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CITY COUNCIL

RESOLUTION NO. 492

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING FINDINGS REGARDING THE APPEAL OF
PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION ON RESOLUTION 85PC3,AND AP~

PROVING \HTH CONDITIONS, THE PROPOSED PRELIMINARY PLAT
FOR t.JHEATLAND SUBDIVISION, A REPLAT OFWILLA~1ETTE VILLAGE
BLOCKS 1-3 (PHASE P), AND INITIATING VACATION PROCEDURES
FOR WILLAMETTE VILLAGE BLOCKS 1-3 (PHASE D), D. E.
ANDERSON ,APPLI CANT.

WHEREAS, an application, together with planning exhibits for the
above-captioned development, has been submitted in accordance with the
procedures set forth in Section 4.008(4) and 4.139(1), (2) and (3) of the
Wilsonville Code, and

WHEREAS, the Planning Director has prepared a report on the above
captioned subject which is attached hereto as Exhibit 4, and

WHEREAS, said planning exhibits and staff report were duly considered
by the Planning Commission at a regularly scheduled meeting conducted on
April 8, 1985, at which time said exhibits, together with public testimonY,
were entered into the public record, and

t~HEREAS, the Commission duly considered the subject and the recom
mendation(s) contained in the staff report, but failed to take action as
a result of a 2 to 2 tie vote, and

WHEREAS, the applicant filed an Appeal, together with appropriate
Appeal fee on April 12, 1985, and

WHEREAS, the City Council duly held a de novo public hearing 011 the
matter, at a regularly scheduled meeting conducted on June 3, 1985, at which
time they consi dered a report prepared by the Pl anning Di rector on the above
captioned subject which is attached hereto as Exhibit B, and

WHEREAS, said report and planning exhibits, together with findings
and pUblic testimony, were entered into the public record, and

WHEREAS,interested parties, if any, have had an opportunity to be
heard on the subject.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City
of Wilsonville does hereby adopt the staff report attached hereto as Exhibit
A, with the findings, recommendation(s) and conditions of approval contained
therein and further authorizes the Planning Director to issue a:

Site Development Permit
Subdivision Permit

consistent with said recommendation(s).
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Council di rects the City Recorder
to initiate the required Notice for: Vacation of the \~illamette Village Plat
and prepare an ordinance for Council action on the matter.

ADOPTED by the City Counci lof the City of Wi 1sonvi 11 e at a regular
meeting thereof this 3rd day of June , 198-L, and filed
with the Wi 1sonvi 11 e Ci ty Recorder thi s same day.

Attest:
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FINDINGS
The following Findings are hereby adopted by the C try CQtANc./L _ . and entered
into the public record 'in consideration of the application as submittecrTn conformance
\'lith the City's Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Regulations.

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS RAl ~ R, ffEl

Requi·red Proposed

Code Compl lance

Yes No~ see additional
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4. Building height

5. Off-street parking

A. Standard (9'x18 1
)

Compact (8\i 1 x17')
(30% over 10 allowed)

Handicapped (12 I x18 1
)

(1 to 50 required)
publicly funded

B. Land and Building Improvements

1. Lot size JIlII~rEtf'lIHI

A. Total site area (acreage) I'. 17-a".·

B. Lot sizes {ftt.I'IUt' i' "''''T'", t l,u1) F~ofJ ~,./t.

Average lot size ~~oosl.ftfw~

C. Density (uni ts/acre) t;JS-IJ"lac.
I "

2. Lot coverage

A. [hIJe11 i ngs

B. A" bui 1di ngs

C. Parking/paved

D. Landscaping

1. Total site area

2. Parking area .

3. Outdoor living area

4. Screening/buffering

5. Irrigation system

3. Building setbacks Front

R side

L side

Rear



Requi red
6. Access/Egress

A. No.curb cuts Alit
B. Wi dth of curb cuts NA-
C. Distance fm. intersection _-=-N<-,-IJ",-_
D. Vision Clearanc~ Nil
E. Cl ear tra ve1 1ane wi dth '-i' 'hl/".

F. Pavement wi dth '3 ?- '

G. Pedestrian pathways

7. Open spacE;l/Slope protection
A. Existing vegetation protected
B. Slopes over 20% restricted to

30% impervious coverage
C. River and stream corridors

protected
D. Adequate erosion control

provided

e Code Compliance
Yos No, see additional

Proposed Finding no.
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C. Other Planning Considerations

1. Consideration of sun exposure plan 0 • CIA
2. Bulk storage area provided • 03. Safety/crime prevention

A. Location of addressing ON f4(" GfN.T • 0B. Natural s urvei 11 ance • 0C. Type of exterior lighting • 0
D. Public Facilities

1. Streets
A. Public Streets

Name
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Right-of-Way Width Pavement Width
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Proposed Existing eIP Std. Proposedor l~ew eIP Std.
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B. Traffic Impact Analysis
Exist ng Existing Phase Level of All
Capac ty Volumes One Servi ce Phases

C. Proposed streets provide for continuation of existing or
proposed principle streets

D. Consistent with minimum street width standards
E. Conforms to street design standards set forth in

Section 4.167 WC
F. Street names are provided consistent with City and Fire

District standards

Name

Wtll~NIJ"1 e A:I,
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..~ . /
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See Addl.
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00
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EX 11.12

Eo

F.
G.

2. Sidewalk and Pathway Standards
A. Pathways are provided consistent with Pathway Master Plan

and design standards (Section 4.168 WC)
3. Public water line size distance from site _
4. Sanitary sewer line size distance from site _
5. Storm drainage

Drainage basin Seely 0, Boeckman 0 ' WillametteO
Number of on-site catch basins ---
Nearest culvert/ditch ft. size culvert/ditch in.
On-site retention OYes ONo, storage capacity__cu.ft.

6. The public facilities existing and proposed improvements
comply with the CIP

Previous approval actions and applicable Conditions of Approval
1. Zoning. None 0 File No. 118'1. IS" v 1$~:J

2. Design ReviewO None. File No. _
3. Planning Commission. None 0 Preliminary, File NO.'BSPc3

Inter-Agency revie\'/ commentsO None. See Finding No. _
Intra-Agency review comments, including City Engineer and other

consultants. None 0 See Finding No. tXP,/Z

o • ..O;:l.t9 I
• 0 ..cXH./2

.• 0 C;r. #./2.

.0

.0

.0-

00
00o 0 Itfl'~A<.UJ

H. The findings set forth in Planning Commission Resolution 85PC3 are adopted
and incorporated as if set forth herein (see Exhibit 4).



SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS

A.1. The Comprehensive Plan density fo\" the s"iteis 7 .. 12 dwelling
units per acre. The existing zoning is PDR Which was esta
blished under the Willamette Village Maste.\" Plan (I'hase 0, Ex
hibits 6 and 7). The existing Phase Dplat consists of 34
building lots for 77 - two, thrree and four-plexes and 76 apart
ment units. There were also seven open space and garden plot
lots resulting in a net densitY of 9.15 dwelling units per
acre. The open space lots and pathways extended through the
center of the development and along the north and west boundaries
of Phase D (see Exhibit 7).

The new proposed Wheatland plat is for 118 single.. family lots
with no common open space areas. The net density woul d be
7.05 units per acre. This plat would further require vacation
of the existing Phase Dplat.

The Council finds the Wheatland plat to represent a lowering
of density from the original proposal. It further results in
a shift of open space from common to individual ownership. The
net density, however, is within the range set by the Comprehensive
Plan. It would, although, reduce the total planned housing stock
by 35 units. This is, however, not considered to create a
significant impact on housing opportunities within the City nor
the western geographic area.

B.l.B.l. The original Phase Dlotting pattern was designed to accommodate
duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes and apartments. Duplex lots
were set at 8,000 pl us square feet, with 3,000 square feet
per unit for triplexes and fourplexes. The apartment lots
a11 owed for 2,250 sq ua re feet per un it.

The Wheatland plat proposes all single-family lots of approxi
mately 5,000 square feet. The smallest lots would be 4,250
square feet. This represents a change from the existing plat
and further represents a variance from the IlRIl zone standards
which specify a minimum 5,000 square foot lot for s.ingle-family.

The applicant has not presented specific justification as set
forth in Section 4.140(2) WC for such a change of use. However,
the Council does find that such a change would be allowed under
the PDR zoning for the site. The reduced lot sizes could also
be permitted as a waiver under the PDR regulations.

2.D.l.A. Large landscaped areas would be reduced by the changed lotting
pattern. It would further shift from common area to individual
lots. The exact area or percentages of change have not been
calculated, so it is not possible to determine the net effect
of the change. Further, within PDR developments, a minimum of
25% of the site must be devoted to outdoor living area. These
calculations were not made. However, the typical lot and
building layouts provided by the applicant indicate that, at



B.3.A.

least, 50% of the lots would be open. the primary difference
is the outdoor space would shift from common lots to individual
lots. It has further been suggested by the appl1 cant thati~ood
School is across the street, thus providing additional open and
recreational space.

The Council finds the proposed changes to be consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan and POR zoning regulations,

The standard si de ·yard setbacks are fi ve feet for 5i ngle-story
and seven feet for two-story units. The app1 icant proposes to
allow 110" lot line placement with an eight-foot bUilding separa
tion. This \<Jould allow for shifting buildings on the lots
without reference to a lot line, while maintaining adequate
building separation. This type of development pattern is
innovative and allowable within the POR regulations.

The Council further finds Section 4.167(1)(F) 2 WC requires
a minimum arterial street setback of 55 feet from centerline
or 25 feet from right-of-way, whichever is greater. This set
back is not specifically addressed in the Wheatland plat ad
jacent to Wilsonville Road. This COUld, however, be addressed
by designating setbacks on the final plat.

0.1.0.1. The proposed street designs are substandard relative to right
Of-way width. However, based on discussion with the Planning
Commission, the applicant has agreed to provide standard 32-foot
pavement Widths on all streets with sidewalks on Harvest Way
or l~heatland Way . Thus, street capacity is provi ded with
utilities provided for via 10-foot front yard easements.

D.2.A.l. The standard street design includes sidewalks on both sides
of the street. The applicant proposes to provide sidewalks
only along the collector streets (Harvest Way and Wheatland
Way). The cul-de-sacs would not have sidewalks. The Planning
Commission found this design to be adequate, given the short
lengths of the cul-de-sacs.



CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS

A. The lbcation, design, size and uses as a whole
are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan,
and with any other applicable plan, develop
ment map or Ordinance adopted by the City
Council.

B. That the location, design, size and uses are
such that traffic generated by the development
can beaccomodated safely and without con
gestion in excess of level service Ddefined
in the highway capacity manual published by
the National Highway Research Board on exist
ing or immediately planned arterial or
cOllector streets.

Yes NO,see Finding No~.

C. That the location, design, size and uses are
such that the residents to be accomodated will
be adequately served by existing or immediately
planned facilities and services.

1. The applicant shall meet all the public facility requirements as
specified in the attached Memo from Larry Blanchard, Public Works
Director, dated April 5, 1985.

2. The applicant shall vacate the existing plat in place on the site
which was previously approved by the City. Willametteway Drive,
which is included in that plat, sh~ll not be vacated.

3. The intersection of "Wheatland Wail and WilsonVille Road shall be
revised to line up with the school access on the northside of
WilsonVille Road, as recommended by the Public Works Director.

4. The applicant shall increase the streets to meet the CIP pavement
standards as indicated in the Memo frbm Larry Blanchard, Public
Works Di rector. They further shall be pUb11 c streets.

5. Sidewalks shall be proVided on both sides of Harvest Way and
Wheatland Way. Sidewalks shall not be reqUired in the cul
de-sacs. Sidewalks shall be on the east side of Willamette
Way Drive, only to the extent of Wheatland boundary.

6. At a minimum, pUblic utility easements shall be prOVided as follows:
A. 10 feet along the pavement of all streets.
B. Where necessary, in addition to A, where utilities are

located away from the lO-foot street side areas.

7. A reserve strip shall be proVided at the east end of "Harvest Way".



8. Where a.ccess is below. 35 feet ona cul-de-sac, accesssha11 be
combined on adjac~nt lots and curb cuts shall be shown On the,
plat. When accesses are combined, the curb cut shall be no
wider than 30 feet.

9. A planting screen easement as specified in Section 4.244(3)
shall be prOVided along Wilsonville Road and access from
individual lots onto WilsonVille Road shall be prohibited.

10. Any reduced setbacks~ below those normally allowed by the
Code, shall be shown on the plat as building envelopes.

11. Public land dedications shall be done for:
A. Street rights-of-way
B. Public utility easements
C. A reserve stri p at the east end of "Harvest 14ayn.

12. The plat shall be submitted for Design Review Board review for
Street Tree Plans.

13. The applicant shall meet all requirements as specified by the
Tualatin Rural Fire Protection District.

14. The final plat shall be prepar-ed in conformance w,ith the
Wilsonville Code and DRS.

15. No access from individual lots shall be permitted to Morey Lane
and that a fence be constructed by Wheatland to prevent that
access.



EXHIBITS

The following Exhibits are hereby entered into the pubHc record by
the City Counci 1 as confi rmati on of its consi derati on of the Appeal as pre-
sented. .

A. Findings Report prepared by the Planning Director for City
Council action on the Appeal ofthePlann;ng Commission's
action on Resolution 85PC3.

1. City of Wi 1sonvi lle Comprehensive Plan.

2. Chapter 4 of the Wilsonville Code.

3. Applicant's submittal documents.

4. Planning Commission Resolution 85PC3 and their ad
ministrative record thereof.

5. Minutes of Planning Commission meeting on April 8, 1985.

6. Planning Commission Resolution and City Council Order
approving Stage III.

7. Final Plat approval for Phases A and D, Willamette
Village, including Master Plan and Phase DFinal Plat.

8. Letters from Appellant, Daniel Anderson, dated April 12,
and May 1, 1985.

9. Appeal procedures and Review Body Decision Criteria,
Section 4.017 WC.

10. Summary of time limitation for final action.

11. ORS 92.205 - 92.245.

12. Public Works Director's Report, dated April 5, 1985.
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Wilsonville

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
SUMMARY STAFF REPORT

May 28, 1985DATE:
TO: Ci ty Counci 1

SUBJECT: Appeal of Planning Commission action denying Preliminary Plat
for Wheatland replat of Willamette Village, Block 1-3, Resolution
85PC3.

MEETING DATE: June 3, 1985

ACTION REQUIRED: Adopt findings in consideration of Commission's procedures
and action, together with Appellant's and others' testimony, and take
final action to uphold, reverse or remand the Commission1s decision.

PREVIOUS ACTION TAKEN:

1. Willamette Village Zoning and Master Plan was initiated in October, 1971
(71RZ15). Following several hearings and appeals, a final plat for Phases
A and Dwas approved August 29 and September 18, 1978, respectively, Ex
hibit 6.

2. Planning Commission reviewed a modified Preliminary Plat (Wheatland) and,
subsequently denied the Plat on a 2 to 2 vote, on April 8, 1985 (85PC3),
Exhibit 4.

3. On April 12, 1985, the applicant, Dan Anderson, filed an Appeal of the
Commission1s denial.

SUMMARY OF ISSUES

1. On April 12, 1985, the applicant filed an Appeal of the Commission's
denial. The Appeal contends that the Commission's tie vote resulted
in a denial without adoption of findings to support the action taken.
The applicant further states a belief that the proposed Plat meets the
intent of the Comprehensive Plan and Planned Development Regulations.

Thus, a request for approval through a de novo hearing by the Council
is being sought by the Appellant.

2. On May 6, 1985, the City Council set a pUblic hearing date to consider
the Appeal. In setting the hearing date, the Council further declared
that they would hold the hearing de novo.

Therefore, new or additional testimony may be given. Such new testimony
must be considered by the Council, together with that received by the
Commission. The Council's final action must be supported by their own
set of findings, which may include those of the Commission and/or Staff.

The Appeal procedures and Review Body Decision Criteria (Section 4.017 We)
are attached hereto as Exhibit 9. Also attached as Exhibit 10 is a
summary of the time limitations (120 days) for final action.



3. There is an existing recorded plat for the subject property. There..
fore, this plat must be vacated, by Ordinance, prior to filing of the
proposedreplat. The procedures for review, revision or replatting
of an undeveloped subdivision are set forth in DRS 92.205 - 92.245, -,1

attached hereto as Exhibit II.

The Minutes of the April 8, 1985, hearing reflect that testimony
was given questioning the change from apartments to small-lot single..;
family. This is the opposite of the issue raised in the Ash r~eadows

Phase 2 Appeal.

Other issues raised in testimony and the Staff Report related to Code
variances or waivers of the standards, e.g., lot width, right~of-way

width, sidewalks, setbacks, etc.

These issues were all discussed by the Commission. However, because
of the manner in which action occurred, there were no findings or con
clusions adopted .. In this case. the Commission failed to pass a motion
to approve by a tie vote of 2 to 2. No sUbsequent motion was made, so
essentially the Commission failed to take any final action and adopt
findings.

Given this circumstance, the Council could open discussion on simply
remanding the entire matter to the Commission for appropriate adoption
Of findings and final decision. If the Council elects to take such
action, it should do so prior to opening a de novo hearing on the Appeal.
In this case, Counei 1 coul d open discussion and 1imit comments by
interested parties solely to the issue of'direct remand. The Council
would then vote to remand with specific direction to t~e Commission on
taking final action, or to not remand and open a de novo hearing.

It is strongly recommended that the Counci 1 not mi x these two acti ons.
You should take one direction or the other.

In making such a decision, the Council must consider the following
issues:

A. The Planning Commission holds the primary responsibility and
authority for making quasi-judicial land use decisions. In
the instant application, they failed to take proper action,
therefore, they should rehear the matter and follow proper
procedures. This would include holding a new hearing and
addressing all elements of the Code and PDR Master Plan
currently in effect, i.e., change of use per Section 4.140(2)(c)
WC. It would also entail adopting specific findings and con
clusions. Further, in the case of a subsequent tie vote, then
there should be findings adopted in support of those in support
and conversely for those in opposition of the approval.

B. The current Council is less familiar with the details of the
Comprehensive Plan, Development Code and the original Willamette
Village Master Plan than the Planning Commission. Therefore,
they may be more comfortable leaving such 1and use decisions
to the Commission.

- 2 -



C. The applicant has a right to a decision in a reasonable period
of time. This was the thinking of the Oregon Legislature When
it adopted the requirement for maki ng 1and use decisi ons withi n
120 days of application.

This application was submitted in February, however,it was not
considered complete until March 15. Nevertheless, we are ap"
proaching three months' review time on this project. Further,
if this matter is remanded, because of notice requirements it
could not be placed ona regular Commission Agenda until July 8.
Thus, in order to expedite review, a Special Commission meeting
might be necessary in June. This is particularlY true in consider
ing time for any subsequent Appeal, sinCe the 120-day limit occurs
on July 23.

D. The Council has authority on an Appeal to circumvent normal govern
ment process policy such as Planning Commission review when it con"
siders it to be in the best interest of the public. In such a case,
the Council could consider timely action on the application more
pressing and appropriate than the normal land use review process.
If so, the Council could open the de novo hearing on the matter
and take final action in place of the Commission.and adopt your
own set of findings. These would then be transmitted to the
Commission for their reference.

4. This Report presents the alternative actions available to the Council.
It does not, however, presuppose the action the Council might take.

Therefore, attached are two separate Resolutions for your consideration
and action. The first Resolution (tan) is for a direct remand to the
Commission. The second Resolution (buff) is for adoption of findings
and approval of the application with conditions.,

.. 3 ..
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Wilsonville PLANNING DEPARTMENT

SUMMARY STAFF REPORT

March 1 t 1985DAlE:TO: Planning COlIll1ission

SUBJECT: Review of Preliminary Plan for replat of Wi11amette Village,
Blocks 1, 2 and 3 (proposed to be renamed Wheatland)

MEETING DATE: March 11, 1985

ACTION REQUIRED: Continuance of public hearing to April 8 meeting for
actual review of the Preliminary Plat.

Insufficient information has been submitted to
prepal~e a thorough eva1uati on of the proposed
Pl~e1i mi naro.t' Plat,

PREVIOUS ACTION TAKEN: This property has been the subject of a number
of previous review processes by the City of Wilsonville and two appeals of
the resulting decisions. The conclusion of these actions resulted in the
approval of the existing plat titled "Willamette Village", Blocks 1, 2 and
3 (see Exhibit

CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS:

RECOMMENDATION: Continue the public hearing to the next meeting to allow
for possible revisions based on Planning Commission
direction and more thorough evaluation based on submittal
of additional infonnation as specified ;n the attached
"Submittal Requirements Checklist. 1I



MEMORANDUM

TO: PLANNING COMMISSION
FROM: SHARON KELLY-MEYER, SENIOR PLANNER
DATE: MARCH 7, 1985
RE: PROPOSED REPLAT OF WILLAMETTE VILLAGE (REVIEW OF WHEATLAND

PRELIMINARY REPLAT)

The applicant has submitted a plan for the rep1atting of
Blocks 1, 2 and 3 of Wi11amette Village. The proposed plan raises
several issues , that the staff feels warrant some discussion by the
Planning Comnission prior to additional work on the Preliminary replat.
The purlXlse here is to outline some of these issues and present some
of the problems in order to stimulate discussion and solicit direction
from the Planning Commission. Following is a brief list of some of
these issues and a brief discussion of the Staff concerns.

1. Lot Size - The proposed Plan inc'ludes a numbel~ of lots
that are sized below the minimum 5,000 square feet, as
allowed on the site. Some lots are as small as 85 1 x 50',
or a total of 4,250 square feet. There is flexibi'lity
allowed in the minimum lot size through the Planned
Development Regulations (Section 4.130 WC), which could
allow lots below the minimum lot size, uTo take advan
tage of advances in technology, architectural design,
and functional land use design."

The problem with reducing the lot sizes down below the
minimum lot size is that it often becomes very difficult
to fit a house on the lot while maintaining the necessary
yard setbacks, lot coverage, parking, etc. Also often
when you create small, odd-shaped lots for the purpose
of economY, you end up haVing to design a custom house
to fit on the lot. This defeats the purpose of the
economy of the small lot. In order for the Planning
Commission to effectively evaluate this issue, it would
be helpful for the applicant to submit some sample plot
plans for a composite area in the development, showing
how, for example, development could occur in an area
such as on lots 4 through 14.

2. Street Standards - The streets as shown on the proposed
plan are described as "Road right-of-way and IJq>rovement
30 feet ll with "all lots to have 10'0" easements for utili
ties, front and rear. 1I At a minimum, according to the

PC RESOLUTION: WHEATLAND - PRELIMINARY PLAT
3-11-85

PAGE 3 OF 8



IIFunctional Classification Street Standards, II

the street (no name) running east-west through
the development would be classified as a local
resident ial (B) or possibly a residential
collector (C). These have minimum right-of-way
widths of 52 feet and 60 feet respectively, and
would include room for the utilities within the
right-of-way. The other streets (also no names)
ending in cul-de-sacs on the proposed plan would
be classified as cul-de-sacs (A) and would require
a 50 foot right-of-way. The major difference,
according to the Wilsonville Code, is the utilities
would be in the public right-of-way instead of the
front and rear years, and the houses would be set
back a minimum of 15 feet from the sidewalk and
25 feet from the street curb, instead of a minimum
of 15 feet from the street curb with the sidewalk
in between, if there is a sidewalk.

3. Setback Variances - The proposed plan specifies building
setbacks as follows:

A. Side yard - 4'0".
B. Side yard a" lot line with B' easement to

adjacent structm"e.
c. Rear yard - 15'0'1.

D. Front yard -15'0" - 20'0" to garage.

The Code specifies setbacks as follows:

-Minimum front yard setback - 15 feet.
-Minimum rear yard setback - 15 feet.
-Minimum side yard setback - 5' single-story and

7' two stories

There is not a particular problem with allowing the
side yard, a" lot line setbacks in conformance with
the Building Code requirements provided that the
applicant specify where on the proposed Plan these
setbacks would be utilized. This could be accomplished
through showing building enve10pes on the Plan Map.

4. Lot Dimension Variances - The proposed Plan includes a
number of lots that fall below the minimum lot dimen
sional standards (Section 4.121(7)(c). The Code
specifies the following standards:

1. Minimum lot width at building line - 60 feet
2. Minimum street frontage - 50 feet - may be

reduced to 35 feet when fronting a cul..de-sac t

and

PC RESOLUTION: WHEATLAND - PRELIMINARY PLAT
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3. Minimum lot depth - 75 feet.

Almost every single lot in the proposed Plan does not
meet one or more of these standards.

5. Section 4.l2l(c)8 we specifies a maximum lot coverage
of 25% for all dwelling units and 30% for all bUildings.
Although the proposed Plan does not specify what the
lot coverage wi 11 be~ it is hard to envision many of
these lots with houses and not more than 25% - 30% lot
coverage.

6. Section 4.l67(1)F.2 we states that "in order to allow
for potential future widening, a special setback re
quirement shall be maintained adjacent to all arterial
streets. The minimum setback shall be 55 feet from
the centerline or 25 feet from the right-of-way desig
nated on the Master Plan, whichever is greater." Many
of the lots on the north end of the development as pro
posed will be very difficult to build on and meet this
requirement (i.e., lots 47, 48, 77 and 78).

There are a number of 'other details that will need to be dis-
cussed relating to the review of this proposed Plan. We will proceed
with the actual Preliminary Plat review upon receipt of additional
infonnation from the appHcant (as outlined in the attached Subm'ittal
ReqUirements Checklist) and direction from the Plann'ing Com!1rission on
these issues outlined above.

In closing, let me remind you that the Planning Commission does
have authority through the Planned Development Regulations to allow
flexibility of the standards in the Code. However, the question I am
raising here is how rar does that flexibility go, and at what point
should we re-evaluate the standards themselves.

PC RESOLUTION: WHEATLAND - PRELIMINARY PLAT
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CITY OF WILSONVILLE
SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS CHECKLIST

PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAT

.:'
,,"".

The purpose of the Preliminary Plat is to present an early study
of the proposed subdivision to the Planning Commission and to receive
its approval or recommendations for revisions before preparation of a
final plat. The design and layout Of this Plan shall meet the guide
lines and requirements set forth in Sections 4.240 to 4.244 of the
Wilsonville Code. The Preliminary Plan shall be submitted to the
Planning Department as follows:

Application Procedure:

1. Pre-application conference. Prior to submission of a pre
liminary plat, a person proposing to subdivide land in
the Ci ty sha 11 contact the Pl anni ng Department to arrange
a pre-application conference as set forth in Section 4.008(3).

The Planning staff shall provide information regarding pr~-

cedures and general information haVing a direct influence
on the proposed development, such as elements of the Master
Plan, existing and proposed streets, roads and public
utilities. On reaching conclusions infot~a1l.Y as rec
onmended rega rdi rig the gent~r'a1 progr'am and object.; ves,
the subdivider shall cause to be pl~cpared a Ilrelim'inary
plat, together with improvement plans and other supple
mentary material as specified in the prelimimll'~Y plat.

2. The preliminary plat shall be prepared by an Oregon licensed,
professional land surveyor or engineer. An affidavit of
the services of such surveyor or engineer shall be fUl"
nished as part of the submittal, which shall include:

A. Application form completed and signed by the owner
of the land or a letter of authorization signed by
the owner.

B. Preliminary subdivision fees.

C. Ten (10) copies and one (1) sepia or suitable repro
ducible tracing of the preliminary plat shall be sub
mitted with the application. Preferred paper size
islBll x24".

/

D. Name of the subdivision. This name must not duplicate
or resemble the name of any other subdivision in
Clackamas or Washington County. Name may be checked
through the county offices.

E. Names, address and telephone numbers of the owners or
subdividers, and engineer or surveyor.

.0

.'
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-

Drainage statement: Water COUI~es on and abutting
the property. Approximate 1ocati on of areas sub-,
ject to inundation by storm water overflow$ or all
areas covered by water, and the appropriate loca
tion, width, and direction of flow of all water
courses. Direction of drainage on proposed streets
shall be indicated,

0/ F. Date, northpoint and scale of drawing.

CG:' Location of the sUbdivision by section, township.........
and range.

.,.
H. Legal road access to subdivision shall be indi- -",.

cated as City, County or Public Roads.
--..,

~~)Vicinity map showing the relationship to the nearest
major highway or street.

@ Lots: Approximate dimensions of all lots, .minimum
lot siz~,., and proposed lot and block numbers. ...- . ----- ... _. . .

~ Gross acreage in proposed plat.

/ L. Proposed uses of the property, including sites, if
any, for mU1ti-fami~J dwellings, shopping centers,
churches, industries, parks and playgrounds or other
public or semi-public uses.

Existing uses of the property, including location and
use of all existing structures and their disposition.

N. Exi sti n9 zon; ng of the property.

(i)Watel': State the Source of t!IP dmnesti e watei' ;,upplY.

CD Method of sewage disposal proposed.

®

R. Ground elevations as specified in 4.008(4}WC.

~treets: Location, name, width, sUrfac~Qnditjons,
~-alleys, gradiant ana-corne~rb radii.shall be

indicated on an abutt,ng tract.

CS[:) Improvements: Statement of the subdivision improve
ments to be made or installed including streets,
sj.d~~alks, 1i,g~t.i!1g, tt:'e~pJant1Q9., ar],SJ times-.!.I!£h
impro'vements are t9 be rI@_d!L.QL<:9.1!IP1~~¥.d:_

~ Utilities such as electrical, gas, telephone,on and
abutting the tract.

VEasement: Approximate width, location and purpose of
. all existing easements on, and known easements abutting

the tract.

..
.'
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(3) Deed Restrictions: Outline and proposed Deed re
strictions, if any.

@ Written Statement: Infonnation which is not practical
-to be shown on the maps may be shown in separate st~te-
rnents accompanying the preliminary plat. -

Y. If the subdivision is to be a "Planned Development"
a copy of the homeowners association by-laws must
be submitted at the time of preliminary submission.
The plat shall be considered as the Stage I Pre
liminary Plan.

/,'" Z. Any plat bordering a stream or river shall indicate
areaS subject to flooding and shall comply with the
provisions of Section 4.162.

3. Approval of Preliminary Plat:

A. Consideration of Preliminary Plat. The Planning Com
mission shall consider the preliminary plat and the
reports of the Health Department and the City Engineer
at a regular Planning eon~ission meeting no more than
sixty (60) days after preliminary plat application has
been accepted by the City. The preliminary plat shall
be approved by a majority of n quorum of the Planning
Commiss'ion if thr; Planning Commission dct~nninf.'s. that
the preliminary plat confonns in all r'espects to the
requirements of Sections 4.200 to 4.280.

B. The Commission shall, by Resolution, adopt its decision,
together with findings and a list of all Conditions of
Approval orrequi red changes to be reflected on the
Final Plat.

C. Effect of Approval. After such approval of the pre
liminary plat, the subdivider may proceed with final
surveying, subdivision construction and preparation
of the final plat. Approval shall be effective for
a period of two (2) years, and if the final plat is
not submitted to the eonmission within such time, the
preliminar,y plat shall be submitted again and the entire
procedure shall be repeated for consideration of any
changed conditions which may exist.

4. Final platting shall be administratively reviewed in accord
ance with Section 4.220 we.

PAGE 8 OF 8
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Application Complete yes ~no, i~ not complete, all items marked
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:;;Jb/'f1......... b/l..] .,/ft.,"' .....·r SAd, ,/ J~,.!~./
.. Plfnn~ ng IDi rector •
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Russell L. Guiss, M.D.

10925 S.W. Wilsonville Road
Wilsonville, Oregon 97070

(503) 682-1541

March 6, 1985

Wilsonville Planning Committee
30000 S. W. Town Center Loop E
P. O. Box 220
Wilsonville, OR 97070

Dear Member,

This letter refers to the Wheatland sub-division, a 118 lot proposal
which is located south of the 1. R. Wood School and Guiss property. Very
limited information was available concerning this sub-division when I
visited City Hall on March 4. 1985. ! asked a number of questions which
could not be answered by the sketchy plans submitted.

We should be considered as ~n ~ppositio~ unless the following three or
fOUT questions can be satisfactorily resolved.

1. It has been promised. by City representatives. that
any construction in this region would not be started
without completion of a storm water drainage line to
be constructed between this area, and to run along the
south side of Wilsonville Road to connect with drain
age lines at the entrance to the Oakleaf Park Mobile
Home Park.

It would also be anticipated that the storm water drain
age system at the I. R. Wood School would be connected
to this line as previously designed.

2. The lack of specificity as to set backs of the housing
units on the lots. It sounds like row housing with
adjoining lot owners sharing a single wall between two
homes!

Are side valks planned, or are the children walking to
school expected to walk in the ~oqds? ~ith the minimal
set backs, would the front of the houses abut on the
side walks?

3. The Wheatland sub-division is art entirely new plan as
compared to the "Wilcox" proposal. 1 would question



Wilsonville Planning Commission

March 6, 1985 - Page 2

whether the density approved in the previou~ plan
should be valid for single family dwellings as now
proposed.

There is really no logic or justification for this
sub-division which is contiguous with the Fox Chase
I area to have a higher density. I was told by one
of the senior planners that, in a sub-division, the
absence of open space is ignored or not required?

4. The widths of the roads (I am told) are 30 feet.
Is this up to City code? The cuI de sacs at the
ends of the dead end streets appear to have lots
with a frontage of +/- 22 feet. How do driveways
function? And is parking and congestion likely to
occur in these dead end streets?

Could aCcess by emergency vehicles be maintained?

Respectfully submitted,

Russell L. GUiss

Norma M. Guiss

RLG/bcw



EXHIBIT 5

would requit-e the inclus on of land which is shown as open spa,ce
on the City's Comprehens ve Plan, and

2. The lotting pattern which is shown on the proposed
plat, while in compliance with the minimum lot size requirements
of the Comp Plan, does not provide sufficient bUffering to Fox
Chase I, which can be required by our PDR Regulations, and

3. Further, that if the applicant decides not to take this
to the City Council to have them decide the issue, that it be
without prejudice to the right of the developer to COme back
with a revised plan which addresses similar concerns Which the
Planning Commission has.

Lew Hendershott seconded the motion.

Arland Andersen asked that Mike Williams add to the motion the
following: That the applicant come back to the Planning Commission after
a meeting with the residents of Fox Chase I where they set up a Homeowners'
Association to do something worthwhile in the area designated as open space.

Mike Williams amended his motion to include thearnendment.

The motion was voted on and passed 4-0.

At this point, Chairman Williams noted the Nike Zone Change exten
sion would not take long and suggested the Commission could look at it at
this point. He explained that Nike is requesting a two-year extension for
their Stage II submittal on Tax Lots 1100 and 1190. There Were two condi
tions placed on it in 1981 - the Boeckman Creek bridge and the 1-5 inter
change signalization, are either finished or in the process.

Arland Andersen moved to extend another two-year extension until
April, 1987. Mike Williams seconded the motion which passed 4-0.

F. Wheatland - Continuation of public hearing from March 11, 1985 
Review of Preliminary Plan for replat of Willamette
Village, Blocks 1, 2 and 3.

Sharon Kelly-tleyer presented the staff report noti ng there are a
number of places where this proposal is not consistent with the standards
of the Code. She noted the density on this site is 7 to 12 dwelling units
per acre. There is an existing plat on this property which included duplex
lots and lots for apal~tments. This proposal is for 118 single-family lots.
Approval of this preliminary plat would require that the previous plat be
vacated. Willamette Way Drive needs to be retained as it is the access
to Fox Chase I.

Ke lly-f4eyer noted the app1i cant is propos i ng 32-foot ri ght-of-way
for all streets \'lith 30-foot pavement \'lidth and lO-foot utility easements
outside the right-of-way, with sidewalks on Harvest Hay and Wheatland Way
only. The City standard is 52 foot ri~ht-of-way with sidewalks and a
utility easement in the street l~ight-of-way. The applicant is proposing to
add lO-foot utility easements on the outside of the proposed street right-of
way. A reserve strip \'/i11 be l~equi red at the east end of Harvest ~Iay.
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Many of the proposed lots do not conform to the standards .. minimum width
at building line - 60 feet; minimum street frontage 50 feet or 35 feet on
a cul-de-sac; minimum lot depth - 75 feet.

The applicant is also asking for waivers for setback requirements
for some of the lots. Kelly-Meyer included, as a condition t that they
specify exactly where on the plat the setback reductions would be located.

Bill r\1c~10nagle, HarriS, HcMonagle Engineering, went over the condi
tions in the Staff Report.

1. He felt they did not have a problem with it - they just felt
they had a solution different than the City's standard.

2. and 3. No problem with them.

4. Relates to no. 1 which he noted he would address later.
5. No problem.
6. They would like to not build within the cul-de-sac areas.
7. and 8. No problem.
9. and 10. No problem.

11. They preferred to submit either a revised Preliminary Plat or
an addendum to staff showing the building envelopes.

12. Relates to nos 1 and 4.
13., 14. and 15. No problem.

Returning to no. 1. - Applicant is proposing that Harvest l~ay and
Wheatland \'!ay and the other streets will be built to City standards,
curbs and 32 feet of paving, but that they are requesting a reduction of
the right-of-way requirement. They will put in a 32-foot street, with two
lO-foot easements, one on each side of the street. This will allow the
house to be closer to the road with the garage of the structure pushed back
so there will still be access to park cars in the driveway and not block the
sidewalk and street.

McMonagle presented slides of houses in Washington County, Aloha,
Beaverton and Tigard which are built on lots anywhere from 3t 200 square
feet to 6,000 square feet. He passed out a handout of various plats of
the areas involved. He questioned Staff's problem of 35-foot accesses
on a cul-de-sac.

Dan Andersen, Beaverton, noted the majority of lots being platted
in Washington County are 5,000 square foot lots. He noted the site is
designated on the Comprehensive Plan for up to 200 units and they are pro
posing 118 units. He stated the condo market has not been a success in
years. Noted they are upgrading their streets to a 32-foot right-of-way
\'1hereas Fox Chase I was approved wi th 24-foot r; ght-of-\'1ays. They are
providing an access for the kids in Fox Chase I to get to Wood school
via sidewalks on Harvest Way. He noted the smaller lots are unusual in
Wilsonville, but they are not unusual in other cities in this area.
He felt that having a house across the street from you was better than
having an apartment complex across the street from you, or a condo that
won1t sell.
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Cha i'rman Hi 11 i ams opened the pUblic ~eari ng ,as ki n9 for proponents.
Hearing none, he asked for opponents.

Dr. Russell Guiss stated he felt that putting this many homes into
such a small area was leading to a ghetto. He was interested in whether
the Planning Commission felt it was legal to allow individual lots to be
developed at the density of 7 to 12 units per acre when, in fact, it was
first set with an entirely different concept - that of apartments. He
expressed concern regarding the request for variances and setbacks and
felt there should be some standards on the setbacks and continually making

. them substandard by granting exceptions It,ould decrease the quality of living
in this area. He wondered if duplexes would be permitted. He questioned if
the storm drainage line down \4ilsonville Road to connect with the Oakleaf
Park line was addressed. Sharon KellY-~1eyer replied that Larry Blanchard
had made this a Condition of Approval in the Public Works requirements.
He again noted he hoped that Planning Commission would be concerned about
the quality of living in the area.

Ed Haessler stated the only thing that the people on Morey Lane
would like i$' not to have access from any of the homes onto Morey Lane.
The lane is only 12 feet wide and the five people who live on the lane
have to maintain the road. He questioned what the reserve strip (street
plug) was. Sharon Kelly-Meyer noted it was for control of future street
development. Ben Altman explained that if there is a reserve strip there,
the City controls future development. Haessler asked that the people on
Morey Lane be notified if and when the City decides to do something with
the plug.

Linda Rampersaud, 11311 S. W. Churchill, noted she was glad they
were proposing single-family homes instead of apartments. She would also
like to see all three areas considered as one with standards the same for
all three and lot sizes consistent throughout the three areas.

Glenn Ransom, 11284 S. W. Chantilly, noted he would like to see the
street plug used as open space to service the needs of the Wheatland
Development which could then relieve a little of the demand for the open
area in Fox Chase I, II and III. He also questioned the commercial lot in
the northwest corner of the Wheatland development. Ben Altman replied
that the final adoption by City Council deleted the commercial designation
on the east side of Willamette Drive. The only commercial lot is on the
west side.

Mike Dempster, 11338 S. W. Chantilly, noted he applauded Marian
Wiedemann for her statement about Wilsonville versus Beaverton, Tigard or
Tualatin. He too felt that the homes which were acceptable in Beaverton,
Tigard and Tualatin were not acceptable in Wilsonville. He noted the
future valuation of these homes should be taken into consideration.

Chairman \·lilliams asked if the developer would like a I'ebuttal time.

Bill McMonagle noted he would like to clarify open space -your back
yard is open space, private, but still open space. Not every piece of land
has to have something devoted within it that children can use for play space.
He noted there is a school across the street \'lithways to get to it. In the
City's Comp Plan, regarding the 7 to 12 d\'lel1ing units per acre - he pointed
out there is no differentiation made when it comes to residential.
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Chairman Williams noted -the Planning Commission has always been
criticized for allowing apartments in areas in which there are single
family residences. Now we are being asked to allow single-family residences
in an area in which density is allowed, but there will have to be some vari
ances in terms of lot sizes and setbacks. He noted he felt the street sizes
were not a problem.

Ben Altman pointed out that the applicants have app1ied innovative
design concepts while meeting the functional standards of the Code, i.e.,
pavement width and space for utilities. The manner in which they are pro
vi ded is si mply di fferent than the Code specifi es. Thi s Pl an is an ex
cellent example of the intended flexibility of the Planned Development
Code

Arl and Andersen moved to accept the fi ndi ngs and condi ti ons for
Wheatland with the change that the developeknot be required to provide
sidewalks in the cul-de-sacs and with the added condition that there be
no access to the east of the fence (to Morey Lane); and that l~heatland

Way be realigned to line up with the school access on the north; and
that it also include requirements from the Public \~orks Department,
specifically, require that the storm sewer be constructed on the north
side of the property. Mike Wiliams seconded the motion which ended in a
2-2 tie with Lew Hendershott and Marian Wiedemann voting against.

PLANNIN~ CDrlt-lISS!ON r~INUTES OF APRIL 8, 1985 PAGE 10 OF



• EXHIBIT 6

ORDER

BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILSONVILLE
CLAcKAMAS AND WASHINGTON COUNTIES, STATE OF OREGON

In the Matter of the Application )
)

of )
)

WILCOX DEVELOPMENT COMPANY for )
Planned unit Development in the )
S.W. Corner of the City between' )
Wilsonville Road and the Willamette )
River (TL 1300 and 1400, S. 22, )
T.3S. R.lW., W.M., Clackamas )
County )

THIS MATTER carne before the City Council on February 20,

1979, on the request of Applicant for amendment of the Coun

cil's Orders herein granting Stage II PUD approval dated Sep

tember 19, 1977 and entered nunc pro tunc as of September 7,

1977, Council's Order herein granting Stage III PUD approval

for Phase D entered~ pro tunc September 18, 1978, and Coun

cil's Order herein affirming Stage III PUD approval for Phase A

entered~ pro tunc August 29, 1978. It appears to the Coun

cil that in its September 7, 1977 Stage II approval the Council

imposed a "Condition (1)" as follows:

"1. That the number of building permits for the total
development in anyone period not exceed 10% of those al
located by the City Council for that period on the basis
of the then current Interim Growth Ordinance.

Purpose: This condition will act as a coordinating in
fluence to assist in the implementation of a growth man
agement pOlicy towards which the City of Wilsonville and
other neighboring communities appear to be heading."

It further appears that the same "Condi ti.on (1)" was in

corporated in the above-referenced Stage III Orders of the

Council, based on its inclusion in the Stage II approval, for



"

the purpose of controlling Wi11amette Village development pend

ing the implementation of a generally applicable growth manage

ment policy.

The City Council has considered the written communication

and argument of the applicant, and based on its knowledge of

the record made preceding the referenced Orders, and of the

City's Ordinance 112, on Interim Growth, and being fully in

formed in the premises, enters its

FINDINGS

1. Since the entry of the above-mentioned Orders, the

City has adopted an Interim Growth Ordinance which controls is

suance of building permits according to present carrying capa

city of City systems. Applicant is sUbject to this limitation.

2. No other development or subdivision in Wilsonville

has been conditioned on a limitation such as "Condition (1)" in

Orders in Applicant's case.

3. The Interim Growth Ordinance adopted since the re-

ferenced Orders in this case, adequately fulfills the purpose

of coordinating this development with a growth management pol

icy for the City of Wilsonville. The continuation of "Condi

tion (1)" in the Orders in this Applicant's case is redundant

and imposes on Applicant a double limitation which was not in

tended at the time the plan was approved for Stage II PUD per

mit and at the times A and D Phases were approved for Stage III

PUD permit ..



... .

CONCLUSION

1. The deletion of "Condition (1)" from the above-re-

ferenced Orders in this case constitutes a minor change in the

approved plans, consistent with the purposes and general char

acter of the development plan, within the meaning of Section

12.19 of City of Wilsonville Ordinance 23.

2. The deletion of "Condition (1)" from the referenced

Orders is necessary because of the adoption of a generally ap

plicable Interim Growth Ordinance, imposing on Applicant a dou

ble limitation, not intended at the time of original approval,

and which creates an unforeseen discrimination against appli

cant relative to developers of other, similar projects in Wil

sonville.

The City Council therefore does

ORDER

That its Order herein granting Stage II PUD approval

dated September 19, 1977 and entered~ pro tunc as of Sep

tember 7, 1977, Council's Order herein granting Stage III PUD

approval for Phase D entered~ pro tunc September 18, 1978,

and Council's Order herein affirming Stage III PUD approval for

Phase A entered nunc pro tunc August 29, 1978 are amended to

delete from each, as a condition of approval, the following

condition:

"1. That the number of building permits for the total
development in anyone period not exceed 10% of those al
located by the City Council for that period on the basis
of the then current Interim Growth Ordinance.



; ....

Purpose: This condition will act as a coo~dinatin9 in
fluence to assist in the implementation of a growth man
agement policy towards which the City of Wilsonville and
other neighboring communities appear to be heading."

Dated this 5th day of March, '1979 entered nunc pro tunc

February 20, 1979.

rJ£~ 7t~vi "(. I' '" C'

~ 11!l:f1.liL >:'q_1 ~ ~ , (
WILLIAM G. LOWRIE
Mayor

./ .#
J EPH H. KLUPE
Councilman

J~~oc..--
Councilman



BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WILSO~VILLE

CLACKAMAS AND WASHINGTON COUNTIES, STATE OF OREGON

In the Matter of the Application )
)

of )
)

WILCOX DEVELOPMENT COMPANY for )
Planned Unit Development in the )
S.W. Corner of the City between )
Wilsonville Road and the Willamette )
River (TL 1300 and 1400, S. 22, )
T.3S. R.IW., W.M., Clackamas )
County )

ORDER

THIS MATTER came before the City Coun~i1 for decision on

September 18, 1978, on the appeal of Wilcox Development Company

from denial of Stage III approval of Phase D of the Planned

unit Development of the S.W. corner of the city between Wi1son-

ville and the Wi11amette River. It appears to the Council that

on September 7, 1977, the City Council granted Stage II approval

of the Planned Unit Development and approved the preliminary

plat, and

It further appears that on July 5, 1978, the Planning

Commission denied Stage III approval of Phase D, and on July

13, 1978, appellant filed an appeal for said action, and

The City Council has considered the record before the

Planning Commission, staff report, evidence and materials on

file in previous proceedings in this matter, and Ordinance 23,

and LCDC goals, and has heard and considered the presentation

of the applicant and of Richard Drew , Chairman of the Planning

Commission, and of Joy Abele, member of the Planning Commission,

and the advice of staff, and being fully informed in the pre-



mises, enters its

FINDINGS

1. The City Council finds that its Findings in respect

to Phase A of Willamette Village (aaoptea by Order signed nunc

pro tunc September 5, 1978) equally apply to Phase D of Willam

ette Village. Those Findings, entered here, and as adopted from

the Findings of the Planning Commission in respect to Phase A

are as follows:

"a. That the location, design, size and uses are consis
tent with the Wilsonville General Plan as adopted
by Ordinance #55, and the zoning boundaries set
forth on the Wilsonville Zoning Map as adopted by
Ordinance #23 (ref. Section 12.16 (1) Ordinance
#23) •

b. That the location, design ana size are such that
the development can be well integrated with sur
roundings, and that the reduction of dwelling units
from 689 to 399, as authorized by the City of Wil
sonville, and more specifically 97 single family
building sites for Phase I, will adequately reduce
the impact of this development (ref. Section 12.16
(2) Ordinance #23).

c. That the location, design, size and uses are such
that traffic generated by the development, except
in single family density, can be accommodated safely
and without congestion on existing or planned arter
ial or collector streets and, will, in the case of
commercial or industrial developments, avoid traver
sing local streets, and that said finding has been
based on the improvements as required by Clackamas
County for Wilsonville Road to accommodate the de
velopment, and evaluation of the interior roadway
system to service both Phase I and the balance of
the development (Section 12.16 (3) Ordinance #23) •

d. That the location, design, size and uses are such
that the residents or establishments to be accommo
dated will be adequately served by existing or
planned facilities and services based on the exten
sion of sewer services, which will be provided by
the developer in accordance with the development



plans and standards of design and construction, as
set forth in the applicant's Exhibit C - Off Site
Construction Plans (ref. Section 12.16 (4) Ordi
nance #23).

e. That the location, design, size and USes will result
in the attractive, healthful, efficient, and stable
environment for living, shopping and working, based
on the integrated system of single family and mUlti
family residential uses, commercial shopping facili
ties, open space system, access to the Willamette
River, the nearby proposed Wilsonville Elementaty
School as approved by the Wilsonville Planning Com
mission on August 8, 1977, and nearby commercial and
public services available to the Willamette Village
Planned Development located in the commercial core
area (ref. Section 12.16 (5) Ordinance #23).

f. That the final development plans * * * conform in
all major respects to the preliminary plan and
subdivision documents as approved by the Wilson
ville City Council (Ref. Section 12.13 Ordinance
*23. ) II

The City Council finds also appropriate to Phase D its

ptevious additional Findings as stated in its Order in regard

to Phase A entered nunc pro tunc September 5, 1978 as follows:

"3.a. "Goal 3, IIAgricultural Lands," is inapplicable
because the subject land is within the City boundary
and because its size, location, and charactet is un
suitable for farm or other rural use. (See, Order,
9/7/77, Findings 11, 13)

b. Goal 8, IIRecreational Need": Due to the size of
the parcel and use of the Planned unit Development
sections of Ordinance 23, the development provides
excellent recreational facilities within the area
and the development, as a whole, will proVide public
access to a riverbank park area, without pUblic ex
pense, in accordance with Goal 8. (See Order,
9/7/77, Findings ll(a), (c); 15).

c. Goal 9. "Economy of the State." Because the devel
opment is designed for construction by a variety of
builders subject to development design review, the
project aids local and smaller-scale builders in ac
cordance with Goal gls object hto diversify in the
economy of the state," increasing the "variety * * *



scale * * * of business * * * "
d. Goal 10 "Housing": Goal 10 is to provide for the

housing needs of the state, including to encourage
the availability of a.dequate numbers of housing
units, and to provide for flexibility of housing
location, type and density. This development offers
a range of housing choices from apartment units and
mUltiplexes to single family dwellings to help fill,
on a current basis, current felt needs for a variety
of housing modes in Wilsonville, and promotes Goal
10. Phase [D] is an integral part of fulfilling the
development design. (See Order, 9/7/77, Finding
11, 14, 7).

e. Goal 11, ~Public Facilities and Services": Goal 11
is to plan and develop a timely, orderly and effi
cient arrangement of public facilities and services
to serve as a framework for urban and rural develop
ment. Developer financed extension of services, as
provided here, is efficient and economical for the
city and the system to be provided is in accordance
with existing City planning as appropriate for, but
limited to, urba.n and urbanizable areas to be
served. (See Order 9/7/77, Finding 10, 3, Condition
2) •

f. Goal 13, "Energy Conservation": Goal 13 calls for
land planning to maximize the conservation of ener
gy. Many individuals commute to Wilsonville for work
because of lack of housing in Wilsonville. Addi
tional housing which is offered here will reduce
commuting and energy waste caused by it. The devel
opment promotes Goal 13. (See Order, 9/7/77, Find
ing 14).

g. Goal 14 "Urbanization": This land is urban or
urbanizable. If urbanizable, its development is
supported by Goal 14 because the development pro
vides for orderly, economic provision for public
facilities and servicesi provides availability of
sufficient land for various uses to insure choices
in the market placei is in accord with LCDC goals;
and is within the city boundaries, close to the
freeway and such urban-type development as Wilson
ville has and, therefore, tends to promote develop
ment within more urban areas before conversion of
urbanizable areas. (See Order 9/7/77, Finding 8,
9) •

h. Goal 15 "Willamette River Greenway.1I The develop-



•,

ment provides a natur~l riverside park with public
access, and will preserve a pleasing nat.ural appear
ance from the river, and aesthetic and recreational
values for the community. The development supports
Greenway goals. (See Order 9/7/77, Finding B(e»."

Based on the above Findings, the Council enters its

CONCLUSION.

1. Appellant's appeal is meritorious, and

2.· Appellant's submission complies with all applicable

ordinances, statutes and goals and applicant is entitled to

Stage III approval for its Phase D of Willamette Village, sUb-

ject to conditions provided herein and, therefore, the Council

does hereby order that the Wilsonville City Council does hereby

reverse the action of the Planning Commission and approve the

final development plans as submitted for the Willamette Village

Planning Development (Ref: Exhibits) Phase D and authorizes

the chairman of the Planning Commission to sign the planning

documents (Mylar copies) as required by Section 5, Article C,

paragraph 2 of Ordinance #16 subject to the following conditions

of approval.

CONDITIONS

Stage III approval is subject to the condition that all

development for multi-family and commercial use shall be submit

ted first to the Planning Commission for its review and approval

according to development standards and requirements as specified

in Zoning Ordinance #23 prior to issuance of building permits,

and is further subject to all the conditions as set forth in the

Planning Commission recommendations relating to W!llamette Vil-



'.

lage (Stage III) Phase ,A approval, consisting of five pages to

tal, dated July 11, 1975.

Dated 16th. day of October , 1978, entered nunc pro tunc

.L~G~
GEORGE C. LAHOS
Co '1m

September IS, 1975.

~<'-C G tZcv. •. "1-M{)S{)NA. ONWAY, JR. ~
'1 ICounc1 man



PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION

WILLAMETTE VILLAGE FINAL APPROVAL (STAGE III) PHASE A

WHEREAS, the Wilsonville City Council, by its' Order, adopted on September 7,
1977, approved the Stage rr development plans and preliminary plat for the Will
amette Village Planned Development, and

WHEREAS, said approval was requested by the WilcOX Development Company
pursuant to the provisions as set forth in the appeal procedures in Ordinance
1123, and

~rnEREAS, the Wilsonville City Council's approval of the Willamette Village
Development was based on the facts and conditions as contained in the Order as
adopted, and

WHEREAS, the Wilcox Development Company has submitted to the City of Wilson
ville, f~nal development plans for Planning commission Stage III approval pursuant
to the provisions as set forth in Section 12.13, and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission is required to review said plans in accord
ance with Section 12.14 and Section 12.15, and to establi,.sh findings based on the
criteria for the issuance of a planned development permit as set forth in Section
12.16, now therefore

BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the Wilsonville Planning Commission does hereby
apprOVe the final development plans as submitted for the Willamette village
Planned Development (ref. exhibits) and authorizes the Chairman of the Planning
Commission to sign the Platting Documents (milar copies) as required by Section 5,
'Article C, Paragraph 2 of Ordinance 16, subject to the following findings as
required by Section 12.16 of Ordinance 1123, and the conditions of approval as
attache'd he~etol

FINDINGS

1. That the location, design, size and uses are consistant with the
Wilsonville General Plan as adopted by Ordinance 1155, and the zoning
boundaries set forth on the Wilsonville Zoning Map as adopted by
Ordinance lI23 (;ref. Section 12.16 (1) OI:'dinance 1123).

2. That the location, design and ~ize arc such that the development
can be well intergraded with surroundings, and that the reduction of
dwelling units from 689 to 399, as authorized by the City of Wilson
ville, and more specifically 97 single family building sites for
Phase A, will adequately reduce the in~act of this development (ref.
Section 12.16 (2) Ordinance 1123).

3. That the location, design, size and uscs arc such that traffic
gcnerated by the deVelopment, exeept in single family density, can
be accommodated safely and without congestian on existing or planned
arterial or collector streets and, will, in the case of eommercial,
avoid traversing local streets.lana that baid finding has been based
on the improvements as required by Clackamas county for Wilsonville Road
to accommodate the development, and evaluation of the interioI:' roadway
system to service both Phase A and the balance of the development
(Section 12.16 (3) Ordinance ti231. .

4. That the location, design, size and uses are such that the residents
or establishments to be acce~T~datcd will be adequately served by exist
ing or planned facilities and serviccn bilGed Oil the oxtension of sewer
serviees, which will be provided by the developer in accordance
with the develo~cnt plans and standards of design and construction, as
set forth in the applicant'.s r.xhibit C - off Site ConstruetionPlanli
lref. Section 12.16 (4) Ordinance j23).



5. That the location, design, size and Uses will result in tho
attractive, healthful, efficient, and stable enVironment for
living, shopping and working, based on the intergraded systom ot
single family and muUi family residential uses, commercial uhOlll)in\'l
facili"l:ies, open space system, access to the Willamette Rivet, tho
nearby proposed Wilsonville Elementary School as approved by thQ
Wilsonville Planning Commission on August 8, 1977, and nearby cotnl\\ilX''''
cial and pUblic services available to the Willamette village (llI.\01H'Jd
Development located in the commercial core area (ref. Section 12,16
(5) Ordinance H23).

6. That the final development plans for Phase A conform
in all major respects to the preliminary plan and subdivision documents
as approved by the Wilsonville City council (Ref. Section 12.13 Ordin
ance 1/23.)

In addition to the above listed findings, as required by Section 12.16
of Ordinance H23, the Wilsonville Planning Commission does hereby supplement
its findings by attaChing the Wilsonville City Council Order, and the findings
as set forth cllerein pertaining to the Willamette Village Stage II application,
together with the City council minutes of September 7, 1977.

These documents are hereby entered into the public record to give notice
that the I~ilsonville Planning commission has given due a~d proper consideration
of the (lhase III Final Development plans, based on a consistant and comprehensive
public record.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

The following conditions of approval are hereby adopted by the Wilsonville
Planning Commission to insure an orderly and consistant schedule of deveJ,opment
in compliance with the Comprehensive Master plan for the willamette Village, for
Phase A as SUbmitted by the'applicant, I~ilcox Development Company,
and those conditions which were adopted by .:he Wilsonville City Council on
September 7, 1977 (items 1 t:hru 7):

1. ~at the number of buirding permits for the total development in
anyone period not exceed 10\ of those allocated by toe city Council
for that period on the basis of the then current Interim Growth Ordinance.

PURPOSE: This condition will act as a coordinating influence to assist
in the implementation of a growth management policy towards which the
City of Wilsonville and other neighboring communities appear to be
heading.

2. That commercial development be allowed only after one third of the
residential units haVe been occupied unless a need can be demonstrated
to the satisfaction of the city Council prior to that time, that a need
for commercial exists.

I'URP05~:: • This condition will prevent untimely cOltunercial activity, thus
preventing the possibility of commercial speculatioh at the expence of
the residential uses. Reference - Planning commission meeting of 1/27/771
Reference - City Council meeting of 3/13/72.

3. That the pedestrian w<:llkways and bikcpaths be hard surfllced with
a$phaltlC material, and that said improvements be installed with each
phase at the time of fltrcct construction.

PUlU'Of>EI 110 new DuMivinions develop, tlwre in a tendency on bchll1f of
rhc~ho;cowncrG to d~rnand that interior aaccna nystcm for pcdeotrian and
bikers be vaCated and abandoned. This is usually done to insure privacy
and to prevent intrusion into ones backyard by people using the facility.
Blacktopping of the system would signal to prospective buyero that the
lot ot their choi.ce was pllyslcally located adjacent to a major pcdiGtrian
ri9bt~or~way, thUG preventing any misunderstanding between buyer, developer,
and the City at Ii Inter date.

l'lJ\WUUG CO:>IH15S1m~ Rf·.sOLUT10t~1 wn.Ll\Mt;'M'& VtMJ\G& FIN1\L I\Pl'ltOVAL (STAGE XII)

lIME 2 or S



t.x
4J That the development of recreational facilities,
including river front bike and pedlstrian paths, be improved in
coordination with street and utility improvements.,
PURPOSE: This condition assures the coordinated development of
the project, and provides the residents of the project the full
use of the development.

5,- That set back, lot areas, coverage, and height in all struc
tures,as indicated on the master development plan, be in confor
mance with the standards appropriate as set forth in the City's
Zoning Ordinance.

PURPOSE: Assures proper open space between structure and proper
coordination between existing zoning standards and proposed land
uses.

6., That the City.of Wilsonville shall not accept any street,
pedistrianjbicycle paths or utility improvements until all such
improvements have been fully completed in accordance with approved
plans, design standards and specifications and the developer has
deposited with the City Recorder, the sum of $I,OO~.OO cash as an
assurance fund that any defects occurring in any of such improve
ments within One (1) year thereafter will be repaired by the
developer at its' expense., and if not, then by the City with money
from said fund. After one (1) year from the City's acceptance of
any such improvements, and upon certification by the city Super
intendent of Public Works, that all such improvements are satis
factorily completed, the balance, if any, shall be returned to the
developer without interest. The cash assurance fund shall be in
addition to any other completion of performance bond, which may
be required for such matters by any Ordinance of the City.

7. That a performance bond be filed with the City for the sum
of one and one half times the estimate of the project cost as
determined by the City's consulting engineers. The bond to be
sUbmitted to the City Recorder prior to recording of any plats
as approved.

B. That all landscape plans for open space, recreation areas and
commercial uses be approved by the Design Review Board for Phase A
as sUbmitted. That the applicant, Wilcox Development Company, sUb
mit to the Design Review Board, a proposed tree planting plan and
schedule of development, to be approved by said body as part of
the conditions of approval for the planned development.

9. That the placement of fire hydrants be approved by the Tualatin
Rural Fire Protection Pistrict as coordinated through ~,ilsonville

Department of PUblic Works.

10. That the commercial structure, as authorized for Lot 1 of
Block 10, be ovprov<!d by the Firl.' ~\arshal representing the Tualatin
Rural fire protection District an coo:r:dinated through the City of
Wilsonville nuilding Department.

11. That all road improvements, as required by Clackamas County
for the improvements of Wilsonville Road, to provide for adequate
access to PhaSe A, be aSDurcdprior to tho signing of the pllltting
document by the Chnirmlln of tho Planning Co:rv'llisoion. and that a
pcrforr.:ancc bond lor thc!lum of $20,000.00 {twenty thoul111nd donarol,
in addition to tho dollar amounty as stipulated in Items 6 and 1,
be required of the developer, Wilcox Development Company, in accord
ance with the requirements of Clllckarnna County Department of Public
Works for improvements to Wilvonvillc noad (ref. letter by R. W,
McGarrigle, P.E./ dated June 6, 1970). It in further Yequited that
said hond be filed with Clackamas County prior to the recording
of the plats llG lII'I'roved.

WILlJ\l-\ETTE VILtJlt;t J-'INt\L APPROVAl,
PAGr. 3 O~' S
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12. That all off site utility improvements for the service of tht!
Willamette Village Planned Development, and particular Phase A at
said project, be approved as to construction standards by the City
of Wi~sonville consulting engineer.

13. That the issuance of building permits be limited to sing10 fl\l1lily
dwellings in accordance with all applicable conditions of this
Resolution regulating the orderly growth and development of the
Willamette Village Planned Development, and that no building permits
be issued for any duplex, multi-family structure or commercial struture
until such time as building elevations and site plans, together with
landscaping plans, have been submitted to the Planning Commission and
approved in compliance with Section 12.13, Ordinance #23. As a further
condition all requirements of Ordinance #38 shall apply to all structures
other than sihgle family dwellings prior to the issuance of building
permits.

14. That parking be restricted on the streets; that streets be posted
with signs, striping, yellow paint/etc. to signify no parking is
allowed; that streets be public streets so that the enforcement of
the no parking can be enforced by the Clackamas County Sheriff's
Office (ref. Tualatin Rural ~ire Protection District letter dated
~ebruary 2, 1977).

15. That the installation of all street signs be coordinated through
the Wilsonville Department of Public Works, and that the construction
and installation of said signs be further coordinated with Clackamas
County Department of Public Works. As a further condition, the
developer, Wilcox Development Company shall be responsible fur the
payrnen~ of all expense incurred for the construction and installation
of all street signing.

16. That all utilities, including without limitation water main~ to
and On the property and st~eet lighting together with storm drainage
improvements/be constructed to specifications required by the City's
conSUlting engineer, Westech Engineering, at the developer's expense.

EXHIBITS

The following exhibits are hereby entered into the public record as part
of the documentation for the approval of Stage III (Final Development Plans
and Plat) for Willamette Villago:

cay OF InLSONVILLE

1. Comprehensive G~neral Plan - Ord. fl55
2. Zoning Ordinance H23
3. Subdivision Ordinance H16
4. City Council Order da ted September 17. 1977

WILCOl< \)EVELOPMENT COMPANY

1. Phaoe 11 WiUarnctte Village Planned Oevelopment Final OcvelOplntmt
Plan l1nd Plat

2. Landscaping Plan Phase 11
3. Application l"orm Phase 11
4. aylaws of Willarnette Village Aosociation

PUNtlING COHMtssION RESOLUTION: WILt.AMET'1'& VILUGE FINAL J\PPROVAL (STA(,& lXI)

Page 4 of 5
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5. Declarations of Conditions, ~estrictions, Covenants aodnogulatibns
of Mid-Willamette, oregon LTD.

6. O~f-site water and sewer improvements
7. Utility plan as filed with Westech. Engineering

ADOPTED by the Wilsonville Planning Commission on July 5, 1978/
by a vote of 6 to O.

"

A'rl'EST: "

~;JJ?~
LoU Modde, Planning Commission Secretary

,.

PUNNING CO~:t-iISSIONRtSOLUTION: WlLLN4ETTE VILUC& FINAL APPllOVAL (STAGE Ill)

Page 5 of 5
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P.O. Box 220 • Wilsonville, Oregon 97070
503 6J3<~ 682-1011

July 11, 1978

Hr. Glen Nilcox
8685 S.W. Canyon Road
Portland, Oregon 97225

SUbject: WILLAMETTE VILLAGE STAGE III
APPROVAL OF PHASE A &
DENIAL OF PHASE D

Dear Mr. Wilcox:

This letter will serve to confirm the Planning Commission's action taken at
a special meeting conducted on July 5, 1978, to approve the final develop
ment plan and plat for Phase A of the Willamette Village Planned Unit Develop
ment and to deny the approval of Phase D as submitted.

The following motions were adopted by the Planning commission and are hereby
set forth so that you may have a record of the proceedings:

Joy Abele moved to approve Phase A with the following modifications in
the staff report:

Finding #3: Drop the words "or industrial".

condition 411 read: "That the number of building permits for the total
development in anyone period not exceed 10% of those allocated by the
City council for that period on the basis of the then current Xnterim
Gro\"th Ordinance."

condition #4 read: "That the development of recreational facilities,
including river front bike and pedistrian paths, be improved in coordina
tion with street and utility improvements."

Condition #7 read: "That a performance bond be filed with the City for
a sum of one and one half times the estim4te of the project cost as
determined by the City's consulting enginem:s; the bond to be submitted
to the City Recorder prior to the recording of any plats as approved."

Condition #16 read: "That all utilities, including without limitation
water mains to and on the property and street lighting together with
storm drain,HJe improvnmcnts t be constru~tnd to spacifications required
by the City's conSUlting engineer, Hestech Engineering, at the developer's
(')¢pl'1l9C ...



July 11, 1978
Mr. 'Glen wilcox
Page 2

Helen Burns seconded the motion which passed 6-0.

Doug Seely moved for the approval of Phase D with the samo conditions
that were attached to Phase A.

Chairman Drew seconded the motion, which failed 2-4, with Doug Seely
and Chairman Drew voting yes and Joy Abele, Bob Dant, Marian Wiedemann
and Helen Burns voting no.

Joy Abele moved toueny Phase D based on the following findings:

1. Phase D does not conform to the well being of the community.

2. Phase D does not integrate well with the surroundings.

3. Phase D submittal does not conform to the submittal requirements
of the Zoning Ordinance.

Helen Burns seconded the motion which passed 4-2, with Doug Seely and
Chairman Drew voting no.

Should you wish to appeal the decision of the Planning Commission, pursuant
to the provisions as set forth in Article 15 of Ordinance #23, please file
with the city Recorder your notice of appeal no later than 5:00 p.m., July
20, 1978. The appeal fee is $20 p~us a check for $200.00 for the technical
deposit.

If you have any questions regarding the Planning Commission's action or
procedures for appeal or the implementation of the improvements of Phase A
as approved, please contact this office at your convenience. Thank you for
your cooperation.

/')iecer1Y~/~
I

obert H. Mahoney
planner

RHM/lm

cc: Mayor William G. Lowrie
Roger Reif, city Attorney
Leslie Roberts, wilcox Attornoy
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Meadowbrook Development
9011 S.W. Beaverton Hillsdale Hwy.• Portland, Oregon 97225 • (503) 297.1753

April 12, 1985

Honorable Mayor &Council
Gi ty of Wilsonvi lle
30470 S. W. Parkway
Wilsonville, OR 97070

Re: Wheatland Preliminary Plat

Honorable Mayor &Council:

On Apr; 1 8, 1985 the preliminary plat for Wheatland was submitted to
your planning commission for approval.

The results of the commission voting was a dead lock which represents
denial. No basis of findings were given for the denial.

We feel the proposal meets with the intent of the comprehensive plan
and planned development ordinance.

We are therefore appealing the planning commission decision to the City
Council.

We request that the appeal hearing be held De-Novo at the ear1;st pos
sible date.

Enclosed is the $50.00 appeal fee.

Sincerely,

Daniel E. Anderson
Meadowbrook Development

DEA:ds
ene.



Meadowbrook Development
D. E. Anderson, Inc.
9011 S.w. Beaverton Hillsdale Hwy.• Portland, Oregon 97225 • (503) 297·1753

May 1, 1985

Honorable Mayor &Council
City of Wilsonville
30470 S. W. Parkway
Wilsonville, OR 97070

Re: Wheatland Preliminary Plat Appeal

Honorable Mayor &Council:

It has come to my attention that staff is recommending
that my appeal be heard on June 17, 1985.

I have a serious time conflict on June 17, 1985, and
would hereby request that my appeal be heard at the
meeting on June 3, 1985.

Any consideration you can give to my request would be
greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

ME.AD.OW OOK OE~~

£'! crcC/i2b~
Daniel E. Anderson

OEA:vm

f\ECE1'YEO

MAY 021985

em Of WILSONVIllE
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EXHIBIT 9,---
reQualified and proceed to resolve the issues.

(c) Except for appeal hearings conducted by the
Council a member present during the presentation of evidence in a
hearing may not participate in the deliberations or final decision
regarding the matter of the hearing unless the member has revie_ed
the evidence received.

4.016 Record of Proceedings. The Secretary to the hearing body
shall be present at each hearing and shall cause the proceedings to
be recorded stenographically or electronically.

(1) Testimony shall be transcribed if required for
judicial review or if ordered by the hearing body.

(2) The hearing body shall, _here practicable, retain as
part of the hearing record each item of physical or documentary
evidence presented and shall have the items marked to show the
identity of the person offering the same and whether presented on
behalf of a proponent or opponent. Exhibits received into evidence
shall be retained in the hearing file until after the applicable
appeal period has expired, at which time the eXhibits may be
released to the person identified thereon, or otherwise disposed of.

(J) Included in the record shall 'be a brief statement
that explains the criteria and standards considered relevant to the
decision; states the facts relied upon in rendering the decision;
and explains the justification for the decision based on the
criteria, standards and facts set forth. ,

(4) A person shall have access to the record of the
proceedings at reasonable times, places and circumstances. A person
shall be entitled to make copies of the record at the person's own
expense.

{(

4.017 Appeal rrocedures. (1) Administrative Action Appeals. A
decision by the Panning birector on issuance of a site Development
Permit may be appealed to the Design Review Board by an affected
party or any two Design Review Board members, by filing an appeal
with the City Recorder within ten (10) working days of notice of the
decision. The notice of appeal shall indicate the nature of the
interpretation that is being appealed and the matter at issue will
be a determination of the appropriateness of the interpretation of
the requirements of the Code.

(2) Commission or Board Action. A decision of the Design
Review Board may be appealed to the Council by an affected party by
filing an appeal within ten (10) days of notice of the decision.
The notice of appeal shall indicate the decision that is being
appealed.

(3) Notice. Legal notice of an appeal shall set forth:
(a) The date of the hearing.
(b) The issue(s) being appealed.
(c) Whether the review wIll be on the record or

whether new evidence wIll be accepted.
(~) Scope of Revje~.

(8) At Its dIscretion the hearing body may limit an
appeal or review to a review of the record and e hearing for receipt
of oral arguments regarding the record. or ~ay accept new evidence
end testimony.

(b) The revle_ing body shall issue an order stating

- 121 -



the scope of review on appeal to be one of the f011owihg~

1. Restricted to the record made on the
decision being appealed.

2. limited to such issues as the reviewing
body determines necessary for a proper
resolution of the matter.

3. A de novo hearing on the merits.
(5) Review on the Record

Ca) Unless otherwise provided for by the reviewing
body, review of the decision on appeal shall be confined to the
record of the proceeding as specified in this section. The record
shall include:

x(

1. A fac t ua 1 report prepared by the Planni ng
Director.

2. All exhi bi t s, materials, pleadings.
memoranda, stipulations and motions
submi t t ed by any party and received or
considered in reaching the decision under
review.

3. The transcript of the hearing below and a
detailed summary of the evidence.

(b) The reviewing body shall make its decision based
upon the record after first granting the right of argulIlent on the
record, but not the introduction of additional evidence to any party
who has filed a notice of appeal. The reviewing body shall decide
if the correct procedure was followed and if so, was the correct or
appropriate decision ~ade based on the applicable policies and
standards.

(6) Review Consistino of Additional Evidence or De Novo
Review.

When the Commission or Board .odifies or
renders 8 decisIon that reverses 8 decision
Of the Planning Director, the COlllmisslon or

1.

(a) The reviewing body may hear the entire matter de
novo; or it may admit additional testimony and other evidence
without holding a de novo hearing if it is satisfied that that
additional testimony or other evidence could not reasonably have
been presented at the prior hearing. The reviewing body shall
consider all of the ~llowing in making such a decision.

~ Prejudice to the parties.
2. Convenience or availability of evidence at

the time of the initial hearing.
Surprise to opposing parties.
The competency) relevancy and ~ateriality

of the proposed testimony or other evidence.
(b) "De novo hearing" shall mean a hearing by the

review body as if the ~ction had not been previously heard and as if
no decision had been rendered, except that all testi~ony, evidence
and other material from the record of the previous consideration
shall be included In the record of the review.

(7) Review Body Decision
(a) Upon revIew, the Commission or Board ~ay by

the Council by order, affirm. reverse or aodify 1n
B deter~ination or requirement of the decision that is

Resolution Or
whole or part
under review.

,,
(
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Board, in its Resolution, shall set forth
its finding and state its reasons for
taking the action.

2. When the Council modifies 01 renders a
decision that reverses a dec1sion of the
Commission or Board. the Council. in its
order. shall set forth its finding and
state its reasons for taking the actJon.

2. When the Council modifies or renders a
decision of the Commission or Board. the
Council, in Its order. shall set forth its
finding and state its reasons for taking
the action.

3. When the Council elects to remand the
matter back to the lower review boay for
such further consideration as it deems
necessary, it shall include a statement
explaining the error to have materially
affected the outcome of the original
decision and the action necessary to
rectify such.

(b) Action by the review body shall be decided by a
majority vote of its members present at the meeting at which review
was made and shall be taken either at that or any SUbsequent
meeting. The review body shall render its decision no later than
sixty (60) days after the filing of the request for review and shall
file that decision with the City Recorder within ten (10) days after
it Is rendered.

(8) Effective Date of Decisions. A decision of the
Planning Director, PlannIng Commission or Design Review Board shall
become effective eleven (II) days after the date of the decision,
unless appealed in accordance with Section ~.017. If a decision is
appealed to the Council, the Council's decision shall become
effective immediately.

ZONING

4.100 Zoning - Purpose. (1) Sections ~.100 to ~.199 of this
Code are enacted for the purpose of promoting public health, safety,
morals, comfort and general welfare to encourage the most
appropriate use of land; to provide adequate lIght and air; to
prevent overcrowding of land; to avoid undue concentration of .
population; to provide proper drainage; to facilitate adequate and
economical provision of pUblic improvements and services, and to
conserve, stabilize, and protect property values; all In accordance
with the Statewide Land Use Goals and Guidelines and a Comprehensive
Plan for land use and development of the City. The purpose is
further to provide a method of administration and to prescribe
penalties for violations of provisions hereafter descrIbed -- all as
authorl%ed by the provisions of Oregon Revised Statues (ORS) 227.010
to 227.280, and any subsequent amendments.

4.101 ZonIng - Interpretation. (1) In interpreting and
applying the provIsIons of SectIons 4.100 to ~.199J they shall be
construed as the .1nlmum requirements for the promotion of the
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EXHIBIT 1 0

SUMMARY OF TIME LIMITATIONS
ON REVIEW AND FINAL ACTION

SLf.1MARY

In summary. the City's Code requires an initial decision
within 60 d~ls of application and a final decision within 60 days
of the filing of the Appeal. State law requires a final decision
(including all Appeals) within 120 days of submittal of a complete
application~ The attached time-frame summaries apply these time
limits to the three Appeals before the Council

WILSONVILLE CODE

Section 4.012(2) of the Wilsonville Code states: "Decision
following the hearing procedure. the hearing body shall approve. con
ditionally approve. or deny the application or if the hearing is in
the nature of an appeal, affirm, reverse or remand the decision that
is on appeal.

A decision on a hearing or an application for a Development
Permit shall be made within sixty (60) days of the application except
that with agreement of the hearing body and the applicant or appellant,
the processing of a matter under consideration may be extended for a
reasonable period of time as determined by the hearing body, but not
to exceed six months from the date of the first hearing on the matter. II

Also. with regard to Appeals, Section 4.0l7(7)(b) of the
Wilsonville Code states: IIAction by the review body shall be decided
by a majority vote of its members present at the meeting at which re
view was made and shall be taken either at that or any subsequent
meeting. The review body shall render its decision no later than
sixty (60) days after the filing of the request for review and shall
file that decision with the City Recorder within ten (10) days after
it is rendered. 1I

OREGON REVISED STATUTES

ORS Chapter 227.178 states .. the governing body of a
City or its designate shall take final action on an application for
a permit or zone change. including resolution of all appeals under
ORS 227.180 within 120 days after the application is deemed complete."



TIME SCHEDULES AND LIMITATIONS OF APPEALS

OF PLANNING COMMISSION DECISIONS

FOX CHASE II

February 15

February 28
March 11

Apr; 1 8

Apri 1 16
Apri 1 18
Apri 1 18
May 6

*June 3

June 14

WHEATLAND

February 22

February 26

February 28

March 11

March 15
March 24

April 2

April 8

April 12
Apri 1 18
May 6

*June 17
July 23

Submitted complete application (begin 120
day 1imit)

Notice of Planning Commission Hearing mailed
Planning Commission Hearing (continued to
April 8)

Planning Commission Hearing (Denied)
60-day time limit (Section 4.012 WC)
Appeal filed by applicant
Appeal deadline
City Council to set hearing date on Appeal
City Council Hearing
Deadline for final decision by City (end 120
day limit)

Application submitted
Staff requested additional information to
complete application

Notice of Planning Commission public hearing
mailed

Planning Commission public hearing (applicant
requested continuance)

Applicant submitted additional information
31 days after application submitted (begin 120
day 1imit)

Applicant submitted additional information
(application complete)

Planning Commission public hearing (tie vote -
not approved)

Appeal filed by applicant
Appeal deadline
City Council to set hearing date on Appeal
City Council hearing
Deadline for final decision by City (end 120
day limit)



92.140 PROPERTYRIGHTS'AND TRANSACTIONS

.'

destroyed/mutilated or missing from the county
records, the 'coUnty stll"ieyor'shall make' a copy
thereof, and file it inthe proper office of record.
Each such copy made by the county surveyor
pursuant to this section'shall bear a certificate of
the surveyor that it was made in compliance
with this section, and that it is'a true copy of the
original record. [Amended by 1955 c.756 §17).. ~: . ,"

92.140 Indexing of plat records. The
books entitled "Record of Town Plats" shall be
provided in the front part ~th indices, ,in which
shall be entered inalphabetical.order, all plats
recol'ded therein. The dedications to such plats
shall also be indexed in the indices of Records of
Deeds for the county. When the plats are so
filed, bound and indexed they'shall be ,the legal
record ofall plats. [Amended by 1955 c.756 §~8). . '

'92.150 Construction" of donations
marked on plat. Every donation or grant to
the public, including streets and alleys, or to any
individual, religious'society, corporation or body
politic, marked 'or noted as such on the plat of
the subdivision wherein the donation or grant
was made, shall be considered a general warranty
to the donee ,or grantee for,his use for the pur
poses intended by the donor or grantor. [Amended.
by 1955 c.756 §19)

92.160 Notice to Real Estate Com
missioner of receipt ot plat. If toe compre
hensive plan and land use reguIations of a city or
county have not been acknowledged under ORS
197.251, the city engineer, city surveyor or <;:Olin.
ty surveyor shall immediately notify. the Real
Estate Commissioner in writing of receipt for
approval of any plat pursuant ,to ORS 92.100.
The notification'shall ,include a 'general descrip·
tion ofthe land with the number orIots and total
acreage covered by the plat and the names of the
persons'submitting the plat for approval. [1965
c.584 §2; 1983 c.570 §6al .

92.1'10 Amending recorded plat;
affidavit of correction. (1) Any plat of a
subdivision filed and recorded under the provi
sions of ORS 92.018 to 92.170 may be amended
by an affidavit ofcorrection:

(a) To show any courses or distances omit
ted from the plat;

(b) To correct an error in any courses or
distances shown on tho plat;

(c) To correct an error in the description of
the real property shown on tho plat; or

(d) To correct any other errors or omissions
where the error or omission is ascertainable from
the data shown on the final plat os record(ld.

(2) Nothing in this section shall be con';
strued to permit changes iIi courses or distances
for the purpose of redesigning lot configurations.'

(3) The affi~vitof,c~rrec~ion.shall,b~ pre~
pared by the regIStered professlpnal.lapd survey
or who filed the plat of the. suBdivision. lit the
event of the death, disability or retirement from
practice of the survey,or' whQ iued the plat, 'the
county surveyor may, prepare the affidavit of
correction. The affidavit shall set forth in detail
the corrections made and show the names of the
present fee owners of the property materially
affected by the correction'. The seal and signa:.
ture of the re~steredprofessional land surveyor
making the correction shall be affixed to the
affidavit ofcorrection. >:

(4) The "<:ounty surveyor or citY, sUhreyor
having jurisdiction of the plat shall certifY tbdt
the affidavit' of' correction'- has been examined
and that the 'changes shown on the certificate,
are permitted under this section. . .

(5) The surveyor who prepared the affidavit
of correction 'shall cause the 'affid8vit to be
recorded' in the office of the county recorder
where the plat is recorded. The county' clerk
shall promptly provide a recorded .copy of the
affidavit to the' county surveyor., The' coimty
surveyor shall, note the correction and the
recorder's filing information, with permanent
red ink, upon the original plat and upon any true
and exact copies filed in accordance with ORS
92.120 (2). The' corrections and filing informa
tion shall be marked in such a manner so as not
to obliterate any portion of the plats. .

(6) For recording the affidavit in the county
deed 'records, the county clerk shall collect a fee
set by the county governing body. The county
·clerk shall also collect a fee set by the county
governingbody to be paid to the county surveyor
for services provided under this section. '[1983
~OO~ • •

UNDEVELOPED
SUBDIVISIONS

92.205 Policy. (1) The Legislative As
sembly fmds that many subdivisions for which
plats have been approved and recorded have not
been developed and that many such subdivisions
were approved prior to the adoption of 11 compre
hensive plan, zoning regulations and ordinances
and modem subdivision control standards by the
jurisdiction within which the Jands described in
the subdivision plats are situated.

(2) The Legislative Assembly finds, there
fore, that it is necessary for the protection of the
public health, safety nnd welfare to provide for

)\



SUBDIVISIONS AND PAftlTIONS 92.234

(

the review of undeveloped subdivisions for the (d) Buildings have been or are being con
purpose of modifying such subdivisions, if :neces- structed upon tho land or permits have been
sary, to comply with the current comprehensive issued for the construction of buildings upon the
plan, zoning ordinances and regulations and land; and, '. . . ,
modem subdivision control standards, or;if such (e) One or more lots described in the plat of
modification is not feasible, of va.cating the' the subdivision have been sold or otherwise
nonconformii;lg, imdeveloped subdivisions and to tranSferred prior to the date of the 'initiation of'
vacate any lands dedicated for public use that are h . ,sucreVlew. '.:'"
described in the plat of each such vacated subdi-
vision. [1973 c.l?69.§11. (3) If the aGency or body determines that a

subdiviSion'is undeveloped after its investigation
92.210 [1963 c.624 §3; 1965 c.584 §3; repealed by· of tb;e subdivision under subsection '(1) of this

1973 ~.421 ~52],. section, it shall also determine: .' _ . ! ;

, 92.215 Review authorized; manner. ,.' (8) .Ifthe undeveloped subdivision complies
(1) Each agency or body authorized to approve with the comprehensive plan, zoning regiilations
subcJiy,i&i?p plats under ORS 92.040 ma~: and ordinances and subdivision 'ordinances'and

'. (a) Review. each subdivision approy~d on or regulations then in effect with respect to landS'in
after.Ocwb~rI5,;1973, after the expiration of· 10 the subdi~i~n;~d. ' . ..' 1:::';, '
years aftedhe da1:e of such approval.. ,: (b) If ,the undeveloped s,ubdivision do'es not

(b) Review each subdivision plat approved complY;~th such plan and orditiances anci.ri!gh-
~oteth~ 10ye~ prior to October 5, i973. .. lations, whether the subdivision'maY]Je 'reVised

to .,::omply with such plan and ordinances and
(2) Each review conducted pUrsuant to" regulati,o.ns.. '. . . .,' ~ i,.

subsection (1) of this section shall be conducted
in the manner and subject to the conditions (4) If the agency.or.body determines that a
prescribed in ORS 92.225. [1973 c.569 §2] subdiVision is undeveloped after its investigatiqn

of. the' subdivision ,under subsection (1) .of this
92.220 [1963 c.624 §§1, 2, 25; repealed by 1973 c.421 section, it shall hold a hearing to determine

§52] whether the undeveloped subdivision should be
92.225 Determining whether subdi- revised and the subdivision replatted or vacated

vision subject to review and need for and all lands Within the subdivision that have
revision .OJ:' vacation; determining need been dedicated for public use vacated. Not later
for revisiott' lor vacation 01 undeveloped than 30 days befor~ the date of a hearing heldby
subdivision; ,- ..hearings; notice to an agency or body under this section, the' agency
landowners: (1) The agency or body required or body shall notify, in writing, each owner of
to- conduct the' review under ORS92.215 shall' record of land described in the plat of the subdi
investigate'the status of the lands included with- vision under review of the date, pll!-ce, time and
in a subdivision to determine whether the subdi- pUrpose()f such hearing. [1973 c.569 §3)

vision is undeveloped. 92.230 [1963 c.624 §§4, 19; 1969 c.508 §l; repealed

.(2)Fpr the purposes of this section,. ,the by 1973 c.421§52) '.

]roids described in the plat of any subdiviSion 92.234 .~evision, vacatiC?D ot unde
wider review~hal1be conside~ed to be developed veloped subdivisions; replatting, approval
if any of the \followi:ng conditions are found by of J:'eplats; vacation proceedings; initja
the agency or body conducting the review to tion by "affected landowner of vacation
exist on such lands: . proceedings, effect. (1) Followi:ng a hearing

(a) Roadways providing access into and conducted as required under ORS 92.225 (4), the
travel within the subdivision have been or are agency or body conducting the hearing may:
being constructed to meet the specifications (a) Require the revision of a subdivision and
prescribed therefor by the agency or body that a replat of the subdivision as it considers neces
approved the plat of the subdivision; sary, if it fmds that the subdivision lllay be

(b) Facilities for the supply of domestic or revised,to comply with the comprehensive plan,
industrial water to lots created by the subdivi- zoning ordinances and regulations and other
sion have been or are being constructed; modem subdivision control standards not in

(c) Sanitary sewerage disposal facilities have existence when the subdivision was initially
been or ate being constructed for lots created by approved; or
the subdivision, or septic tanks have been or are (b) Initiate proceedings, as provided in
bei:ng installed on the land or permits have been subsection (3) of this section, for vacation of the
issued for their installation on the land; subdivision, if it finds that the subdivisio:n can-

897
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92.245 PROPERTYRIGBTS"'AND TRANSACTIONS

not be revised in accordance with' the compre~

hensive plan, zoning ordinances and 'regulations'
and other modem subdivision control' standards
not in existence when the subdivision was ini-
tially approved. .. ',;

(2) If an agency or body requires the revision
and replat of a subdivision under paragraph (a)
of subsection (1) of this section, it shall approve
the subdivision only upon the completion of the
revisions as required by it and the replat ofthe
subdivision. . .~' .

(3) If .the agency 'or body determines that it
is necessary to vacate a sUbdiyision,the agency
or body shall adopt an ordinance vacating. the
subdivision an~ providing for the vacation of.
lands within the subdivision that. have, been
dedicated for public use. Title'to laiidS within a
vacated subdivision shall vest as provided in
ORS 271.140 and 368.366: Any owner of lands
described in the plat of the vacated subdivision
who is aggrieved by the action of the agency or
body in vacating the subdivision may appeal
such action in the manner provided' in ORS·
34.010 to 34.100. The ordinance adopted by the
agency or body for the vacation of the subdivi
sion and the lands therein dedicated to public
use shall be med with the county recording
officer as provided in ORB 271.150.'·. "

(4) Nothing in ORB 92.205 to·92.245 shall
prevent the owner of any lands within an unde~

veloped subdivision from seeking vacati9n of
such subdivision under city or county vacation
procedures and, if such vacation proceedings are
commenced after the date of the notice of review
of the subdivision by' the' agency or body, the
review proceeding shall be suspended 'during
such vacation proceedings. If the subdivision is
vacated at the initiation of an owner, the review
proceedings under ORB 92.205 to 92.245 shall be
discontinued; but, if the subdivision is pot vacat
ed at the request of an owner, the review pro
ceedings under ORB 92.205 to 92.245 shall be
resumed at the termination of the proceedings
brought by an owner of lands in the subdivision.
[19730.569 54: 1981 c.153 554] .

92.235 [1969 c.508 53: repealed by 1973,<:.421 §52]

92.240 (1963 0.624 §5: 1969 c.663 55: 1971 0.106 §I;
repealed by 1973 c.421 §52]

92.245 Fees for review proceedings
resulting in modification or vacation. The
governing body of a city or county may, by ordi..
nance or regulation adopted in accordance with
ORB 92.048, prescribe fees sufficient to defray
the costa incurred in the review and investiga
tion of and action Upon undeveloped 8ubdivi
siong for which the plat is modified or vacated
under ORS 92.205 to 92.245. (1973 c.569 55]

92.250.[1963 c.624 §6; 1969 c.663 M; 1971 0.106 §2;'
repealed by 1973 c.421 §52] ~..

92.255 [1965 c.584 §5: repealed by 1973c.421 §521'

. 92.260 [1963 c.624 §§7, 17: 1965 c.584 §O: ropoll1ed
by 1973 c.421 §52] r .

92.270 [1963 c.624. §8; 1965. c.584 §7: .repenled by
1973 c.421 §52]

MISCELLANEOUS
PROVISIONS

92.275 [1973 c.351 §3: repealed by 1977 e.236 §1]

92.280 [1963 c.624, §9: 1965 0.584 §8; lOPOll1ed by
1973 0.421 §52]

92.285 Retroactive ordinances
prohibited. No retroactive ordinances shall be
adopted under ORS 92.010 to 92.048,' 92.060 to
92.095,92.120,93.640,93.710 and 215.110. [1973
c.696 §21]

92.290 [1963 c.624 §§10, 11; 1965 0.584 §9: repealed
by 1973 c.421 §52] .

92.300 [1963 0.624 §12: 1969 c.663 §6; repealed by
1973 c.421 §52]

OREGON SUBDIVISION AND
SERmS PARTITION

CONTROL LAW
(Generally)

92.305 Definitions for ORS 92.305
to 92.495. As used in ORB' 92.305 to 92.495:

, (1) "Blanket encumbrance" me~s a trust
deed or mortgage or any other lien or encum
brance" mechanics' lien or o~herwise, securing or
evidencing the payment of money and 'affecting
more than one interest in subdivided or series
partitioned land, or an agreement affecting more
than one such lot, parcel or interest by which the
subdivider, series partitioner or developer holds
such subdivision or series partition under an
option, contract to sell or trust agreement.

(2) "Commissioner" means the Real Estate
Commissioner.

(3) Except as otherwise provided in ORB
92.325 (2), "developer" means a person who
purchases a lot, parcel or interest in a subdivi
sion or series partition that does not have a
single family residential dwelling or duplex
thereon to construct a single faIllily residential
dwelling or duplex on the lot, parcel or interest
and to resell the lot, parcel or interest and the
dwelling or duplex for eventual residential use
purposes. Developer also includes a person who
purchases a lot. parcel or other interest in II
subdivision or series partition that does not have
a single family residential dwelling or duplex

).
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EXHIBIT 12

CITY OF &
Wilsonville
P.O. Box 220 / Wilsonville, Oregon 97070

503/682-1011

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT

TO: BEN ALTf4AN, PLANNING DIRECTOR
FROt1: LARRY BLANCHARD, PUBLIC ~IORkS DIRECTOR
DATE: APRIL 5, 1985

RE: WHEATLAND

Street - Ri ght-of-l.,ray lrnprovements_

1. Adjacent streets: Wilsonville Road
Classification: DMinor Arterial
Improvement requi red: Half ..street iOlptovement fOI' 1058

feet \'Ii 11 be done by the Ci t.y as
a part of the Systems Development
Fund.

2. Interior streets:
Harvest Way - Local Residential
Wheatfield Court - Cul-de-sac
Oatfield Court - CUl-de-sac
Barley Court - Cul-de-sac
Wheatland Court - Cul-de-sac
Wheatland Way - Local Residential

B Classification
A Classification
A Classification
A C1 ass i fi cati on
A Classification
B Classification

Design comment: All streets are under-designed according
to right-of-way widths listed in the
Comprehensive Plan and Public Works
Standards.

Design criteria - Public Streets
Class A-50 foot right-of-way - 20 feet curb-to-curb

paving- 2-11 foot utility strips.
Class 8 - 52 foot right-of-way - 32 feet curb-to-curb

paving - 2-10 foot utility strips.

EXHIBIT 4



3. Sidewalks-
Class Astreet - 5 foot curbside sidewalk
Class B street - 5 foot sidewalk with 5 foot offset

4. Arteri al Access -
Access from l~heatland t~ay onto Wilsonville 'Road is pre
sently shown approximately 50 feet east of the Wood
School ingress/egress. These ingress/egress points
will be too close together since Wheatland Way access
will contribute an additional 559 ADTs to Wilsonville
Road. Left-turn movement from Wheatland Way will con
flict with traffic heading east on Hilsonville Road
and traffic turning right from Wood School ingress/
egress.

Recommendation: Create an intersection with Wheatland Way
and Wood School ingress/egress or create
a cul-de-sac for Wheatland Way and require
all 1180 ADTs to ingress/egress Willamette
Hay Eas t. Will amette Way Eas t has capaci ty
to serve this area.

5. Extension of Harvest Way: The eastern stub of Harvest Way
to the east is appropriate since ingress/egress points
on Wilsonville Road are limited according to the Master
Transportation Plan. This would allow ingress and egress
point from the 3-5 dulac zoned property to the east. The
property east of Wheatl and 'j s abutted by the Oak Leaf
Mobile Park.

6. Street lighting - lights shall be 70 watt 5800 lumen high
pressure sodium carriage style lights and shall be
included in Street Light District No.3. Lights are
installed under Option A Schedule 91 of PGE Tariff.

7. Curb radius - 20 foot Class A; 25 foot Class B - all ties to
arterial street 30 feet

8. Signing shall be part of the construction of this project
provided by developer.

Storm Drainaqe

1. Basin designation: SBb
2. System design criteria: Use la-year storm 31211 24-hour precipi-

tation
3. lOO-year flood plain designation: None
4. Estimated peak discharge: 4 cfs
5. System capacity to date: Not built
6. Estimated peak hour to be: 3 cfs
7. Retention requirement: None
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8. System design: Completion of 30" storm sewer from the
east was scheduled to be completed by
the original Wil1amette Village Phase D.
Since the project was not completed. it
will be necessary for the developer of
this project to complete. This construc
tion can be done as a 3.116 Wilsonville
Code Payback Project.

Sani tary Sewer

1. Basin designation: RSV 1
2. Existing discharge: 33,600 gallons per day
3. Bas in popul ation: 283
4. Potential discharge total basin: 185,200 gpd
5. System design total basin: 410,000

This system has the capability of servicing thilS
development as it presently exists, if the pro
ject is built within a reasonable time period.

6. Property to the east will need a service stub from Harvest Way.

water Improvements

1. Static pressure: 100 psi
2. Residual pressure: 87 psi
3. Existing system: l~ilsonvil1e Road 8" ductile iron

north side of l-oad; Fox Chase 8" on
proposed Harvest Way.

4. Tualatin Rural Fire Protection District to approve fire
hydrant locations.

5. Average daily consumption - 25 gpm. System has the capacity
to serve if project completed in a timely manner.
Reevaluate in two years if not completed.
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