other site specific
development standards will be reviewed when the individual lots are reviewed and permitted.

17.148.090 Applicability of site development review chapter
The provisions of Chapter 17.96 SHMC shall apply to all uses except as provided by Chapter 17.96 SHMC.

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the applicability of 17.96. Section 17.96 lists single-family
dwellings as an exception to this review. This provision is not applicable.

17.148.110 Application submission requirements — Preliminary development plan

17.148.120 Approval standards

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the applicability of the chapters listed in this section, this
narrative addresses all applicable criteria with justifications of how this planned development meets the

sections. In addition, the planned development provides ample open space and landscaping that can be enjoyed
by the community. The open space includes a trail as well as each individual lot containing its own yard. The
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open space and protected areas make up 22.9% of the gross lot size, exceeding the required 20% landscape
area.

17.148.130 Site conditions

Applicant Response: The applicant has included an existing condition plan with this application (Exhibit £ & F).

The plan incorporates all of the requirements listed in this section. This provision is met.

17.148.150 Detailed plan
Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the site plan requirements. The included site plan with this
application does contain the required information as mentioned in this section.

17.148.160 Grading and drainage plan

Applicant Response: The applicant acknowledges the grading and drainage plan requirements. The included
grading and drainage plan with this application does contain the required information as mentioned in this
section.

17.148.170 The landscape plan
Applicant Response: The proposed landscape areas will be dedicated as tracts to the HOA and will not be

disturbed with site development. No landscaping is being proposed with this application. Any future landscaping

requiring a landscape plan will be submitted for and reviewed under the city review process.

17.148.190 Exceptions to underlying zone, yard, parking, sign and landscaping provisions

3. The commission may grant an exception to the landscape requirements of this code upon a finding that:

a. The overall landscape plan provides for 20 percent of the gross site area to be landscaped.

Applicant Response: No exceptions are being proposed with this application. This provision is not applicable.

17.148.200 Shared open space

Where the open space is designated on the plan as common open space the following applies:
1. The open space area shall be shown on the final plan and recorded with the director; and
2. The open space shall be conveyed in accordance with one of the following methods:

a. By dedication to the city as publicly owned and maintained as open space. Open space proposed

for dedication to the city must be acceptable to it with regard to the size, shape, location,
improvement, and budgetary and maintenance limitations;

b. By leasing or conveying title (including beneficial ownership) to a corporation, home association,
or other legal entity, with the city retaining the development rights to the property. The terms of

such lease or other instrument of conveyance must include provisions suitable to the city
attorney for guaranteeing the following:
i. The continued use of such land for the intended purposes;
ii. Continuity of property maintenance;
iii. When appropriate, the availability of funds required for such maintenance;
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iv. Adequate insurance protection; and
v. Recovery for loss sustained by casualty and condemnation or otherwise;
¢. By any method which achieves the objectives set forth in subsection (2) of this section.

Applicant Response: The open space provided within the subdivision will be conveyed to a homeowners

association in order to maintain and provide adequate protection for the sensitive lands. The HOA will also
provide proper insurance and allow continued use of the area for the adjacent homeowners.

17.152 STREET AND UTILITY IMPROVEMENT STANDARDS
17.152.030 Streets

3. Creation of Access Easements. The approval authority may approve an access easement established by
deed without full compliance with this code provided such an easement is the only reasonable method by
which a lot, large enough to develop, can be created:

a. Access easements which exceed 150 feet shall be improved in accordance with the Uniform Fire
Code;
b. Access shall be in accordance with Chapter 17.84 SHMC and Figures 15, 16, and 17.

Applicant Response: The proposed subdivision includes lots with shared access and easements in order to
create a lot. The easement sections of this code have been addressed earlier in this narrative. This criterion has
been met.

17.152.060 Sidewalks and other frontage improvements
1. Sidewalks and frontage improvements shall be constructed, replaced or repaired to city design standards
as set forth in the standard specifications manual and located as follows:

a. On both sides of arterial and collector streets to be built at the time of street construction;

b. On both sides of all other streets and in pedestrian easements and rights-of-way, except as
provided further in this section or per SHMC 17.152.030(1)(d), to be constructed along all
portions of the property designated for pedestrian ways in conjunction with development of the
property.

Applicant Response: Sidewalks are proposed on both sides of the proposed streets installed with this
development. In addition, the subdivision will do frontage improvements along Pittsburg, Meadowview, and at
the connection point in Barr Avenue. The sidewalks will be constructed at the same time as the street
construction as required in the section above. The proposed sidewalks can be referred to in Exhibit A.

17.152.080 Water Services
1. Woater Supply (Required). Municipal water system shall be installed to serve each new development and
to connect development to existing mains in accordance with the provisions set forth in the standard
specification manual and the adopted policies of the St. Helens comprehensive plan.

Applicant Response: Water service is available from the City of St. Helens from the existing public water mains
in Meadow View Drive, Barr Avenue and Westboro Way. Water service will be extended to development on the
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site through the public streets, with laterals provided to each lot. The proposed design for water service is
shown in Sheet P500 of Exhibit B.

17.152.100 Storm drainage
1. Storm Drainage — General Provisions. The director and city engineer shall issue a development permit
only where adequate provisions for storm water and floodwater runoff have been made, which may
require storm water facilities, and:
a. The storm water drainage system or storm water facilities shall be separate and independent of
any sanitary sewerage system;
b. Where possible, inlets shall be provided so surface water is not carried across any intersection or
allowed to flood any street; and
¢. Surface water drainage patterns shall be shown on every development proposal plan.

Applicant Response: A new storm line will be constructed within the new streets to all lots. As shown in the
Preliminary Utility Plan, Sheets P500 & P501 of Exhibit B & C, the stormwater will be directed to the stormwater
treatment and detention facility located adjacent to each lot cluster. The storm facilities are shown on the utility
plan as “Storm A-C”. Additional information about stormwater collection is included in the Preliminary Storm
Drainage Report, submitted as Exhibit D.

17.152.120 Utilities
1. Underground Utilities. All utility lines including, but not limited to, those required for electric,
communication, lighting and cable television services and related facilities shall be placed underground,
except for surface-mounted transformers, surface-mounted connection boxes and meter cabinets which
may be placed above ground, temporary utility service facilities during construction, high capacity
electric lines operating at 50,000 volts or above, and:
(a) The subdivider shall make all necessary arrangements with the serving utility to provide the
underground services;
(b) The city reserves the right to approve location of all surface-mounted facilities;
(¢} All underground utilities, including sanitary sewers and storm drains installed in streets by the
subdivider, shall be constructed prior to the surfacing of the streets; and
(d) Stubs for service connections shall be long enough to avoid disturbing the street improvements
when service connections are made.

Applicant Response: Planned utilities will be located underground per the provisions mentioned in 17.152.120.
Exhibit B & C show the proposed 8-foot utility easements along all frontages in order to provide space for the
utilities. This provision is met.

CONCLUSION

This narrative and the supporting documentation demonstrate compliance with all of the applicable City of Saint
Helens Development Review criteria for building design and support the applicant's request for approval of the
proposed 46-Lot single family development. The applicant therefore respectfully requests approval of the
development as proposed.

Comstock Subdivision Westlake Consultants, Inc.
Type {1 PD Subdivision 28
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Item C.

WESTLAKE

CONSULT
ANTS RECEIVED
Planning | Engineering | Surveying
MAY 2 0 2022
CITY OF ST. HELENS
May 20, 2022
Mr. Jacob Graichen, AlICP via emall: jgraichen@sthelensoregon.gov
City Planner

City of St. Helens

265 Strand Street
St. Helens, OR 97051

RE: Phased Site Development Request
Comstock 46-Lot Subdivision & Planned Development Overlay

Dear Jacob,

In addition to the supplemental application plans and materials resubmitted on
May 9, 2022, this letter is submitted by the Applicant requesting a phased site
development for the Comstock 46-lot subdivision and planned development
overlay application for a total of four (4) phases.

Enclosed is Exhibit A, the phased site development plan for the four phases.

The St. Helens Community Development Code specifies the approval criteria for
phased developments in Section 17.136.050. The applicable criteria from this
section are addressed as follows:

17.136.050 Phased Development.

1. The planning commission may approve a time schedule for developing a subdivision in phases,
but in no case shall the actual construction time period for any phase be greater than two
Years (unless an extension fs granted) without reapplying for a preliminary plat, nor the
cumulative time exceed six years (regardless of extensions) without applying for a new
preliminary plat.

Response: The applicant acknowledges the two-year maximum time period for construction
completion of each phase. Further, the applicant acknowledges the cumulative six-year period
to complete construction for all four phases of Comstock.

2. The criteria for approving a phased site development review proposal are:

15115 SW Sequoia Parkway, Suite 150 | Tigard, OR 97224 | 503.684.0652 | westlakeconsultants.com
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a. The public facilities shall be scheduled to be constructed in conjunction with or prior to
each phase to ensure provision of public facilities prior to building occupancy;

b.  The development and occupancy of any phase shall not be dependent on the use of
temporary public facilities:

i For purposes of this subsection, a temporary public facility is an interim facility not

constructed to the applicable city or district standard,

¢ The phased development shall not result in requiring the city or other property owners to
construct public facilities that were required as a part of the approval of the preliminary
plat; and

d. Public facilities approved as conditions of approval must be bonded.

Response: As shown on the Comstock phasing plan (Exhibit A), the overall configuration of the
property combined with the location of existing public streets and utilities stubs around
perimeter provide for all public facilities including: street improvements, sewer, storm, and water
lines to be constructed independently serving each of the four phases. In satisfaction of this
section, none of the four phases of construction will rely on or use temporary facilities for the
construction of or permitting of the subdivision. The applicant can and will install all necessary
facilities for each phase of the subdivision to function without the involvement of the City or
adjacent property owners. The applicant acknowledges the need to bond these facilities and will

do so at the time that they are required.

3. The application for phased development approval shall be heard concurrently with the
preliminary plat application and the decision may be appealed in the same manner as the

preliminary plat.

Response: The applicant submits this phased site development plan to be combined with the
Comstock 46-lot subdivision and planned development overlay applications currently scheduled
for a July 2022 Planning Commission hearing. As addressed above, the requested four (4]} phase
site development plan complies with the applicable Development Code.

If you have any questions or need any further information on this phase site
development plan request, please contact me at 503-684-0652.

Sincerely,

Westlake Consultants, Inc.

Kenneth L. Sandblast, AICP
Director of Planning

cc: Clark Vorm, Noyes Development via email: clark@noyesdevelopment.com

Enclosure: Exhibit A - Phased Site Development Plan
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COMSTOCK SUBDIVISION
PRELIMINARY STORMWATER

REPORT

St. Helens, Oregon

For:
Noyes Development
16305 NW Bethany Court, Suite 101
Beaverton, OR 97006

Prepared By:

Westlake Consultants Inc.
15115 SW Sequoia Parkway, Suite 150
Tigard, OR 97224
Phone: (503) 684-0652
Fax: (503) 624-0157

April 2022

WCI #2740-004
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Comstock Subdivision — Prelim Stormwater Report |

Item C

Pre-Developed

This site is located 34816-34820 Pittsburg Road, St Helens, Oregon. The existing site has a
total area of 11.90 acres. The site contains two wetland areas that divides the site into three
separate regions. The property currently has no improvements and is a mix of medium to

dense grass/brush with occasional trees.

The site topography of the north region slopes generally from north te south towards
on onsite unnamed drainage that flows east towards the North Fork McNulty Creek.

The site topography of the middle region is split with half of its areas generally flowing
from south to north towards the onsite unnamed drainage that continues to North
Fork McNulty Creek, and the other half generally flowing from north to south towards

an onsite wetland.

The site topography of the south region slopes generally from north to south towards
Barr Ave. The northern portion of this south region also drains north towards an onsite

wetland.

Post-Developed
The developed area of 11.90 acres will provide 45 new residential homes with public streets
and a new public walking path. The property will still be divided into three separate regions

and will have three separate storm facilities.

Stormwater for the north region will be collected by catch basins and conveyed
through a pipe network to a new storm detention pond at the southwest corner of
the north region. The new pond will treat the 2 half street improvements, all the new

streets and 32 of the 46 lots.

Stormwater for the middle region will be collected by catch basins and conveyed
through a pipe network to a new detention pond at the south of the region. The new
pond will treat the street extension and 6 of the 46 lots.

Stormwater for the south region will be collected by catch basins and conveyed
through a pipe network to a new detention pond in the east of the region. The new
ponds will treat most of the new street and 8 of the 46 lots.

roose:

(=3

i

The purpose of this Preliminary Stormwater Report is to demonstrate that this development
complies with the requirements set forth in the City of St Helens municipal code. The

following requirements apply:

2 ? LAND USE SUBMITTAL - April 2022
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Comstock Subdivision - Prelim Stormwater Report

1. Water quality treatment per King County WA standards for all new impervious

surfaces
a. The Water quality event is defined as the 6-month event or 72% of the 2-year

rainfall per the King County 2021 Surface Water Design Manual.

2. Water quantity
a. Provide detention up to the25-year, 24-hour storm. (ODOT TransGIS storm

values)
b. Asrequired the post developed will peak match with the 10 year 24 hr storm.

(ODOT TransGIS storm values)
c. All systems will be designed with a weir to keep the 100 year storm event from

overtopping the facility.
d. The ponds are designed to drawdown within 48 hours to the permanent pool

depth.

3. Stormwater conveyance
a. Convey the 25-year storm

Pre-Developed

Basin Area (North) = 288,981 sf
Impervious Area = 10,753 sf
Pervious Area = 278,228 sf

Basin Area (Middle) = 106,800 sf
Impervious Area = O sf
Pervious Area = 106,800 sf

Basin Area (South) = 71,198 sf
Impervious Area = O sf
Pervious Area = 71,198 sf

Post-Developed

Basin Area (North) = 263,631sf
Impervious Area = 194,298 sf
32 Lots @65% = 128,762 sf
ROW = 65,536 sf
Pervious Area = 69,333 sf
All Landscaping
Basin Area (Middle) = 70,731 sf
Impervious Area = 50,807 sf
6 Lots @65% = 37,002 sf
ROW = 13,805 sf
Pervious Area = 19,924 sf

All Landscaping

101
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Item C.

Basin Area (South) = 84,400 sf
Imperviocus Area = 62,405 sf

8 Lots @65% = 40,848 sf

ROW = 21,557 sf
Pervious Area = 21,995 sf

All landscaping

See Appendix A: Basin Map ~ Existing Site and Appendix B: Basin Map — Proposed Site.

5 4 7l
o ¥ B

-
oy

kS

Impacts to the downstream receiving water bodies will be mitigated via the construction of 3
retention ponds. A retention pond is a stormwater management approach that addresses
quantity for conveyance capacity and qualifies as a flow control approach and a water quality

treatment approach.

The northern retention pond requires a bottom elevation of 217, a top of pond elevation of
223" and a freeboard of 1 foot. The flow control effects are summarized in Table 1 with required

orifice inverts in Table 2.

The middle retention pond requires a bottom elevation of 203', a top of pond elevation of 209’
and a freeboard of 1 foot. The flow control effects are summarized in Table 3 with required

orifice inverts in Table 4.

The southern retention pond requires a bottom elevation of 188', a top of pond elevation of
194’ and a freeboard of 1 foot. The flow control effects are summarized in Table 5 with

required orifice inverts in Table 6.

% § LAND USE SUBMITTAL - April 2022
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Comstock Subdivision — Prelim Stormwater Report

) Year 541 207
1. Water quality event is defined per the King County 2021 Surface Water Design Manual
as the 6-month event or 72% of the 2-year rainfall.

Table -2: Or/'f/'c ata - /\{qrz‘h Pond
' CE SIZE

. (Pond Rim@223.00)
1. Water quality event is defined per the King County 2021 Surface Water Design Manual
as the 6-month event or 72% of the 2-year rainfall.

Tab/e -3 Pond Peak Flow Release A’aes - M/’o’d/e Pond

s

SERe

1. Water quality event is defined per the King County 2021 Surface Water Design Manual
as the 6-month event or 72% of the 2-year rainfall.

Table -4: Orifice ata - Middle Pond

208.06 (Pond Rim@209.00)

5  LAND USE SUBMITTAL - April 2022
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Comstock Subdivision — Prelim Stormwater Report |

1. Water quality event is defined per the King County 2021 Surface Water Design Manual
as the 6-month event or 72% of the 2-year rainfall.

Tab/e —5 Pond Peak F/ow/?e/ease A’ates South Pond

1. Water quality event is defined per the King County 2021 Surface Water Design Manual
as the 6-month event or 72% of the 2-year rainfall.

191 97(Pond le@194 OO)
1. Water quality event is defined per the King County 2021 Surface Water Design Manual
as the 6-month event or 72% of the 2-year rainfall.

See Appendix C: HydroCAD Analysis

iy
¥
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Comstock Subdivision - Prelim Stormwater Report

Retention ponds are utilized to meet water quality design criteria for the post developed
basins. The water quality event of a 1.8-inch 24-hour storm (72% of the 2-year storm), was
used to calculate the water quality volumes and the water quality orifice size. Final detailing
and arrangement of the pond discharge structure or riser pipe will be deferred to final

engineering.

Conveyance will be designed to convey the 25-year storm. Calculations deferred to Final
Engineering.

L EY

The analysis of the stormwater conditions was completed using HydroCAD 10 and the Santa
Barbara Urban Hydrograph method. This program uses site conditions, such as soil types,
storm characteristics, and impervious areas, to determine runoff rates and volumes for a site

for different storm events.

The United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
websoil survey was utilized to determine the hydrological soil group for the project site. The
subdivision site falls within hydrological soils group C or C/D.

See Appendix D: NRCS Soils Report.

The proposed development will impact how surface water moves through the project site,
however, flow control and water quality facilities have been designed to mitigated these
impacts to match the pre 10 year peak flow with the post 10 year peak flow. The proposed
water quantity and quality facility has been shown to meet the city of St Helens stormwater
standards. Three retention ponds will detain the water quality event to treat the water and
then detain post-developed peak flow rates to pre-developed peak flow rates for 10, and 25-

year design storms.
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EXHIBIT G — PLANNED DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

RECEIVED
MAY 9 2022

CITY OF ST. HELENS

A Y
k:“\ The base standards the R7 zone, those which can deviate as a Planned Development, and those
l proposed:
A4
\’_, PLANNED DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS TABLE
Eﬁi‘- STANDARD R7 ZONING DISTRICT PD ALLows PROPOSED
FLEXIBILITY?
Min. lot size 7,000 s.f. for detached single- | Yes 4,000 s.f. for detached
family dwellings and duplexes single-family dwellings and
duplexes
Min. lot width at 60 feet for detached single- Yes 40 feet for detached single-
building line family dwellings and duplexes family dwellings and
(interior lots) duplexes
Min. lot width at 85 feet for detached single- Yes 40 feet for detached
building line family dwellings and duplexes single-family dwellings and
(corner lots) duplexes
Min. lot width at 50 feet for detached single- Yes 30 feet for detached
street (standard) family dwellings and duplexes single-family dwellings and
duplexes
Min. lot width at 30 feet Yes 30 feet

2D street (cul-de-sac)

\ Min. lot width at

Flag lots prohibited

Yes (unless flag lots

Flag lots prohibited

street (flag lot) prohibited)
\ \\ Min. lot depth 85 feet Yes 80 feet
‘ 20 feet Yes (except along 15-foot building, 12-foot <—1—

N\, Min. frontyard
. (setback)

perimeter of PD and
for garage structures
which open facing a

street)

porch, 20-foot garage (20
feet required along
perimeter of PD and for any
garage structure which opens
facing a street)

\‘\{ Min. side yard
V\S’\{ (setback)

7 feet for interior lots and
14 feet for sides of corner
lots along street for
detached single-family
dwellings and

Yes

5 feet for interior lots and
10 feet for sides of corner
lots along street for

detached single-family
dwellings and duplexes

duplexes
| Min. rear yard 20 feet Yes (except along 15 feet (20 feet along
m (setback) perimeter of PD) perimeter of PD) 3
Y4\ | Min. interior yard 7 feet No 5 feet 1
\‘& (building/structure Q GP((N/% P\ﬂé’g
" | separation)
Max. building 35 feet Yes 35 feet
height
Max. lot coverage Buildings and structures shall No Buildings and structures shall
not occupy more than 40% of not occupy more than 40% of
the lot area for detached the lot area for detached
single-family dwellings and single-family dwellings and
duplexes duplexes
Min. landscaping 25% of the lot area No 25% of the lot area

No other code exceptions or modifications are proposed.

*Final subdivision name requires approval by the County Surveyor. This is a preliminary name

and may change.
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Executive Summary

1.

Noyes Subdivision
Transpartation Impact Study

A subdivision of up to 50 lots is proposed to be located on tax lots 4NTWED TL 604 and 4NTW6AD TL 2600
south of Pittsburgh Road in St Helens, Oregon. Roadway extensions will be constructed at Meadowview Drive,
Willie Lane, Edna Barr Lane, Barr Road, and Westboro Way.

The trip generation calculations show that the proposed development is projected to generate 35 morning
peak hour trips, 47 evening peak hour trips, and 472 new average weekday trips.

No significant trends or crash patterns were identified at any of the study intersections that would be affected
by the proposed development. Accordingly, no safety mitigation is recommended per the crash data analysis.

Preliminary traffic signal warrants are not projected to be met any of the unsignalized study intersections
upon full buildout of the proposed development. Accordingly, no related mitigation is necessary or
recommended.

Left-turn lanes are not projected to be met at the applicable intersections upon full buildout of the proposed
development. Accordingly, no related mitigation is necessary or recommended.

All study intersections are currently operating acceptably per jurisdictional standards and are projected to
continue operating acceptably through the 2024 site buildout year.

May 5, 2022
Page 3 of 23
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Project Description

Introduction

A subdivision of up to 50 lots is proposed to be located on tax lots 4NTW6ED TL 604 and 4NTWBAD TL 2600
south of Pittsburgh Road in St Helens, Oregon. Roadway extensions will be constructed at Meadowview Drive,
Willie Lane, Edna Barr Lane, Barr Road, and Westboro Way.

Based on correspondence with City of St Helens, the report conducts safety and capacity/level of service

analyses at the following intersections:
1. Pittsburgh Road at Meadowview Drive (site access)
2. Pittsburgh Road at Barr Road (site access)
3. Pittsburgh Road at Highway 30
4. Mountainview Drive at Sykes Road (site access)
5. Sykes Road at Barr Road (site access)
6. Sykes Road at Columbia Boulevard

The purpose of this study is to determine whether the transportation system within the vicinity of the site is
capable of safely and efficiently supporting the existing and proposed uses, and to determine any mitigation
that may be necessary to do so. Detailed information on traffic counts, trip generation calculations, safety
analyses, and level of service calculations is included in the appendix to this report.

Location Description

The subject property is located south of Pittsburgh Road and north of Sykes Road. The proposed development
includes roadway connections Willie Lane, Edna Barr Lane, and Westboro Way. Figure 1on the foliowing page

shows the site vicinity with the subject site highlighted in blue.

Noves Subdivision
Transportation Impact Study
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Vicinity Streets

The proposed development is expected to impact seven roadways near the site. Table 1 provides a description

of each vicinity roadway.
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: Pettsburghf 3 Cityof St~
Road  Helens
Meadowview  City of St
" Drive  Helens
City of St
‘Helens

Partial South Not .
g : None

ame . LD

Bmph
 statutory !

Local ‘Rg‘jad  2lanes Pérmiﬁéd : ‘N‘cne

:Barr‘Rbad Lo,cafRoad" 2 lanes S Permrtted Néné
Not  Both

 Statewide . Not B
~ Permitted  Sides

s 3 )
Mountainview  City of St -

Drive  Helens
City of St
- Helens

LocalRoad 2 fanes s Permitted  None

Partially

 Partial both. ; ~
‘ Permitted

 sides

Partial

Sykes Road MinQr'A&‘erial ‘2"iahke:s:
Columbia  CityofSt  Collector/ 23 25mph  Patialboth  Partilly
Boulevard Helens ~ Minor Arterial  lanes ~ posted ~~  sides  Permitted

Study intersections

Based on coordination with City of St Helens staff, six intersections were identified for analysis. A summarized
description of these study intersections, under their existing lane configurations, is provided in Table 2.

 Sykes Road at
 Boulevard

A vicinity map showing the project site, vicinity streets, and study intersection configurations is shown in

Figure 2.

May 5, 2022
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Site Trips

Trip Generation

To estimate the number of trips that are projected to be generated by the development, trip rates from the Trip
Generation Manual' were used. Specifically, data from land use code 210, Single Family Detached Housing, was
used to estimate the proposed development's trip generation based on the number of dwelling units (DU). Note
the most recent site plan shows 46 lots, however this report analyzes theimpact-of-up.to-50 lots for

conservative analysis.

The trip generation calculations show that the proposed development is projected to generate 35 morning peak
hour trips, 47 evening peak hour trips, and 472 new average weekday trips. The trip generation estimates are
summarized in Table 3. Detailed trip generation calculations are included in the technical appendix.

3: Trip Generation Summary
| Moming peskrur |
e Tor Tl TorTal oo ]
Single Family Housing 210 50 DU 26

Trip Distribution
The directional distribution of site trips to/from the project site was estimated based on locations of likely trip
destinations, locations of major transportation facilities in the site vicinity, and existing travel patterns at study

intersections.
The following trip distribution is projected:
e Approximately 40 percent of trips will travel to/from the south along US-30;
e Approximately 25 percent of trips will travel to/from the north along US-30;
e Approximately 10 percent of trips will travel to/from the west along Pittsburgh Road;

e Approximately 10 percent of trips will travel to/from local destinations within St Helens, specifically in
the St Helens Street/Columbia Boulevard couplet;

e Approximately 10 percent of trips will travel to/from the west along Columbia Boulevard; and
e Approximately 5 percent of trips will travel to/from the south patronizing St Helens High School.

The trip distribution and assignment of site trips generated during the morning and evening peak hours is
shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4, respectively.

! Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, 11 Edition, 2021.

Nayes Subdivision May 5, 2022
Transportation Impact Study Page 8 of 23
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Traffic Volumes

Existing Conditions

The ongoing COVID-19 pandemic is still causing a significant decrease in traffic due to closed or limited
business operations and telecommuting. Therefore, adjustments are needed to reflect more normalized traffic
conditions.

Traffic counts were collected at all study intersections during the morning (between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM) and
evening (between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM) peak hours. To approximate year 2022 existing traffic volumes under
“typical” conditions, recently collected counts were compared to counts collected at the intersection of US-30 at
Pittsburgh Road in 2078 before the pandemic, which were adjusted to year 2022 volumes by adding a growth
rate based on local and state methodology.

Since US-30 is under ODOT jurisdiction, traffic volumes were seasonally adjusted to reflect the 30™ highest hour
of traffic, as per procedures described in ODOT's Analysis Procedures Manual (APM)2. Using the ODOT’s
Seasonal Trend Table®, a seasonal adjustment factor of 1.09 was calculated based on a Commuter seasonal
trend and applied to the year 2078 traffic volumes. The adjustment factor was applied to through volumes on
US-30.

A growth rate for through traffic along US-30 was derived using ODOT's 2040 Future Volume Table in
accordance with ODOT's APM. Using data corresponding to milepost 28.58 and 29.48 of ODOT highway
number 92, an average linear growth rate of 0.8 percent per year for the four-year scenario. For all other
turning movements at the US-30 study intersection, a compounded growth rate of two percent per year was
applied to the 2018 traffic volumes to approximate year 2022 existing conditions.

Since the year 2022 traffic counts were collected on a different date than the 2018, a seasonal adjustment factor
was calculated for these counts as well. A seasonal adjustment factor of 1.04 was calculated for the recently
collected counts based on a Commuter seasonal trend and applied to the year 2022 through highway volumes.

When comparing the calculated 2022 volumes to the recently collected counts, a COVID adjustment factor was
calculated to be 1.14 for the morning peak hour and 1.04 for the evening peak hour. The factors were applied to
the recently collected counts to estimate the year 2022 traffic volumes under “typical” conditions.

The existing traffic volumes at the study intersections during the morning and evening peak hours are shown in
Figure 5 and Figure 6, respectively.

Background Conditions

To provide analysis of the impact of the proposed development on the existing transportation facilities, an
estimation of future traffic volumes is required. To calculate future traffic volumes for the year 2024 conditions,
the linear growth rate of 0.6 percent per year calculated using ODOT's 2040 Future Volume Table was applied
to through highway volumes. For all other turning movements at highway intersections and local intersection

2 Oregon Department of Transportation, Analysis Procedures Manual Version 2. April 2022.
3 ODOT Seasonal Trend Table (Updated 7/20/2021)
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volumes, a compounded growth rate of two percent per year was applied. A build-out condition of two years
was assumed.

The background traffic volumes at the study intersections during the morning and evening peak hours are
shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8, respectively.

Buildout Conditions

Peak hour trips calculated to be generated by the proposed development, as described earlier within the Site
Trips section, were added to the projected year 2024 background traffic volumes to obtain the expected 2024
site buildout volumes.

The buildout traffic volumes at the study intersections during the morning and evening peak hours are shown in

Figure 9 and Figure 10, respectively.
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Safety Analysis

Crash History Review

Using data obtained from ODOT's Crash Data System, a review of approximately five years of the most recent
available crash history (January 2016 through December 2020) was performed at the study intersections. The
crash data was evaluated based on the number of crashes, the type of collisions, and the severity of the
collisions. Crash severity is based on injuries sustained by people involved in the crash, and includes five

categories:
e Property Damage Only (PDO) s Incapacitating Injury (Injury A)
e Possible Injury (Injury C) ¢ Fatality or Fatal Injury

* Non-Incapacitating Injury (Injury B)

Crash rates provide the ability to compare safety risks at different intersections by accounting for both the
number of crashes that have occurred during the study period and the number of vehicles that typically travel
through the intersection. Crash rates were calculated using the common assumption that traffic counted during
the evening peak period represents approximately 10 percent of the annual average daily traffic (ADT) at the
intersection.

Since the study area includes one intersection along US-30, calculated crash rates were compared with rates in
ODOT's APM. According to Exhibit 4-1: Intersection Crash Rates per MEV by Land Type and Traffic Control of the
APM, intersections which experience crash rates in excess of their respective 90" percentile crash rates should
be "flagged for further analysis”.

Table 4 provides a summary of crash types while Table 5 summarizes crash severities and rates for each of the
study intersections. It is noted that only intersections which had reported collisions during the analysis period are
shown in the tables. Detailed crash data is provided in the appendix to this report.

 Pittsburgh Road at
- Highway 30
& Sykes.Road at Barr 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2
~ Road : :
6 Sykes Road at 1 0 0 : ‘0,' 0 1 0 3

Columbia Boulevard
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Pittsburgh Roadat:® - . o o o
Highway3o = 1 : . : 2 2,118“ 013 0.293
5 Sykes Road at Barr | 2‘ 5 5 5 5 ~ . 246 T
Road , *
Sykes Rodd at 1 1 1 0 0 3 746 02 NA

Columbia Boulevard

The only crash involving vulnerable users was reported at the intersection of Sykes Road at Columbia Boulevard.
A bicycle collision was reported which was caused by the vehicle not yielding to the right of way of the cyclist.

The cyclist sustained a non-incapacitating injury (Type B).

Conclusion

Based on review of the most recent five years of available crash data, no significant trends or crash patterns
were identified at any of study intersections that would be affected by the proposed development. In addition,
none of the study intersections exhibit crash rates exceeding ODOT's 90 percentile rate. Accordingly, no safety

mitigation is recommneded per crash data analysis.

Preliminary Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis

Traffic signal warrants were examined for all unsignalized intersections based on the methodologies in the
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) published by the Federal Highway Administration in 2009.
Volumes were used from the year 2024 buildout conditions. Warrant 1, Eight Hour Vehicular Volumes, was
evaluated based on the common assumption that traffic counted during the evening peak hour represents ten
percent of the ADT. Detailed information on the traffic signal warrant analysis is included in the attached

appendix.
Preliminary traffic signal warrants are not projected to be met any of the unsignalized study intersections upon

full buildout of the proposed development.

Left-Turn Lane Warrants

A left-turn refuge lane is primarily a safety consideration for the major-street, removing left-turning vehicles
from the through traffic stream. The left-turn lane warrants were examined for all intersections in which site trips
are expected to increase the major street left turn movement using methodologies provided within the National
Cooperative Highway Research Program’s (NCHRP) Report 457. Turn lane warrants were evaluated based on
the number of advancing and opposing vehicles as well as the number of turning vehicles, the travel speed, and
the number of through lanes.

Left-turn lane warrants are not projected to be met at any of the applicable study intersections under the year

2024 buildout scenario.
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Operational Analysis

Intersection Capacity Analysis

A capacity and delay analysis were conducted for each of the study intersections per the unsignalized
intersection analysis methodologies in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)?. Intersections are generally
evaluated based on the average control delay experienced by vehicles and are assigned a grade according to
their operation. The level of service (LOS) of an intersection can range from LOS A, which indicates very little, or
no delay experienced by vehicles, to LOS F, which indicates a high degree of congestion and delay.

Performance Standards
The operating standards adopted by the City of Scappoose and ODOT are summarized below.

City of St Helens

According to the City of St Helen’s Transportation System Plan (TSP), LOS “E" is considered acceptable for the
poorest operating approach at two-way stop intersections. LOS “F” is allowed in situations where a traffic signal
is not warranted.

OoDOT

ODOT's operating mobility target for intersections along US-30 is v/c ratio no greater than 0.85 per Table 6 of
the Oregon Highway Plan®.

Delay & Capacity Analysis

The LOS, delay, and v/c results of the capacity analysis are shown in Table 6 for the evening peak hour. Detailed
calculations as well as tables showing the relationship between delay and LOS are included in the appendix to
this report.

* Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual 6% Edition, 2016.
5 Oregon Department of Transportation, Oregon Highway Plan. 1999
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Year 2022 Existing Conditions A
Year 2024 Background Conditions B 10 001 A 10
Year 2024 Buildout Conditions ‘ 001 g

Year 2022 Existing Conditions B 014 B 1 013
Year 2024 Background Conditions B 12 015 B T 0M
Year 2024 Buildout Conditions B 12 018 B im

Year 2022 Existing Conditions e o2 053 E 35 064
Year 2024 Background Conditions C 23 0.56 E 40 0.69
Year 2024 Buildout Conditions ~ C 25 ) E 48 076

Year 2022 Existing Conditions A’ 9 001 A 0 00
Year 2024 Background Conditions A 9 001 B 10 o0
Year 2024 Buildout Conditions A 9 002 B 0 001

| Year 2022 Existing Conditions B 1 s o
Year 2024 Background Conditions B noo 024 0BT
Year 2024 Buildout Conditions B | ‘ J5 o

Year 2022 Existing Conditions ; ;
Year 2024 Background Conditions ~ B 12 050 B 1
Year 2024 Buildout Conditions B 12 052 B 1

037
039

Based on the results of the operational analysis, all study intersections are currently operating acceptably per
jurisdictional standards and are projected to continue operating acceptably through the 2024 site buildout year.
No operational mitigation is necessary or recommended at these intersections.
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Conclusions

Key findings include:

» Nossignificant trends or crash patterns were identified at any of the study intersections that would be
affected by the proposed development. Accordingly, no safety mitigation is recommended per the
crash data analysis.

* Preliminary traffic signal warrants are not projected to be met any of the unsignalized study
intersections upon full buildout of the proposed development. Accordingly, no related mitigation is
necessary or recommended.

» Left-turn lanes are not projected to be met at the applicable intersections upon full buildout of the
proposed development. Accordingly, no related mitigation is necessary or recommended.

* Al study intersections are currently operating acceptably per jurisdictional standards and are projected
to continue operating acceptably through the 2024 site buildout year.
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TREE TABLE TREE TABLE TREES TO BE

# | TYPE / SIZE (IN) # |TYPE / SIZE (IN) REMOVED
413 FIR 30 1742 FIR 08 # | TYPE / SIZE (N)
419 FIR 19 1743 FIR 16 *| 1733 MAPLE 12 X2
564 FIR 14X3 1744 FIR 16 1734 MAPLE 08
635 FIR 10 1745 FIR 06 *| 1735 MAPLE 15
665 FIR 24 1746 FIR 06 1738 MAPLE 08 X2
673 FIR 12 TOP 1747 MAPLE 15 *| 1739 MAPLE 18
723 CEDAR 15X3 1748 FIR 16 ¥*| 1740 OAK 24
748 CEDAR 08 1749 FIR 12 174 FIR 08
749 CEDAR 24 TOE 1750 FIR 16 X2 1742 FIR 08
750 MAPLE 21 1751 MAPLE 15 X2 *¥| 1743 FIR 16
752 MAPLE 10X2 1752 MAPLE 15 *| 1744 FIR 16
753 ALDER 18X2 1753 FIR 12 1745 FIR 06
754 ALDER 18 TOE 1936 FIR 18 X2 1746 FIR 06
755 ALDER 12X3 1938 FIR 15 *| 1747 MAPLE 15
933 CEDAR 30 1939 FIR 16 *| 1748 FIR 16
948 CEDAR 16X2 1940 FIR 22 *| 1749 FIR 12
949 CEDAR 24 2399 FIR 12 %*| 1750 FIR 16 X2
950 CEDAR 30X3 2400 FIR 10 *| 1751 MAPLE 15 X2
951 CEDAR 28X3 2401 FIR 10 *| 1752 MAPLE 15
952 MAPLE 18X5 2402 FIR 10 *| 1936 FIR 18 X2
1728 FIR 20 2409 MAPLE 16X2 ¥*| 1938 FIR 15
1731 FIR 08 2410 FIR 22 *| 1939 FIR 16
1732 MAPLE 12 X2 2412 MAPLE 21 ¥| 1940 FIR 22
1733 MAPLE 12 X2 2415 MAPLE 15X2 #| 2399 FIR 12
1734 MAPLE 08 2416 FIR 15 2400 FIR 10
1735 MAPLE 15 2417 FIR 12 2401 FIR 10
1736 MAPLE 15 2422 MAPLE 26X3 2402 FIR 10
1738 MAPLE 08 X2 2425 MAPLE 13X5 ¥¥| 2425 MAPLE 13X5
1739 MAPLE 18 2426 MAPLE 15 *| 2426 MAPLE 15
1740 OAK 24 2427 MAPLE 17 *| 2452 MAPLE 17
1741 FIR 08 2452 MAPLE 17 *TREES 12" OR LARGER

GENERAL NOTES:

1. INSTALLATION AND APPROVAL OF ALL TREE PROTECTION AND ESC MEASURES ARE
NEEDED BEFORE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS.

2. ALL DEMO AND TREE REMOVAL WITHIN THE TREE PROTECTION FENCING SHALL BE
COMPLETED UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF THE PROJECT ARBORIST. NO REMOVAL OF
ANY STRUCTURES OR TREES SHALL BE PERFORMED WITHOUT THE PROJECT
ARBORIST ON SITE.

3. SENSITIVE RESOURCES INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, TREES, WETLANDS, AND
RIPARIAN PROTECTION AREAS SHALL BE CLEARLY DELINEATED WITH ORANGE
CONSTRUCTION FENCING OR CHAIN LINK FENCING IN A MANNER THAT IS CLEARLY
VISIBLE TO ANYONE IN THE AREA. NO ACTIVITIES ARE PERMITTED TO OCCUR
BEYOND THE CONSTRUCTION BARRIER.

4. CONTRACTOR TO HAVE DEMOLITION PERMIT IN PLACE FROM THE RESPECTIVE
JURISDICTION THAT THE WORK IS BEING PERFORMED IN BEFORE THE START OF
CONSTRUCTION.

5. ESTABLISH AND CONFIRM FENCING WITH PROJECT ARBORIST PRIOR TO ANY
CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES. COORDINATE WITH PROJECT ARBORIST PRIOR TO ANY
ADJUSTMENTS TO FENCING.

6. TREE MITIGATION PER CITY OF ST HELENS CITY CODE 17.132.025.

LEGEND
€43 DECIDUOUS TREE
= 2 EVERGREEN TREE
¢ REMOVE DECIDUOUS TREE
b3 REMOVE EVERGREEN TREE
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CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT

Variance V.4.22
DATE: July 5, 2022
To: Planning Commission
From: Jacob A. Graichen, Aicp, City Planner

Jennifer Dimsho, AICP, Associate Planner

APPLICANT: Steve Paranto
OWNER: Same as applicant

ZONING: General Residential, R5

LOCATION:  Vacant lot just south of 214 N. 9% Street; 5N1W-33DD-9401

PROPOSAL:  Allow wall/fence height greater than normal allowance. This is specific to an ecology
block wall along the north property line, more or less, of the subject property

SITE INFORMATION / BACKGROUND
The subject property in its current form is the result of a right-of-way vacation (file VAC.1.18
and Ordinance No. 3235) and a lot line adjustment (files LLA.1.19 and LLA.2.19). The
property’s topography is irregular and is “mid-tier” in that Wyeth Street on the south side is well
above grade from the “building area” of the subject property and the adjoining property to the
north (204 N. 9% Street) is well below grade from the buildable area of the subject property.
The subject wall is existing. However, there was no wall prior to around 2018. In 2018, staff
observed a three-block high (6°) ecology block wall, which was within the height allowance of
the Development Code. As observed by staff, the wall was rebuilt around 2020 as a four-block
high (8) wall and in some areas five-block high (10°). The purpose of this Variance is to allow a
wall greater than normally allowed by the Development Code.

PuBLIC HEARING & NOTICE
Public hearing before the Planning Commission: July 12, 2022

Notice of this proposal was sent to surrounding property owners within 100 feet of the subject
property(ies) on June 23, 2022 via first class mail. Notice was sent to agencies by mail or e-mail

on the same date.

Notice was published on June 29, 2022 in The Chronicle newspaper.
AGENCY REFERRALS & COMMENTS

As of the date of this staff report, there are no relevant agency comments.

APPLICABLE CRITERIA, ANALYSIS & FINDINGS

V.4.22 Staff Report 1of3
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DISCUSSION:

The key Development Code provision for consideration is SHMC 17.72.090. This specifically
notes that “for residential uses, a fence may only exceed the height standards if approved by a
Variance.” The normal height allowed for a residential lot (not along an arterial street) is 4 feet in
a required front yard and 6 feet in other yards. The subject property’s front yard is along N. 9"
Street. The front yard is the 20 feet set back from the property line, so a portion of the subject
wall is technically in the front yard.

CRITERIA:

SHMC 17.108.050 (1) — Criteria for granting a Variance

(a) The proposed variance will not be significantly detrimental in its consequence to the
overall purposes of this code, be in conflict with the applicable policies of the
comprehensive plan, to any other applicable policies and standards of this code, and be
significantly detrimental in its consequence to other properties in the same zoning district
or vicinity;

(b) There are special circumstances that exist which are peculiar to the lot size or shape,
topography or other circumstances over which the applicant has no control, and which
are not applicable to other properties in the same zoning district;

(c) The use proposed will be the same as permitted under this code and city standards will
be maintained to the greatest extent that is reasonably possible while permitting some
economic use of the land,

(d) Existing physical and natural systems, such as but not limited to traffic, drainage,
dramatic landforms, or parks, will not be adversely affected any more than would occur if
the development were located as specified in the code; and

(e) The hardship is not self-imposed and the variance requested is the minimum variance
which would alleviate the hardship.

The Commission needs to find all these criteria (a) — (e) are met in order to approve the variance

FINDINGS:

(a) This criterion requires a finding that the variance will not be detrimental.

e See applicant’s narrative.

o Staff comments: The subject wall creates a very steep drop off which is a safety hazard
for users of the lot. For safety purposes, it is recommended that the Commission also
approve a fence of 6 feet in height on top of the retaining wall if this variance is
approved.

(b) The criterion requires a finding that there are special and unique circumstances.

e See applicant’s narrative.
Staff comments: The Commission can find that this area has special circumstances which
are peculiar to the lot’s topography. The Commission can find that the unique topography
of this area is not applicable to other properties within the same zoning district.

V.4.22 Staff Report 2 0f3

145




(c) This criterion prohibits a use variance and requires a finding that the applicable standards
are maintained to the greatest extent that is reasonably possible.

e See applicant’s narrative.
¢ Staff comment: The Commission can find that the request is not a use variance.

(d) This criterion requires a finding that existing physical and natural systems will not be
adversely affected as a result of the requested Variance.

e See applicant’s narrative.

 Staff comment: If the wall was only 6 feet high, it would comply with the Development
Code. The Commission can find that there is no evidence that the increase in height from
6 feet to 8 feet/10 feet in some areas adversely affected existing physical and natural
systems more than would have occurred for a wall that complied with the Development
Code at 6 feet in height.

{e) This criterion requires a finding that the variance issue is not self-imposed and that the
variance is the minimum necessary to alleviate the hardship.

e See applicant’s narrative.

¢ Staff comment: The Commission can find that the applicant did not build the original
subject wall or make any alterations to its height. The Commission can find that the
applicant is not proposing to make the wall any larger or longer with this application and
is therefore the minimum necessary to alleviate the hardship.

CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the facts and findings herein, staff recommends approval of this Variance with
the following conditions:

1.

2.

This Variance approval is valid for a limited time pursuant to SHMC 17.108.040.

This Variance approval allows a 6 feet high fence to be built on top of the retaining wall for
safety purposes.

This Variance only allows approval of the wall as built in the 2020 photo (attached). This
approval does not allow a size increase (except for a fence in condition 2).

Owner/applicant and their successors are still responsible to comply with the City
Development Code (SHMC Title 17), except for the Variance(s) granted herein.

Attachments: Site Plan

Staff Email Dated November 29, 2021

2018 & 2020 Photos

Applicant Narrative

Ron Schlumpberger Engineering Letter Dated 2/21/2019

V.4.22 Staff Report 3of3
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Site Plan June 2022

V.4.22 Paranto
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From:

To:

Subject
!:m%'a'
Attachments:

i at

f: Wai

Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 12:50 P

To: bighausaconstructionllc@yahoo.com
Cor sparanco@comcas; net

ne retaining wall issue needs tc be addressed with the building permis

ervious fand owner. See email below

v. Thefirstis from July 2018, In this you can see that
the blocks are stacked three high (about & feet). Another laver was added sometime afterwards (but
n

before Steve’s purchase), which is visible in the atrached December 2020 photo. The now 8 + high
o
Note that the earlier & wall was installed with zero consultation from the city too, but it did not pose

I3 :

e resolved as part of this building permit for the dwelling.

The site pian needs to identify how this will be resolved. If the 8 wall is intended to stay, we will
eed a Variance (current fee $509), which will need to be resoived before the building parmit is
issued. The other route is to reduce the wall height back to &' (or less).

Some other (and easy) needed site plan revisions include showing the paved driveway and arrows

showing the flow of drainage.
The revisions can be done in person on the plans already provided if you want.

Please let me know if you have any guastions.
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Jacob A. Graichen, AICP, City Planner
City of St Helens

From: lennifer Dimsho <{dimsho@ci.st-helens.or.us>
Seni: Tuesday, December 22, 2020 3:47 PMI
To: sparanto@comeast.r

Cc: Mike DeRoia <V r.Us>; Jacob Graichen <ja

Subject: Wall at 9th Street & \/\/vom

Thanks for the phone call earlier. | am foliowing up with additional information about the wall at g™
Street & Wyeth. Ron Shlumpberger did provide some calculations and photos for when the wall was
o ted, which Mike reviewed and discussed further with Ron. In my first phone call with vou, |

o
=
wy
—
.
3] )

had not s;:-oke with Mike yet today. After speaking with him, it sounds like a Building Permit is only
required for the wall if the new structure you plan on building is a certain distance from it. It
ike preliminarily said appears to be

sounds like vou're planning on being 10 from the wall, which Mi
okay. Mike will be conducting a field visit to confirm this. He also noted that there is a concern about
unconsolidated large rocks with significant gaps on the property, but that this could be/would be
addressed {\ el

ith a compaction report) at the time of appiication for the new structure.

Aside from the building permit implications discussed above, there are land use implications of a
wall over 8" and some sections over 10" in height. If the wall cannot be reduced in height down to &’
{measuring height on the taller side), then a Variance is required. Variances are approved by the
Planning Commission in a public hearing setting, so if the neighbor that abuts the wall does not like
it, your chances may be more difficult for approval. These are E"1° criteria for aoprovmv a variance.
7.108.050 The

application costs $484 to apply, and we would need a site p'an showing the Ioca'tion or’the waH on

>ns1.7/StHelens17:

R/SiHelens/#

hitps://www.codepublishing.com/

the property, proximity to property lines, and its varying heights.

I apologize for any confusion about the phone call earlier. Feel free to call me with questions about
the Variance or Mike with questions about the ouudmg permit implications.

Thanks.

Jenny Dimsho, AICP
Associate Planner
City of St. Helens
(503) 366-8207

I N . W SN N O,
jaimsho@ci.st-nelens.or.us
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Variance Application for Vacant Lot
On 9th Street and Wyeth Street

For Steve Paranto

Reason for Variance Request

I would like to construct and build a dwelling that meets the standards
and codes for the city of Saint Helens.

Reason that a Variance is Required

There is a block retaining wall that was built by the previous owner that is
2 feet higher than city codes.

—

Rationale for Variance to be Granted
This block retaining wall is built inside my property line.

. This block wall was built and certified by a registered engineer.

If the top row of blocks are removed the integrity of the engineering
Could be damaged.

The current 8 foot wall is more aesthetically pleasing because of the
natural conditions of this property.

This property was sold to me as buildable property by the previous
owner with this 8 foot block wall.

The land on this vacant lot is solid rock and this block retaining wall is
not going to be affected in any way by the construction of my planned
building. The geological study of this property shows that it is very
stable bedrock.

Specifically Meeting the Criteria A-E (See attached criteria)
These were the particular criteria | was told | would need to meet.

A. Keeping this block wall at 8 feet is not detrimental in any and
does not have any negative consequences.

B. This piece of property is naturally unusual because of its rocky
formation and bluff. In order to build on this property it was best
suited to have this rock retaining wall built at an 8 foot height.
The geological study on this property shows that it is very stable
bedrock.

C. All city codes will be met before my building permits are granted
and before construction begins.

Item D.
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D. Existing physical and natural systems will be retained.
Drainage plans meeting city codes will be met and no traffic
conditions, or parks will be affected. By building 6 feet from this
rock retaining wall | will not only meet the set back codes but |
will also be able to leave the bluff adjacent to Wyeth without
any disturbance or this natural bluff.

E. The previous owner built this block wall/retaining wall. It was
sold to me as buildable property. If this wall needs to be
removed or re engineered the expense could easily stop my
hopes of building on this property.

Closing Statement

This rock retaining wall has complicated my building process as far as
granting building permits. The last two years | had a very upsetting
experience dealing with a contractor that assured me he could handle the
permit process and proceed with my dream of building on this property. |
am no longer dealing with this contractor and | am starting the process all
over again. Currently this property is a very ugly hole in the ground. When
my building process is completed this property will be much more eye
pleasing and meeting all city codes

Item D.
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Ron Schlumpberger

2/21/2019

Calculations for overturning factor of safety during a seismic condition
using the ASCE 7-10 lateral load requirements of V {Base Shear} Sec.
12.8.1, applied at H/3, determined at the base of each of the five levels of
the wall. Check for FS overturning > 1.5

Item D.

Wall Slope= 84 degrees  Block Friction= 35 degrees
Backfill Stope= 6 degrees  Soil friction= 37 degrees
Bearing Cap.= 2000 psf Soil Density= 120 pcf
ka (soil Load)= 0.2004 wall Batter= 6 degrees
Level Seismic FS Check
(ft) P (Ib) W (ib) N (ib) Loading Xe(ft) | Yel(it overturn | Overturning
2,00 47.56 576.00 600.13 186.04 1.00 1.00 4,58]>1.5 OKAY
4,00} *190.25] 1,152.00| 1,254.81 388.99 1.00 2.00 2.21]>1.5 OKAY
6.00 428.06] 1,728.00] 1,964.06 608.86 1.00 3.00 2.32{>1.5 OKAY
8.00 761.00f 2,304.00| 2,727.87 845.64 1.00 4.00 1.63|>1.5 OKAY
10.00 1,189.06! 2,880.00| 3,546.24 1,099.33 1.00 5.00 1.26|NO GOOD
Sds = 0.62 USGS
le = 1 Importance Factor N
R = 2 ASCE 7-10Sec 12.2.1
L base= 2 ft (‘?o &-@fﬁﬂl’ \’\‘ )
V= (Sds/RI)YW=
ExeIres b %0/ D
Prepared by Chuck Schlumpberger PE (C50456) 2/21/2019 Page 1
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CITY OF ST. HELENS PLANNING DEPARTMENT ACTIVITY REPORT

To:  City Council Date: 07.01.2022
From: Jacob A. Graichen, AICP, City Planner
cc: Planning Commission

Item Q.

This report does not indicate all current planning activities over the past report period. These are tasks, processing and administration of the Development Code
which are a weekly if not daily responsibility. The Planning Commission agenda, available on the City’s website, is a good indicator of current planning
activities. The number of building permits issued is another good indicator as many require Development Code review prior to Building Official review.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER/PROJECT MANAGER—1In addition to routine tasks, the Associate
Planner/Community Development Project Manager has been working on: See attached.

PLANNING ADMINISTRATION—PREAPPLICATIONS MEETINGS

Conducted a pre-application meeting for a potential subdivision, etc. development that could
result in around 20 lots on property just south of the Elk Ridge Estates Subdivision. We had a
similar meeting for this property in 2019 with discussions dating as far back as 2016. The new
issue since the previous meetings are the sanitary sewer limitations now know given our recently
adopted sanitary sewer master plan.

Attended a Columbia County pre-application meeting for a proposal for the Port of Columbia
County’s proposed 10,000+ s.f. new maintenance building along Old Portland Road by property
addressed as 58240 Old Portland Road.

Associate Planner Dimsho conducted a pre-application meeting for a potential new indoor
skatepark at 1271 Columbia Blvd.

PLANNING ADMINISTRATION—MISC.

CREFR has started to inquire about developing an area of land under its ownership that came from
Boise Cascade. Provided some basic info about developing the property. The 1989 property
conveyance is unusual is that there is no city partition file on record, which would have been
required at the time and it includes a “right of reverter: clause that says if no fire related use or
written development plans for continued use, then the property reverts back to the grantor (Boise
Cascade) or its successor (City of St. Helens).

The Planning Department’s final inspection conducted for the conex box 8-plex along S. 71
Street by 6™ Street Park.

Popeyes Louisiana Kitchen final inspection conducted. I can finally clean out my Violette’s
Villa Outlook file! I have emails going back to 2012 for this!!

The site improvements for the city’s new recreation facility at 2625 Gable Road, as required by
Conditional Use Permit CUP.1.21, are completed except for the path connecting to the SHHS
property. We are delaying that until the school district’s path to Alexandra Lane is installed.
The path on the school property is included on the plans for the high school renovation, so
everything is properly forecast.

156




DEVELOPMENT CODE ENFORCEMENT

The “old” Barlow Bikes and Boards suite at 315 S. Columbia River Highway has some potential
issues with illegitimate addressing and use. Both the Building Official and I have made contact
with the owner and some tenants.

PLANNING COMMISSION (& acting HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION)

June 14, 2022 meeting (outcome): The review of the potential public right-of-way vacation at the
intersection of N./S. 1% Street and Columbia Boulevard including much public testimony, and the
commission did conclude their recommendation. Council will see this in August. The
Commission confirmed the final version of their new Proactive Procedures and had some other
discussions about emails and quorums, ACSP and the new conex box 8-plex on city owned
property at 245 N. 7™ Street.

As the Historic Landmarks Commission, they consider the architecture proposed for a new
sanitary sewer pump station house on the city’s waterfront property (veneer property).

July 12, 2022 meeting (upcoming): This will be another a long meeting. The commission has
three public hearing: Planned Developed (overlay zone) and Subdivision for the Comstock
property, and a wall/fence height Variance.

Discussions about ACSP, the new conex box 8-plex on city owned property at 245 N. 7 Street,
and the final plat for the Columbia Commons commercial subdivision are also on the agenda.

GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEMS (GIS)

We are starting to receive new data for our aerial photo and data updates. As of the date of this
report [ have not reviewed.

ST. HELENS INDUSTRIAL BUSINESS PARK PROPERTY

We had another meeting with our consultants and PGE about PGE’s new substation and all of
the moving parts (permits and other things that need to happen).

SAND ISLAND

After about a year since the Site Development Review and some back and forth with the designer
over flood Elevation Certificate and tree information, we finally received a building permit for
the six cabins and two picnic shelters last month. I was able to review and sign-off on this, this
month.

Item Q.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jennifer Dimsho

Jacob Graichen

June Planning Department Report
Friday, July 1, 2022 2:41:33 PM

Item Q.

Here are my additions to the June Planning Department Report.

GRANTS

1. CDBG- Columbia Pacific Food Bank Project — Contract completion deadline was 6/30.

JHK submitted final invoicing. Working with COLPAC to process final report paperwork for
CDBG. Final disbursement request from state is anticipated in July. Final Occupancy is

pending work items in progress. 7/20 scheduled 2" public Hearing for project closeout.
Safe Routes to School - Columbia Blvd. Sidewalk Project — Held meeting on 5/26 to
review 60% design. Submitted quarterly Report on 6/1. Bidding is anticipated late Fall
2022 with construction in Spring/Summer 2023. Amendment approved to push
completion deadline from November 2022 to February 2024.

Business Oregon — Infrastructure Finance Authority — Contract documents finalized. Will
submit first reimbursement once design work is complete and Riverwalk/Streets &
Utilities projects are out to bid. Held a joint Riverwalk/Streets & Utilities project financing
meeting to discuss loan budget on 6/27.

Technical Assistance Grant with the Oregon State Marine Board - To assist with design
and permitting of an in-water fishing dock and paddlecraft launch facility at Grey Cliffs
Park. Feedback summarized submitted to OSMB to move forward. They would like to hire
their permit specialist before starting moving this project forward. Hiring is anticipated in
August 2022.

PROJECTS & MISC

5. Riverwalk Project (OPRD Grants x2) — Columbia View Park expansion land use process

completed! Parks & Rec. Comm reviewed 60% design at their June 13 meeting. Staff
review of 60% is in process. Will review all comments and cost estimates at the upcoming
TAC meeting scheduled for July 19. Stage and covered structure will require Architectural
review before the PC, but this will likely occur at the building permitting stage (anticipated
in the early fall). Submitted letter of support for the NPS (and subsequently the LWCF) to
be included in a 6-month exemption from Buy America/Build America Program. This could
have major financial impacts to our funding source for the Riverwalk if we are subjected
to Buy America/Build America requirements.

Riverfront Streets/Utilities Design/Engineering — Pump station SDR approved by staff
and reviewed by PC at their June 14 meeting. Streets/Utilities Project went to bid on 6/30,
with mandatory pre-bid meeting on 7/19 and bid opening on 8/2.

St. Helens Industrial Business Park (SHIBP) Public Infrastructure Design— Work Order 1
approved - 30% design for Phase | infrastructure & permitting/grading work for Phase Il
with Mackenzie. 2nd meeting with PGE to further sub-station facility design held on 6/30.
Anticipated land use applications include: CUP for sub-station facility, SDRm for
modifications to mill site (impacts to parking lot, buildings, access, etc), Partition for the
land division, and Sensitive Lands permitting for transmission lines which may impact
wetlands or riparian areas/protection zones. Preparing for a pre-application meeting with
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Mackenize and PGE to prepare for these applications. Goal is for PGE to be able to buy the
parcel from the City.
8. Nob Hill Nature Park Map — Portland Community College student finished final map.

Printed for lamination at the NHNP kiosks.

Jenny Dimsho, AICP

Associate Planner / Community Development Project Manager

City of St. Helens

(503) 366-8207

jdimsho@sthelensoregon.gov
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