
 

 

  

 

 

 

AGENDA 

REVISED 

September 25, 2018 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION  

City Hall Council Chambers 

10722 SS Main Street 

www.milwaukieoregon.gov 

 

1.0      Call to Order - Procedural Matters — 6:30 PM 

2.0  Planning Commission Minutes – Motion Needed 

2.1 March 13, 2018 

2.2 March 27, 2018 

2.3 May 22, 2018 (sent 9/20/18) 

3.0 Information Items 

4.0 Audience Participation – This is an opportunity for the public to comment on any item not on 

the agenda 

5.0 Public Hearings – Public hearings will follow the procedure listed on reverse 

5.1 Summary: Harmony Park Apartments (sent 9/20/18) 

Applicant/Owner: Cascadia Planning + Development Services/HPA 2, LLC 

Address: 6115 SE Harmony Rd 

File: VR-2018-005, NR-2018-002, DEV-2018-006 

Staff: Brett Kelver, Associate Planner 

6.0 Worksession Items 

7.0 Planning Department Other Business/Updates 

8.0 Planning Commission Committee Updates and Discussion Items – This is an opportunity 

for comment or discussion for items not on the agenda. 

9.0 

 

Forecast for Future Meetings:  

October 9, 2018 1. Worksession: Comprehensive Plan Update project update 

October 23, 2018 1. Public Hearing: HR-2018-001 City Hall Remodel  

2. Public Hearing: ZA-2018-005 Housekeeping Code Amendments #1.5 

 

 

  



Milwaukie Planning Commission Statement 

The Planning Commission serves as an advisory body to, and a resource for, the City Council in land use matters.  In this 

capacity, the mission of the Planning Commission is to articulate the Community’s values and commitment to socially and 

environmentally responsible uses of its resources as reflected in the Comprehensive Plan 

 

1. PROCEDURAL MATTERS. If you wish to speak at this meeting, please fill out a yellow card and give to planning staff.  Please 

turn off all personal communication devices during meeting.  For background information on agenda items, call the 

Planning Department at 503-786-7600 or email planning@milwaukieoregon.gov. Thank You. 

2. PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES. Approved PC Minutes can be found on the City website at www.milwaukieoregon.gov.  

3. CITY COUNCIL MINUTES City Council Minutes can be found on the City website at www.milwaukieoregon.gov/meetings.  

4. FORECAST FOR FUTURE MEETING. These items are tentatively scheduled, but may be rescheduled prior to the meeting date.  

Please contact staff with any questions you may have. 

5. TIME LIMIT POLICY.  The Commission intends to end each meeting by 10:00pm.  The Planning Commission will pause 

discussion of agenda items at 9:45pm to discuss whether to continue the agenda item to a future date or finish the 

agenda item. 

Public Hearing Procedure 

Those who wish to testify should come to the front podium, state his or her name and address for the record, and remain at the 

podium until the Chairperson has asked if there are any questions from the Commissioners. 

1. STAFF REPORT.  Each hearing starts with a brief review of the staff report by staff.  The report lists the criteria for the land use       

action being considered, as well as a recommended decision with reasons for that recommendation. 

2. CORRESPONDENCE.  Staff will report any verbal or written correspondence that has been received since the Commission 

was presented with its meeting packet. 

3. APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION.  

4. PUBLIC TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT.  Testimony from those in favor of the application.  

5. NEUTRAL PUBLIC TESTIMONY.  Comments or questions from interested persons who are neither in favor of nor opposed to 

the application. 

6. PUBLIC TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION.  Testimony from those in opposition to the application. 

7. QUESTIONS FROM COMMISSIONERS.  The commission will have the opportunity to ask for clarification from staff, the 

applicant, or those who have already testified. 

8. REBUTTAL TESTIMONY FROM APPLICANT.  After all public testimony, the commission will take rebuttal testimony from the 

applicant. 

9. CLOSING OF PUBLIC HEARING.  The Chairperson will close the public portion of the hearing.  The Commission will then enter 

into deliberation.  From this point in the hearing the Commission will not receive any additional testimony from the 

audience, but may ask questions of anyone who has testified. 

10. COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND ACTION.  It is the Commission’s intention to make a decision this evening on each issue on 

the agenda.  Planning Commission decisions may be appealed to the City Council. If you wish to appeal a decision, 

please contact the Planning Department for information on the procedures and fees involved. 

11. MEETING CONTINUANCE.  Prior to the close of the first public hearing, any person may request an opportunity to present 

additional information at another time. If there is such a request, the Planning Commission will either continue the public 

hearing to a date certain, or leave the record open for at least seven days for additional written evidence, argument, or 

testimony. The Planning Commission may ask the applicant to consider granting an extension of the 120-day time period 

for making a decision if a delay in making a decision could impact the ability of the City to take final action on the 

application, including resolution of all local appeals.   

 

The City of Milwaukie will make reasonable accommodation for people with disabilities.  Please notify us no less than five (5) 

business days prior to the meeting. 

Milwaukie Planning Commission: 

 

Kim Travis, Chair 

John Henry Burns, Vice Chair 

Adam Argo 

Joseph Edge 

Sherry Grau 

Greg Hemer 

Scott Jones 

Planning Department Staff: 

 

Denny Egner, Planning Director 

David Levitan, Senior Planner 

Brett Kelver, Associate Planner 

Vera Kolias, Associate Planner 

Mary Heberling, Assistant Planner 

Alicia Martin, Administrative Specialist II 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

City Hall Council Chambers 

10722 SE Main Street 

www.milwaukieoregon.gov 

March 13, 2018 

 

Present: Kim Travis, Chair  

Adam Argo 

Joseph Edge  

Sherry Grau  

Scott Jones 

Staff: 

 

Denny Egner, Planning Director 

Brett Kelver Associate Planner 

Dan Olsen, City Attorney 

Absent: John Henry Burns, Vice Chair  

Greg Hemer 

  

 
1.0  Call to Order – Procedural Matters* 
 
Chair Travis called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and read the conduct of meeting format 
into the record.  
 
Note: The information presented constitutes summarized minutes only. The meeting video is 
available by clicking the Video link at http://www.milwaukieoregon.gov/meetings. 
 
2.0  Planning Commission Minutes — None 
 
3.0  Information Items 
 
Denny Egner, Planning Director, noted that the Volunteer Appreciation Dinner was scheduled 
for March 29th.   
 
On March 20th, there would be a City Council work session for the Monroe Street Neighborhood 
Greenway as a review of the impacts of some of the diverters proposed in the Monroe Street 
Greenway Concept Plan would require additional signals on Harrison St.  
 
4.0  Audience Participation –This is an opportunity for the public to comment on any item 
not on the agenda. There was none. 
 
5.0  Public Hearings 
  
 5.1  Summary: Milwaukie High School Renovation 

Applicant/Owner: 3J Consulting/North Clackamas School District 
Address: 2301 SE Willard St 
File: CSU-2017-007, VR-2017-012 
Staff: Brett Kelver, Associate Planner 
 

Chair Travis called the hearing to order and read the conduct of quasi-judicial hearing format 
into the record. 
 
Brett Kelver, Associate Planner, presented the staff report via PowerPoint and reviewed the 
proposal, project site, and vicinity. The Milwaukie High School site is a nearly 15-acre campus 
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consisting of athletic fields, tennis court facility, main classroom building, performing arts center, 
commons building, gymnasium and grandstand facility, and parking lots. Although there was 
some off-street parking, there were also shared parking agreements with nearby churches. The 
zoning was primarily residential with some commercial edges, but the renovation area was 
focused in the R-2 zone.  
 
Mr. Kelver reviewed the primary project elements, including the demolition and replacement of 
the main classroom building, reconfiguration and additions to parking areas; as well as other 
improvements including a remodel of the commons building, a new entry plaza, pedestrian and 
vehicular circulation improvements, improvements to the athletic facilities, and new landscaping. 
The students would be temporarily located in modular classrooms located on the football field 
during construction. There would be improvements to pedestrian connections at Lake Rd and 
23rd Ave, including wider sidewalks and bike paths, and a pedestrian connection to Adams St as 
well. The project would also involve street improvements; Northwest Housing Alternatives 
(NHA), adjacent to the site across Willard St, would also provide street improvements through 
its own reconstruction project.  
 
Mr. Kelver noted the key issues: sufficient parking facilities, sufficient landscaping and 
buffering, and whether there would be safe and efficient access during construction. He 
reviewed the proposal details in relation to the key issues.  

• Staff recommended for the school to reinvigorate the transportation demand management 
(TDM) program to find ways to reduce demand and trips after construction was complete.  

• Regarding landscaping, the primary concern was buffering along the eastern edge of the 
site where a parking lot would be constructed in place of the existing softball field.  

• The proposal included paved and fenced pathway connections between the modular 
classrooms and the commons/performing arts center. However, more information was 
needed regarding pedestrian, bike, and vehicle access; drop-off and pick-up areas and 
routes; and how construction would impact the surrounding properties. Mr. Kelver noted the 
proposed improvements for ped/bike connections and drop-off/pick-up areas.  

 
The staff recommendation was for approval of the application with the findings and conditions 
as presented, and Mr. Kelver reviewed the decision-making options.  
 
Mr. Kelver and Alex Roller, Engineering Technician II, answered questions from the 
Commission as follows:  

• Regarding the school's ability to follow a TDM program, the recommendation was for the 
district to bring a TDM proposal back to the Commission for review. Ongoing review or an 
update timeline would be determined at that time. 

• The new building roof, new parking lot, and modifications to the existing parking lot would 
trigger the predevelopment requirements for stormwater management. The proposal 
addressed these requirements sufficiently.  

• The trip generation was calculated based on the square footage of the building and was not 
based on enrollment or staff numbers.  

• Since the project did not include changes to the accessways on Washington St, those 
particular nonconformities were allowed to remain as-is.  

 
Chair Travis called for the applicant's testimony.  
 
Andrew Tull, 3J Consulting, 5075 SW Griffith Parkway Ste. 150, Beaverton OR 97005, and 
Matt Jacoby, BRIC Architecture, 1233 NW Northrup Ste. 100, Portland OR 97209, 
presented for the applicant.  
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Mr. Tull noted the other applicant team members in the audience and thanked the Commission 
and staff for their time. The project was a part of a bond measure passed to fund improvements 
to schools and facilities throughout the North Clackamas School District.  
 
Mr. Jacoby presented the proposal and schematic images of the site plan and site circulation 
plan during construction, and explained the general timeline of the project. All classrooms would 
be relocated to a "Mod City" of modular buildings on the football field. The project would provide 
a new high school and renovated commons that were seismically to code, would include new 
technology and a maker space, a new secure entry point and vestibule for visitors and secure 
entries elsewhere, and open connections between the new building and the commons. He 
noted that a large cedar tree near the new entrance would be removed; although the team tried 
to design around it, it was not possible to preserve the tree due to grade challenges. A possible 
heritage tree marker could be incorporated into the entrance courtyard, and materials from the 
tree could be incorporated elsewhere in the project such as beams, benches, artwork, etc. The 
original building was built in 1925; however, it had been remodeled and added onto many times 
and so was difficult to determine what was historic and what was not. The identified historic 
features would be incorporated or represented throughout the new building, including doorways, 
beams and woodwork, historic photos, etc.  
 
Mr. Tull noted the team's excitement about this project and added that the School District 
agreed with the findings and conditions of approval and respectfully requested that the 
Commission approve the applications.  
 
The applicant answered questions from the Commission.  

• The landscaping plan would meet all City requirements for density, including the southeast 
corner near the new parking lot.  

• Due to site constraints, the trash receptacle would be located on the eastern edge of the 
new parking lot and would include a full enclosure that matched the style of the new 
building.  

• It was assumed that the shared parking agreements between the school and the 2 nearby 
churches would continue.  

• The applicant looked forward to the results of a TDM and would work with staff to continue a 
possible program.  

 
Chair Travis called for public testimony.  
 
Gary Klein, 10795 SE Riverway Ln Milwaukie, noted the large amount of construction projects 
in downtown Milwaukie, including this project, the NHA reconstruction project, the Axletree 
mixed-use development, etc. He reminded the Commission that this project was in a residential 
neighborhood and asked that consideration be taken with regard to the neighbors and safety. 
He appreciated the effort by the applicant to incorporate historic elements into the project.  
 
Mr. Egner noted that Leila Aman, the City's new Development Manager, was coordinating 
between the various projects occurring in downtown and was working with stakeholders, 
neighbors, etc., to ensure that everything continued smoothly.  
 
Ray Bryan, 11416 SE 27th Ave Milwaukie, Historic Milwaukie Neighborhood District 
Association Chair, thanked the School District for being great to work with. He noted that the 
proposal had changed after the NDA had submitted their comments, some of which had been 
incorporated into the revised plans. He was concerned about the possibility of widening Lake Rd 
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and would prefer to avoid that for the sake of the neighborhood and the trees along Lake Rd. He 
asked if the proposed sidewalk design along Willard St would reduce on-street parking for the 
nearby apartments. He also was concerned about the noise impacts of the trash enclosure 
location, particularly in terms of pick-up times. One item that the NDA had requested in their 
comments that was not included in the revised proposal included a proposal for flashing beacon 
crosswalks on Washington St at 27th Ave, Lake Rd at 27th Ave, and Lake Rd at 23rd Ave. He 
believed that with better pedestrian facilities, more students would walk to school. Other NDA 
requests included a good neighbor agreement for the construction and for emergency 
preparedness measures to be included at the school, as it would be the most seismically-sound 
building in the area.  
 
Staff answered questions from the Commission.  

• Mr. Roller stated that a striped crosswalk would be installed across Lake Rd at the east side 
of 23rd Ave as part of the NHA project. He would look into what triggered a flashing beacon 
crosswalk rather than a standard striped crosswalk.  

• Mr. Kelver noted that in past applications, a condition called for the applicant to make an 
effort toward a good neighbor agreement with the NDA, but that was the extent of the 
condition.  

• Construction could occur on the weekends but within allowable hours.  

• The TDM process would involve the applicant returning to the Commission with a proposal 
that would include a comprehensive look at the onsite parking and programs for students 
and staff to bike, rideshare, use public transportation, etc., and how to track the progress of 
the programs.  

• Mr. Egner noted that, with respect to including on-street parking in the TDM, the City 
conducted an annual downtown parking study and was also currently developing a 
downtown parking strategy. Although in the past the high school had not been included in 
the downtown study, he proposed that school be added so the City could assess the need. 

• The right-of-way dedication along Lake Rd to allow for a center left-turn lane was part of 
both this project and the NHA project and would move Lake Rd toward the cross section 
identified in the Transportation System Plan (TSP).  

• The right-turn-only regulation on Willard St at 27th Ave would remain, and the exit of the 
southwest parking lot would also be right-turn-only.  

 
Chair Travis called for the applicant's rebuttal.  
 
Mr. Tull responded to testimony as follows:  

• The applicant would work with the City on alternatives for the Lake Rd cross section, but at 
this point the design was what was required by the TSP.  

• With regard to the sidewalk along the north side of Willard St, it appeared that it would not 
result in a loss of parking spaces; however, a survey would be needed to verify this.  

• There was little option for a specific pick-up time by the garbage haulers.  

• There was a condition to remove barriers to ADA crossings around the site; therefore, a 
number of the connections and crosswalks would be evaluated and likely improved.  

• The School District and project team were being proactive in communication with the 
neighbors and were available should there be any issues. Mr. Jacoby reviewed the 
communication flyers that would be sent out this week.  

• Emergency preparedness was a good consideration for the possible future use of the site, 
but at this point the primary task was to complete the school project. Mr. Jacoby added that 
there were resiliency-related features included in the project such as an oversized backup 
generator, flexible waterlines, etc.  
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• The sidewalk design for Lake Rd and 23rd Ave was flexible in order to preserve the trees at 
that intersection.  

 
Chair Travis closed public testimony.  
 
Planning Commission Deliberation 
 
The Commission supported the application with the proposed conditions and appreciated that 
the key issues were adequately addressed. They also appreciated the neighborhood outreach 
and the historic elements that were included in the design, and believed that the new high 
school would be a state-of-the-art, forward-thinking resource for the community. Chair Travis 
was confident that any possible concerns or issues would be handled appropriately by the 
applicant, staff, and neighbors.  
 
Commissioner Edge moved and Commissioner Argo seconded to approve land use 
applications CSU-2017-007 and VR-2017-012 for the Milwaukie High School Renovation 
Project at 2301 SE Willard St with the recommended findings and conditions as 
presented. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
6.0 Worksession Items — None 
 
7.0  Planning Department Other Business/Updates 
 
8.0 Planning Commission Discussion Items  
 
Chair Travis noted the Comprehensive Plan Advisory Committee meeting was the previous 
week. The group was working on Block 1 goals that included Citizen Involvement, Economic 
Development, Urban Growth Management Area, and Arts and Culture. A town hall was 
scheduled for April 4th and would help to provide further feedback from the community.   
 
Commissioner Edge stated that Clackamas County was awarded a Metro 2040 grant for a 
planning project in the Oak Grove area just south of the Island Station neighborhood. He was on 
the project management team for the grant and offered to provide updates to the Commission 
as the project progressed.  
 
9.0 Forecast for Future Meetings:  

 
March 27, 2018  1.  Public Hearing: CPA-2018-001 Scott Park Master Plan 

Removal  
April 10, 2018 1.  Public Hearing: CSU-2018-002 Ledding Library Reconstruction 

 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 8:43 p.m.  
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
Alicia Martin, Administrative Specialist II 

 
 
___________________________ 
Kim Travis, Chair   
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
City Hall Council Chambers 
10722 SE Main Street 
www.milwaukieoregon.gov 

March 27, 2018 

 

Present: Kim Travis, Chair  

John Henry Burns, Vice Chair  

Joseph Edge  

Greg Hemer 

Scott Jones 

Staff: 

 

Vera Kolias, Associate Planner 

 

Absent:  Adam Argo 

Sherry Grau 

  

 
1.0  Call to Order – Procedural Matters* 
 
Chair Travis called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and read the conduct of meeting format 
into the record.  
 
Note: The information presented constitutes summarized minutes only. The meeting video is 
available by clicking the Video link at http://www.milwaukieoregon.gov/meetings. 
 
2.0  Planning Commission Minutes — None 
   
3.0  Information Items 
 
Vera Kolias, Associate Planner, noted that the Comprehensive Plan Community Town Hall 
event was schedule for the following Tuesday, April 4th.  
 
4.0  Audience Participation –This is an opportunity for the public to comment on any item 
not on the agenda. There was none. 
 
5.0  Public Hearings 
 5.1  Summary: Scott Park Master Plan Removal from the Comprehensive Plan 

Applicant: City of Milwaukie   
File: CPA-2018-001 
Staff: Vera Kolias, Associate Planner 
 

Chair Travis called the hearing to order and read the conduct of legislative hearing format into 
the record. 
 
Ms. Kolias presented the staff report via PowerPoint and reviewed the background and 
proposal. The Scott Park Master Plan was created in 1990 to improve the park's identity, safety, 
and visibility. The improvements called for in the master plan have not been completed and 
some improvements that have occurred do not meet the plan. The reason for removing the plan 
as an ancillary document of the Comprehensive Plan was as a result of the proposed 
reconstruction and expansion of the Ledding Library. The library project conflicts with some 
specific elements of the master plan but not with the goals of the plan. A number of the 

2.2 Page 1

http://www.milwaukieoregon.gov/
http://www.milwaukieoregon.gov/meetings


CITY OF MILWAUKIE PLANNING COMMISSION  

Minutes of March 27, 2018 

Page 2 

 
elements and goals of the plan would be accommodated by the proposed library project such a 
walking path to the library and Spring Creek, the library's corner design, stormwater gardens, 
and native plantings and removal of invasive plants. In addition, the Milwaukie Urban Renewal 
Plan included improvements to Scott Park and North Clackamas Parks and Recreation District 
(NCPRD) had a capital improvement project identified to develop a new Scott Park Master Plan.   
 
Ms. Kolias stated that another key issue involved Metro's Title 13 Goal Nature in 
Neighborhoods and reiterated that the library project would include significant improvements 
and mitigation to the water quality resources and habitat conservation areas on the site. 
Removing the plan from the Comprehensive Plan did not affect the purpose of Title 13.  
 
The primary intent of the removal was to remove an outdated master plan and reduce barriers 
for the Ledding Library project. Ms. Kolias added that the staff recommendation was for the 
Commission to recommend approval to City Council and she reviewed the decision-making 
options.  
 
Ms. Kolias clarified that improvements to parks that were not consistent with old and outdated 
master plans essentially would be in violation of the Comprehensive Plan. She added that a 
discussion through the Comprehensive Plan project was to remove the park master plans as 
specific plan documents from the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Commissioner Hemer suggested a recommendation to City Council to ensure that NCPRD 
make the development of a new Scott Park Master Plan a priority.  
 
Chair Travis closed public testimony.  
 
Commissioner Edge agreed with the proposal and noted that the master plan was created 
before the City moved to have NCPRD manage its parks; therefore, the master plan was 
essentially a hindrance to improvements. He agreed with Commissioner Hemer's suggestions, 
particularly in terms of the park's location and proximity to the library.  
 
Vice Chair Burns noted that there were a number of parks without master plans. NCPRD had 
the development of a new Scott Park Master Plan identified and funded as a project so did not 
believe a recommendation of priority to Council was necessary.  
 
Commissioner Hemer moved and Commissioner Edge seconded to recommend approval 
to City Council for legislative application CPA-2018-001 for the removal of the Scott Park 
Master Plan from the Comprehensive Plan with the recommended findings as presented. 
The motion passed unanimously.  
 
Commissioner Edge moved and Commissioner Argo seconded to make a 
recommendation to City Council that, after completion of the Ledding Library project, the 
City would pursue an agreement with NCPRD to create a new Scott Park Master Plan.  
 
6.0 Worksession Items — None 
 
7.0  Planning Department Other Business/Updates 
 
8.0 Planning Commission Discussion Items  
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Commissioner Hemer reminded the group of the Volunteer Appreciation Dinner schedule for 
March 29th.  
 
The Commission and staff discussed the process for the meeting materials.  
 
9.0 Forecast for Future Meetings:  

April 10, 2018  1.  Public Hearing: CSU-2018-002 Ledding Library Reconstruction  
April 24, 2018, 2018 1.  Public Hearing: CSU-2018-001 Milwaukie High School Lake Rd 

Athletic Fields 
 2. Public Hearing: VR-2018-002/ADU-2018-001 10565 SE 23rd 

Ave  
 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 7:03 p.m.  
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
Alicia Martin, Administrative Specialist II 
 

 
 
___________________________ 
Kim Travis, Chair   

2.2 Page 3



 

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

City Hall Council Chambers 

10722 SE Main Street 

www.milwaukieoregon.gov 

May 22, 2018 

 

Present: Kim Travis, Chair  

Adam Argo 

Joseph Edge  

Sherry Grau  

Greg Hemer 

Scott Jones 

Staff: 

 

David Levitan, Senior Planner 

Mary Heberling, Assistant Planner 

Tim Ramis, City Attorney 

Absent:  John Henry Burns, Vice Chair    

 
1.0  Call to Order — Procedural Matters* 
Chair Travis called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and read the conduct of meeting format 
into the record.  
 
Note: The information presented constitutes summarized minutes only. The meeting video is 
available by clicking the Video link at http://www.milwaukieoregon.gov/meetings. 
 
2.0  Planning Commission Minutes — None 
 
3.0  Information Items 
 
David Levitan, Senior Planner, noted a Climate Action Fair and Summit was scheduled for the 
following Thursday, May 31, at the Portland Waldorf School.  
 
4.0  Audience Participation —This is an opportunity for the public to comment on any item 
not on the agenda. There was none. 
 
5.0  Public Hearings 
 5.1  Summary: 23rd Ave ADU 

Applicant/Owner: McCulloch Construction / Dennis Osterlund 
Address: 10565 SE 23rd Ave 
File: VR-2018-002, ADU-2018-001 
Staff: Mary Heberling, Assistant Planner 
 

Chair Travis called the hearing to order and read the conduct of quasi-judicial hearing format 
into the record. 
 
Mary Heberling, Assistant Planner, presented the staff report via PowerPoint and clarified that 
the Commission's review was for the Variance Request. She reviewed the site features that 
included the building was a contributing historic resource in the Comprehensive Plan and the 
natural resources of Scott Park Pond. The proposal was for a 3-door garage with an Accessory 
Dwelling Unit (ADU) on the second floor; the variance requests were for a 1,100 sq ft building 
footprint and for a 20 ft front yard setback.  
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Ms. Heberling noted the key issues with regard to the scale of the proposed structure and the 
impacts of the front yard setback to the property to the north.  

• The allowed maximum for ADUs was 800 sq ft and the proposal was for 1,100 sq ft as the 
applicant believed it would be proportionate to the property.  

• The proposal included a front porch entryway and staff recommended a walkway from the 
either the driveway or the street in order to create a better pedestrian element.  

• The proposed 20 ft front yard setback was primarily for the benefit of the property to the 
north as the structure would be directly adjacent to the building to the north if it met the 40 ft 
setback. Landscape screening would be included and staff recommended that windows of 
the ADU would be located in the top third of the building for additional privacy screening.  

 
Staff recommended approval of the variance request with the findings and conditions as 
presented. Ms. Heberling reviewed the decision-making options.  
 
Ms. Heberling verified that the setback was required for the ADU. If the property was divided 
and developed, setbacks would be less and density would be higher.  
 
Chair Travis called for the applicant's testimony.  
 
Dennis Osterlund, 3048 SE Crystal Springs Blvd, Portland OR, stated that he bought the 
property for his company but needed a garage and saw the opportunity to increase density, 
which was needed in the area, by including an ADU in the garage construction. The building 
would match the architecture and style of the 1923 house on the property. Mr. Osterlund 
introduced John McCulloch as the general contractor who had a reputation for high-quality 
renovations on historic homes.  
 
John McCulloch, McCulloch Construction, 1729 NE Siskiyou St, Portland OR, noted his 
experience with extensive renovation and restoration of historic homes and research on historic 
styles. He said the roofline height of the ADU was to match the main structure. For egress, the 
condition for the upper level window location could not be met.  
 
Mr. Osterlund added that he was excited about the project to restore the main building to its 
original historic charm and for the new structure to fit nicely with the location.  
 
Chair Travis closed public testimony.  
 
Planning Commission Deliberation 
 
Commissioner Hemer suggested to remove Condition 1d regarding locating the windows in 
the top third of the building; otherwise, he supported the proposal.  
 
The Commission agreed that the proposal was sensitive to the northern neighbor and fit with 
the original building well.  
 
Commissioner Hemer moved and Commissioner Edge seconded to approval land use 
applications VR-2018-002 and ADU-2018-001 for 10565 SE 23rd Ave with the 
recommended findings and conditions as amended. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
6.0 Worksession Items  

6.1 Summary: Comprehensive Plan Block 1 Draft Goals and Policies Review 
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 Staff: David Levitan, Senior Planner 

 
David Levitan, Senior Planner, presented the staff report via PowerPoint. The Comprehensive 
Plan update project was split into goal blocks with sets of topic areas, which then would be 
pinned down by Council resolution. The Block 1 Policies topics included Public Involvement, 
Urban Grown Management, Economic Development, and History/Arts/Culture. Once the 
policies were determined, they would then be reviewed against the quadruple bottom line and 
for redundancy between policies prior to adoption by ordinance.  
 
Mr. Levitan reviewed the background for the development of the Block 1 Policies with regard to 
Comprehensive Plan Advisory Committee (CPAC) meetings and a town hall for community 
feedback on priorities, etc. The next steps included conducting an online survey, holding 
Planning Commission and City Council worksessions, and a final CPAC meeting for Block 1 
prior to the final resolution at Council in July.  
 
Mr. Levitan reviewed and discussed with the Commission proposed policies that were related 
to the Commission as follows:  
 
Public Involvement: 

• A proposed policy was for the Commission to serve as the Community Involvement Advisory 
Committee which would involve dedicated meetings to address public involvement issues 
and opportunities. Another public involvement policy outlined better opportunities for input 
from the Neighborhood District Associations (NDAs) on decisions by the Commission and 
City Council.  

• Chair Travis noted that the Community Involvement Advisory Committee was required 
by state law and therefore the City was violating Goal 1 by not currently having that 
entity in place. Many other communities had that committee embedded in the Planning 
Commission.  

• Mr. Levitan stated that that Committee would review how the NDAs were involved in the 
land use planning process and decision-making, and would evaluate public comments, 
project outreach, and public meetings held during the year, etc., and then provide 
guidance on any improvement needed.  

• Commissioner Edge noted that Clackamas County had a standalone committee that 
focused on all matters of public involvement and supported the idea of a similar 
committee for the city that would review all public engagement outside of only land use.  

• Ms. Heberling added that there were other policies within the Public Involvement goal 
that were overarching for the entire city and formed a roadmap for engagement.   

• The Commission agreed that a standalone committee outside of the Commission would 
be beneficial for the city. The group also discussed involving the industrial and 
manufacturing areas as currently there were no NDAs in those areas.  

• Mr. Levitan clarified that the upcoming joint session with City Council regarding 
technological change in the city was more focused on land use and transportation as 
they related to changes such as shared economies, autonomous vehicles, etc. Through 
this project, it was recognized that the city needed to stay lean and nibble in order to 
evolve with how the public communicated in the future.  

 
History, Arts, and Culture:  

• In the current Comprehensive Plan, historic preservation was part of the natural resources 
and environmental section as different resources were lumped together into one chapter. 
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However, through the visioning process and the amount of interest in the History, Arts, and 
Culture topics, it was determined that a specific chapter for the topic area should be created. 
One proposed policy was to incentive the provision of spaces for art and gathering places 
on development sites. This would encourage developers, through the land use planning 
process, to consider how those elements could enhance benefits for the community.  

• Commissioner Hemer noted that he was pleased to see both visual and performing 
arts included in this policy group. 

• Although historic preservation was important, some structures were beyond preserving. 
However, a culture that wanted to protect historic resources was invaluable and a better 
approach than relying on rules, etc.  

• The catch between preserving an older home and its materials and constructing new 
homes that were more energy efficient, etc., came with complications. Incentives should 
be for the right outcomes and adjust per situation.  

• Chair Travis pointed to the proposed policy to ensure that changes to historic resources 
be consistent with both state and federal criteria as well as the community's priority. This 
gave the community the opportunity to revisit the processes around those changes.  

 
Urban Growth Management:  

• The Urban Growth Management policies called for the city to have a more aggressive 
approach and to pursue annexations within the urban grown management area (UGMA). 
However, the majority of the UGMA already had urban services and so there was little 
ground for the city to require annexation.  

• Commissioner Hemer noted that there were many neighboring areas along the 
boundary of Milwaukie that would consider Milwaukie as their city or neighborhood, such 
as Oak Grove adjacent to Island Station, or to the east of the Lewelling and Linwood 
neighborhoods. He encouraged the city to invite the neighboring communities into the 
NDAs and felt it would be more of a positive strategy.  

• Mr. Levitan agreed that the community feeling was what Milwaukie had to offer and 
neighborhood outreach would be the place to start.  

• Commissioner Edge added that the area to the southeast of the city boundary did not 
have neighborhood representation as the community planning organization was dormant 
but the area was within the Milwaukie UGMA. Milwaukie had the opportunity to provide 
incentives to that area to annex and believed policies should be developed around that 
goal.  

• Chair Travis asked that Commissioner Edge attend the next CPAC meeting in her place 
as she was unable to attend.  

 
Economic Development: 

• Proposed policies included language that allowed the city to adapt to industry trends and 
emerging technologies, to provide flexibility of uses within underutilized industrial areas, and 
to incentive community amenities in employment areas.  

• Mr. Levitan added that a major focus of the project was around creating neighborhood 
hubs, which the project was receiving feedback from NDAs on currently.  

• The neighborhood hub meetings with the NDAs had been different per NDA with regard 
to proposals and similar goals of the communities.  

• Commissioner Hemer noted the difficulty with the Linwood neighborhood due to the 
limited natural hubs, limited sidewalks, etc. He added that the neighborhood was 
frustrated with plans being developed with no actual results; it was detrimental to 
community engagement. He hoped the neighborhood hubs concept could show results.  

2.3 Page 4



CITY OF MILWAUKIE PLANNING COMMISSION  

Minutes of May 22, 2018 

Page 5 

 

• Chair Travis agreed with the idea of neighborhood hubs but was unclear how to get to 
the goal. She noted that there were also other policies that focused on community 
amenities that would help the city move toward these goals.  

• Commissioner Edge noted that if neighborhood pubs were a common theme and 
interest of the community, perhaps land use should be looked at with regard to 
manufacturing and distribution within residential neighborhoods to allow brewpubs to 
locate within communities and be economically viable, etc.  

• Mr. Levitan added that within the downtown mixed-use zone, manufacturing was 
allowed as long as there was a retail component to the use.  

• Commissioner Edge added that the concept of "shared economy" uses should be 
looked at more closely as services such as Lyft and Air BnB were not necessarily 
"shared." Also, the approval standards for allowing employment through home-based 
businesses should be crafted carefully.  

• Mr. Levitan clarified that the purpose of that policy was to expand the employment 
opportunities within the city as it would be difficult to accommodate the estimated growth 
due to the lack of available land. 

 
Mr. Levitan asked the Commission to share if there were policies that should be added, 
deleted, and revised, and ideas around how the Commission could be better involved with the 
development of Block 2 policies. He agreed to share the final Block 1 policies with the 
Commission prior to the City Council meeting in July.  
 
7.0  Planning Department Other Business/Updates 
 7.1  Keil Gardens Subdivision Extension Request 
 
8.0 Planning Commission Discussion Items  
 
Commissioner Edge updated the Commission on the Design and Landmarks Committee's 
project to revise the Downtown Design Guidelines. He asked for feedback on if there should be 
thresholds in place to trigger a Type III review process for development that did not meet the 
Type II approval criteria; if the deviation from the standard was less than the threshold, it would 
not require the higher review process. 
 
The Commission discussed the nuances of standards and agreed to send Commissioner Edge 
their thoughts and ideas.  
 
9.0 Forecast for Future Meetings:  

June 12, 2018  1.  Joint Session with City Council: Technological Change in the 
City  

June 26, 2018 1.  Worksession: Comprehensive Plan Update – Block 1 Policy 
Review 

 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 8:52 p.m.  
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
Alicia Martin, Administrative Specialist II 
 

___________________________ 
Kim Travis, Chair   
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To: Planning Commission 

Through: Dennis Egner, Planning Director 

From: Brett Kelver, Associate Planner 

Date: September 18, 2018, for September 25, 2018, Public Hearing 

Subject: File: VR-2018-005 (master file, with NR-2018-002 & DEV-2018-006) 

Applicant/Owner: HPA 2, LLC 

Applicant’s Representative: Cascadia Planning & Development Services 
Address: 6115 SE Harmony Rd 
Legal Description (Map & Tax Lot): 1S2E31D02200 
NDA(s): Linwood 

 

ACTION REQUESTED 
Approve application master file #VR‐2018‐005 and adopt the recommended Findings and 

Conditions found in Attachments 1 and 2, respectively. This action would allow development of 

a 15‐unit apartment building, with some natural resource disturbance and variances for several 

development standards. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
The applicant proposes to build Harmony Park Townhomes, Phase II, a 15‐unit apartment 

building adjacent to the existing Harmony Park Apartments, a 20‐unit complex to the west. The 

site includes a designated natural resource area, which will be disturbed by construction of the 

proposed new building and associated off‐street parking area. The applicant is requesting 

variances for 3 aspects of the project: (1) front yard setback, (2) side‐yard height plane limit, and 

(3) parking lot landscaping. In addition, the new building is subject to the City’s multifamily 

design standards. 

A. Site and Vicinity 

The site is comprised of a single, undeveloped property addressed as 6115 SE Harmony 

Rd. The property is approximately 1.33 acres in size and is bisected by Minthorn Creek 

and a delineated wetland. The site is accessible from Harmony Rd along its southern 
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Figure 1. Vicinity map 

boundary; it is separated from Railroad Ave by an active railroad line along its northern 

boundary. 

The site annexed into Milwaukie in 2017, 

though Clackamas County retains 

jurisdiction of the Harmony Rd right‐of‐

way for maintenance. The immediate 

area on the north side of Harmony Rd is 

developed for residential use, with a 

single‐family house adjacent to the east 

(6125 SE Harmony Rd) and Harmony 

Park Apartments adjacent to the west 

(5989 SE Harmony Rd).  

Further to the west is the business‐

industrial area along International Way, 

including the mini‐storage facility 

approved in 2017 and currently under 

construction. Beyond the adjacent 

property to the east, which is under 

County jurisdiction and zoned Medium 

Density Residential (MR‐1), is a dental 

office and the intersection of Railroad 

Ave, Linwood Ave, and Harmony 

Rd. Across Harmony Rd to the 

south are light‐industrial uses and 

an electrical substation (zoned 

General Industrial (GI) by the 

County. (See Figure 1.)  

B. Zoning Designation 

Residential R‐2 (see Figure 2) 

C. Comprehensive Plan 
Designation 

Medium Density (MD)  

D. Land Use History 

 May 2017: File #A‐2017‐001 – 

The City Council adopted 

Ordinance 2149 to annex the 

subject property as well as the 

Figure 2. Zoning 

MR-1 

GI 
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adjacent apartment property at 5989 SE Harmony Rd.   

E. Proposal 

The applicant is seeking land use approval for 3 variances, natural resource disturbance, 

and multifamily design. The proposal is to construct a 15‐unit apartment building and 

associated off‐street parking area. See Attachment 4 for the applicant’s submittal materials.  

The project requires approval of the following applications: 

1. Variance Request (file #VR‐2018‐005, master file) – Variances are requested to (1) 

reduce the required front yard setback, (2) exceed the side yard height plane limit, 

and (3) reduce the amount of required parking lot landscaping. 

2. Natural Resource review (NR‐2018‐002) – The proposed development will disturb 

approximately 10,000 sq ft (total temporary and permanent disturbance) of Water 

Quality Resource along the south bank of Minthorn Creek. 

3. Development Review (DEV‐2018‐006) – As a multifamily development, the project 

must demonstrate compliance with the design requirements of MMC Subsection 

19.505.3. 

KEY ISSUES 

Summary 

Staff has identified the following key issues for the Planning Commissionʹs deliberation. 

Aspects of the proposal not listed below are addressed in the Findings (see Attachment 1) and 

generally require less analysis and discretion by the Commission. 

A. Are the requested variances a necessary and adequate trade‐off for reducing disturbance to 

the natural resource area?  

B. Is the proposed mitigation adequate for the proposed impacts to the WQR? 

C. Is it acceptable to use the mitigation planting area as common open space? 

D. Does the shared garbage/recycling area present an adequately convenient arrangement for 

all residents? 

Analysis 

A. Are the requested variances a necessary and adequate trade-off for reducing 
disturbance to the natural resource area?  

The applicant’s analysis of alternatives for the requested variances concludes that the 

proposed configuration is the least impactful to the WQR. Development is proposed south 

of Minthorn Creek, where the Water Quality Resource (WQR) is more degraded and the 

community of riparian vegetation is less intact. The applicant is not proposing to bridge the 
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creek, so the northern WQR will remain undisturbed. However, the effort to concentrate the 

allowable residential density and required parking and open space presents a significant 

challenge that warrants a request for relief from several standards.  

Front Yard – The subject property has frontage along Harmony Rd, which has a 60‐ft right‐

of‐way width. MMC Subsection 19.501.2 requires a special 40‐ft setback from the centerline. 

With 30 ft available from the centerline, this results in a required setback of 10 ft, which is 

added to the R‐2 base zone requirement for a 15‐ft front yard setback. The total setback 

requirement is 25 ft from the edge of the right‐of‐way.  

To limit impacts to the WQR area along the south side of the creek, the applicant has 

requested a variance to allow a 12‐ft setback and proposes to push the building closer to the 

front lot line, which is angled due to the alignment of Harmony Rd. Since a portion of the 

rear of the building is within the WQR, shifting it back to meet the front yard setback 

requirement only increases the amount of WQR disturbance. Reducing the size of the 

building eliminates dwelling units and causes the development to provide less than the 

minimum required density.  

Given that the nearby intersection of Harmony Rd, Railroad Ave, and Linwood Ave is in 

need of reconfiguration to improve the level of service, it is quite possible that the 10 ft of 

additional setback required by MMC 19.501.2 will be necessary for future right‐of‐way 

dedication and widening of Harmony Rd. It seems prudent to require at least a 10‐ft front 

yard setback for this purpose. Any future improvements would likely shift the required 

landscape strip and public sidewalk closer to the new building, which would retain some 

open space in the reduced setback area, though it is reasonable to require at least a few 

additional feet of setback for added spacing. The proposed 12‐ft front yard setback is a 

compromise that would maintain some separation of the building from future public 

improvements in the right‐of‐way. 

Side‐Yard Height Plane – The grade on the site drops at the rear of the proposed building, 

which has the effect of making the eastern building elevation taller near the adjacent 

property to the east (6125 SE Harmony Rd). However, the adjacent site, which is currently 

under the County’s jurisdiction and zoned MR‐1 for medium residential density, is 

developed with a single‐story house and attached carport. The carport is approximately 12 

ft from the common property line and the house is an additional 16 ft away (28 ft total). That 

arrangement lessens the impact of the proposed massing on the subject property, and the 

new building’s alignment on the site pulls the rear of the building away from the common 

property line as the mass increases. The applicant has proposed to retain an existing tree 

near the rear corner of the new building and to plant an evergreen hedge along a portion of 

the adjacent property boundary, both of which will provide some buffering of the building 

mass. If the side yard height plane limit was not varied, the building footprint would have 

to be expanded in order to meet the minimum required density, which would result in 

additional permanent impacts to the WQR. The proposed variance is a reasonable trade‐off 

for less WQR disturbance and the impacts can be sufficiently mitigated. 
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Parking Lot Landscaping – To construct a building large enough to provide the minimum 

number of dwelling units as well as an off‐street parking area that meets the minimum 

dimensions for parking stalls and drive aisles, the proposed development must use the 

entire width of the lot. But there is not enough width to meet required building setbacks and 

landscaping‐area widths. Furthermore, the shared access with the apartments to the west 

and the need to provide an emergency‐only access to Harmony Rd result in a drive aisle in 

the place where the perimeter landscaping should be, adjacent to the public sidewalk. As a 

result, the proposed parking configuration provides less than the required square footage of 

interior landscaping (approximately 325 sq ft where 575 sq ft are required).  

There is no on‐street parking on Harmony Rd and off‐street spaces are an important 

amenity for the site. However, as proposed, a large portion of the new parking area will be 

without shade, which is also an important long‐term effect. It seems reasonable to require 

the provision of more landscaping to increase shade for the new parking area, even if that 

might mean replacing a parking space with interior landscaping. Staff recommends a 

condition requiring the applicant to revise the parking plan in such a way as to provide a 

total of at least 475 sq ft of interior landscaping, which represents the original area (325 sq ft) 

plus the approximate area of a standard parking stall (9ft by 18 ft, or roughly 150 sq ft). 

Whatever adjustments to the parking plan the applicant develops, the additional interior 

landscaping should be provided without additional impact to the WQR and in the form of 

at least 2 separate planting areas. This will bring the proposal closer to conformance with 

the standard and provide additional shade for the parking area. 

B. Is the proposed mitigation adequate for the proposed impacts to the WQR? 

The proposed development would temporarily disturb approximately 4,365 sq ft of WQR 

area and would permanently impact approximately 5,650 sq ft of WQR. Areas of temporary 

disturbance are usually restored on a 1:1 basis; the code does not provide a specific 

replacement ratio for mitigating permanent impacts. In its review of the applicant’s WQR 

Site Assessment, ESA (the City’s on‐call natural resources consultant) noted that 1.5:1 is a 

common replacement ratio for mitigation of permanent disturbance.  

For the 5,650‐sq‐ft permanent WQR disturbance proposed for the new apartment building 

and associated parking area, such a ratio would require a mitigation area of 8,475 sq ft 

elsewhere within the WQR. Adding 4,365 sq ft for mitigation of the temporary disturbance 

would result in a total mitigation area of 12,840 sq ft. As proposed, the mitigation planting 

area on the south side of Minthorn Creek is only 7,400 sq ft.  

Excluding the 4,365 sq ft of temporary WQR disturbance that should be restored anyway, 

this leaves only 3,035 sq ft of proposed mitigation area for 5,650 sq ft of permanent WQR 

impacts, which is a replacement ratio of only 0.5:1. Since the existing condition of the WQR 

area being impacted is categorized as only either “Marginal” or “Poor,” and since the intent 

of mitigation is to restore WQR areas to “Good” conditions, staff believes it is reasonable to 

suggest that enhancement of temporary impact areas could be counted toward the 1.5:1 

replacement mitigation ratio recommended for permanent impacts.  
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Even with this allowance, however, the proposed 7,400‐sq‐ft mitigation planting area is less 

than the 8,475 sq ft recommended for 5,650 sq ft of permanent WQR disturbance alone. Staff 

has recommended a condition to expand the mitigation area as necessary to achieve a 

replacement ratio of 1.5:1 for permanent WQR disturbance. This likely will involve 

installation of mitigation plantings within a portion of the WQR on the north side of 

Minthorn Creek. Staff believes the recommended mitigation planting area of 8,475 sq ft 

represents a reasonable and adequate compensation for impacts from the proposed 

development. The project’s direct impacts are limited to the south side of the creek, but 

some restoration of the north side WQR, where invasive plants can be removed and 

replaced with native species, will help establish a healthy riparian environment along the 

creek and wetland over the long term. 

C. Is it acceptable to use the mitigation planting area as common open space? 

The multifamily design standards require some common open space for recreation, 

gathering, or as a scenic amenity. The proposal to disturb a portion of the WQR on the south 

side of Minthorn Creek requires mitigation, and the applicant has proposed to plant native 

trees and shrubs within an area that will include a walking path, picnic table, and benches. 

As discussed in the findings for MMC Section 19.402, it is recommended that the alignment 

of the walking path be revised to remove the loop that was originally proposed and limit the 

accessible open space to a more linear configuration along the southern boundary of the 

mitigation planting area. This will reduce the ongoing intrusion into the WQR and allow the 

establishment of the required mitigation plantings, especially on the slope down to the 

creek. A split‐rail fence and more dense shrub plantings are also recommended along the 

edge of the walkway, to better distinguish that part of the common open space that is 

accessible to residents. 

Given that the common open space is intended in part to be a scenic amenity, and that user 

traffic will be focused along the trail and not out into the planting area, the mitigation 

plantings should remain relatively undisturbed and allow the establishment of a healthy 

riparian plant community. Residents can use the space for passive recreation and enjoy the 

larger planting area from the vantage of the walking path, picnic table(s), and benches. The 

dual‐use nature of the common open space should achieve the objectives of both natural 

resource enhancement and multifamily design. 

D. Does the shared garbage/recycling area present an adequately convenient 
arrangement for all residents? 

The proposed configuration of the new parking area does not allow adequate room for a 

garbage truck to easily access a container and turn around to exit. And the applicant also 

owns the adjacent apartment complex to the west at 5989 SE Harmony Rd, which includes 

an existing garbage/recycling facility. So, the proposal for the new apartments to share use 

of the existing garbage/recycling enclosure makes sense from the perspective of providing 

easier access for collection vehicles and for not taking up more parking spaces with a second 

collection area. Rather than physically expanding the existing garbage/recycling facility, the 
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applicant has proposed to increase the frequency of service from 1 day per week to 2 days 

per week.  

However, the location of the shared facility is at least 250 ft from the entrance of the new 

building and without a dedicated pedestrian walkway to enhance safety and reduce 

conflicts with vehicles. Especially during the dark and rainy months, the proposed location 

is not as convenient as if there were a collection area provided on the site of the new 

apartments. Staff solicited feedback from the waste hauler (Waste Management) to identify 

whether a collection area could feasibly be located on the site—no workable option was 

identified. Another possibility discussed with the applicant was to identify a place within 

the new building that could serve as a collection area for residents of the building, with a 

property manager or designee appointed to move materials to the primary collection point 

on the adjacent apartment site in time for the bi‐weekly pickups—the applicant indicated 

that the logistics that would be involved with such an arrangement were not workable.  

The applicant did agree with staff’s suggestion to provide a safe route between the new 

apartment building and the shared collection area. A condition is recommended to require 

striping a pedestrian walkway within the drive aisle from the new building to the shared 

collection area. Although this does not solve the problems of inclement weather or darkness, 

it would improve pedestrian safety for the residents when walking in the shared access 

drive. 

CONCLUSIONS 
A. Staff recommendation to the Planning Commission is as follows: 

1. Approve the Variance Requests related to (1) front yard setback, (2) side‐yard height 

plane, and (3) parking lot landscaping (master file #VR‐2018‐005). 

2. Approve the Natural Resource review to allow the proposed WQR disturbance (file 

#NR‐2018‐002). 

3. Approve the Development Review to confirm consistency with the multifamily 

design guidelines (file #DEV‐2018‐006). 

4. Adopt the attached Findings and Conditions of Approval. 

B. Staff recommends the following key Conditions of Approval (see Attachment 2 for the 
full list of recommended conditions): 

1. Expand the mitigation area to reflect a replacement ratio of 1.5:1 for permanent WQR 

disturbance, with a planting density of 5 trees and 25 shrubs per 500 sq ft of disturbed 

area.  

2. Eliminate the looped aspect of the proposed pedestrian trail to limit encroachment 

into the WQR density of plantings. Install a split‐rail fence along the edge of the 

adjusted pathway and dense shrub plantings on the downslope to prevent off‐trail 

use and potential damage to the WQR slope. Remove all invasive plants within a 10‐ft 
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buffer outside the boundary of all mitigation planting areas, to improve the chances 

of mitigation success.  

3. Provide a striped pedestrian walkway from the southern end of the new parking area 

through the shared access drive to the shared garbage/recycling collection facility on 

the adjacent apartment property to the west. 

4. Provide additional interior parking lot landscaping so at least 475 sq ft of interior 

landscaping is provided in 2 separate planting areas. 

5. Demonstrate that a minimum of 15 bicycle parking spaces are located somewhere 

other than the interior of the dwelling units, with at least half of the spaces covered or 

enclosed and with all spaces meeting the applicable standards of MMC 19.609.  

Additional information regarding development standards and permitting requirements is 

provided for the applicant’s reference in Attachment 3. 

CODE AUTHORITY AND DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 
The proposal is subject to the following provisions of the Milwaukie Municipal Code (MMC). 

 MMC Section 19.302 Medium & High Density Residential Zones (incl. R‐2) 

 MMC Section 19.402 Natural Resources 

 MMC Chapter 19.500 Supplementary Development Regulations (incl. Subsection 19.505.3, 

Design Standards for Multifamily Housing)  

 MMC Chapter 19.600 Off‐Street Parking and Loading 

 MMC Chapter 19.700 Public Facility Improvements 

 MMC Section 19.906 Development Review 

 MMC Section 19.911 Variances 

 MMC Section 19.1006 Type III Review 

This application is subject to Type III review, which requires the Planning Commission to 

consider whether the applicant has demonstrated compliance with the code sections shown 

above. In Type III reviews, the Commission assesses the application against review criteria and 

development standards and evaluates testimony and evidence received at the public hearing. 

The Commission has 4 decision‐making options as follows:  

A. Approve the application upon finding that all approval criteria have been met, as reflected 

in the recommended Findings. 

B. Approve the application with modified Findings. Such modifications need to be read into 

the record. 

C. Deny the application upon finding that it does not meet approval criteria. 

D. Continue the hearing.  
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The final decision on these applications, which includes any appeals to the City Council, must 

be made by December 1, 2018, in accordance with the Oregon Revised Statutes and the 

Milwaukie Zoning Ordinance. The applicant can waive the time period in which the application 

must be decided. 

COMMENTS 
Notice of the proposed changes was given to the following agencies and persons: City of 

Milwaukie Engineering Department, City of Milwaukie Building Department, City of 

Milwaukie Public Works Department, City of Milwaukie Police Department, Linwood 

Neighborhood District Association (NDA), Clackamas Fire District #1 (CFD #1), Clackamas 

County Department of Transportation and Development, Metro, ODOT, TriMet, and North 

Clackamas School District. The following is a summary of the comments received by the City. 

See Attachment 7 for further details. 

 Matt Amos, Fire Inspector, CFD #1: No comments 

 Michelle Wyffels, Planner II, TriMet: No comments 

 Sarah Hartung, Senior Biologist, ESA (City’s on‐call natural resources consultant): Peer 

review of the applicant’s Water Quality Resource Site Assessment was provided in a 

memo dated September 11, 2018, with a supplemental note provided on September 14, 

2018. 

 Hideo Adam Sakuma, Inside Sales Representative, Waste Management: Provided 

turning‐radius information for collection vehicles. 

 Elise Scolnick, Development Review Planner, ODOT: Advisory note on potential for 

noise from traffic and trains, with recommendation for builder to provide mitigation. 

Advisory note on fencing along northern property boundary adjacent to existing rail line. 

 Ken Kent, Senior Planner, Clackamas County Engineering Division: Findings and 

recommended conditions of approval related to public street improvements along the 

Harmony Rd frontage, which is under the jurisdiction of Clackamas County. Comments 

have been incorporated into Attachments 1 and 2 where relevant. 

 Richard Shankle, Manager, Crossing Safety Unit, ODOT Rail Division: Confirmation of 

Elise Scolnick’s advisory comments related to noise and fencing—fencing is 

recommended, not required. 

 Alex Roller, Engineering Technician II, City of Milwaukie Engineering Department: 

The City defers to the County for comments related to required improvements along the 

Harmony Rd frontage. Additional requirements related to access management and 

stormwater have been incorporated into Attachment 3. 

 Jesse Tremblay, Land Use Chair, Linwood NDA: In favor of adding more rental housing 

to the current supply. Some concerns about potential traffic impacts on the already 

congested intersection of Harmony Rd, Railroad Ave, and Linwood Ave. 
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ATTACHMENTS 
Attachments are provided as indicated by the checked boxes. All material is available for 

viewing upon request. 

  Early PC 
Mailing 

PC  
Packet 

Public 
Copies 

Packet 

1. Recommended Findings in Support of Approval         

2. Recommended Conditions of Approval         

3. Additional Requirements         

4. Applicantʹs Submittal Materials, stamped received Aug. 3, 

2018 

       

a. Applicant’s Statement (Narrative)         

b. Exhibit 1 – Application Forms         

c. Exhibit 2 – Property Deed         

d. Exhibit 3 – Preapplication Conference Report         

e. Exhibit 4 – Preliminary Development Plans         

f. Exhibit 5 – Preliminary Stormwater Report         

g. Exhibit 6 – Wetland/Waters Delineation Report         

h. Exhibit 7 – DSL Wetland Delineation Concurrence Letter 

i. Exhibit 8 – WQR Site Assessment/Mitigation Plan         

5. Supplemental Materials, stamped received Sept. 5, 2018         

a. Memo         

b. Revised Plan Sheets  

 Sheet P‐4 – Preliminary Site Plan 

 Sheet P‐5 – WQR Impacts/Tree Removal 

 Sheet P‐6 – Parking/Side Yard/WQR Planting Areas

 Sheet 3 – Preliminary Grading and ESC Plan 

 Sheet A‐1r – Elevations 

       

6. Additional Updated Plan Sheets, stamped received Sept. 17, 

2018 

       

a. Sheet P‐2 – Existing Conditions Plan 

b. Sheet P‐4 – Preliminary Site Plan 

c. Sheet P‐5 – WQR Impacts/Tree Removal 

d. Sheet P‐6 – Parking/Side Yard/WQR Planting Areas 

e. Sheet A‐2 – Floor Plans 

       

7. Comments Received         

8. Response to Question from Commissioner Edge (Sept. 14, 

2018) 

       

Key: 

Early PC Mailing = paper materials provided to Planning Commission at the time of public notice 20 days prior to the hearing. 

PC Packet = paper materials provided to Planning Commission 7 days prior to the hearing. 

Public Copies = paper copies of the packet available for review at City facilities and at the Planning Commission meeting. 

Packet = packet materials available online at https://www.milwaukieoregon.gov/bc‐pc/planning‐commission‐16. 
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Recommended Findings in Support of Approval

Master File #VR-2018-005—Harmony Park Townhomes, Phase II

Sections of the Milwaukie Municipal Code not addressed in these findings are found to be 
inapplicable to the decision on this application.

1. The applicant, HPA 2, LLC, has applied for approval to construct a 15-unit apartment
building at 6115 SE Harmony Rd. The proposal includes 3 variance requests related to
specific development standards, temporary and permanent disturbance of the designated
natural resource area on the site (with accompanying mitigation), and a demonstration of
consistency with the multifamily design guidelines. The land use application master file
number is VR-2018-005, with NR-2018-002 and DEV-2018-006.

2. The subject property is approximately 1.33 acres in size and is undeveloped. The property
is bisected by Minthorn Creek and a delineated wetland, which constitute a Water Quality
Resource (WQR). The proposed development, including the apartment building, off-street
parking area, and associated walkways and site amenities, will disturb approximately
10,000 sq ft of WQR (combined temporary and permanent disturbance). The applicant has
requested variances to the following development standards: (1) front yard setback, (2)
side yard height plane limit, and (3) parking lot landscaping. The proposed structure is
also subject to the City’s design guidelines for multifamily housing.

3. The proposal is subject to the following provisions of the Milwaukie Municipal Code
(MMC):
 MMC Section 19.302 Medium & High Density Residential Zones (incl. R-2)
 MMC Section 19.402 Natural Resources
 MMC Chapter 19.500 Supplementary Development Regulations (incl. Subsection

19.505.3, Design Standards for Multifamily Housing)
 MMC Chapter 19.600 Off-Street Parking and Loading
 MMC Chapter 19.700 Public Facility Improvements
 MMC Section 19.906 Development Review (for multifamily design)
 MMC Section 19.911 Variances
 MMC Section 19.1006 Type III Review

4. MMC Section 19.1006 Type III Review

The application has been processed and public notice provided in accordance with MMC
19.1006. A public hearing was held on September 25, 2018, as required by law.

5. MMC Section 19.302 Medium & High Density Residential Zones (incl. R-2)

MMC 19.302 establishes standards for the medium- and high-density residential zones,
including the R-2 zone. The subject property is zoned R-2.
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a. MMC Subsection 19.302.2 Allowed Uses in Medium & High Density Residential Zones

MMC 19.302.2 lists the permitted and conditional uses in the R-2 zone. Multifamily 
residential uses are permitted outright in the R-2 zone. 

The proposed multifamily development is allowed in the R-2 zone.

b. MMC Subsections 19.302.4 and 19.302.5 Development Standards

MMC 19.302.4 and 19.302.5 provide applicable development standards for the R-2 
zone, summarized in Table 5-b:

Table 5-b
Applicable R-2 Development Standards

Standard R-2 Requirement Proposed Development

Front Yard 15 ft (not including special 
setback for Harmony Rd)

12 ft
(See Finding 11 for discussion of requested variance from 

this standard.)

Side Yard 5 ft 5 ft and >50 ft

Rear Yard 15 ft >180 ft

Maximum Building 
Height

Height Exceptions
(MMC 19.302.5.E)

3 stories or 45 ft (lesser of)

Plus 1 additional story if an 
additional 10% of site area is 

retained in vegetation

4 stories, approx. 35 ft (including daylight basement)

(Minimum vegetation is >60%, which allows an additional 
story.)

Side Yard Height Plane 
Limit (w/ slope of plane at 45 
degrees)

25 ft 35 ft
(See Finding 11 for discussion of requested variance from 

this standard.)

Maximum lot coverage 45% <11%

Minimum vegetation 
(>50% of vegetation area 
must be suitable for outdoor 
recreation by residents)

15%
(for 58,000-sq-ft site, at least 

4,350 sq ft must be suitable for 
outdoor recreation)

>60%
(See Finding 7-e for discussion of multifamily common open 

space.)

Density requirements Min. = 15 units
(@11.6 units/acre)

Max = 23 units
(@17.4 units/acre)

15 units

Front Yard Minimum 
Vegetation

40%
(may provide less if vehicle 
turnaround area is needed 

onto collector or arterial street)

Approx. 41%

(Front yard includes parking & maneuvering area for 
turnaround onto Harmony Rd, an arterial street)

Minimum site size for 
multifamily 
development

40,000 sq ft
(5,000 sq ft for first unit; 2,500 sq 

ft/unit for additional units)

Approx. 58,000 sq ft
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The Planning Commission finds that, as noted in the table above and per the requested 
variances addressed in Finding 11, the applicable development standards of the R-2 zone are 
met.

The Planning Commission finds that as proposed, and with approval of the relevant variance 
requests addressed in Finding 11, the development meets all applicable standards of MMC 19.302 
for the underlying R-2 zone.

6. MMC Section 19.402 Natural Resources

MMC 19.402 establishes regulations for designated natural resource areas. The standards 
and requirements of MMC 19.402 are an acknowledgment that many of the riparian, 
wildlife, and wetland resources in the community have been adversely impacted by 
development over time. The regulations are intended to minimize additional negative 
impacts and to restore and improve natural resources where possible.

a. MMC Subsection 19.402.3 Applicability

MMC 19.402.3 establishes applicability of the Natural Resource (NR) regulations, 
including all properties containing Water Quality Resources (WQRs) and Habitat 
Conservation Areas (HCAs) as shown on the City’s Natural Resource (NR) 
Administrative Map.

Minthorn Creek flows west to east across the middle of the subject property, and a small 
delineated wetland (approximately 0.12 acres) extends along the north side of the creek. The 
City's NR Administrative Map does not show any WQR designations on the subject 
property, but natural resources that meet the WQR parameters established in MMC Table 
19.402.15 are considered to be WQR features and are subject to the regulations of MMC 
19.402.

As presented in the applicant's submittal materials, the proposed development will 
temporarily disturb approximately 4,350 sq ft of WQR area and permanently disturb 
approximately 2,700 sq ft of WQR area, for a total of almost 7,100 sq ft. At that scale, the 
proposed activity is not listed as exempt according to the standards outlined in MMC 
19.402.4. 

The Planning Commission finds that the requirements of MMC 19.402 are applicable to the 
proposed activity.

b. MMC Subsection 19.402.7 Activities Requiring Type II Review

MMC 19.402.7 establishes that certain activities within a designated WQR and/or 
HCA are subject to Type II review in accordance with MMC 19.1005. As per MMC 
19.402.7.E, this includes boundary verifications that propose substantial corrections to 
the NR Administrative Map, including identifying the precise location of wetlands, as 
required by MMC 19.402.15.A.

Although the applicant did not propose a correction to the NR Administrative Map, which 
showed no WQR or HCA designations on the subject property, the applicant’s submittal 
materials identify primary protected water features in the form of Minthorn Creek and an 
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adjacent delineated wetland. A Type II boundary verification is required to properly show 
these WQR features on the NR Administrative Map. Since the proposed activity requires 
other applications that are being processed concurrently with Type III review, the boundary 
verification will be incorporated into that higher review as per MMC Subsection 
19.1001.6.B.1, which provides that concurrent applications be processed according to the 
highest numbered review type, with a single decision to be issued that includes findings for all 
concurrent applications. 

The Planning Commission finds that the necessary boundary verification for WQR features 
shall be processed concurrently with Type III review.

c. MMC Subsection 19.402.8 Activities Requiring Type III Review

MMC 19.402.8 establishes that certain activities within a designated WQR and/or 
HCA are subject to Type III review in accordance with MMC 19.1006. As per MMC 
19.402.8.A.1, this includes activities allowed in the base zone that are not otherwise 
exempt or permitted as a Type I or II activity. 

The scale of disturbance proposed within the identified WQR area on the subject property 
exceeds the levels allowed by Type I and II review, as provided in MMC 19.402.6 and 402.7, 
respectively. As such, the activity is subject to Type III review and the discretionary process 
established in MMC 19.402.12.

The Planning Commission finds that the proposed activity is subject to Type III review.

d. MMC Subsection 19.402.9 Construction Management Plans

MMC 19.402.9 establishes standards for construction management plans, which are 
required for projects that disturb more than 150 sq ft of designated natural resource 
area. Construction management plans must provide information related to site 
access, staging of materials and equipment, and measures for tree protection and 
erosion control. 

The applicant’s submittal materials include a preliminary grading and erosion control plan 
that provides the information required by MMC 19.402.9 and effectively serves as a 
construction management plan. As discussed in Finding 5-e, below, a condition has been 
established to require revisions to the plans to reflect actual WQR disturbance and tree 
removal, and the construction management plan will be adjusted accordingly. 

As conditioned, the Planning Commission finds that the construction management plan 
provides sufficient information for natural resource protection.

e. MMC Subsection 19.402.11 Development Standards

MMC 19.402.11 establishes development standards for projects that impact a 
designated natural resource, including requirements to protect natural resource areas 
during development and general standards for required mitigation (e.g., plant 
species, size, spacing, and diversity). 
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In particular, Subsection 11-C establishes mitigation requirements for disturbance 
within WQRs. The requirements vary depending on the existing condition of the 
WQR, according to the categories established in MMC Table 19.402.11.C. For Class A 
"Good" WQR conditions, the table requires that the applicant submit a plan for 
mitigating water quality impacts related to the development; for Class B “Marginal” 
and Class C “Poor” WQR conditions, the table requires restoration and mitigation 
with native species using a City-approved plan.

As proposed, the development will permanently impact approximately 5,650 sq ft and 
temporarily disturb approximately 4,365 sq ft within the WQR. Based on existing conditions, 
the portion of the WQR on the south side of Minthorn Creek is categorized as Class B 
(“Marginal”) and Class C (“Poor”). For both categories, the code requires restoration and 
mitigation with native species using a City-approved plan. The applicant has proposed to 
plant an area of approximately 7,400 sq ft on the south side of Minthorn Creek with native 
trees, shrubs, and ground cover. As proposed, the mitigation plantings will meet the 
minimum requirements established in Subsection 11-B.

ESA, the City’s consultant for on-call natural resource services, evaluated the applicant’s 
WQR Site Assessment and made several recommendations to ensure adequate mitigation. 
One suggestion was to increase the replacement ratio for permanently impacted WQR from 
the proposed 1.25:1 to 1.5:1 or 2:1. That is, for every 1 sq ft of WQR that will be permanently 
disturbed by development, 1.5 or 2 sq ft of area within the remaining WQR should be treated 
with mitigation measures. ESA also noted some discrepancies between the applicant’s revised 
plan sheets and the WQR Site Assessment that need to be reconciled with respect to the 
number and species of plantings proposed within the mitigation area. In addition, the density 
of proposed plantings is well under the standard recommended ratio of 5 trees and 25 shrubs 
per 500 sq ft of disturbance. ESA recommended a different planting scheme within the 
proposed looped pathway through the common open space, installation of a split-rail fence to 
demarcate the remaining protected WQR, and correction of an apparent mapping error that 
currently shows grading below the ordinary high water line in one location. As per the 
discussion in Finding 6-f, below, conditions have been established to implement ESA’s 
recommendations by requiring revisions to the relevant plan sheets to provide appropriate 
protection of the WQR and adequate mitigation for the proposed disturbance.

As conditioned, the Planning Commission finds that the applicable development standards of 
MMC 19.402.11 are met.

f. MMC Subsection 19.402.12 General Discretionary Review

MMC 19.402.12 establishes the discretionary review process for activities that 
substantially disturb designated natural resource areas. 

(1) MMC Subsection 19.402.12.A Impact Evaluation and Analysis

MMC 19.402.12.A requires an impact evaluation and alternatives analysis in 
order to determine compliance with the approval criteria for discretionary 
review and to evaluate alternatives to the proposed development. A technical 
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report prepared by a qualified natural resource professional is required and 
should include the following components:

 Identification of ecological functions
 Inventory of vegetation
 Assessment of water quality impacts
 Alternatives analysis
 Demonstration that no practicable alternative method or design exists that 

would have a lesser impact on the resource and that impacts are mitigated 
to the extent practicable

 Mitigation plan

The applicant’s submittal materials include a WQR Site Assessment, a technical report 
prepared by SWCA Environmental Consultants. SWCA is a nationwide environmental 
consulting firm providing a range of services, including natural resource assessment 
and mitigation. The WQR Site Assessment includes an assessment of ecological 
functions, inventory of vegetation and impact evaluation consistent with the required 
components listed above. The report also provides a mitigation plan for permanent and 
temporary impacts to the WQR.

The applicant’s narrative discusses 3 alternatives to the proposed development 
configuration: (1) locating the apartment building in the southwest corner of the site, the 
parking area in the southeast corner of the site, and providing direct access from 
Harmony Rd; (2) locating the building in the southwest corner of the site, parking in the 
southeast corner, and extending the shared access driveway across the front of the site; 
and (3) providing access from Railroad Ave to the north and bridging the creek to access 
the southern portion of the site. The applicant’s narrative concludes that the proposed 
development is the most practicable alternative that results in the least impact to the 
natural resources on the site.

ESA’s peer review of the applicant’s materials includes a note that the alternatives 
analysis did not provide estimates of potential WQR impacts for the various alternatives 
and did not address the possibility of reducing the footprint of off-street parking by 
locating some or all spaces beneath the proposed building. Staff notes that other 
alternatives for consideration include (1) further reducing the front yard setback to 
reduce WQR disturbance and (2) requesting a variance to exceed the maximum allowed 
building height to create a smaller footprint with a 4- or 5-story structure.

While acknowledging the points raised by ESA and staff, the Planning Commission 
finds that the applicant’s materials provide a sufficient amount of information for 
evaluating alternatives and reviewing the proposed activity against the approval criteria 
of Subsection 12-B. This standard is met.

(2) MMC Subsection 19.402.12.B Approval Criteria

MMC 19.402.12.B provides the approval criteria for discretionary review as 
follows:
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 Avoid – The proposed activity avoids the intrusion of development into the 
WQR and/or HCA to the extent practicable, and has less detrimental impact 
to the natural resource areas than other practicable alternatives.

The subject property has a number of significant constraints, with Minthorn Creek 
and the adjacent wetland bisecting the site, an active railway line along the 
northern boundary, and Harmony Rd along the southern boundary with limited 
access as an arterial street. The southern half of the site is the most reasonable 
location for development, but given the extent of the WQR boundary there, it is 
difficult to configure a site plan that provides a building large enough to meet the 
minimum density requirement as well as the associated required parking without 
some WQR disturbance and/or a host of variances from other code standards.

 Minimize – If the applicant demonstrates that there is no practicable 
alternative to avoid disturbance of the natural resource, then the proposed 
activity shall minimize detrimental impacts to the extent practicable.

It is not reasonable or practicable to require the applicant to provide most or all of 
the required parking under the building, as the construction costs would appear to 
be prohibitive. Switching the building and parking locations would not result in 
any significant difference in disturbance. A building with a smaller footprint 
would need to be at least 1 or 2 stories taller, which significantly increases the 
complexity and cost of construction, in addition to presenting issues of building 
mass and compatibility with adjacent properties. 

As per the discussion in Finding 11, the requested front yard setback of 12 ft 
strikes a reasonable balance between pulling the new building away from the WQR 
while maintaining some space for a potential future widening of Harmony Rd. 
However, ESA provided recommendations aimed at further reducing impacts to 
the WQR. These include revising the grading plan to clarify that no grading will 
occur below the ordinary high water line and eliminating the looped aspect of the 
proposed pedestrian trail to limit encroachment into the WQR. Conditions have 
been established to incorporate these recommendations for minimizing impacts.

 Mitigate – If the applicant demonstrates that there is no practicable 
alternative that will avoid disturbance of the natural resource, then the 
proposed activity shall mitigate for adverse impacts to the resource area. 
The applicant shall present a mitigation plan that demonstrates 
compensation for detrimental impacts to ecological functions, with 
mitigation occurring on the site of the disturbance to the extent practicable, 
utilization of native plants, and a maintenance plan to ensure the success of 
plantings.

As noted in Finding 6-e, above, the applicant’s submittal includes a mitigation 
plan for the proposed WQR disturbance, with native trees, shrubs, and ground 
cover planted within an approximately 7,400-sq-ft area on the south side of 
Minthorn Creek. The plan presents a rationale for the selection of various species 
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based on the site conditions and emphasizes the importance of removing invasive 
plants within the mitigation area. The proposal estimates a temporary WQR 
disturbance of approximately 4,365 sq ft and permanent WQR impacts of 
approximately 5,650 sq ft. 

According to ESA’s review of the applicant’s original WQR Site Assessment, the 
WQR boundary along the south side of Minthorn Creek was not originally 
calculated accurately where the slope of the bank exceeds 25%. The WQR actually 
extends farther south where the new building is proposed, with the result that a 
larger area of the WQR will be permanently disturbed than was understood at the 
time of the application submittal. A condition has been established to require 
revisions to the mitigation plan to account for this additional permanent 
disturbance. ESA also noted that the proposed picnic table and benches should be 
considered permanent disturbance and accounted for accordingly.

As noted earlier in Finding 6-e, ESA reported that a replacement ratio of 1.5:1 is a 
common mitigation requirement for permanent impacts to WQR areas. For the 
proposed permanent WQR disturbance of 5,650 sq ft, such a ratio would require a 
mitigation area of 8,475 sq ft elsewhere within the WQR. Temporary disturbances 
are usually mitigated on a 1:1 basis, so an additional 4,365 sq ft would be added to 
the mitigation tally, for a total of 12,840 sq ft.

As proposed, the mitigation planting area on the south side of Minthorn Creek is 
only 7,400 sq ft. Excluding the 4,365 sq ft of temporary WQR disturbance that 
should be restored anyway, this leaves only 3,035 sq ft of proposed mitigation area 
for 5,650 sq ft of permanent WQR impacts, which is a replacement ratio of only 
0.5:1. Since the existing condition of the WQR area being impacted is categorized 
as only either “Marginal” or “Poor,” and since the intent of mitigation is to 
restore WQR areas to “Good” conditions, it is reasonable to suggest that 
enhancement of temporary impact areas could be counted toward the 1.5:1 
replacement mitigation ratio recommended for permanent impacts. Even with this 
allowance, the proposed 7,400-sq-ft mitigation planting area is less than the 8,475 
sq ft recommended for 5,650 sq ft of permanent WQR disturbance alone. A 
condition has been established to expand the mitigation area as necessary to 
achieve a replacement ratio of 1.5:1 for permanent WQR disturbance, including 
installation of mitigation plantings in the WQR on the north side of Minthorn 
Creek as necessary.

As proposed, the number of mitigation plantings is well below the ratio of 5 trees 
and 25 shrubs per 500 sq ft of disturbed area. This is the planting density 
recommended in MMC Subsection 19.402.11.D.2 for HCAs and is understood to 
be a reasonable planting density for WQR areas as well. A condition has been 
established to require this planting density within the entire mitigation area, with 
more detail about what native species will be used where. Plant species shall be 
selected based on their appropriateness for specific site conditions (e.g., if below the 
ordinary high water line, within the delineated wetland, in upland areas, etc.). 
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ESA noted that the mitigation plan does not explain how temporary grading 
impacts within the WQR will be restored, nor does it provide much discussion of 
potential stormwater impacts to the creek. Although the plan emphasizes the 
removal of invasive plants within the mitigation area itself, ESA has recommended 
that invasive plants be removed within a 10-ft buffer outside the boundary of all 
mitigation planting areas, to improve the chances of mitigation success. ESA also 
recommended the installation of a split-rail fence along the edge of the adjusted 
pathway and dense shrub plantings on the downslope to prevent off-trail use and 
potential damage to the WQR slope. Conditions have been established to address 
these issues and incorporate ESA’s recommendations, including a requirement for 
boosted plantings and ground cover below the proposed stormwater outfall to 
prevent erosion. 

With the revisions required by the established conditions of approval, the proposed 
mitigation will adequately compensate for detrimental impacts to ecological 
functions resulting from the temporary and permanent disturbance of the WQR.

As conditioned, the Planning Commission finds that the proposed development meets 
the approval criteria for discretionary review as established in MMC 19.402.12.B. 

The Planning Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development meets the 
applicable discretionary review standards of MMC 19.402.12. 

g. MMC Subsection 19.402.15 Boundary Verification and Map Administration

MMC 19.402.15 establishes standards for verifying WQR and HCA boundaries and 
for administering the City's Natural Resource (NR) Administrative Map. 

WQR locations are determined based on the provisions of MMC Table 19.402.15. For 
streams, the WQR includes the feature itself and a vegetated corridor that extends 50 
ft from the ordinary high water mark or 2-year recurrence interval flood elevation. 
Where the slope exceeds 25% for less than 150 ft, the vegetated corridor is measured 
with a 50-ft width from the break in the 25% slope. For wetlands, a wetland 
delineation report prepared by a professional wetland specialist and approved by the 
Department of State Lands (DSL) is required. 

For HCAs, the City’s NR Administrative Map is assumed to be accurate with respect 
to location unless challenged by the applicant, using the procedures outlined in either 
MMC Subsection 19.402.15.A.1 or MMC Subsection 19.402.15.A.2.b.

The WQR Site Assessment prepared by SWCA includes a detailed topographic map showing 
the boundaries of the WQR using the provisions of MMC Table 19.402.15. In addition, the 
submittal materials include a wetland delineation report prepared in accordance with DSL 
standards as well as a formal letter of concurrence by DSL.

As noted in Finding 6-f, above, according to ESA’s review, the WQR boundary along the 
south side of Minthorn Creek that was presented in the applicant’s original submittal 
materials was not accurately calculated where the slope of the bank exceeds 25%. The result is 
that the WQR extends farther south where the new building is proposed. A condition has been 
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established to require revisions to the mitigation plan and other relevant plan sheets to reflect 
the correct WQR boundary, so the City’s NR Administrative Map can be updated to show the 
correct location of the designated natural resources on the subject property.

The NR Administrative Map does not show any HCA on the subject property. The applicant 
is not challenging the map’s accuracy with respect to the HCA designation and the City does 
not have the authority to initiate a detailed HCA as part of this land use application. The NR 
Administrative Map will continue to show no HCA designation on the subject property.

As conditioned, the Planning Commission finds that the City’s NR Administrative Map will 
be adjusted to reflect the accurate location of the WQR on the site, based on the detailed 
information provided by the applicant with respect to the delineated wetland and the ordinary 
high water line and adjacent slopes along Minthorn Creek.

The Planning Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development, including 
disturbance of the designated natural resource area on the subject property, meets all applicable 
standards of MMC 19.402.

7. MMC Chapter 19.500 Supplementary Development Regulations

MMC 19.500 provides additional standards for a variety of development types and 
locations. The applicable portions of this section are addressed below.

a. MMC Subsection 19.501.2 Yard Exceptions

MMC Subsection 19.501.2.A requires additional building setbacks from the centerline 
of several streets in the city, including Harmony Rd, which requires an additional 
yard area of 40 ft from centerline plus the applicable yard requirement.  

The right-of-way width along the subject property’s Harmony Rd frontage is 60 ft, or 30 ft in 
each direction from the centerline. For the proposed development, an additional building 
setback of 10 ft is required, added on to the 15-ft front yard setback required in the R-2 zone. 
The applicant has requested a variance from these combined setbacks and has proposed a 
building setback of 12 ft. A discussion of this variance request is provided in Finding 11.

With the approved variance request as discussed in Finding 11, this standard is met.

b. MMC Subsection 19.504.1 Clear Vision Areas

MMC 19.504.1 refers to clear vision area requirements in MMC Chapter 12.24.  

The proposal will not have any negative impact on the current vision clearance conditions 
along Harmony Rd because no new access is proposed and the only significant landscaping 
changes along this frontage involve the removal of vegetation. 

As proposed, the applicable clear vision requirements are met.  

c. MMC Subsection 19.504.7 Minimum Vegetation

MMC 19.504.7 requires that no more than 20% of the required vegetation area may be 
covered with bark mulch.  
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As proposed, over half the subject property will be vegetated, including mitigation plantings 
consisting of native species trees, shrubs, and ground cover. Very little of the vegetation areas 
on the site will be covered with bark mulch. 

This standard is met.

d. MMC Subsection 19.504.9 On-Site Circulation and Walkways 

MMC 19.504.9 is applicable to all development subject to MMC Chapter 19.700, 
except single-family and multifamily residential development. 

This subsection is not applicable to the proposed multifamily residential development.

e. MMC Subsection 19.505.3 Multifamily Housing

MMC 19.505.3 establishes design standards for multifamily housing, to facilitate the 
development of attractive housing that encourages multimodal transportation and 
good site and building design. The requirements of this subsection are intended to 
achieve the principles of livability, compatibility, safety and functionality, and 
sustainability. The design elements, established in MMC Subsection 19.505.3.D, are 
applicable to all new multifamily housing developments with 3 or more units. 

MMC Subsection 19.505.3.C provides both an objective and a discretionary review 
process for multifamily housing development, requiring either Type I or Type II 
development review, respectively, pursuant to MMC Section 19.906. However, a 
project can be reviewed using only one of the two review processes and may not use 
some of the objective standards and some of the discretionary guidelines in one 
application.

The proposed 15-unit multifamily housing development is subject to review against the design 
elements established in MMC 19.505.3. Because the proposed design does not meet all of the 
clear and objective design standards, the applicant has opted to use the discretionary Type II 
review process to demonstrate the proposal’s consistency with the design guidelines, 
summarized in Table 7-e:
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Table 7-e
Design Guidelines—Multifamily Housing

Design Element Guideline Findings
1. Private Open Space The development should provide private 

open space for each dwelling unit, with 
direct access from the dwelling unit and 
visually and/or physically separate from 
common areas.
The development may provide common 
open space in lieu of private open 
space if the common open space is well 
designed, adequately sized, and 
functionally similar to private open 
space.

Fourteen (14) of the 15 proposed units each 
have a private patio or balcony at least 85 sq ft 
in size. In lieu of a private open space for the 1 
studio apartment, the proposed development 
includes a common open space area with a 
walking path, picnic table, and benches. This 
common open space is designed to protect 
the WQR mitigation area while providing an 
opportunity for residents to walk, sit, or passively 
recreate outside.
The proposed design is consistent with this 
guideline.

2. Public Open Space The development should provide 
sufficient open space for the purpose of 
outdoor recreation, scenic amenity, or 
shared outdoor space for people to 
gather.

The design includes a common open space 
approximately 7,650 sq ft in area. The open 
space is almost entirely within the WQR along 
the south side of Minthorn Creek and includes 
the mitigation planting area, along with a 
walking path, picnic table, and benches. 
Although much of this open space is only 
visually available to users (in order to protect 
the WQR and mitigation plantings), it does 
provide an important scenic amenity and a 
place for people gather in some fashion.
The proposed design is consistent with this 
guideline. 

3. Pedestrian 
Circulation

Site design should promote safe, direct, 
and usable pedestrian facilities and 
connections throughout the 
development. Ground-floor units should 
provide a clear transition from the public 
realm to the private dwellings.

Sidewalks and walkways are shown throughout 
the development to provide access between 
buildings, open space, parking, and the street. 
As discussed below in the finding for Design 
Element 10 (Recycling), a condition has been 
established to require the striping of a 
pedestrian walkway in the shared accessway 
to connect the new building with the shared 
garbage/recycling facility on the adjacent 
apartment property to the west.
A clear transition from the public realm to the 
ground-floor units by locating unit entrances 
within the building lobby, providing a railing 
around private open space areas, and locating 
landscaping areas between walkways and the 
front of the building.
The proposed design is consistent with this 
guideline.
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Table 7-e
Design Guidelines—Multifamily Housing

Design Element Guideline Findings
4. Vehicle and 

Bicycle Parking
Vehicle parking should be integrated into 
the site in a manner that does not detract 
from the design of the building, the street 
frontage, or the site. Bicycle parking 
should be secure, sheltered, and 
conveniently located.

To minimize impacts to the WQR, the on-site 
parking area is located to the side of the 
proposed development and not between the 
building and Harmony Rd, with access 
provided through a shared drive off to the side. 
The original proposal was to designate a 
bicycle parking area inside each unit, which 
would be secure and sheltered. However, as 
discussed in Finding 8-e, to ensure that the 
required bicycle parking is conveniently 
located, a condition has been established to 
require the provision of bicycle parking 
somewhere other than the interior of each unit, 
with at least half of the spaces covered or 
enclosed and with all spaces meeting the 
applicable standards of MMC Section 19.609.
As conditioned, the proposed design is 
consistent with this guideline.

5. Building Orientation 
and Entrances

Buildings should be located with the 
principal façade oriented to the street or 
a street-facing open space such as a 
courtyard. Building entrances should be 
well-defined and protect people from 
the elements.

The primary building entrance faces Harmony 
Rd, and the 85-ft width of the front façade is 
more than 50% of the 164-ft lot width. The 
primary ground-floor entrance is emphasized 
between 2 columns and leads into a lobby 
area that protects all unit entrances from the 
elements. 
The proposed design is consistent with this 
guideline.

6. Building Façade 
Design

Changes in wall planes, layering, 
horizontal & vertical datums, building 
materials, color, and/or fenestration 
should be incorporated to create simple 
and visually interesting buildings
Windows and doors should be designed 
to create depth and shadows and to 
emphasize wall thickness and give 
expression to residential buildings.
Windows should be used to provide 
articulation to the façade and visibility 
into the street.
Building facades should be compatible 
with adjacent building facades.
Garage doors shall be integrated into the 
design of the larger façade in terms of 
color, scale, materials, and building style.

The building elevations show a variety of trim 
elements and changes in materials to highlight 
the building entrance, demarcate the different 
floors, and provide overall visual interest. 
Windows and doors are inset within trim to 
provide depth, shadows, and expression. The 
windows on the front façade provide 
articulation and allow visibility to the street. The 
general design has some similarity to the 
recently constructed apartment building 
adjacent to the west. The door of the 
attached garage is oriented to face the side of 
the parking area and will be painted a color to 
match the rest of the building.

The proposed design is consistent with this 
guideline.
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Table 7-e
Design Guidelines—Multifamily Housing

Design Element Guideline Findings
7. Building Materials Buildings should be constructed with 

architectural materials that provide a 
sense of permanence and high quality, 
incorporating a hierarchy of building 
materials that are durable.
Street-facing facades should consist 
predominantly of a simple palette of 
long-lasting materials such as brick, stone, 
stucco, wood siding, and wood shingles.
Split-faced block and gypsum reinforced 
fiber concrete (for trim elements) should 
only be used in limited quantities.
Fencing should be durable, 
maintainable, and attractive.

The design utilizes durable materials to provide 
a sense of permanence and quality, including 
Hardi Board lap siding and paneling, with 
corner trim and architectural comp shingles. A 
stone veneer that was originally proposed has 
been removed and replaced with a simple, 
clean panel. A high-quality black metal fencing 
has been proposed to replace the chain-link 
fencing that was part of the original submittal. 
The proposed design is consistent with this 
guideline.

8. Landscaping Landscaping should be used to provide a 
canopy for open spaces and courtyards, 
and to buffer the development from 
adjacent properties. Existing, healthy 
trees should be preserved whenever 
possible. Landscape strategies that 
conserve water should be included. 
Hardscapes should be shaded where 
possible, as a means of reducing energy 
costs (heat island effect) and improving 
stormwater management.

The planting area for mitigation of WQR 
impacts, which also serves as the common 
open space, will be planted with native trees 
and shrubs sufficient to provide canopy 
coverage for well over 33% of the open space. 
Unfortunately, the location of the few existing 
trees within the project area prevents the 
preservation of most of them, due to conflicts 
with the building footprint or parking area. New 
trees along the western perimeter of the 
parking area will provide some shade, and as 
discussed in Finding 11-c, a condition has been 
established to require the provision of 
additional interior landscaping to shade the 
parking area.
As conditioned, the proposed design is 
consistent with this guideline.

9. Screening Mechanical equipment, garbage 
collection areas, and other site 
equipment and utilities should be 
screened so they are not visible from the 
street and public or private open spaces. 
Screening should be visually compatible 
with other architectural elements in the 
development.

As proposed, all mechanical and 
communications equipment will be screened 
from the street, private open space areas, and 
the common open space. The new building will 
share the existing garbage/recycling facility on 
the adjacent apartment property to the west, 
which is enclosed by a sight-obscuring fence.
The proposed design is consistent with this 
guideline.
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Table 7-e
Design Guidelines—Multifamily Housing

Design Element Guideline Findings
10. Recycling Areas Recycling areas should be appropriately 

sized to accommodate the amount of 
recyclable materials generated by 
residents. Areas should be located such 
that they provide convenient access for 
residents and for waste/recycling haulers. 
Recycling areas located outdoors should 
be appropriately screened or located so 
they are not prominent features viewed 
from the street.

Due to the constrained parking and 
maneuvering area, which does not provide 
adequate turnaround room for a collection 
vehicle, the new apartment building will share 
the existing garbage/recycling facility on the 
adjacent apartment property to the west. The 
applicant has proposed to increase the 
frequency of collection from once a week to 
twice a week to accommodate the 
anticipated increase in volume. In 
consideration of the considerable walking 
distance from the new building to the shared 
garbage/recycling facility and the need to 
ensure pedestrian safety, a condition has been 
established to require that a striped pedestrian 
walkway be established from the southern end 
of the new parking area through the shared 
access drive to the shared garbage/recycling 
collection.
As conditioned, the proposed design is 
consistent with this guideline.

11. Sustainability Development should optimize energy 
efficiency by designing for building 
orientation for passive heat gain, 
shading, day-lighting, and natural 
ventilation. Sustainable materials, 
particularly those with recycled content, 
should be used whenever possible. 
Sustainable architectural elements should 
be incorporated to increase occupant 
health and maximize a building’s positive 
impact on the environment.
When appropriate to the context, 
buildings should be placed on the site 
giving consideration to optimum solar 
orientation. Methods for providing 
summer shading for south-facing walls, 
and the implementation of photovoltaic 
systems on the south-facing area of the 
roof, are to be considered.

Although solar panels are not proposed at this 
time, the proposed roof design does not 
preclude the installation of solar panels in the 
future. The building has been oriented to 
provide as much solar exposure as possible. The 
proposed windows within the units will be 
operable, and sun shades will be provided.
The proposed design is consistent with this 
guideline.
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Table 7-e
Design Guidelines—Multifamily Housing

Design Element Guideline Findings
12. Privacy 

Considerations
Development should consider the privacy 
of, and sight lines to, adjacent residential 
properties, and should be oriented 
and/or screened to maximize the privacy 
of surrounding residences.

There are no residential structures within 30 ft of 
the new building. The proposed patios and 
balconies are not oriented toward either of the 
adjacent properties on either site of the subject 
property. The landscaping proposed along the 
western perimeter of the parking area and 
along the rear of the east side of the building 
will provide additional screening and privacy 
for the adjacent residential properties.   
The proposed design is consistent with this 
guideline.

13. Safety Development should be designed to 
maximize visual surveillance, create 
defensible spaces, and define access to 
and from the site. Lighting should be 
provided that is adequate for safety and 
surveillance, while not imposing lighting 
impacts to nearby properties. The site 
should be generally consistent with the 
principles of Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design (CPTED):

 Natural Surveillance
 Natural Access Control
 Territorial Reinforcement

The building elevations and floor plans 
demonstrate consistency with CPTED principles. 
The placement and frequency of windows on 
all sides of the building will allow views of the 
public sidewalk, parking lot, and common open 
space area. The locations of fencing and 
walkways will naturally control access to and 
from the site. Parking lot lighting and attached 
building lighting will enhance safety and 
surveillance.
The proposed design is consistent with this 
guideline.

The Planning Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development is consistent 
with the design guidelines for multifamily housing as established in MMC 19.505.3.

As proposed and conditioned, the Planning Commission finds that the applicable standards of 
MMC 19.500 are met.

8. MMC Chapter 19.600 Off-Street Parking and Loading

MMC 19.600 regulates off-street parking and loading areas on private property outside the 
public right-of-way. The purpose of these requirements includes providing adequate space 
for off-street parking, minimizing parking impacts to adjacent properties, and minimizing 
environmental impacts of parking areas.

a. MMC Section 19.602 Applicability

MMC 19.602 establishes the applicability of the provisions of MMC 19.600, and MMC 
Subsection 19.602.3 establishes thresholds for full compliance with the standards of 
MMC 19.600. Development of a vacant site is required to provide off-street parking 
and loading areas that conform fully to the requirements of MMC 19.600. 

5.1 Page 26



Recommended Findings in Support of Approval—Harmony Park Townhomes, Phase II Page 17 of 31
Master File #VR-2018-005—6115 SE Harmony Rd September 25, 2018

The proposed development includes construction of a 15-unit apartment building and 
associated off-street parking, which is required to conform fully to the requirements of MMC 
19.600.

The Planning Commission finds that the provisions of MMC 19.600 are applicable to the 
proposed development as discussed above.

b. MMC Section 19.605 Vehicle Parking Quantity Requirements

MMC 19.605 establishes standards to ensure that development provides adequate 
vehicle parking based on estimated parking demand. The section establishes 
processes for modification and determination of parking requirements, exemptions 
and reductions to the required ratios, and provisions for shared parking. 

(1) MMC Subsection 19.605.1 Minimum and Maximum Requirements

MMC Table 19.605.1 provides minimum and maximum quantity requirements 
for multifamily dwellings containing 3 or more dwelling units. Minimum 
requirements are based on the size of the units: those with 800 sq ft of floor area 
or less require at least 1 space per unit, and those with more than 800 sq ft of 
floor area require at least 1.25 spaces per unit. The maximum allowance is 2 
spaces per unit, regardless of unit size. As per Subsection 1-D, where the 
calculation of minimum parking spaces does not result in a whole number, the 
result is rounded down to the next whole number; where the calculation of 
maximum parking does not result in a whole number, the result is rounded to 
the nearest whole number.

One studio apartment and three 1-bedroom apartments are proposed with less than 800 
sq ft of floor area each, requiring a minimum of 4 off-street parking spaces. Eleven 2-
bedroom units are proposed with more than 800 sq ft of floor area each, requiring a 
minimum of 13 spaces (rounding down from 13.75 as per Subsection 1-D). A minimum 
total of 17 spaces are required; a maximum total of 30 spaces are allowed.

The proposed development includes 21 regular parking spaces, 1 ADA parking space, 
and 1 loading space, for a total of 23 spaces. 

(2) MMC Subsection 19.605.3 Exemptions and By-Right Reductions to Quantity 
Requirements

MMC 19.605.3 establishes certain exemptions and reductions to the quantity 
requirements of MMC 19.605.1, including reductions for proximity to public 
transit. Specifically for multifamily uses, Subsection 3-B-2(b) allows required 
parking to be reduced by up to 20% if the development is within 500-ft walking 
distance of a transit stop with a peak hour service frequency of 30 minutes or 
less. 

The applicant has not requested any by-right reduction to parking quantity and has in 
fact proposed to provide more than the minimum number of required spaces, as noted in 
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Finding 9-b(1), above. The subject property is not close enough to a transit stop to 
qualify for a by-right reduction to parking quantity requirements. 

The Planning Commission finds that the off-street parking area proposed as part of the 
proposed development meets the vehicle parking quantity requirements of MMC 19.605.

c. MMC Section 19.606 Parking Area Design and Landscaping

MMC 19.606 establishes standards for parking area design and landscaping, to 
ensure that off-street parking areas are safe, environmentally sound, and aesthetically 
pleasing, and that they have efficient circulation.

(1) MMC Subsection 19.606.1 Parking Space and Aisle Dimension

MMC 19.606.1 establishes dimensional standards for required off-street parking 
spaces and drive aisles. For 90°-angle spaces, the minimum width is 9 ft and 
minimum depth is 18 ft, with a 9-ft minimum curb length and 22-ft drive aisles. 
Parallel spaces require with 22-ft lengths and a width of 8.5 ft.

The applicant has submitted a parking plan that satisfies these dimensional standards. 

(2) MMC Subsection 19.606.2 Landscaping

MMC 19.606.2 establishes standards for parking lot landscaping, including for 
perimeter and interior areas. The purpose of these landscaping standards is to 
provide buffering between parking areas and adjacent properties, break up 
large expanses of paved area, help delineate between parking spaces and drive 
aisles, and provide environmental benefits such as stormwater management, 
carbon dioxide absorption, and a reduction of the urban heat island effect.

(a) MMC Subsection 19.606.2.C Perimeter Landscaping

In all but the downtown zones, perimeter landscaping areas must be at 
least 6 ft wide where abutting other properties and at least 8 ft wide where 
abutting the public right-of-way. At least 1 tree must be planted for every 
40 lineal ft of landscaped buffer area, with the remainder of the buffer 
planted with grass, shrubs, ground cover, mulch, or other landscaped 
treatment. Parking areas adjacent to residential uses must provide a 
continuous visual screen from 1 to 4 ft above the ground to adequately 
screen vehicle lights.

Perimeter landscaping is required along the western and southern boundaries of 
the proposed parking area, though site constraints make it difficult to meet the 
applicable standards. The configuration of the shared access driveway from the 
adjacent property to the west, as well as the location of a gated access from 
Harmony Rd for emergency vehicles, intrude into the area where perimeter 
landscaping would otherwise provide an 8-ft-wide buffer from the Harmony Rd 
right-of-way.
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The new apartment building, which is sized to meet the minimum density 
requirement of the underlying zone, is located at the minimum 5-ft setback along 
the eastern property line to maximize the developable portion of the subject 
property. The adjacent off-street parking area, which provides 2 rows of 90°-angle 
stalls separated by a drive aisle, is sized to meet the minimum dimensional 
requirements and to preserve as much of the required 6-ft-wide perimeter 
landscaping area as possible. However, the proposed site configuration leaves only 
approximately 3.5 ft as the landscaping buffer along the western perimeter.

The applicant has requested a variance from the parking lot landscaping standards, 
including from the standards for perimeter landscaping. The variance request is 
discussed in Finding 11, which provides findings and establishes conditions for 
approval.

The applicant’s submittal does not include planting details for the proposed 
perimeter landscaping areas, but it acknowledges that sufficient detail will be 
provided as part of the building permit review process. An existing 6-ft chain link 
fence with sight-obscuring slats runs along the common property boundary at the 
western edge of the parking area, and it is assumed that the applicant controls the 
fence, as the owner of the adjacent property to the west. A condition has been 
established to ensure that the applicable perimeter landscaping and screening 
standards are met. 

As conditioned, and as per the variance request discussed in Finding 11, this 
standard is met.  

(b) MMC Subsection 19.606.2.D Interior Landscaping

At least 25 sq ft of interior landscaped area are required for each parking 
space. Planting areas must be at least 120 sq ft in area, at least 6 ft in width, 
and dispersed throughout the parking area. For landscape islands, at least 
1 tree shall be planted per island, with the remainder of the buffer planted 
with grass, shrubs, ground cover, mulch, or other landscaped treatment.

The proposed development includes 21 standard parking spaces, 1 ADA space, and 
1 loading space. For the total of 23 spaces, a minimum of 575 sq ft of interior 
landscaping is required. As proposed, the site plan provides approximately 325 sq 
ft of interior landscaping, so the applicant has requested a variance from this 
standard. The variance request is discussed in Finding 11 and has been approved, 
though with a condition requiring revisions to the plans to provide a minimum of 
475 sq ft of interior landscaping, with no additional WQR disturbance and with at 
least 2 separate planting areas.

As per the variance request discussed in Finding 11 and as conditioned, this 
standard is met.
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(c) MMC Subsection 19.606.2.E Other Parking and Landscaping Provisions

Preservation of existing trees in off-street parking areas is encouraged and 
may be credited toward the total number of trees required. Parking area 
landscaping must be installed prior to final inspection, unless a 
performance bond is posted with the City. Required landscaping areas 
may serve as stormwater management facilities, and pedestrian walkways 
are allowed within landscape buffers if the buffer is at least 2 ft wider than 
required by MMC 19.606.2.C and 19.606.2.D. 

The plans submitted show that 4 existing trees will be removed because they are 
either directly within the parking lot footprint or would have their critical root 
zones damaged by construction. Proper and complete installation of landscaping 
will be confirmed as part of the subsequent Development Review and final 
inspection. No pedestrian walkways or stormwater facilities are proposed within 
the parking lot landscaping.

This standard is met.

As conditioned, and as per the variance request discussed in Finding 11, the Planning 
Commission finds that the applicable standards of MMC 19.606.2 are met.

(3) MMC Subsection 19.606.3 Additional Design Standards

MMC 19.606.3 establishes various design standards, including requirements 
related to paving and striping, wheel stops, pedestrian access, internal 
circulation, and lighting.

(a) MMC Subsection 19.606.3.A Paving and Striping

Paving and striping are required for all required maneuvering and 
standing areas, with a durable and dust-free hard surface and striping to 
delineate spaces and directional markings for driveways and accessways.

The plans submitted indicate that all parking areas will be paved and striped. 

This standard is met.

(b) MMC Subsection 19.606.3.B Wheel Stops

Parking bumpers or wheel stops are required to prevent vehicles from 
encroaching onto public rights-of-way, adjacent landscaped areas, or 
pedestrian walkways. Curbing may substitute for wheel stops if vehicles 
will not encroach into the minimum required width for landscape or 
pedestrian areas.

The plans submitted indicate that wheel stops will be installed to prevent vehicles 
from encroaching into pedestrian walkways and perimeter landscaping areas.  

This standard is met.
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(c) MMC Subsection 19.606.3.C Site Access and Drive Aisles

Accessways to parking areas shall be the minimum number necessary to 
provide access without inhibiting safe circulation on the street. Drive aisles 
shall meet the dimensional requirements of MMC 19.606.1, including a 22-
ft minimum width for drive aisles serving 90°-angle stalls and a 16-ft 
minimum width for drive aisles not abutting a parking space. Along 
collector and arterial streets, no parking space shall be located such that its 
maneuvering area is in an ingress or egress aisle within 20 ft of the back of 
the sidewalk. Driveways and on-site circulation shall be designed so that 
vehicles enter the right-of-way in a forward motion. 

The proposed development will take access from Harmony Rd through a shared 
driveway on the adjacent apartment property to the west. The proposed drive aisles 
meet the minimum applicable dimensional requirements. Although 2 of the 
parking spaces are located with their maneuvering areas in the drive aisle within 
20 ft of the back of sidewalk along Harmony Rd, the parking area will be separated 
from the sidewalk by a metal fence and gate for emergency access. The parking lot’s 
design, together with the shared driveway arrangement, will effectively require 
vehicles to enter the right-of-way in a forward motion.

This standard is met.

(d) MMC Subsection 19.606.3.D Pedestrian Access and Circulation

Pedestrian access shall be provided so that no off-street parking space is 
farther than 100 ft away, measured along vehicle drive aisles, from a 
building entrance or a walkway that is continuous, leads to a building 
entrance, and meets the design standards of MMC Subsection 19.504.9.E. 

As proposed, no off-street parking space is farther than 100 ft away from a 
building entrance or walkway that meets the standards of this subsection.

This standard is met.

(e) MMC Subsection 19.606.3.E Internal Circulation

The Planning Director has the authority to review the pedestrian, bicycle, 
and vehicular circulation of the site and impose conditions to ensure safe 
and efficient on-site circulation. Such conditions may include, but are not 
limited to, on-site signage, pavement markings, addition or modification of 
curbs, and modification of drive aisle dimensions.

The Planning Director has reviewed the plans and concluded that, given the 
proposal to have the new building share the existing garbage/recycling collection 
facility on the adjacent apartment property to the west, an additional improvement 
is necessary to promote pedestrian safety. A condition has been established to 
require that a striped pedestrian walkway be established from the southern end of 
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the new parking area through the shared access drive to the shared 
garbage/recycling collection facility. 

As conditioned, this standard is met.

(f) MMC Subsection 19.606.3.F Lighting

Lighting is required for parking areas with more than 10 spaces and must 
have a cutoff angle of 90° or greater to ensure that lighting is directed 
toward the parking surface. Lighting shall not cause a light trespass of 
more than 0.5 footcandles measured vertically at the boundaries of the site 
and shall provide a minimum illumination of 0.5 footcandles for pedestrian 
walkways in off-street parking areas. 

The applicant’s submittal does not include planting lighting details for the parking 
area, but it acknowledges that sufficient detail will be provided as part of the 
building permit review process. A condition has been established to ensure that 
this standard is met.

As conditioned, this standard is met.

As conditioned, the Planning Commission finds that the applicable standards of MMC 
19.606.3 are met.

As conditioned, the Planning Commission finds that the applicable design and landscaping 
standards of MMC 19.606 are met.

d. MMC Section 19.608 Loading

MMC 19.608 establishes standards for off-street loading areas and empowers the 
Planning Director to determine whether loading spaces are required. For 
development with fewer than 50 dwelling units on a site that abuts a local street, no 
loading space is required; otherwise, 1 space is required. Loading spaces shall be at 
least 35 ft long and 10 ft wide, with a height clearance of 13 ft, and located where not 
a hindrance to drive aisles or walkways.

The proposed parking lot design includes 1 designated loading space measuring 10 ft wide and 
35-ft long. The loading space is situated with no height obstructions and is located alongside 
the rear of the new building, where it will not hinder drive aisles or walkways. 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard is met.

e. MMC Section 19.609 Bicycle Parking

MMC 19.609 establishes standards for bicycle parking for new development of 
various uses, including multifamily housing. For multifamily development with 4 or 
more units, MMC Subsection 19.609.2 requires a minimum of 1 bicycle parking space 
per unit, with at least 50% of the spaces covered and/or enclosed (in lockers or a 
secure room). MMC Subsection 19.609.3.A provides that each bicycle parking space 
shall have minimum dimensions of 2 ft by 6 ft, with 5-ft-wide aisles for maneuvering. 
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MMC Subsection 19.609.4 requires bike racks to be located within 50 ft of a main 
building entrance.

For the proposed 15-unit multifamily housing development, a minimum of 15 bicycle parking 
spaces is required, with 8 of them covered or enclosed. The applicant has proposed to designate 
an area within each unit for bicycle parking, in addition to 5 spaces in the covered area outside 
the units on the first floor and 1 space in the covered area outside the units in the daylight 
basement. However, the proposal for designated spaces within each unit presents a number of 
difficulties, including conflicts with interior furnishings (especially in wet weather 
conditions) and the challenge of carrying a bicycle up to and down from the 2nd or 3rd floor.

A more reasonable bicycle parking scenario could include spaces available in the open corridor 
on the ground-floor level, with additional spaces in the landings of the other floors as needed. 
Another option could be to utilize a portion of the attached garage for secure bicycle parking. 
Or there may be a location(s) outside the building near a pedestrian walkway where a bicycle 
rack could be installed for use by residents or visitors. A condition has been established to 
require revisions to the relevant plan sheets to demonstrate that a minimum of 15 bicycle 
parking spaces are located somewhere other than the interior of the dwelling units, with at 
least 8 of the spaces covered or enclosed and with all spaces meeting the applicable standards of 
MMC 19.609.

As conditioned, the Planning Commission finds that this standard is met.

f. MMC Section 19.610 Carpool and Vanpool Parking

MMC 19.610 establishes carpool parking standards for new industrial, institutional, 
and commercial development.  

The proposed development is for multifamily housing. This standard is not applicable.

As conditioned, and as per the variance request discussed in Finding 11, the Planning Commission 
finds that the proposed development meets all applicable standards MMC 19.600 for off-street 
parking.

9. MMC Chapter 19.700 Public Facility Improvements

MMC 19.700 is intended to ensure that development, including redevelopment, provides 
public facilities that are safe, convenient, and adequate in rough proportion to their public 
facility impacts. 

a. MMC Section 19.702 Applicability

MMC 19.702 establishes the applicability of the provisions of MMC 19.700, including 
new construction.

The applicant proposes to develop multifamily housing on a vacant site. The proposed new 
construction triggers the requirements of MMC 19.700.
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b. MMC Section 19.703 Review Process

MMC 19.703 establishes the review process for development that is subject to MMC 
19.700, including requiring a preapplication conference, establishing the type of 
application required, and providing approval criteria.

The applicant had a preapplication conference with City staff on November 2, 2017, prior to 
application submittal. The proposed development does not trigger a Transportation Impact 
Study (as addressed in Finding 9-c). The proposal’s compliance with MMC 19.700 has been 
evaluated as part of the concurrent review of variance requests, natural resource disturbance, 
and multifamily design standards. Finding 9-f addresses the proposal’s compliance with the 
approval criteria established in MMC Subsection 19.703.3, particularly the required 
transportation facility improvements.

c. MMC Section 19.704 Transportation Impact Evaluation

MMC 19.704 establishes the process and requirements for evaluating development 
impacts on the surrounding transportation system, including determining when a 
formal Transportation Impact Study (TIS) is necessary and what mitigation measures 
will be required.

The subject property is zoned for medium residential density and no new direct access to the 
site from its frontage on Harmony Rd, an arterial street, is proposed. Therefore, the 
Engineering Director has determined that a formal TIS is not required. 

d. MMC Section 19.707 Agency Notification and Coordinated Review

MMC 19.707 establishes provisions for coordinating land use application review with 
other agencies that may have some interest in a project that is in proximity to facilities 
they manage.

The application was referred to the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), 
Clackamas County Department of Transportation and Development (DTD), TriMet, and 
Metro for comment. The section of Harmony Rd fronting the subject property is under the 
jurisdiction of Clackamas County. The County has regulatory authority where transportation 
impacts and improvement standards are concerned, and the County DTD provided comments 
that have been incorporated into these findings and the associated conditions of approval.

e. MMC Section 19.708 Transportation Facility Requirements

MMC 19.708 establishes the City’s requirements and standards for improvements to 
public streets, including pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities. However, the 
subject property’s public street frontage is along Harmony Rd, which is currently 
under the jurisdiction of Clackamas County. Where the City has more restrictive 
standards than the County for certain elements, it is the City’s practice to defer to the 
County standards when the proposed development demonstrates that there is no 
practicable alternative and that the proposal presents the minimum exception 
necessary to provide a safe and functional design. Such situations are evaluated at the 
time of development permit review.
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Note: If the City annexes the Harmony Rd right-of-way along the subject property’s 
frontage and takes jurisdiction of the road for maintenance prior to the proposed 
development acquiring the necessary development permits, the applicable City 
standards from MMC Chapter 19.700 (Public Facility Improvements), MMC Title 12 
(Streets, Sidewalks, and Public Places), and the City Public Works Standards will take 
precedence over the following requirements set forth for County road access 
approval and frontage improvements.

The following findings provided by the County DTD address the County’s requirements for 
such elements as access management, clear vision, street design, and bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities; and provide the principal basis for related conditions of approval. 

(1) The applicant has proposed construction of a 15-unit multifamily development on the 
north side of Harmony Rd. Harmony Rd is a major arterial roadway under the 
jurisdiction of Clackamas County.

(2) Clackamas County has adopted roadway standards that pertain to the structural section, 
construction characteristics, minimum required right-of-way widths and access 
standards for major arterial roadways. Development applications are required to 
improve one half of the street cross section along the entire site frontage.  

(3) Based on access and driveway spacing standards, a shared access has been required for 
the properties along this portion of Harmony Rd. Access to the project site will be 
provided through a shared access with the property to the west to an existing driveway 
approach onto Harmony Rd.

(4) Minimum frontage improvements on the Harmony Rd frontage include, but are not 
necessarily limited to, up to a half-street improvement, maintaining the existing curb 
off-set, and storm drainage facilities. In addition, standard curb or curb and gutter when 
curb line slope is less than 1%, a minimum 6-ft-wide unobstructed sidewalk behind a 
minimum 5-ft-wide landscape strip with street trees.

(5) The applicant shall comply with County Roadway Standards clear zone requirements in 
accordance with Roadway Standards Section 245 along the entire Harmony Rd site 
frontage. 

Conditions have been established in response to these County findings, to ensure that the 
proposed development will meet all applicable standards of MMC 19.708, the Clackamas 
County Roadway Standards, and any other applicable County requirements.

As conditioned, the Planning Commission finds that the proposed development meets the applicable 
public facility improvement standards of MMC 19.700.

10. MMC Section 19.906 Development Review

MMC 19.906 establishes a review process to ensure that new development complies with 
the applicable standards and provisions of the City’s land use regulations. As per MMC 
Subsection 19.505.3.C, multifamily housing development is required to utilize the 
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development review process established in MMC 19.906 to evaluate consistency with the 
design elements for multifamily housing provided in MMC Subsection 19.505.3.D. 

MMC Subsection 19.906.4 establishes the approval criteria for development review 
applications, which include compliance with all applicable standards from MMC Chapters 
19.300, 19.400, 19.500, 19.600, and 19.700. In addition, a proposal must show compliance 
with all applicable conditions of any land use approval for the proposal issued prior to or 
concurrent with the development review application. 

The review of the proposal’s consistency with the multifamily housing design elements is presented 
in Finding 8-e. The proposed development’s compliance with all applicable chapters of Title 19 
Zoning is presented in this larger documentation of findings. Since the proposal is for new 
development on the previously undeveloped subject property there are no prior land use approvals, 
and the proposed development is subject to all conditions established as part of the current land use 
review.

The Planning Commission finds that the proposed development has appropriately utilized the 
discretionary development review process to confirm the proposal’s consistency with the 
multifamily housing design guidelines as discussed in Finding 8-e.

11. MMC Section 19.911 Variances

MMC Section 19.911 establishes the variance process for seeking relief from specific code 
sections that have the unintended effect of preventing reasonable development or 
imposing undue hardship. 

a. MMC Subsection 19.911.2 Applicability

MMC 19.911.2 establishes applicability standards for variance requests.

Variances may be requested to any standard of MMC Title 19, provided the request is 
not specifically listed as ineligible in MMC Subsection 19.911.2.B. Ineligible variances 
include requests that result in any of the following: change of a review type, change 
or omission of a procedural step, change to a definition, increase in density, 
allowance of a building code violation, allowance of a use that is not allowed in the 
base zone, or the elimination of restrictions on uses or development that contain the 
word “prohibited.”   

The applicant has requested 3 variances: (1) to reduce the front yard setback, (2) to exceed the 
side yard height plane limit, and (3) to reduce the dimension and amount of required parking 
lot landscaping. 

The applicant has proposed a front yard setback of 12 ft where 25 ft is required by combining 
the R-2 standard with the requirement of MMC Subsection 19.501.2 for an additional setback 
from Harmony Rd (discussed in Finding 7-a). The applicant has proposed a building height of 
35 ft at the minimum side yard depth, where the R-2 zone sets the side yard height plane limit 
at 25 ft. And the applicant has proposed to reduce or eliminate the width of the required 
perimeter parking lot landscaping area and to reduce the area of interior parking lot 
landscaping provided.
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The requested variances meet the eligibility requirements. 

b. MMC Subsection 19.911.3 Review Process

MMC 19.911.3 establishes review processes for different types of variances. 
Subsection 3-B establishes the Type II review process for limited variations to certain 
numerical standards. Subsection 3-C establishes the Type III review process for larger 
or more complex variations to standards that require additional discretion and 
warrant a public hearing. 

MMC 19.911.3.B allows up to a 25% reduction in the required front yard setback. As noted 
in Finding 11-a, above, the applicant has proposed a front yard setback of 12 ft where 25 ft 
would be required. The request to vary the standard by 13 ft is more than the 25% allowance 
for Type II review. The variance requests for side yard height plane limit and parking lot 
landscaping are also not eligible for Type II variance review. Therefore, the requested 
variances are subject to the Type III review process and must address the approval criteria 
established in MMC Subsection 19.911.4.B. 

c. MMC Subsection 19.911.4 Approval Criteria

MMC 19.911.4 establishes approval criteria for variance requests. Specifically, MMC 
Subsection 19.911.4.B.1 provides the following approval criteria for Type III variances 
where the applicant elects to utilize the Discretionary Relief Criteria:

(1) The applicant’s alternatives analysis provides, at a minimum, an analysis of the 
impacts and benefits of the variance proposal as compared to the baseline code 
requirements.

Front Yard Setback: The applicant’s narrative notes the impacts of shifting the building 
to meet the 25-ft setback, including additional permanent impacts to the WQR. The area 
of permanent disturbance would be shifted closer to Minthorn Creek, and the building 
would intrude into an area of >25% slopes near the ordinary high water line. This would 
also reduce the width of the vegetated buffer area between the building and the creek. 
Reducing the front yard setback as proposed would avoid those impacts to the WQR, 
while maintain a building footprint that is adequately sized for enough dwelling units to 
meet the minimum density standard. 

Side Yard Height Plane Limit: The applicant’s narrative and supplemental materials 
discuss the benefits of allowing the east elevation of the building to exceed the side yard 
height plane limit, which include allowing construction of a daylight basement and 
maintaining a smaller building footprint to minimize WQR impacts and still provide 
enough units to meet the minimum density standard. The applicant notes that the 
adjacent property to the east is developed with a carport and single-family house that are 
20 ft and 36 ft, respectively, from the nearest point of the proposed new apartment 
building. Complying with the side yard height plane limit would impact the number of 
units provided and/or would require a larger building footprint and thus more 
disturbance to the WQR.
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Parking Lot Landscaping: The applicant’s narrative and supplemental materials discuss 
the benefits of reducing the width of the required landscaping area along the western and 
southern perimeters of the parking lot and reducing the area of interior landscaping 
provided. Reducing the perimeter width allows the development of a parking area that 
meets the dimensional requirements for spaces and drive aisles with room for a building 
footprint sized to provide units that meet the minimum required density. The variance 
also allows room for the construction of a retaining wall that reduces the amount of 
grading necessary in the WQR. 

Reducing the required landscaping width along the southern perimeter, on both the 
subject property and on the adjacent property to the west (5939 SE Harmony Rd), 
allows use of a shared access from Harmony Rd. This reduces the need for additional 
variances or exemptions related to proposing direct access and avoids creating 
operational or safety issues on an arterial street.

The Planning Commission finds that the applicant’s submittal provides an adequate 
analysis of the impacts and benefits of the requested variances compared to the baseline 
requirements. This criterion is met.

(2) The proposed variance is determined to be both reasonable and appropriate, 
and it meets one or more of the following criteria:

(a) The proposed variance avoids or minimizes impacts to surrounding 
properties.

(b) The proposed variance has desirable public benefits.

(c) The proposed variance responds to the existing built or natural 
environment in a creative and sensitive manner.

Front Yard Setback: The requested variance is reasonable and represents a sensitive 
response to the existing natural environment by minimizing the permanent impacts to 
the WQR close to Minthorn Creek, keeping the building farther from the >25% slopes 
near the ordinary high water line, and providing a wider vegetated buffer area between 
the building and the creek. The variance also allows the applicant to construct a building 
sized adequately for meeting the minimum density standard for the site, which is 
important given the City’s focus on facilitating the development of more housing units.

In addition, maintaining a 12-ft front yard setback as proposed leaves the nearest point 
of the building at least 23 ft from the curb on Harmony Rd, taking into consideration the 
improved 6-ft-wide sidewalk and 5-ft-wide landscape strip required by Clackamas 
County (see Finding 9). Due to the angled nature of the Harmony Rd right-of-way, only 
the southeastern corner of the building will be within 12 ft of the front property line, as 
the rest of the front façade pulls away from Harmony Rd moving east to west. The City’s 
Engineering Department has indicated that the additional 10 ft needed to provide 40 ft 
from centerline (as discussed in Finding 7-a) is sufficient for future anticipated 
improvements on Harmony Rd. If a 10-ft right-of-way dedication is required in the 
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future, there will still be at least 2 ft between the nearest point of the building and any 
public improvements. 

Side Yard Height Plane Limit: The topography of the subject property drops from the 
front to the rear of the proposed new building. This presents the applicant with a choice 
to either step down the height at the rear or shift the building footprint farther from the 
minimum yard setback on the east side, if the height plane standard is to be met. The 
requested variance reasonably allows the applicant to minimize impacts on the WQR 
area while still developing enough units to meet the minimum density standard. In 
addition, the distance of existing structures on the adjacent property to the east from the 
new building provides a buffer that can be augmented with vegetated screening as 
proposed. 

Parking Lot Landscaping: The physical constraints of the site are considerable, with 
Minthorn Creek and the adjacent delineated wetland cutting off access to the northern 
half of the property and covering much of the southern half with the WQR designation 
as a protected natural resource. The applicant has developed a site plan that responds to 
the existing natural environment with a building that provides the minimum required 
number of units as well as an associated off-street parking area with slightly more than 
the minimum number of required spaces. 

Given that Harmony Rd is an arterial street without on-street parking, it is reasonable 
that the proposed parking area would be sized to provide more than the minimum 
number of spaces. The site layout represents an appropriate effort to reduce impacts to 
the WQR. The western perimeter landscaping area remains wide enough for tree 
planting as required, which will provide some screening from the adjacent apartment 
property. And the applicant has proposed a 42-in metal fence and gate along the 
southern perimeter to eliminate conflicts between the parking area and adjacent public 
sidewalk.

The Planning Commission finds that the requested variances are reasonable and 
appropriate and that each meets one or more of the criteria provided in MMC Subsection 
19.911.B.1.b.

(3) Impacts from the proposed variance will be mitigated to the extent practicable.

Front Yard Setback: The primary result from a reduction in the front yard setback is that 
the units on the front side of the building will be closer to Harmony Rd. Traffic noise 
and a reduction in privacy are likely to result. Landscaping would provide some 
mitigation for these impacts, though a future widening of Harmony Rd would likely 
require removal of most landscaping in front of the building. The applicant has proposed 
to plant street trees within the landscape strip required along the Harmony Rd frontage 
as required, so visual screening will be provided that will also help dampen noise. No 
additional mitigation is deemed practicable or necessary.

Side Yard Height Plane Limit: As proposed, the additional massing presented by the 
proposed new building is mitigated in a couple of ways. The carport on the adjacent 
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property is 20 ft from the nearest point of the proposed new building. It acts as a buffer 
for the single-family house it is attached to, which is an additional 16 ft away. In 
addition, the applicant has proposed to retain the 1 significant existing tree between the 
new building and the eastern property line and to plant an evergreen hedge along the 
rear half of the new building, where the impact of the massing is greatest. These factors 
present adequate mitigation for the impacts of the requested variance.

Parking Lot Landscaping: Despite the request to reduce perimeter width and interior 
area, the applicant has proposed to plant all parking lot landscaping areas as required by 
MMC Subsection 19.606.2. While this satisfies some of the purpose of the parking lot 
landscaping standards, it would leave a large portion of the parking area unshaded and 
exposed to the heat-island effect. 

The applicant has proposed to provide only approximately 325 sq ft of interior 
landscaped area where a minimum of 575 sq ft are required. Although there is no on-
street parking on Harmony Rd and off-street spaces are an important amenity for the 
site, providing more shade for the new parking area is important enough to warrant the 
potential replacement of a parking space (approximately 150 sq ft) with interior 
landscaping. A condition has been established to require that the applicant revise the 
parking plan in such a way as to provide a total of at least 475 sq ft of interior 
landscaping, without additional impact to the WQR and with at least 2 separate 
planting areas, to bring the proposal closer to conformance with the standard and 
provide additional shade for the parking area.

The Planning Commission finds that the requested variances for front yard setback and 
side yard height plane limit will not result in any impacts that require further 
mitigation. As conditioned, the Planning Commission finds that impacts from the 
requested parking lot landscaping variance will be sufficiently mitigated.

As conditioned, the Planning Commission finds that the requested variances meet the 
approval criteria established in MMC 19.911.4.B.1 for Type III variances seeking 
discretionary relief.

The Planning Commission finds that, as conditioned, the requested variances are allowable as per 
the applicable standards of MMC 19.911. 

12. The application was referred to the following departments and agencies on August 16, 
2018:

 Milwaukie Engineering Department
 Milwaukie Building Department
 Milwaukie Public Works Department
 Milwaukie Police Department
 Linwood Neighborhood District Association (NDA) Chairperson and Land Use 

Committee (LUC)
 Clackamas Fire District #1
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 Clackamas County Department of Transportation & Development
 Metro
 ODOT
 TriMet
 North Clackamas School District

The comments received are summarized as follows:
 Matt Amos, Fire Inspector, CFD #1: No comments
 Michelle Wyffels, Planner II, TriMet: No comments
 Sarah Hartung, Senior Biologist, ESA (City’s on-call natural resources consultant): 

Peer review of the applicant’s Water Quality Resource Site Assessment was provided 
in a memo dated September 11, 2018, with a supplemental note provided on 
September 14, 2018.

 Hideo Adam Sakuma, Inside Sales Representative, Waste Management: Provided 
turning-radius information for collection vehicles.

 Elise Scolnick, Development Review Planner, ODOT: Advisory note on potential 
for noise from traffic and trains, with recommendation for builder to provide 
mitigation. Advisory note on fencing along northern property boundary adjacent to 
existing rail line.

 Ken Kent, Senior Planner, Clackamas County Engineering Division: Provided 
findings and recommended conditions of approval related to public street 
improvements along the Harmony Rd frontage, which is under the jurisdiction of 
Clackamas County. 

 Richard Shankle, Manager, Crossing Safety Unit, ODOT Rail Division: 
Confirmation of Elise Scolnick’s advisory comments related to noise and fencing—
fencing is recommended, not required.

 Alex Roller, Engineering Technician II, City of Milwaukie Engineering 
Department: The City defers to the County for comments related to required 
improvements along the Harmony Rd frontage. Provided additional requirements 
related to access management and stormwater.

 Jesse Tremblay, Land Use Chair, Linwood NDA: In favor of adding more rental 
housing to the current supply. Some concerns about potential traffic impacts on the 
already congested intersection of Harmony Rd, Railroad Ave, and Linwood Ave.
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1. At the time of submittal of the associated development permit application(s), the following
shall be resolved:

a. Final plans submitted for development permit review shall be in substantial
conformance with the plans approved by this action, which are the plans stamped
received by the City on August 3, 2018; and with amended materials stamped
received by the City on September 5, 2018, and September 17, 2018; except as
otherwise modified by these conditions of approval.

b. The modifications required by these conditions of approval include the following
revisions to all relevant plan sheets:

(1) As per Finding 6-g, accurately show the Water Quality Resource (WQR)
boundary, particularly where slopes exceed 25% on the south side of Minthorn 
Creek.

(2) As per Finding 6-f, make the following revisions to the mitigation plan and 
related plan sheets:

(a) Recalculate the area of required mitigation planting based on permanent 
disturbance of the WQR, using a replacement ratio of 1.5:1. (Note that the 
area occupied by features such as picnic tables and benches shall be 
considered permanent disturbance.) Identify the adjusted mitigation 
planting area(s) within the WQR, including on the north side of Minthorn 
Creek if necessary.

(b) Revise the mitigation planting list to reflect a planting density of 5 trees 
and 25 shrubs per 500 sq ft of disturbance area, in addition to ground 
cover. Provide more detail about which species will be used where, 
selecting plant species based on their appropriateness for specific site 
conditions (e.g., if below ordinary high water line, within the delineated 
wetland, in upland areas, etc.). Provide enhanced plantings and ground 
cover below the stormwater outfall to prevent erosion.

(c) Revise the alignment of the decomposed granite walkway within the 
common open space and mitigation planting area, removing the looped 
configuration and providing a more linear alignment along the southern 
boundary of the mitigation planting area (closer to the building and 
parking area) that limits encroachment into the WQR. Install a split-rail 
fence along the edge of the adjusted walkway and dense shrub plantings 
on the downslope to prevent off-trail use and potential damage to the 
WQR slope.
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(3) As per Finding 7-e, provide a striped pedestrian walkway from the southern 
end of the new parking area through the shared access drive to the shared 
garbage/recycling collection facility on the adjacent apartment property to the 
west.

(4) As per Finding 8-c, make the following revisions to the plans related to the off-
street parking area:

(a) Provide a detailed parking lot landscaping plan, sufficient to demonstrate 
compliance with the standards of MMC Subsection 19.606.2.C. This 
includes confirmation that the necessary visual screening from the adjacent 
residential building will be provided. 

(b) Provide a total of 475 sq ft of interior parking lot landscaping with no 
additional WQR disturbance and with at least 2 separate planting areas, as 
per the variance discussed in Finding 11.

(c) Demonstrate that the parking area lighting will meet the standards of 
MMC Subsection 19.606.3.F, while limiting light spill into the WQR as per 
MMC Subsection 19.402.11.

(5) As per Finding 8-e, demonstrate that a minimum of 15 bicycle parking spaces 
are located somewhere other than the interior of the dwelling units, with at least 
half of the spaces covered or enclosed and with all spaces meeting the applicable 
standards of MMC 19.609.

c. Provide a narrative describing all actions taken to comply with these conditions of 
approval. In addition, describe any changes made after the issuance of this land use 
decision that are not related to these conditions of approval.

2. As per Finding 9-f, the following items are project requirements from the Development 
Engineering Division of the Clackamas County Department of Transportation and 
Development (DTD). 

Although the County does not have land use jurisdiction over the proposed development, 
the County does have jurisdiction over access and improvements along Harmony Rd. The 
following recommended conditions reflect the County’s minimum standards. Where the 
City’s standards are greater and do not otherwise conflict with the County’s storm 
drainage standards and maintenance practices, the City’s standards are acceptable. 

If the applicant is advised to or chooses to modify the proposal in terms of access location 
and/or design, the County DTD requests an opportunity to review and comment on such 
changes prior to such a decision being made.

Note: If the City annexes the Harmony Road right-of-way along the subject property’s 
frontage and takes jurisdiction of the road for maintenance prior to the proposed 
development acquiring the necessary development permits, the applicable City standards 
from MMC Chapter 19.700 (Public Facility Improvements), MMC Title 12 (Streets, 
Sidewalks, and Public Places), and the City Public Works Standards will take precedence 
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over the following requirements set forth for County road access approval and frontage 
improvements.

a. All frontage improvements in or adjacent to Clackamas County right-of-way shall be 
in compliance with Clackamas County Roadway Standards.

b. Prior to commencement of site work, a Development Permit and a Utility Placement 
Permit are required and must be obtained from Clackamas County for all work 
performed in the road right-of-way.

c. The applicant shall verify by a professional survey that adequate right-of-way width 
exists along the entire site frontage on the northerly side of Harmony Rd to permit 
construction of the required roadway and frontage improvements or shall dedicate 
additional right-of-way as necessary to provide it. A minimum of 6 in shall be 
provided between the back of sidewalk and right-of-way.

d. All dedications or easements for Harmony Rd shall be by separate document unless 
provided on a recorded plat. The applicant will need to have their surveyor prepare 
the required exhibits to provide to Sharan Hams-LaDuca in DTD Engineering for 
review. They can be emailed to SHamsLaDuca@co.clackamas.or.us. Examples of the 
exhibits are available from Sharan.

e. The applicant shall grant an 8-ft-wide public easement for signs, slopes, sidewalks 
and public utilities along the entire Harmony Rd site frontage.

f. Access to the project site shall be limited to the existing driveway approach on Tax 
Lots 12E31D 02000 and 02100 (5989 SE Harmony Rd). No direct access to Harmony 
Rd shall be permitted along the site frontage other than gated emergency vehicle 
access. 

g. The applicant shall design and construct improvements along the entire site frontage 
of Harmony Rd. These improvements shall consist of:

(1) Up to an 18-ft-wide half-street improvement shall be constructed along the 
entire site frontage to arterial roadway standards. The structural section for 
Harmony Rd improvements shall consist of 7.5 in of asphalt concrete, per 
Clackamas County Roadway Standards Standard Drawing C100.

(2) Standard curb, or curb and gutter if curbline slope is less than 1%. The existing 
curb offset shall be maintained

(3) Adjacent to the curb, a 5-ft landscape strip, including street trees shall be 
constructed along the entire site frontage.

(4) A minimum 6-ft-wide unobstructed sidewalk shall be constructed along the 
entire site frontage, per Standard Drawing S960. The transition from curb-tight 
sidewalk to set-back sidewalk shall include panels at no greater than 45 degrees 
to the main direction of travel.
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(5) The concrete driveway approach to the gated emergency vehicle access shall be 
constructed with a mountable curb, per Standard Drawing S180. The Fire 
District shall approve the gate and access design.

(6) The existing driveway drop shall be removed and replaced with curb and 
landscape strip. 

(7) Drainage facilities in conformance with Clackamas County Roadway Standards 
Chapter Four.

(8) The applicant shall comply with Clackamas County Roadway Standards clear zone 
requirements in accordance with Roadway Standards Section 245 along the entire 
Harmony Rd site frontage.

3. Prior to final inspection of the required building permit and issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy, the following shall be resolved:

a. Provide a narrative describing all actions taken to comply with these conditions of 
approval. In addition, describe any changes made after the issuance of this land use 
decision that are not related to these conditions of approval.

b. Submit documentation from the project landscape designer attesting that all required 
site plantings have been completed in conformance with the approved site plans and 
with City standards. The documentation shall demonstrate that all invasive plants 
have been removed from within a 10-ft buffer outside the boundary of all mitigation 
planting areas.

c. Demonstrate consistency with what was proposed regarding the design elements 
addressed in Finding 7-e (e.g., window and door trim, building materials and colors, 
operable windows, sun shades, etc.).

d. Demonstrate that all required improvements related to the revisions listed in 
Condition 1-b have been completed.  
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The following items are not conditions of approval necessary to meet applicable land use 
review criteria. They relate to other development standards and permitting requirements 
contained in the Milwaukie Municipal Code (MMC) and Public Works Standards that are 
required at various points in the development and permitting process.

1. Development Review

An application for Type I development review is required in conjunction with the
submittal of the associated development permit application(s).

2. Prior to issuance of any development permit, the following shall be resolved:

a. Submit a final stormwater management plan for on-site facilities to the City of
Milwaukie Engineering Department for review and approval. The plan shall be
prepared in accordance with Section 2—Stormwater Design Standards of the City of
Milwaukie Public Works Standards. If the stormwater management system contains
underground injection control devices, submit proof of acceptance of the stormwater
system design from the Department of Environmental Quality.

b. Verify that the applicant is working within Clackamas County’s process for
reviewing, approving, and constructing all required street improvements.

3. Prior to commencement of any earth-disturbing activities, the applicant shall obtain an
erosion control permit.

4. Limitations on Development Activity

Development activity on the site shall be limited to 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Monday
through Friday and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Saturday and Sunday, as per MMC Subsection
8.08.070(I).

5. Mitigation Plantings

General standards for required mitigation are established in MMC Subsection 19.402.11.B,
including requirements for plant size and spacing, as well as for survival and monitoring.

a. For trees, the minimum mitigation tree size is 0.5-in caliper for all species except oak
and madrone (1-gallon minimum). Note that the originally submitted mitigation
planting plan showed only 1- or 2-gallon tree sizes for most proposed tree species, so
the applicant is advised to ensure that the 0.5-in-caliper standard is met.

b. A minimum of 80% of the trees and shrubs shall remain alive on the second
anniversary of the date the mitigation planting is completed. Monitoring is the
ongoing responsibility of the property owner. Plants that die shall be replaced in kind
as needed to ensure the minimum 80% survival rate. An annual report on the
survival rate of all plantings shall be submitted for 2 years.
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6. Prior to final inspection of any building permit and issuance of a certificate of occupancy, 
the following shall be resolved:

a. Construct a private stormwater management system on the proposed development 
property for runoff created by the property. The private stormwater management 
system shall be constructed to the requirements of the approved stormwater 
management plan.

b. Install all public underground utilities, including private stubs for utility service, 
prior to construction of new curb, sidewalk, and final street surface.

c. Confirm that all improvements required by Clackamas County have been constructed 
to meet County requirements, preferably by demonstrating approval of final 
inspections by the County. 

d. Upon completion of building and site utilities, submittal of a private stormwater 
maintenance agreement is required. This agreement shall be recorded with 
Clackamas County. 

The recorded document will ensure that maintenance of the on-site storm facilities is 
properly maintained. This agreement will cover the maintenance requirements of the 
storm cartridge system, as well as the maintenance requirements of existing utility 
easements on site. 

There are two utility easements on the development site that contain City of 
Milwaukie sewer mains. One is located on the north side of the property and the 
other is located on the east side of the property. The construction of the building will 
limit access to the sewer manhole located near the east property line north of the 
proposed building. There is currently access to this manhole, but with the 
construction of the building only pedestrian access will be provided. City crews will 
need access to the downstream manhole, which is located on the north property line. 
The property owner will be responsible for maintaining an 8-ft-wide pathway clear of 
vegetation to provide access for City crews to regularly clean and inspect the sewer 
main lines located on site. Final language of maintenance requirements will be 
finalized with the maintenance agreement upon completion of building construction. 

e. Remove all signs, structures, or vegetation in excess of 3 ft in height located in "clear 
vision areas" at intersections of streets, driveways, and alleys fronting the proposed 
development.

7. Expiration of Approval

a. As per MMC Subsection 19.1001.7.E.1.a, proposals requiring any kind of 
development permit must complete both of the following steps:

(1) Obtain and pay for all necessary development permits and start construction 
within two (2) years of land use approval.

(2) Pass final inspection and/or obtain a certificate of occupancy within four (4) 
years of land use approval.
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b. As per MMC Subsection 19.1001.7.E.2.b, land use approvals shall expire unless both 
steps noted above have been completed or unless the review authority specifies a 
different expiration date in the land use decision to accommodate large, complex, or 
phased development projects.

8. Ongoing Maintenance of Off-Street Parking Areas

As per MMC Subsection 19.602.2, property owners shall comply with the regulations of 
Chapter 19.600 by ensuring conformance with the standards of Chapter 19.600 related to 
ongoing maintenance, operations, and use of off-street parking and loading areas.
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APPLICANT’S STATEMENT 
 
 
 
  PROJECT NAME:          Harmony Park Townhomes PH II 
 
 
  REQUEST:          Approval of a Type II Development Review 

Application with a Concurrent Type III 
Variance to the Side Yard Height Plane, 
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            Clackamas County, Oregon 
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  PROPERTY SIZE:          1.33 acres +/‐ 
 
 
  LOCATION:            6115 SE Harmony Road 
                Milwaukie, OR  97222 
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I.  APPLICABLE REGULATIONS 
 
   

  A.  MILWAUKIE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 

     
  B.  MILWAUKIE MUNICIPAL CODE 

 
      TITLE 19:    ZONING 
 
        Chapter 19.300:    Base Zones 
          Section 19.302:  Medium and High Density Residential Zones 
 
        Chapter 19.400:    Overlay Zones and Special Areas 
          Section 19.402:  Natural Resources NR 
 
        Chapter 19.500:    Supplementary Development Regulations 
          Section 19.504:  Site Design Standards 
          Section 19.505:  Building Design Standards 
 
        Chapter 19.600:    Off‐Street Parking and Loading 
          Section 19.604:  General Parking Standards 
          Section 19.605:  Vehicle Parking Quantity Requirements 
          Section 19.606:  Parking Area Design and Landscaping 
          Section 19.607:  Off‐Street Parking Standards for Residential Areas 
          Section 19.608:  Loading 
          Section 19.609:  Bicycle Parking 
          Section 19.610:  Carpool and Vanpool Parking 
 
          Chapter 19.700:    Public Facility Improvements 
          Section 19.702:  Applicability 
          Section 19.703:  Review Process 
          Section 19.704:  Transportation Impact Evaluation 
          Section 19.708:  Transportation Facility Requirements 
          Section 19.709:  Public Utility Requirements 
 
          Chapter 19.900:    Land Use Applications 
          Section 19.906:  Development Review 
          Section 19.911:  Variances 
 
          Chapter 19.1000:    Review Procedures 
          Section 19.1002:  Pre‐Application Conference 
          Section 19.1006:  Type III Review 
 
          Chapter 19.1200:    Solar Access Protection 
          Section 19.1203:  Solar Access for New Development 
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II.  BACKGROUND: 
 
The applicant and property owner, HPA 2 LLC, is requesting land use approval of a Type II Development 
Review  application with  a  concurrent  Type  III  Variance  to  the  side  yard height  plane  limit,  front  yard 
setback,  and  parking  lot  perimeter  landscaping  standards.    In  addition,  a  Type  III  Review  is  also 
requested for proposed activities within a water quality resource (WQR) area.  The subject site is located 
at 6115 SE Harmony Road and was annexed into the city limits of Milwaukie in 2017.  The 1.33 +/‐ acre 
site is zoned R‐2 (Medium Density Residential) and is identified by the Clackamas County Assessor as Tax 
Lot  2200  of  Tax  Map  1S2E31D.    The  applicant  is  also  the  property  owner  of  the  Harmony  Park 
Apartments,  located  directly  west  of  the  subject  site  at  5989  SE  Harmony  Road.    The  submitted 
application is to permit the development of the Harmony Park Townhomes PH II project, which consists 
of a 15‐unit apartment building and associated site improvements. 
 
The attached Existing Conditions Plan demonstrates that the subject site is currently vacant and slopes 
down from the north and south property lines towards the middle of the property (see Exhibit 4).  This 
central lowland area of the parcel contains Minthorn Creek and an associated wetland on the north side 
of  the waterway.    The  applicant  has  submitted  a Water Quality  Resource  Site Assessment/Mitigation 
Plan which evaluates on‐site natural resources, delineates the WQR, and identifies mitigation measures 
for proposed WQR impacts (see Exhibit 8).  Also attached is the applicant’s Wetland/Waters Delineation 
Report  and  Department  of  State  Lands  Wetland  Delineation  Concurrence  Letter,  demonstrating 
acceptance of the report findings (see Exhibits 6 and 7).   
 
As illustrated by the attached Preliminary Site Plan, transportation facilities have been designed to meet 
the needs of the proposed use (see Exhibit 4).  The site fronts SE Harmony Road, which is designated as 
an  Arterial  Street  and  is  under  Clackamas  County  jurisdiction.    Due  to  a  minimum  300‐ft.  driveway 
spacing  standard  for  this  roadway,  the applicant  is proposing  to use  the existing driveway and access 
easement  at  5989  SE  Harmony  Road when  providing  access  to  the  Harmony  Park  Townhomes  PH  II 
project.  In  addition,  to  provide  needed  access  for  waste  management  services,  the  applicant  is 
proposing  to  consolidate  waste  and  recycling  storage  for  the  new  development  with  the  existing 
apartments at 5989 SE Harmony Road.  Fire apparatus access for the proposed development is proposed 
with  a  direct  on‐site  gated  driveway  connection  to  SE  Harmony  Road.    To  meet  Arterial  Street 
improvement  standards  for  the  proposed  development,  the  attached  Preliminary  Development  Plans 
indicate  that  additional  right‐of‐way  will  be  dedicated  and  the  applicant  will  install  a  5‐ft.  landscape 
strip, street trees, and a 6‐ft. sidewalk along the site’s SE Harmony Road frontage (see Exhibit 4).  
 
The applicant’s Preliminary Development Plans demonstrate that existing public utilities in the vicinity of 
the site are adequately sized to accommodate the proposed development.  Public water will serve the 
new  apartment  building  by  extending  a  lateral  from  the  existing main  line within  SE  Harmony  Road.  
Sanitary  Sewer  will  be  provided  by  connecting  the  new  apartment  building  to  an  existing  on‐site 
manhole located on the south site of Minthorn Creek.  The attached plans and Preliminary Stormwater 
Report  indicate  that  stormwater will  be managed  by  collecting  runoff  from new  impervious  surfaces, 
detaining and treating drainage on‐site, and then releasing the stormwater at the pre‐development rate 
to Minthorn Creek.   
 
This Applicant’s Statement addresses applicable provisions of the Milwaukie Municipal Code.  Copies of 
the signed Application Form, Property Deed, City Pre‐Application Conference Report, and other required 
exhibits  have  been  attached  to  this  narrative.    The  exhibits  and  narrative  demonstrate  that  the 
submitted land use application meets the criteria for approval. 
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III.  FINDINGS 
 
 
A.  MILWAUKIE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Except where required by the Milwaukie Municipal Code, this application is not required to address the 
City’s goals and policies related to the development of land, since the Milwaukie Comprehensive Plan is 
implemented by the Code.   
 
 
B.  MILWAUKIE MUNICIPAL CODE 
 
  TITLE 19:    ZONING 
 
    Chapter 19.300:    Base Zones 
 

  Section 19.302:   Medium and High Density Residential Zones 
 
  19.302.2:   Allowed  Uses  in  Medium  and  High  Density  Residential 

Zones 
 

Uses  allowed,  either  outright  or  conditionally,  in  the 
medium  and  high  density  residential  zones  are  listed  in 
Table  19.302.2  below.  Similar  uses not  listed  in  the  table 
may  be  allowed  through  a  Director’s  Determination 
pursuant to Section 19.903. Notes and/or cross references 
to  other  applicable  code  sections  are  listed  in  the 
“Standards/Additional Provisions” column. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Development Review application to permit the development of 
a 15‐unit multi‐family structure in the R‐2 (Medium Density Residential) zone.   Per Table 19.302.2, the 
proposed use is permitted in the zone. 
 

19.302.4 :    Development Standards 
 

In  the  medium  and  high  density  residential  zones,  the 
development  standards  in  Table  19.302.4  apply.  Notes 
and/or  cross  references  to other applicable  code  sections 
are listed in the “Standards/Additional Provisions” column. 
Additional standards are provided in Section 19.302.5. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan  identifies proposed setbacks  for  the proposed use.   Due  to steep 
topography near the creek and constraints associated with the WQR, the applicant is requesting a Type 
III Variance to permit a 12‐ft. front yard setback when 15‐ft.  is required.  Due to these challenges with 
the site, the applicant is also requesting a Type III Variance to permit a 35‐ft. side yard height plane for 
the  rear  side  of  the  apartment  building.    The  attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan  and  Building  Elevations 
demonstrate that the proposed development meets all other setback standards, lot dimension and area 
standards,  and  height  and  lot  coverage  standards  (see  Exhibit  4).    As  required,  the  applicant  has 
addressed the proposed variances under Section 19.911. 
 

19.302.5:  Additional Development Standards 
 

A.      heights 
 
In the medium and high density zones, the required 
side  yard  is  determined  as  described  below.  These 
measurements apply only to required side yards and 
do not apply to required street side yards. 
 
1.      The  side  yard  for  development  other  than  a 

rowhouse shall be at least 5 ft. 
 
2.        There  is  no  required  side  yard  for  rowhouses 

that share 2 common walls. The  required side 
yard  for an exterior  rowhouse  that has only 1 
common wall is 0 ft for the common wall and 5 
ft  for  the  opposite  side  yard.  An  exterior 
rowhouse  on  a  corner  lot  shall  meet  the 
required street side yard setback in Subsection 
19.302.4.B.1.b. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  subject  site  is  located  within  the  medium  density  R‐2  zone.    The  applicant  is  requesting 
Development Review to permit the construction of a 15‐unit apartment building on the property.  The 
attached Preliminary Site Plan indicates that the applicant is proposing a 5‐ft. minimum setback for the 
proposed development, meeting the standards of this section (see Exhibit 4). 
 

B.      Lot Coverage 
 

The  lot  coverage  standards  in  Subsection 
19.302.4.B.4  are  modified  for  specific  uses  and  lot 
sizes  as  described  below.  The  reductions  and 
increases are additive  for  lots  that are described by 
one or more of the situations below. 
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COMMENT: 
 
Table 19.302.4 indicates that the maximum lot coverage standard in the R‐2 zone is 45%.  The attached 
Preliminary Site Plan  indicates that the proposed  lot coverage  for the development  is only 10% of the 
site (see Exhibit 4).  Reductions and increases to lot coverage standards under this section do not apply 
to the proposed apartment building. 
 

C.      Minimum Vegetation 
 

At  least  half  of  the  minimum  required  vegetation 
area  must  be  suitable  for  outdoor  recreation  by 
residents,  and  not  have  extreme  topography  or 
dense vegetation that precludes access. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan  indicates  that  the  minimum  vegetation  area  for  the  site  is  8,645 
square feet (see Exhibit 4).  The proposed common open space on the south side of the creek contains 
7,651  sq.  ft.,  which  is more  than  half  of  the  needed  vegetation  area.  An  additional  10,864  sq.  ft.  of 
vegetated area is provided on the north side of Minthorn Creek.  As demonstrated by the site plan, the 
proposed outdoor recreation area will contain a 5‐ft. wide decomposed granite path, 6‐ft. benches, and 
an 8‐ft. picnic table.  Therefore, the minimum vegetation standard will be met. 
 

D.      Front Yard Minimum Vegetation 
 

At least 40% of the front yard shall be vegetated. The 
front  yard  vegetation  area  required  by  this 
subsection  counts  toward  the  minimum  required 
vegetation  for  the  lot.  A  property may  provide  less 
than  the  40%  of  the  front  yard  vegetation 
requirement  if  it  is  necessary  to  provide  a 
turnaround  area  so  that  vehicles  can  enter  a 
collector or arterial street in a forward motion. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The subject site’s 12‐ft. front yard contains 1,974 square feet.  The landscaped portion of the front yard 
contains 1,060 sq. ft., which is 54% of the total front yard area.  Therefore, this standard has been met. 
 

E.      Height Exceptions 
 

1 additional story may be permitted in excess of the 
required  maximum  standard.  For  each  additional 
story,  an  additional  10%  of  site  area  beyond  the 
minimum is required to be retained in vegetation. 
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COMMENT: 
 
Per Table 19.302.4,  a 3‐story building  is permitted under R‐2  zone  standards.    To  reduce  the building 
footprint and limit impacts to the WQR, the applicant is requesting the approval of a 4‐story apartment 
building.  The attached Preliminary Site Plan indicates that a minimum of 8,645 sq. ft. of vegetated area 
is required for the subject site, however the applicant is proposing to provide 41,231 sq. ft. of vegetated 
area  with  the  proposed  development  (see  Exhibit  4).    Since  the  proposed  development  provides  an 
additional  57%  of  vegetated  area  beyond  the  minimum  required,  the  4‐story  apartment  building 
permitted under this section. 

 
F.     Residential Densities 
 

1.    The  minimum  and  maximum  development 
densities  in  Subsection  19.302.4.C.1  are 
applicable  for  land  divisions,  replats  that 
change  the  number  of  lots,  and  any 
development that would change the number of 
dwelling  units  on  a  lot.  Development  of  a 
single‐family  detached  dwelling  or  an 
accessory  dwelling  is  exempt  from  the 
minimum and maximum density requirements. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The applicant is not proposing a land division, single‐family detached dwellings, or single‐family attached 
dwellings with this application.  Therefore, these standards do not apply. 
 

2.      Multifamily  development  in  the  R‐2,  R‐1,  and 
R‐1‐B Zones is subject to the minimum site size 
requirements  in  Table  19.302.5.F.2.  In  the 
event that the minimum site size requirements 
conflict  with  the  development  densities  in 
Subsection  19.302.4.C.1,  the  site  size 
requirements in Table 19.302.F.2 shall prevail. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Per  Table  19.302.5.F.2,  the minimum  site  size  for  a multi‐family  development  containing  15  dwelling 
units is 40,000 sq. ft. ((5,000 sq. ft. x 1) + (2,500 sq. ft. x 14) = 40,000).  Since the net site area contains 
57,634 sq. ft., the minimum site size requirements of Table 19.302.5.F.2 have been met. 
 

G.      Accessory Structure Standards 
 

Standards  specific  to  accessory  structures  are 
contained in Section 19.502. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The applicant is not proposing the development of an accessory structure, therefore these standards do 
not apply. 
 

H.      Building Limitations 
 

2.       Multifamily  buildings  shall  not  have  an overall 
horizontal  distance  exceeding  150  linear  ft  as 
measured from end wall to end wall. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Building Floor Plans demonstrate  that  the proposed multi‐family building has an overall 
length of 100.8 feet.  Therefore, this standard has been met. 
 

I.       Transition Measures 
 

The  following  transition  measures  apply  to 
multifamily  development  that  abuts  an  R‐10‐,  R‐7‐, 
or R‐5‐zoned property. 
 
1.    In the portion of the site within 25 ft of the lower 

density  residential  zone,  the  building  height 
limits  are  equal  to  those  of  the  adjacent 
residential zone. 

 
2.      Where the boundary of the lower density zone 

lies within,  or  on  the  edge  of,  a  right‐of‐way; 
the building height limit, for the portion of the 
site  within  15  ft  of  the  lot  line  bordering  the 
right‐of‐way, is equal to the height limit of the 
lower density residential zone. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Aerial Photograph/Land Use Plan indicates that the subject site and the adjacent parcel to 
the west are  located within the city  limits and are zoned R‐2.   To the east of the site  is a MR‐1 zoned 
parcel that is located within Clackamas County.  To the south of the site across SE Harmony Road is a GI 
zoned parcel  that  is  also  located within Clackamas County.   Directly north of  the  site  is  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad  right‐of‐way, which  is  located  in  the  city  limits  and  is  zoned R‐5.    Since  the proposed 
structure  is  located  approximately  178‐ft.  from  the northern property  line,  the  above  standards have 
been met. 
 

J.       Off‐Street Parking and Loading 
 

Off‐street  parking  and  loading  is  required  as 
specified in Chapter 19.600. 
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COMMENT: 
 
As required, the applicant has addressed off‐street parking and loading standards under Chapter 19.600. 
 

K.      Public Facility Improvements 
 

Transportation  requirements  and  public  facility 
improvements  are  required  as  specified  in  Chapter 
19.700. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As required, the applicant has addressed public facility improvement standards under Chapter 19.700. 
 

L.       Additional Standards 
 

Depending  upon  the  type  of  use  and  development 
proposed,  the  following  sections  of  Chapter  19.500 
Supplementary Development Regulations may apply. 
These  sections  are  referenced  for  convenience,  and 
do  not  limit  or  determine  the  applicability  of  other 
sections within the Milwaukie Municipal Code. 

 
1.     Subsection 19.504.4 Buildings on the Same Lot 
 
2.    Subsection  19.504.8  Flag  Lot  Design  and 

Development Standards 
 
3.    Subsection  19.504.9  On‐Site  Walkways  and 

Circulation 
 
4.    Subsection  19.504.10  Setbacks  Adjacent  to 

Transit 
 
5.      Subsection  19.505.1  Single‐Family  Dwellings 

and Duplexes 
 
6.      Subsection 19.505.2 Garages and Carports 
 
7.      Subsection 19.505.3 Multifamily Housing 
 
8.      Subsection 19.505.4 Cottage Cluster Housing 
 
9.    Subsection  19.505.8  Building  Orientation  to 

Transit 
 
10.  Subsection  19.506.4  Manufactured  Dwelling 

Siting and Design Standards, Siting Standards 
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COMMENT: 
 

As  required,  the  applicant  has  addressed  applicable  site  design  standards  under  Section  19.504  and 
applicable building design standards under Section 19.505. 

 
 
    Chapter 19.400:    Overlay Zones and Special Areas 
 

  Section 19.402:   Natural Resources NR 
 
  19.402.3:   Applicability 
 

A.   The  regulations  in  Section  19.402  apply  to  all 
properties  that  contain,  or  are  within  100  ft  of  a 
WQR  and/or  HCA  (including  any  locally  significant 
Goal  5  wetlands  or  habitat  areas  identified  by  the 
City  of  Milwaukie)  as  shown  on  the  Milwaukie 
Natural Resource Administrative Map (hereafter “NR 
Administrative Map”). 

 
COMMENT: 
 
According to the Milwaukie Natural Resource Administrative Map, the subject site contains a portion of 
Minthorn  Creek  and  an  associated  WQR.    Therefore,  the  regulations  of  this  chapter  apply  to  the 
proposed development. 
 

F.   In  the  context  of  designated  natural  resources, 
“disturbance”  is  a  condition or  result of  an act  that 
“disturbs” as defined  in Section 19.201. Disturbance 
can  be  either  temporary  or  permanent  as  noted 
below. 

 
1.   Temporary  disturbances  are  those  that  occur 

during an allowed or approved development or 
activity but will not persist beyond completion 
of  the  project.  Temporary  disturbances 
include, but are not  limited to, accessways for 
construction  equipment;  material  staging  and 
stockpile  areas;  and  excavation  areas  for 
building  foundations,  utilities,  stormwater 
facilities, etc. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



May 29, 2018                                                            Harmony Park Townhomes PH II                                                         Page 12  

COMMENT: 
 
To  document  on‐site  natural  resources,  the  applicant’s  biologist  has  prepared  the  attached  Water 
Quality Resource Site Assessment (see Exhibit 8).  The limits of the delineated WQR are illustrated on the 
attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan  (see  Exhibit  4).    The  attached  Preliminary  Grading  Plan  illustrates  that 
construction  activities  will  create  a  temporary  disturbance when  excavation  occurs  for  the  proposed 
building  foundation and parking  lot  retaining wall.   Temporary disturbance will also be required when 
connecting  sanitary  sewer  service  to  an  existing manhole within  the WQR,  and when  storm  lines  are 
installed  to  the  proposed  outfall  to  Minthorn  Creek.    The  total  temporary  disturbance  area  for  the 
proposed development is 3,556 square feet. 
 

2.    Permanent disturbances are those that remain 
in  place  after  an  allowed  or  approved 
development  or  activity  is  completed. 
Permanent  disturbances  include,  but  are  not 
limited to, buildings, driveways, walkways, and 
other permanent structures. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As  demonstrated  by  the  attached  Existing  Conditions  Plan,  the  site  is  significantly  constrained  by  the 
location of Minthorn Creek, the associated WQR, and steeper topography adjacent to the waterway.  To 
develop  the  required minimum  number  of  dwelling  units  while  addressing  these  site  challenges,  the 
applicant is proposing to permanently impact 2,847 sq. ft. of the WQR on the south side of the creek.  As 
required, the proposed permanent disturbance has been addressed through the Type III review process 
under Section 19.402.8. 
 

G.   If  more  than  150  sq  ft  of  area  will  be  disturbed  in 
conjunction with a proposed activity listed as exempt 
in  Subsection  19.402.4.B,  a  construction 
management  plan  shall  be  submitted  according  to 
the  provisions  of  Subsection  19.402.9.  This 
requirement  applies  even  when  the  proposed 
activity  will  not  occur  within  a  designated  natural 
resource but is within at least 100 ft of the resource, 
in accordance with Table 19.402.3. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Since  the  proposed  disturbance  area  is  larger  than  150  sq.  ft.,  the  applicant  has  submitted  a 
Construction Management Plan with this application (see Exhibit 4). 
 

19.402.4:    Exempt Activities 
 

A.      Outright Exemptions 
 

The following activities in WQRs or HCAs are exempt 
from the provisions of Section 19.402: 

 
17.   Establishment  and  maintenance  of  trails  in 
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accordance with the following standards: 
 

a. Trails  shall  be  confined  to  a  single 
ownership  or  within  a  public  trail 
easement. 

 
b.      Trails shall be no wider than 30 in. Where 

trails  include  stairs,  stair width  shall not 
exceed  50  in  and  trail  grade  shall  not 
exceed 20%, except for the portion of the 
trail containing stairs. 

 
c.        Trails  shall  be  unpaved  and  constructed 

with nonhazardous, pervious materials. 
 
d.       Trails shall be  located at  least 15 ft.  from 

the top of bank of all water bodies. 
 
e.      Plants adjacent to trails may be trimmed, 

but trimming clearances shall not exceed 
a height of 8 ft. and a width of 6 ft. 

 
f.         Native trees of  larger than 6‐in diameter, 

and native shrubs or conifers larger than 
5 ft. tall, shall not be removed. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Preliminary Site Plan indicates that the applicant is proposing to establish a 30‐in. wide trail 
which is located a minimum of 15‐ft. from Minthorn Creek (see Exhibit 4).  As required, the trail will be 
under single ownership and its construction will not cause the removal of native vegetation listed above. 
 The attached plan indicates that the trail will be constructed with a decomposed granite surface, which 
is a non‐hazardous and pervious material. 
 

19.402.8:    Activities Requiring Type III Review 
 

Within  either WQRs  or  HCAs,  the  following  activities  are 
subject  to  Type  III  review  and  approval  by  the  Planning 
Commission  under  Section  19.1006,  unless  they  are 
otherwise exempt or permitted as a Type I or II activity. 
 
A.    The  activities  listed  below  shall  be  subject  to  the 

general  discretionary  review  criteria  provided  in 
Subsection 19.402.12: 

 
1.     Any  activity  allowed  in  the  base  zone  that  is 

not otherwise exempt or permitted as a Type I 
or II activity. 
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COMMENT: 
 
Due  to  the  size  of  the  permanent  disturbance  area  within  the  WQR,  the  proposed  development  is 
classified as an Activity Requiring Type III Review.  As required, the applicant has addressed the general 
discretionary  review  criteria  under  Subsection  19.402.12  and  the  Planning  Commission  will  issue  a 
decision regarding this request. 
 

19.402.9:    Construction Management Plans 
 

A.    Construction  management  plans  are  not  subject  to 
Type  I  review  per  Section  19.1004  but  shall  be 
reviewed  in  similar  fashion  to  an  erosion  control 
permit (MMC Chapter 16.28). 

 
B.   Construction  management  plans  shall  provide  the 

following information: 
 

1.      Description of work to be done. 
 
2.      Scaled  site  plan  showing  a  demarcation  of 

WQRs and HCAs and the location of excavation 
areas  for  building  foundations,  utilities, 
stormwater facilities, etc. 

 
3.  Location  of  site  access  and  egress  that 

construction equipment will use. 
 
4.   Equipment  and material  staging  and  stockpile 

areas. 
 
5.      Erosion and sediment control measures. 
 
6.      Measures  to  protect  trees  and  other 

vegetation  located  within  the  potentially 
affected WQR  and/or  HCA.  A  root  protection 
zone  shall  be  established  around  each  tree  in 
the  WQR  or  HCA  that  is  adjacent  to  any 
approved work area. The root protection zone 
shall extend  from the  trunk  to  the outer edge 
of  the  tree’s  canopy,  or  as  close  to  the  outer 
edge  of  the  canopy  as  is  practicable  for  the 
approved  project.  The  perimeter  of  the  root 
protection  zone  shall  be  flagged,  fenced,  or 
otherwise  marked  and  shall  remain 
undisturbed. Material storage and construction 
access  is prohibited within  the perimeter. The 
root protection zone shall be maintained until 
construction is complete. 
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COMMENT: 
 
As  demonstrated  by  the  attached  Preliminary  Construction  Management  Plan,  the  submitted  plan 
provides all of the information listed above (see Exhibit 4). 
 

19.402.11:    Development Standards 
 

A. Protection  of  Natural  Resources  During  Site 
Development 

 
During  development  of  any  site  containing  a 
designated natural resource, the following standards 
shall apply: 

 
1.    Work  areas  shall  be  marked  to  reduce 

potential damage to the WQR and/or HCA. 
 
2.   Trees  in  WQRs  or  HCAs  shall  not  be  used  as 

anchors for stabilizing construction equipment. 
 
3.    Native  soils  disturbed  during  development 

shall be conserved on the property. 
 
4.    An  erosion  and  sediment  control  plan  is 

required  and  shall  be  prepared  in  compliance 
with requirements set forth in the City’s Public 
Works Standards. 

 
5.    Site  preparation  and  construction  practices 

shall  be  followed  that  prevent  drainage  of 
hazardous  materials  or  erosion,  pollution,  or 
sedimentation  to  any  WQR  adjacent  to  the 
project area. 

 
6.  Stormwater  flows  that  result  from  proposed 

development  within  and  to  natural  drainage 
courses  shall  not  exceed  predevelopment 
flows. 

 
7.    Prior  to  construction,  the  WQR  and/or  HCA 

that is to remain undeveloped shall be flagged, 
fenced, or otherwise marked and shall  remain 
undisturbed.  Such  markings  shall  be 
maintained until construction is complete. 

 
8.    The  construction  phase  of  the  development 

shall be done in such a manner as to safeguard 
the resource portions of the site that have not 
been approved for development. 
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9.   Where  practicable,  lights  shall  be  placed  so 
that  they  do  not  shine  directly  into  any WQR 
and/or  HCA  location.  The  type,  size,  and 
intensity  of  lighting  shall  be  selected  so  that 
impacts to habitat functions are minimized. 

 
10.  All  work  on  the  property  shall  conform  to  a 

construction  management  plan  prepared 
according to Subsection 19.402.9. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As required, the applicant will follow all of the required development standards listed above during the 
development of the site.  The City will verify that these standards are met during building permit review 
for the project. 
 

B.      General Standards for Required Mitigation 
 

Where mitigation  is  required  by  Section  19.402  for 
disturbance  to  WQRs  and/or  HCAs,  the  following 
general standards shall apply: 

 
1.      Disturbance 
 

a.   Designated  natural  resources  that  are 
affected by temporary disturbances shall 
be  restored,  and  those  affected  by 
permanent  disturbances  shall  be 
mitigated,  in  accordance  with  the 
standards  provided  in  Subsection 
19.402.11.C  for  WQRs  and  Subsection 
19.402.11.D.2 for HCAs, as applicable. 

 
b.    Landscape  plantings  are  not  considered 

to  be  disturbances,  except  for  those 
plantings  that  are  part  of  a  non‐exempt 
stormwater  facility;  e.g.,  raingarden  or 
bioswale. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  attached  Water  Quality  Resource  Site  Assessment/Mitigation  Plan,  indicates  that  temporary 
disturbances will  be  restored,  and  permanent  disturbances will  be mitigated,  in  accordance with  the 
above standards (see Exhibit 8). 
 

2.      Required Plants 
 

Unless  specified  elsewhere  in  Section  19.402, 
all  trees,  shrubs,  and ground cover planted as 
mitigation  shall  be native plants,  as  identified 
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on the Milwaukie Native Plant List. Applicants 
are  encouraged  to  choose  particular  native 
species  that  are  appropriately  suited  for  the 
specific  conditions  of  the  planting  site;  e.g., 
shade, soil type, moisture, topography, etc. 

 
3.      Plant Size 
 

Required mitigation trees shall average at least 
a  ½‐in  caliper—measured  at  6  in  above  the 
ground level for field‐grown trees or above the 
soil  line  for  container‐grown  trees—unless 
they  are  oak  or  madrone,  which  may  be  1‐
gallon size. Required mitigation shrubs shall be 
at least 1‐gallon size and 12 in high. 

 
4.      Plant Spacing 
 

Trees shall be planted between 8 and 12 ft on 
center. Shrubs shall be planted between 4 and 
5  ft  on  center  or  clustered  in  single‐species 
groups  of  no  more  than  4  plants,  with  each 
cluster planted between 8 and 10 ft on center. 
When planting near existing trees, the dripline 
of  the existing  tree  shall  be  the  starting point 
for plant spacing measurements. 

 
5.      Plant Diversity 
 

Shrubs  shall  consist  of  at  least  2  different 
species.  If  10  trees  or more  are  planted,  then 
no more than 50% of the trees shall be of the 
same genus. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Water Quality Resource Site Assessment/Mitigation Plan specifies plantings which meets 
the above standards (see Exhibit 8). 
 

6.      Location of Mitigation Area 
 

a.      On‐Site Mitigation 
 

All mitigation vegetation shall be planted 
on  the  applicant’s  site  within  the 
designated  natural  resource  that  is 
disturbed, or in an area contiguous to the 
resource area; however, if the vegetation 
is  planted  outside  of  the  resource  area, 
the  applicant  shall  preserve  the 
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contiguous  planting  area  by  executing  a 
deed  restriction  such  as  a  restrictive 
covenant. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As required, all mitigation vegetation will be planted on the subject site and will be located within the 
designated natural resource area. 
 

7.      Invasive Vegetation 
 

Invasive nonnative or noxious vegetation shall 
be removed within the mitigation area prior to 
planting,  including, but not  limited  to,  species 
identified as nuisance plants on the Milwaukie 
Native Plant List. 

 
8.      Ground Cover 
 

Bare  or  open  soil  areas  remaining  after  the 
required  tree  and  shrub  plantings  shall  be 
planted  or  seeded  to  100%  surface  coverage 
with  grasses  or  other  ground  cover  species 
identified  as  native  on  the  Milwaukie  Native 
Plant  List. Revegetation  shall occur during  the 
next  planting  season  following  the  site 
disturbance. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  attached  Water  Quality  Resource  Site  Assessment/Mitigation  Plan  indicates  that  invasive  and 
noxious vegetation will be removed within the mitigation area (see Exhibit 8).  In addition, all  remaining 
bare soil areas will be seeded with native ground cover plant species. 
 

9.      Tree and Shrub Survival 
 

A  minimum  of  80%  of  the  trees  and  shrubs 
planted  shall  remain  alive  on  the  second 
anniversary  of  the  date  that  the  mitigation 
planting is completed. 

 
a.      Required Practices 
 

To  enhance  survival  of  the  mitigation 
plantings,  the  following  practices  are 
required: 
 
(1)     Mulch new plantings to a minimum 

of 3‐in depth and 18‐in diameter to 
retain  moisture  and  discourage 



May 29, 2018                                                            Harmony Park Townhomes PH II                                                         Page 19  

weed growth. 
 
(2)   Remove  or  control  nonnative  or 

noxious vegetation throughout the 
maintenance period. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As required, the applicant will provide mulch and remove non‐native and noxious vegetation to enhance 
survival of the mitigation plantings.  
 

c.      Monitoring and Reporting 
 

Monitoring  of  the  mitigation  site  is  the 
ongoing  responsibility  of  the  property 
owner.  Plants  that  die  shall  be  replaced 
in  kind  as  needed  to  ensure  the 
minimum 80% survival rate. The Planning 
Director  may  require  a  maintenance 
bond  to  cover  the  continued health and 
survival  of  all  plantings.  A  maintenance 
bond  shall  not  be  required  for  land  use 
applications  related  to  owner‐occupied 
single‐family  residential  projects.  An 
annual  report  on  the  survival  rate  of  all 
plantings shall be submitted for 2 years. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As required,  the applicant will provide the City with an annual report regarding the survival rate of all 
plantings for 2 years.  During this monitoring period, the applicant will replace dead planting to ensure a 
minimum 80% survival rate. 
 

10.    Light Impacts 
 

Where  practicable,  lights  shall  be  placed  so 
that  they  do  not  shine  directly  into  any WQR 
and/or  HCA  location.  The  type,  size,  and 
intensity  of  lighting  shall  be  selected  so  that 
impacts to habitat functions are minimized. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As required,  lights from the proposed development will not shine directly  into the WQR.   The City will 
verify that this standard has been met during building permit review for the project. 
 

C.      Mitigation  Requirements  for  Disturbance 
within WQRs 

 
1.   The  requirements  for  mitigation  vary 
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depending  on  the  existing  condition  of 
the WQR on  the project  site at  the time 
of  application.  The  existing  condition  of 
the WQR shall be assessed in accordance 
with  the  categories  established  in  Table 
19.402.11.C. 

 
2.  When  disturbance  within  a  WQR  is 

approved  according  to  the  standards  of 
Section  19.402,  the  disturbance  shall  be 
mitigated according to the requirements 
outlined  in  Table  19.402.11.C  and  the 
standards  established  in  Subsection 
19.402.11.B. 

 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Water Quality Resource Site Assessment/Mitigation Plan evaluates the condition of VECO 
A  (Vegetated  Corridor  A)  on  the  south  side  of Minthorn  Creek  next  to  the  project  site,  and  VECO  B 
(Vegetated Corridor B) on the north side of Minthorn Creek (see Exhibit 8).  Using the categories listed 
under Table 19.402.11.C, the report determined that portions of VECO A are currently in poor (Class C) 
and marginal (Class B) condition.  The resources within VECO B were determined to be in good (Class A) 
condition.    As  required,  the  report  indicates  that  the  applicant will mitigate  proposed  disturbance  to 
VECO A according to the Class B and C standards listed under Table 19.402.11.C. 
 

E.      Standards for Special Uses 
 

Unless  they  are  exempt  per  Subsection 
19.402.4, or do not meet the nondiscretionary 
standards  for  HCAs  provided  in  19.402.11.D, 
the special uses listed in Subsection 19.402.7.A 
are  subject  to  Type  II  review  if  they  comply 
with  the  applicable  standards  in  Subsection 
19.402.11.E. Otherwise,  the special uses  listed 
in Subsection 19.402.7.A are subject to Type III 
review  and  the  general  discretionary  review 
criteria provided in Subsection 19.402.12. 

 
1.      General Standards for Special Uses 
 

Except  for  stormwater  management 
plans,  all  nonexempt  special  uses  listed 
in  Subsections  19.402.11.E.2  through  5 
that  do  not  meet  the  nondiscretionary 
standards  for  HCAs  provided  in 
Subsection  19.402.11.D  shall  comply 
with  the  specific  applicable  standards  in 
Subsection  19.402.11.E,  as  well  as  with 
the following general standards: 
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a. In  addition  to  a  construction 

management  plan  prepared 
according  to  the  standards  of 
Subsection  19.402.9;  a  mitigation 
plan  shall  be  submitted  per 
Subsection  19.402.11.D.2  or 
19.402.12.C.2  for  HCAs,  as 
applicable,  or  per  Subsection 
19.402.11.C  for  WQRs.  WQRs  and 
HCAs  shall  be  restored  and 
maintained in accordance with the 
approved mitigation plan. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Since the proposed disturbance to the WQR on the south side of Minthorn Creek exceeds the thresholds 
for Type II Review, the proposed development is considered a Special Use and is subject to the standards 
of  this  section.    As  required,  the  applicant  has  submitted  a  Preliminary  Grading/Erosion  and  Soil 
Control/Construction  Management  Plan  in  accordance  with  the  standards  of  Section  19.402.9  (see 
Exhibit 4).  In addition, the applicant has submitted a Water Quality Site Assessment/Mitigation Plan in 
accordance with Table 19.402.11C (see Exhibit 8). 
 

b. Existing  vegetation  outside  of 
approved  work  areas  shall  be 
protected  and  left  in  place.  Work 
areas shall be carefully located and 
marked  to  reduce  potential 
damage  to WQRs and HCAs.  Trees 
in WQRs or HCAs shall not be used 
as  anchors  for  stabilizing 
construction equipment. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The submitted Preliminary Construction Management Plan  indicates  the area outside of  the approved 
work  area will  be  protected  from disturbance  during  construction  activities  (see  Exhibit  4).    The  plan 
demonstrates that the designated work areas reduce damage to the WQR resources.  
 

c.       Where existing vegetation has been 
removed,  or  the  original  land 
contours  disturbed,  the  site  shall 
be revegetated and the vegetation 
shall  be  established  as  soon  as 
practicable. Interim erosion control 
measures,  such  as  mulching,  shall 
be  used  to  avoid  erosion  on  bare 
areas. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The  applicant’s  Preliminary Construction Management  Plan  identifies  erosion  control measures which 
comply with the standards listed above (see Exhibit 4). 
 

2.      Public or Private Utility Facilities 
 

In  addition  to  the  requirements  of 
Subsection  19.402.11.E.1,  the  following 
disturbance  area  limitations  apply  to  all 
new public and private utility facilities, as 
well  as  to  facility  upgrades  that  are  not 
exempted by Subsection 19.402.4 or that 
do  not  meet  the  nondiscretionary 
standards  for  HCAs  provided  in 
Subsection 19.402.11.D. 

 
a.      The  disturbance  area  for  the 

upgrade of existing utility  facilities 
shall be no greater than 15 ft wide. 

 
b.  The  disturbance  area  for  new 

underground  utility  facilities  shall 
be no greater  than 25  ft wide and 
disturb  no  more  than  200  linear 
feet  of  WQR  within  any  1,000‐
linear‐foot  stretch of WQR. Such a 
disturbance  area  shall  be  restored 
with  the  exception  of  necessary 
access points to the utility facility. 

 
c. Disturbance  areas  shall  be 

revegetated. 
 
d.    No  fill  or  excavation  is  allowed 

within  the  ordinary  high  water 
mark  of  a  stream,  unless  a  permit 
is obtained from the Corps through 
the  Standard  Local  Operating 
Procedures for Endangered Species 
(SLOPES) process. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



May 29, 2018                                                            Harmony Park Townhomes PH II                                                         Page 23  

COMMENT: 
 
Temporary  disturbance  of  the WQR will  be  required when  connecting  sanitary  sewer  service  for  the 
proposed  development  to  the  existing manhole within VECO A,  and when  storm  service  lines  for  the 
development  are  installed  to  the  storm  outfall  to  Minthorn  Creek.    The  attached  Preliminary 
Construction Management Plan demonstrates  that  the proposed disturbance areas  for  the new utility 
facilities will be no greater than 25‐ft. wide and no work will occur within the ordinary high water mark 
of  Minthorn  Creek  (see  Exhibit  4).      The  attached  Water  Quality  Site  Assessment/Mitigation  Plan 
indicates that the temporary disturbance areas will be revegetated in accordance with the standards of 
Table 19.402.11C. 
 

3.      New Stormwater Facilities 
 

In  addition  to  the  requirements  of 
Subsection  19.402.11.E.1,  new 
stormwater  facilities  that  are  not 
exempted  by  Subsection  19.402.4,  or 
that  do  not  meet  the  nondiscretionary 
standards  for  HCAs  provided  in 
Subsection  19.402.11.D,  shall  not 
encroach more  than 25  ft  into the outer 
boundary  of  the  WQR  adjacent  to  a 
primary protected water feature. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Preliminary Development Plans indicates that a storm outfall facility will discharge treated 
and detained stormwater to Minthorn Creek.  As required, the proposed facility is located less than 25‐
ft. from the southern WQR boundary. 

 
5.      Stormwater Management Plans 
 

Stormwater  management  plans  that 
authorize disturbance within the WQR or 
HCA  may  be  approved  if  in  compliance 
with all of the following standards: 
 
a.     Stormwater  facilities  will  be 

designed  to  provide  an 
environmentally  beneficial 
hydrological  impact  on  protected 
water features. 

 
b.   Protected  water  features  will  be 

protected  from  erosion  by 
implementing  a  stream  protection 
strategy  and  quantity  control 
strategies. 
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COMMENT: 
 
As demonstrated by the attached Preliminary Stormwater Report, the proposed storm outfall facility will 
discharge  stormwater  at  the pre‐development  rate  into Minthorn Creek  (see Exhibit  5).    As  such,  the 
facility will ensure that existing hydrological function of the creek will be maintained.  As demonstrated 
by the attached Preliminary Development Plans, collected stormwater will be treated and detained prior 
to  being  released  into  a  storm  outfall  structure  that  will  dissipate  drainage  velocity  and  mitigate 
potential erosion on the site (see Exhibit 4).  

 
c.    Watershed health will be improved 

through  the  use  of  vegetated 
facilities  to  meet  pollution 
reduction,  flow  control,  and 
infiltration  goals.  These  facilities 
will  be  maintained  in  a  manner 
that ensures a continued benefit to 
watershed health. 

 
d.    Proposed  stormwater 

management  facilities  will  correct 
or  improve  conditions  caused  by 
past  management  and/or 
disturbance  events,  if  any  are 
present. 

 
e.   Where  there  is  no  reasonable 

expectation of returning to natural 
conditions,  beneficial  habitat, 
vegetation,  and  stream  function 
and  hydrology  will  be  restored  to 
the  fullest  extent  practicable 
within developed areas. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The submitted Water Quality Resource Site Assessment/Mitigation Plan indicates that the applicant will 
install mitigation  plantings  on  the  south  side  of Minthorn  Creek  following  the  proposed  construction 
activities  (see  Exhibit  8).    The  attached  report  illustrates  that  the  mitigation  plantings  will  remove 
invasive  species  and  improves  the  existing  health  of  the watershed by enhancing habitat,  vegetation, 
stream function, and hydrology within the WQR.  
 

19.402.12:    General Discretionary Review 
 
This  subsection  establishes  a  discretionary  process  by 
which  the  City  shall  analyze  the  impacts  of  development 
on  WQRs  and  HCAs,  including  measures  to  prevent 
negative  impacts  and  requirements  for  mitigation  and 
enhancement.  The  Planning  Director  may  consult  with  a 
professional  with  appropriate  expertise  to  evaluate  an 
application, or they may rely on appropriate staff expertise 
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to properly evaluate the report’s conclusions. 
 
A.      Impact Evaluation and Alternatives Analysis 
 

An  impact  evaluation  and  alternatives  analysis  is 
required to determine compliance with the approval 
criteria  for  general  discretionary  review  and  to 
evaluate  development  alternatives  for  a  particular 
property.  A  report  presenting  this  evaluation  and 
analysis  shall  be  prepared  and  signed  by  a 
knowledgeable  and  qualified  natural  resource 
professional, such as a wildlife biologist, botanist, or 
hydrologist. At the Planning Director’s discretion, the 
requirement to provide such a report may be waived 
for  small  projects  that  trigger  discretionary  review 
but  can  be  evaluated  without  professional 
assistance. 

 
The  alternatives  shall  be  evaluated  on  the  basis  of 
their  impact  on  WQRs  and  HCAs,  the  ecological 
functions provided by the resource on the property, 
and  off‐site  impacts  within  the  subwatershed  (6th 
Field  Hydrologic  Unit  Code)  where  the  property  is 
located. The evaluation and analysis shall include the 
following: 

 
1.   Identification  of  the  ecological  functions  of 

riparian  habitat  found  on  the  property,  as 
described in Subsection 19.402.1.C.2. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Water Quality Resource Site Assessment provides a description of the ecological functions 
of  the  WQR  in  accordance  with  Subsection  19.402.1.C.2  (see  Exhibit  8).    These  ecological  functions 
include  the provision of  shade and microclimate along Minthorn Creek, providing stream moderation, 
water storage, water  infiltration, bank stabilization, and  large wood recruitment and retention  for the 
waterway. 
 

2.  An  inventory  of  vegetation,  sufficient  to 
categorize  the  existing  condition  of  the WQR 
per  Table  19.402.11.C,  including  the 
percentage  of  ground  and  canopy  coverage 
materials within the WQR. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The applicant’s Water Quality Resource Site Assessment includes an inventory of vegetation within the 
WQR area (see Exhibit 8).   The  inventory  is referred to as VECO A on the south side of the creek, and 
VECO  B  on  the  north  side  of  the  waterway.    The  report  determined  that  the  condition  of  VECO  A 
resources are categorized as Class C (poor) and Class B (marginal), while VECO B resources are classified 
as Class A (good).  Canopy coverage for VECO A was determined at 25% to 50%, while VECO B contains 
more than 50% canopy coverage. 
 

3.   An  assessment  of  the  water  quality  impacts 
related  to  the  development,  including 
sediments,  temperature  and  nutrients, 
sediment control, and temperature control, or 
any other condition with the potential to cause 
the  protected  water  feature  to  be  listed  on 
DEQ’s 303(d) list. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  attached  Preliminary  Development  Plans  indicate  that  the  applicant  is  not  proposing  to  impact 
Minthorn Creek or the wetland on the north side of the creek.   The attached Preliminary Construction 
Management Plan demonstrates  that  erosion  control measures will  be utilized during  construction  to 
prevent  sediment  from  entering  the  water  features.    The  applicant’s  Preliminary  Stormwater  Report 
indicates  that  drainage  from  the development will  be  treated and detained prior  to being discharged 
through  a  storm outfall  to  the  creek.    The plans  demonstrate  that  limited  tree  removal will maintain 
existing temperature control within the WQR.   There measures will ensure that storm drainage to the 
creek will not diminish water quality and storm flows will not exceed the pre‐development rate. 
 

4.   An  alternatives  analysis,  providing  an 
explanation  of  the  rationale  behind  choosing 
the  alternative  selected,  listing measures  that 
will be taken to avoid and/or minimize adverse 
impacts  to  designated  natural  resources,  and 
demonstrating that: 

 
a.   No  practicable  alternatives  to  the 

requested  development  exist  that  will 
not disturb the WQR or HCA. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The applicant evaluated four alternatives when determining how development of the site can best avoid 
and/or minimize  impacts  to  the WQR.   As demonstrated by the attached Existing Conditions Plan,  the 
total WQR area contains 33,652 sq. ft. and includes the delineated area within the ordinary high water 
mark of Minthorn Creek, a wetland on the north side of the stream, and 50‐ft. wide vegetated corridors 
on  both  sides  of  the waterway.    As  indicated  by  the  Preliminary  Site  Plan,  the  net  site  area  contains 
57,634 square feet.  Therefore, the WQR encompasses 58% of the subject property.  The remaining site 
area not encumbered by  the WQR contains a  total of 23,982  sq.  ft., with 7,451  sq.  ft.  located on  the 
north side of the creek, and 16,531 sq. ft. located on the south side of the waterway. 
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Alternative A minimizes  the  access  driveway  length  for  the proposed  apartments,  by  providing direct 
access from SE Harmony Road, and locating the parking lot in the southeast corner of the site.  With this 
configuration,  the  apartment  building  would  be  located  in  a  wider  area  outside  of  the WQR  in  the 
southwest corner of the site.  While this option could reduce the amount of disturbance to the WQR, it is 
not practicable since SE Harmony Road is classified as an Arterial Street.  As such, a direct driveway to 
the site would not meet the minimum 300‐ft. access spacing standard between private drives. 
 
Alternate  B  also  locates  the  proposed  apartment  building  in  a wider  area  outside  of  the WQR  in  the 
southwest  corner  of  the  site.    To  provide  access,  the  parking  lot  would  be  served  from  an  access 
driveway extending across the front of the site, from the existing Harmony Park Townhomes parking lot 
to the west of the site, to a proposed parking lot in the southeast corner of the site.  This option could 
reduce  the  amount  of  disturbance  to  the  WQR  and  would  meet  the  Arterial  Street  access  spacing 
standard.  However, this option it is not practicable since the access drive would consume nearly all of 
the front yard setback area, preventing the applicant from meeting the minimum 40% vegetation within 
the front yard standard. 
 
Alternative C provides access to the site from SE Railroad Road, located to the north of the subject site.  
The option would require crossing the Southern Pacific Railroad right‐of‐way and constructing a bridge 
across Minthorn  Creek  to  construct  the  apartments  on  the  south  side  of  the    waterway.   While  this 
option eliminates access  from SE Harmony Road,  the design alternative  is not practicable since ODOT 
Rail would not permit a new at‐grade rail crossing at this location.  This option would also create impacts 
to the wetland and VECO B on the north side of Minthorn Creek, which are Class A resources and are in 
better condition than the WQR on the south side of the waterway. 
 
Alternative  D  provides  access  through  the  existing  parking  lot  to  the  west  of  the  site.    With  this 
alternative, a Type III variance would be requested to locate the apartment building within 12‐ft. of the 
front property line in the southeast corner of the site.  The amount of impervious area within the front 
yard setback area is minimized by locating the proposed parking lot in the southeast corner of the site. 
This option has been selected by the applicant since  it  is  the only practicable option when developing 
the site.   The alternative avoids  impacts  to Class A  resources on  the site, while minimizing  impacts  to 
Class C resources.    

 
b.     Development  in  the  WQR  and/or  HCA 

has been limited to the area necessary to 
allow for the proposed use. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As discussed above,  the applicant has evaluated 4 alternatives and determined that Alternate D  is the 
only practicable option when developing  the  site.    The proposed site plan provides efficient driveway 
access to a parking lot in the southwest corner of the site to limit impervious surfaces.  The parking lot 
has been sized to accommodate the 18 required spaces and replace the 2 lost spaces from the existing 
parking  lot to the west of the site when access  is provided.   The proposed 21 standard parking spaces 
provide 1 additional space to account for the inability to provide on‐street parking on SE Harmony Road. 
 The  number  of  proposed  parking  spaces  is  significantly  less  than  the  maximum  of  30  spaces  as 
permitted under City standards.     
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As demonstrated by  the attached Preliminary Development Plans,  the proposed apartment building  is 
compact and contains a mix of unit types for multi‐family residents.  The attached Preliminary Site Plan 
indicates  that  the  applicant  is  proposing  to  develop  15  apartment  units,  which  is minimum  required 
density  for  the site  (see Exhibit 4).   To minimize the building  footprint,  the applicant  is  requesting the 
approval of additional story under Section 19.302.5.E.   
 

c.     If disturbed, the WQR can be restored to 
an  equal  or  better  condition  in 
accordance  with  Table  19.402.11.C;  and 
the HCA can be restored consistent with 
the  mitigation  requirements  of 
Subsection 19.402.11.D.2. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Water Quality Resource Site Assessment indicates that VECO A of the WQR, on the south 
side  of Minthorn  Creek,  is  in  poor  and marginal  condition  (see  Exhibit  8).    The  attached  Preliminary 
Grading Plan demonstrates that the proposed development will temporarily disturb 3,556 sq. ft. of VECO 
A.  The applicant’s Preliminary Site Plan also indicates that the proposed improvements will permanently 
disturb 2,734 sq. ft. of the WQR (see Exhibit 4).  The applicant’s report includes a mitigation plan for the 
proposed disturbance to ensure that the WQR is restored to an equal or better condition in accordance 
with the above standards. 
 

d.     Road  crossings  will  be  minimized  as 
much as possible. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed development does not  involve a  road crossing within  the WQR,  therefore  this standard 
has been met. 
 

5.   Evidence  that  the  applicant  has  done  the 
following,  for  applications  proposing  routine 
repair  and  maintenance,  alteration,  and/or 
total replacement of existing structures located 
within the WQR: 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The applicant is not proposing routine repair and maintenance, alteration, and/or total replacement of 
existing structures in the WQR.  Therefore, this standard does not apply. 
 

6.    A  mitigation  plan  for  the  designated  natural 
resource  that  contains  the  following 
information: 

 
a.      A description of adverse impacts that will 

be caused as a result of development. 
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COMMENT: 
 
As discussed above, the applicant will permanently impact 2,734 sq. ft. of the 10,230 sq. ft. WQR area on 
the south side of Minthorn Creek.  In addition, the proposed development will temporarily impact 3,556 
sq. ft. of this area.  The attached Water Quality Resource Site Assessment/Mitigation Plan indicates that 
this WQR, identified as VECO A, is in poor to marginal condition.  The submitted report indicates that the 
proposed temporary disturbance will be restored to equal or better condition than existing resources, 
and permanent disturbances will be mitigated in accordance with Table 19.402.11.C (see Exhibit 8). 
 

b. An explanation of measures  that will be 
taken  to  avoid,  minimize,  and/or 
mitigate  adverse  impacts  to  the 
designated  natural  resource;  in 
accordance  with,  but  not  limited  to, 
Table  19.402.11.C  for  WQRs  and 
Subsection 19.402.11.D.2 for HCAs. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The applicant has provided an alternatives analysis to describe how measures have been taken to avoid 
impacts  to  the  designated  natural  resource.    The  attached  Water  Quality  Resource  Site 
Assessment/Mitigation Plan details measures  to mitigate proposed  impacts  to  the WQR on  the  south 
side of Minthorn Creek  (see Exhibit 8).   The submitted Construction Management Plan  illustrates how 
proposed impacts can be minimized during development of the site (see Exhibit 4). 
 

c.    Sufficient  description  to  demonstrate 
how  the  following  standards  will  be 
achieved: 

 
(1)     Where  existing  vegetation  has 

been  removed,  the  site  shall  be 
revegetated as soon as practicable. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Water Quality Resource Site Assessment/Mitigation Plan specifies how the impacted WQR 
can be revegetated as soon as practicable (see Exhibit 8). 
 

(2)   Where  practicable,  lights  shall  be 
placed  so  that  they  do  not  shine 
directly  into any WQR and/or HCA 
location.  The  type,  size,  and 
intensity  of  lighting  shall  be 
selected so that impacts to habitat 
functions are minimized. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The applicant is not proposing to install exterior lights which shine directly into the WQR.  As required, 
the City will verify that this standard is met during building permit review. 
 

(3)   Areas  of  standing  trees,  shrubs, 
and natural vegetation will  remain 
connected  or  contiguous; 
particularly  along  natural  drainage 
courses, except where mitigation is 
approved;  so  as  to  provide  a 
transition  between  the  proposed 
development  and  the  designated 
natural  resource  and  to  provide 
opportunity  for  food,  water,  and 
cover  for  animals  located  within 
the WQR. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Water Quality Resource Site Assessment demonstrates that standing trees and shrubs are 
located directly adjacent to Minthorn Creek and will not be impacted by the proposed WQR disturbance 
(see Exhibit 8).   As  required,  the proposed temporary disturbance area will be restored  in accordance 
with Table 19.402.11.C. 
 

d.  A  map  showing  where  the  specific 
mitigation  activities  will  occur.  Off‐site 
mitigation  related  to WQRs  shall  not  be 
used  to  meet  the  mitigation 
requirements of Section 19.402. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  attached Water  Quality  Resource  Site  Assessment/Mitigation  Plan  identifies  the  proposed WQR 
mitigation area (see Exhibit 8).  As required, the mitigation will occur on‐site. 
 

e.   An implementation schedule; including a 
timeline  for  construction,  mitigation, 
mitigation maintenance, monitoring, and 
reporting; as well as a contingency plan. 
All  in‐stream  work  in  fish‐bearing 
streams shall be done in accordance with 
the allowable windows for in‐water work 
as designated by ODFW. 
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COMMENT: 
 
With  approval  of  this  application,  the  applicant  can  begin  the  project  in  early  fall  of  2018  and  can 
complete  construction  activities  within  the  WQR  by  March  2019.    The  attached  Construction 
Management Plan details how erosion control measure will be undertaken during the development to 
protect  the WQR  (see  Exhibit  4).   Mitigation  activities within  the WQR  can  be  completed  during  the 
spring  of  2019.    The  attached  Water  Quality  Resource  Site  Assessment/Mitigation  Plan  includes  a 
monitoring  and  reporting  plan  for  the  project  (see  Exhibit  8).    As  demonstrated  by  the  attached 
Preliminary Grading Plan, the applicant is not proposing in‐stream work with this development.  
 

B.      Approval Criteria 
 

1.   Unless  specified  elsewhere  in  Section  19.402, 
applications subject to the discretionary review 
process  shall  demonstrate  how  the  proposed 
activity complies with the following criteria: 

 
a.      Avoid 
 

The  proposed  activity  avoids  the 
intrusion  of  development  into  the WQR 
and/or  HCA  to  the  extent  practicable. 
The  proposed  activity  shall  have  less 
detrimental  impact  to  the  designated 
natural  resource  than  other  practicable 
alternatives,  including  significantly 
different  practicable  alternatives  that 
propose  less  development  within  the 
resource area. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The applicant has presented four alternatives under Section 19.402.12.A.4.a.  The evaluation determined 
that Alternative D  is  the only practicable alternative when developing  the  site.    The proposed activity 
avoids intrusion of development into the WQR to the extent possible by reducing the front yard setback, 
minimizing the proposed building footprint, and increasing the height of the building by one‐story.  The 
applicant is also proposing to develop the minimum number of units permitted for the site.  Therefore, 
the proposed development avoids intrusion into the WQR to the extent practicable. 
 

b.      Minimize 
 

If  the applicant demonstrates  that  there 
is  no  practicable  alternative  that  will 
avoid  disturbance  of  the  designated 
natural  resource,  then  the  proposed 
activity  within  the  resource  area  shall 
minimize  detrimental  impacts  to  the 
extent practicable. 
 
(1)     The  proposed  activity  shall 
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minimize  detrimental  impacts  to 
ecological  functions  and  loss  of 
habitat,  consistent  with  uses 
allowed  by  right  under  the  base 
zone, to the extent practicable. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As  indicated  by  the  attached  Water  Quality  Resource  Site  Assessment,  natural  resources  within  the 
impact area are classified as poor to marginal condition (see Exhibit 8).   The report demonstrates that 
the  quality  and  ecological  function  of  the  resources  will  not  be  significantly  impacted  by  proposed 
activities  in  the  southern  portion  of  VECO  A.    By  reducing  the  front  yard  setback,  minimizing  the 
proposed building footprint, and increasing the height of the building by one‐story, the proposed activity 
minimizes detrimental  impacts to existing ecological functions and habitat.   The submitted Preliminary 
Site Plan indicates that the applicant is only proposing to develop 15 dwelling units on the site, which is 
the minimum required density in the R‐2 district (see Exhibit 4).   Based on these factors, the proposed 
activity minimizes impacts to the WQR to the extent practicable.  
 

(2)   To  the  extent  practicable  within 
the  designated  natural  resource, 
the  proposed  activity  shall  be 
designed,  located, and constructed 
to: 

 
(a)     Minimize grading, removal of 

native  vegetation,  and 
disturbance  and  removal  of 
native  soils;  by  using  the 
approaches  described  in 
Subsection  19.402.11.A, 
reducing  building  footprints, 
and  using  minimal 
excavation  foundation 
systems  (e.g.,  pier,  post,  or 
piling foundation). 

 
(b)     Minimize  adverse 

hydrological  impacts  on 
water resources. 

 
(c)     Minimize  impacts on wildlife 

corridors and fish passage. 
 
(d)  Allow  for  use  of  other 

techniques  to  further 
minimize  the  impacts  of 
development  in  the resource 
area;  such  as  using  native 
plants  throughout  the  site 
(not  just  in  the  resource 
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area), locating other required 
landscaping  adjacent  to  the 
resource  area,  reducing  light 
spill‐off  into  the  resource 
area  from  development, 
preserving  and  maintaining 
existing  trees  and  tree 
canopy  coverage,  and/or 
planting  trees  where 
appropriate  to  maximize 
future tree canopy coverage. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  attached  Water  Quality  Resource  Site  Assessment/Mitigation  Plan  illustrates  that  the  proposed 
impact area within VECO A contains mostly non‐native vegetation (see Exhibit 8).   The report specifies 
that  existing  vegetation within  the  impact  area will  be  removed  and  replaced with  native  species  to 
improve the quality of the habitat and provide additional tree canopy for the area.  To minimize grading 
within the WQR, the Preliminary Grading Plan indicates that a retaining wall is proposed along the north 
boundary  of  the  parking  lot  (see  Exhibit  4).    Also,  by  adding  an  additional  story  to  the  apartment 
structures,  the  building  footprint  can  be  reduced.    In  addition,  the  attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan 
indicates that the applicant is proposing a reduction to the front yard setback to further reduce impacts 
to the resource area.  These measures limit development activities to the southern portion of VECO A so 
that  hydrological  impacts  to  the  water  resource  and  wildlife  corridor  along  Minthorn  Creek  are 
minimized. 
 

c.      Mitigate 
 

If  the applicant demonstrates  that  there 
is  no  practicable  alternative  that  will 
avoid  disturbance  of  the  designated 
natural  resource,  then  the  proposed 
activity  shall  mitigate  for  adverse 
impacts  to  the  resource  area.  All 
proposed mitigation plans shall meet the 
following standards: 

 
(1) The  mitigation  plan  shall 

demonstrate  that  it  compensates 
for  detrimental  impacts  to  the 
ecological  functions  of  resource 
areas,  after  taking  into 
consideration  the  applicant’s 
efforts  to  minimize  such 
detrimental impacts. 

 
(2)    Mitigation shall occur on the site of 

the  disturbance,  to  the  extent 
practicable.  Off‐site  mitigation  for 
disturbance  of  WQRs  shall  not  be 
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approved.  Off‐site  mitigation  for 
disturbance  of  HCAs  shall  be 
approved  if  the  applicant  has 
demonstrated  that  it  is  not 
practicable  to  complete  the 
mitigation  on‐site  and  if  the 
applicant  has  documented  that 
they  can  carry  out  and  ensure  the 
success of the off‐site mitigation as 
outlined  in  Subsection 
19.402.11.B.5. 

 
In  addition,  if  the  off‐site 
mitigation  area  is  not  within  the 
same  subwatershed  (6th  Field 
Hydrologic  Unit  Code)  as  the 
related  disturbed  HCA,  the 
applicant shall demonstrate that  it 
is  not  practicable  to  complete  the 
mitigation  within  the  same 
subwatershed  and  that, 
considering  the  purpose  of  the 
mitigation,  the  mitigation  will 
provide more ecological  functional 
value  if  implemented  outside  of 
the subwatershed. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As discussed above,  the applicant has  taken measures  to minimize  impacts  to VECO A.    The attached 
Water  Quality  Resource  Site  Assessment/Mitigation  Plan  demonstrates  that  the  proposed mitigation 
measures will compensate for the impacts to the ecological function of the resource and all mitigation 
will occur on‐site (see Exhibit 8).   
 

(3)      All  revegetation plantings  shall  use 
native  plants  listed  on  the 
Milwaukie Native Plant List. 

 
(4)    All  in‐stream  work  in  fish‐bearing 

streams  shall  be  done  in 
accordance  with  the  allowable 
windows  for  in‐water  work  as 
designated by ODFW. 

 
(5)     A  mitigation  maintenance  plan 

shall  be  included  and  shall  be 
sufficient  to  ensure  the  success  of 
the  planting.  Compliance  with  the 
plan  shall  be  a  condition  of 
development approval. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The attached Mitigation Plan demonstrates that the proposed revegetation plantings are City‐approved 
native plants (see Exhibit 8). As required, the submitted report provides sufficient detail to ensure the 
success  of  the  planting.    The  attached  Preliminary  Grading  Plan  indicates  that  no  in‐stream  work  is 
proposed (see Exhibit 4).   
 

19.402.14:    Adjustments and Variances 
 

To  encourage  applicants  to  avoid  or minimize  impacts  to 
WQRs  and/or  HCAs,  several  types  of  adjustments  and 
variances  are  available  for  use  on  any  property  that 
includes  a  WQR  or  HCA.  These  include  adjustments  to 
specific base  zone and  lot design  standards, discretionary 
variances,  and  allowances  for  residential  cluster 
development. 
 
A.   Adjustments 
 

The adjustments provided in Subsection 19.402.14.A 
shall not be used to avoid the requirement to submit 
a  construction  management  plan,  if  deemed 
applicable  per  Subsection  19.402.3.  The  following 
adjustments are allowed by right as part of any Type 
I, II, or III application: 
 
1.      Adjustments to Base Zone Standards 
 

a.      Yard Setback (General) 
 

Yard setback standards may be adjusted 
by up to 10%. This allowance applies only 
to  the  yard  requirements  established  in 
base  zones  and  does  not  apply  to 
additional  yard  requirements  for 
conditional  uses  or  community  service 
uses,  yard  exceptions  established  in 
Subsection  19.501.2,  or  transition  area 
measures  established  in  Subsection 
19.504.6. 
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COMMENT: 
 
Per Section 19.501.2, additional front yard setbacks are required certain major streets.  Since the site is 
adjacent to SE Harmony Road, an additional 40‐ft.  front yard setback  is required from centerline.   The 
attached Existing Conditions Plan indicates that SE Harmony Road is 60‐ft. wide (30‐ft. from centerline), 
therefore  the  required  front  yard  is  10‐ft.  plus  the  standard  15‐ft.  setback  for  a  total  of  25  feet.    To 
minimize  impacts  to  the WQR,  the applicant  is proposing  to  reduce the  front yard setback  to 12  feet.  
Since the proposed adjustment exceeds a 10% reduction to the standard, the applicant is requesting a 
Type III Variance from the required front yard setback with this application. 
 

B.   Variances 
 

1. Requests  to  vary  any  standards  beyond  the 
adjustments  allowed  in  Subsections 
19.402.14.A or B shall be subject to the review 
process  and  approval  criteria  for  variances 
established in Section 19.911. 

 
2.   In  granting  any  variance  request  related  to 

Section 19.402,  the Planning Commission may 
impose  such  conditions  as  are  deemed 
necessary  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  that 
may  result  from  granting  the  variance. 
Examples  of  such  conditions  include,  but  are 
not  limited  to, maintaining  a minimum width 
of  the  vegetated  corridor  alongside  a  primary 
protected  water  feature  and  limiting  the 
amount  of  WQR  for  which  the  adjacent 
vegetated corridor width can be reduced. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As mentioned above, the applicant is proposing to reduce the front yard setback from 25 feet to 12 feet. 
 The  proposed  adjustment  is  a  48%  reduction  to  the  setback  standard,  therefore  the  applicant  is 
requesting a Type III Variance to the front yard setback standard under Section 19.911.  As required, the 
Planning Commission will review and issue a decision for the variance request.  
 
 
    Chapter 19.500:  Supplementary Development Regulations 
 
      Section 19.504:    Site Design Standards 
 
        19.504.1:    Clear Vision Areas 
 
              A clear vision area shall be maintained on the corners of all 

property at  the  intersection of 2  streets or a  street and a 
railroad  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  clear  vision 
ordinance in Chapter 12.24. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The  attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan  illustrates  that  access  to  the  subject  property  is  from  an  existing 
parking  lot  serving  the Harmony Park Apartments,  directly  to  the west of  the  site  (see Exhibit  4).   As 
required, the existing driveway access at the intersection and SE Harmony Road is currently maintained 
in accordance with Chapter 12.24.   
 

19.504.3:    Dual Use of Required Open Space 
 

No lot area, yard, or other open space or off‐street parking 
or  loading area which  is  required by  this  title  for one use 
shall be used to meet the required lot area, yard, or other 
open  space  or  off‐street  parking  area  for  another  use, 
except as provided in Subsection 19.605.4. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that the required lot area, yard, vegetated area, and 
required off‐street parking spaces for the proposed use are provided on the subject site (se Exhibit 4). 
 

19.504.7:    Minimum Vegetation 
 

No more than 20% of the required vegetation area shall be 
covered  in mulch or bark dust. Mulch or bark dust under 
the  canopy of  trees or  shrubs  is  excluded  from  this  limit. 
Plans  for  development  shall  include  landscaping  plans 
which shall be reviewed for conformance to this standard. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As required, no more than 20% of the required vegetation area will be covered in mulch or bark dust.  
The  City  can  ensure  compliance  with  this  standard  through  a  condition  of  approval,  and  also  when 
detailed plans are submitted for building permit review. 
 

19.504.9:    On‐Site Walkways and Circulation 
 

A.      Requirement 
 

All  development  subject  to  Chapter  19.700 
(excluding  single‐family  and  multifamily  residential 
development)  shall  provide  a  system  of  walkways 
that  encourages  safe  and  convenient  pedestrian 
movement within and through the development site. 
Redevelopment  projects  that  involve  remodeling  or 
changes  in  use  shall  be  brought  closer  into 
conformance  with  this  requirement  to  the  greatest 
extent  practicable.  On‐site  walkways  shall  link  the 
site  with  the  public  street  sidewalk  system. 
Walkways  are  required  between  parts  of  a  site 
where  the  public  is  invited  to  walk.  Walkways  are 
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not required between buildings or portions of a site 
that  are  not  intended  or  likely  to  be  used  by 
pedestrians,  such  as  truck  loading  docks  and 
warehouses. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  applicant’s  Preliminary  Site  Plan  identifies  the  location  of  5‐ft.  wide  concrete  walkways  which 
connect the proposed parking lot to the apartment building and the adjacent public sidewalk (see Exhibit 
4). 
 

B.      Location 
 

A walkway  into  the  site  shall be provided  for every 
300 ft. of street frontage. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The submitted Existing Conditions Plan indicates that the subject site’s frontage on SE Harmony Road is 
approximately 164  feet  (see Exhibit 4).    Since  the applicant  is proposing 2 walkway connections  to SE 
Harmony Road, the above standard has been met. 
 

C.      Connections 
 

Walkways  shall  connect  building  entrances  to  one 
another  and  building  entrances  to  adjacent  public 
streets and existing or planned transit stops. On‐site 
walkways  shall  connect  with  walkways,  sidewalks, 
bicycle  facilities,  alleys,  and  other  bicycle  or 
pedestrian  connections on adjacent properties used 
or planned for commercial, multifamily, institutional, 
or park use. The City may require connections to be 
constructed and extended to the property line at the 
time of development. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that the proposed walkways connect to the adjacent 
sidewalk along SE Harmony Road (see Exhibit 4).  In addition, the walkways connect to the front and rear 
entrances of the proposed apartment building.   There are no off‐site pedestrian or bicycle facilities on 
adjacent properties, therefore the applicant is not proposing to extend walkways to those parcels. 
 

D.      Routing 
 

Walkways  shall  be  reasonably  direct.  Driveway 
crossings  shall  be  minimized.  Internal  parking  lot 
circulation and design shall provide reasonably direct 
access for pedestrians from streets and transit stops 
to primary buildings on the site. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan  illustrates that the proposed walkways provide direct connections 
between  the  proposed  apartment  building,  associated  parking  lot,  and  adjacent  sidewalk  along  SW 
Harmony Road (see Exhibit 4). 
 

E.      Design Standards 
 

Walkways  shall  be  constructed with  a  hard  surface 
material,  shall  be  permeable  for  stormwater,  and 
shall  be no  less  than 5  ft.  in width.  If  adjacent  to a 
parking  area  where  vehicles  will  overhang  the 
walkway, a 7‐ft‐wide walkway shall be provided. The 
walkways shall be separated from parking areas and 
internal  driveways  using  curbing,  landscaping,  or 
distinctive  paving materials.  On‐site walkways  shall 
be lighted to an average 5/10‐footcandle level. Stairs 
or  ramps  shall  be  provided  where  necessary  to 
provide a direct route. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For  maintenance  purposes,  the  applicant  is  proposing  to  install  concrete  walkways  between  the 
proposed  apartment  building  and  parking  lot.    The  submitted Preliminary  Site  Plan  indicates  that  the 
proposed walkways will be separated from the parking area by a 6” curb (see Exhibit 4). 

 
19.504.11:    Preliminary Circulation Plan 
 

A  preliminary  circulation  plan  is  intended  to  guide  site 
development by establishing a plan for multimodal access, 
connectivity, and circulation. A preliminary circulation plan 
is a conceptual plan, in that it does not establish a precise 
alignment for street, pedestrian, or bicycle facilities. 
 
A.    Applicability 
 

A  preliminary  circulation  plan  is  required  for 
nonresidential  development  on  sites  3  acres  and 
larger  that  are  subject  to  development  review  per 
Section  19.906  and  where  any  of  the  following  is 
true: 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The applicant  is proposing a residential use for the 1.33 acre site.   Therefore, a preliminary circulation 
plan is not required. 
 
        Section 19.505:    Building Design Standards 
 

19.505.3:      Multifamily Housing 
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B.      Applicability 
 

The  design  elements  in  Table  19.505.3.D  in  this 
subsection  apply,  as  described  below,  to  all 
multifamily  and  congregate  housing  developments 
with 3 or more dwelling units on a single lot. Cottage 
cluster housing and rowhouses on their own lots are 
subject  to  separate  standards  and  are  therefore 
exempt  from  Subsection  19.505.3.  Housing 
development that is on a single lot and emulates the 
style  of  cottage  cluster  housing  or  rowhouses  is 
subject to the standards of this subsection. 

 
1. All  new  multifamily  or  congregate  housing 

development is subject to the design elements 
in this subsection. 

 
2.    The  following  design  elements  are  applicable 

for work  that would  construct  a  new building 
or  increase the  floor area on the site by more 
than 1,000 sq. ft. Elements that are applicable 
only  to  additions  do  not  apply  to  the  site’s 
existing development. 

 
a.   Subsection  19.505.3.D.1  Private  Open 

Space, for the entire site. 
 
b.   Subsection  19.505.3.D.2  Public  Open 

Space, for the entire site. 
 
c. Subsection  19.505.3.D.5  Building 

Orientation  and  Entrances,  only  for 
additions or new buildings. 

 
d.     Subsection  19.505.3.D.6  Building  Façade 

Design,  only  for  additions  or  new 
buildings. 

 
e.    Subsection  19.505.3.D.7  Building 

Materials,  only  for  additions  or  new 
buildings. 

 
f.      Subsection 19.505.3.D.8 Landscaping, for 

the entire site. 
 
g.     Subsection  19.505.3.D.9  Screening,  only 

for additions or new buildings. 
 
h.    Subsection  19.505.3.D.11  Sustainability, 
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only for new buildings. 
 
i.  Subsection  19.505.3.D.12  Privacy 

Considerations, only for additions or new 
buildings. 

 
j.      Subsection 19.505.3.D.13 Safety, only for 

additions or new buildings. 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The  proposed  multi‐family  use  contains  more  than  3  units.    As  required,  this  narrative  addresses 
applicable design elements listed above. 

 
D.      Design Guidelines and Standards 
 

Applicable  guidelines  and  standards  for multifamily 
and  congregate  housing  are  located  in  Table 
19.505.3.D.  These  standards  should  not  be 
interpreted as requiring a specific architectural style. 

 
1. Private Open Space 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Apartment Building Plans and Elevations indicate that all of the 1‐bedroom and 2‐bedroom 
dwelling units are provided private open space with a minimum dimension of 5‐ft. and a minimum area 
of  approximately  85  square  feet  (see  Exhibit  4).    As  required,  the  proposed  private  space  areas  are 
directly  accessible  from  the  interior  of  the  dwelling  units  and  they  are  separate  from  common  open 
space areas with railings.  Since the studio unit is not provided private open space and ground floor units 
contain less than 96 sq. ft. of private open space, the applicant is requesting discretionary review of this 
design element.   The attached Preliminary Site Plan  illustrates that a common open space area with a 
pedestrian  path,  benches,  and  a  picnic  table  has  been  provided  in  lieu  of  the  required  private  space 
areas  (see Exhibit 4).   The plan  illustrates that the common space amenities have been well designed, 
adequately sized, and functionally similar to private open space.  
 

2.     Public Open Space 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The public  open  space design  standard  for  the  1.33  acre  site  requires  the provision of  a  5,793  sq.  ft. 
common  open  space  area.    The  attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan  indicates  that  the  proposed  common 
open space area on the south side of Minthorn Creek contains 7,383 sq. ft., maintains a 20‐ft. width, and 
contains a variety of user amenities.  Therefore, this design element meets the City’s design standard. 
 

3.     Pedestrian Circulation 
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COMMENT: 
 
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan illustrates that the proposed pedestrian circulation system provides 
direct connections between  the apartment building, associated parking  lot, and  the adjacent sidewalk 
along SE Harmony Road (see Exhibit 4).  A clear transition from the public realm to the ground floor units 
is provided by locating unit entrances within the building lobby, providing a railing around private open 
space  areas,  and  locating  landscape  areas  between walkways  and  the  ground  floor  units.    To  reduce 
maintenance a cost, the applicant is proposing to construct the walkways with a concrete surface verses 
a permeable surface.  The submitted Preliminary Site Plan indicates that the proposed walkways will be 
separated from the parking lot by a 6” curb for safety, and wheel stops will be installed to maintain a 5‐
ft.  width  for  pedestrians  (see  Exhibit  4).    The  plan  indicates  that  two  walkway  connections  to  the 
adjacent  public  sidewalk  are  proposed  for  the  164‐ft.  frontage  along  SE  Harmony  Road.    Since  the 
proposed walkways will be constructed with a concrete surface, the applicant is requesting discretionary 
review of this design element.   
 

4.     Vehicle and Bicycle Parking 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that the proposed parking lot  is not located between 
the apartment building and SE Harmony Road, and the width of the parking lot is less than 50% of the 
road frontage (see Exhibit 4).  The plan indicates that the proposed garage is located towards the rear of 
the structure.  Therefore, the proposed vehicle parking has been integrated into the site so that it does 
not detract from the design of the building, or from the appearance of the site’s street frontage. As such, 
the proposed vehicle parking meets the City’s design standard. 
 
According to the City of Portland’s 2017 commute mode share study, only 6% of residents currently bike 
to  work.    To  accommodate  those  apartment  residents  that  own  a  bicycle,  the  attached  Apartment 
Building  Plans  indicates  that  each  tenant  will  have  adequate  space  within  their  unit  for  one  bicycle 
parking  space  (see  Exhibit  4).    The  identified  space  on  the  plans  is  a  logical  location  for  prospective 
bicycle owners to store a bike since it is near the front door, and it is an out of the way location when 
traveling through the apartment unit.    It  is the applicant’s experience that tenants prefer to safeguard 
their bicycle within their apartment in order to maximize security.  For the majority of tenants who do 
not  own  a  bicycle,  the  space  identified  on  the  Apartment  Building  Plans  may  be  used  for  another 
purpose.   The plans also  indicate  that additional short‐term bicycle parking  is provided with proposed 
bicycle  racks  in  the basement  and  first  floor  lobby areas of  the  structure, where visitors  can  securely 
store  and  protect  their  bicycles  from  precipitation  (see  Exhibit  4).    Therefore,  the  proposed  bicycle 
parking meets the City’s design standard. 
 

5.     Building Orientation & Entrances 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The  attached  Building  Floor  Plans  and  Elevations  demonstrate  that  the  primary  entrance  for  the 
structure  faces  SE  Harmony  Road.    The  Preliminary  Site  Plan  indicates  that  the  primary  entry  also 
projects towards the right‐of‐way.  In addition, the plan illustrates that the building is located within 20‐
ft. of the front lot line, and the building width exceeds 50% of the site’s street frontage (see Exhibit 4).  
Therefore, this design element meets the City’s design standard. 
 

6.     Building Façade Design 
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COMMENT: 
 
The attached Building Elevations demonstrate that the proposed apartment façade design is compatible 
with existing apartment buildings  in  the Harmony Park Townhomes development, directly west of  the 
site.     The elevations  indicate that the proposed structure  incorporates a variety of trim elements and 
provides  changes  in  materials  to  highlight  the  building’s  entrance,  each  floor  of  the  structure,  and 
provide  overall  visually  interest.    The  elevations  illustrate  that  the  windows  and  doors  will  be  inset 
within trim to provide depth, shadows, and expression to the building.   As demonstrated by the front 
elevation, the placement of windows along the front elevation help to articulate the façade and allows 
resident visibility into the street.   
 
The applicant’s Building Elevations illustrate that most of the City’s building façade design standards are 
met.    While  windows  occupy  less  than  25%  of  the  total  street‐facing  façade,  there  are  no  blank 
windowless walls  in excess of 750 square feet.   The front elevation  incorporates porches  into the wall 
plane  for  all  dwellings  except  for  the  studio  unit.    The  elevations  demonstrate  that  1‐ft.  minimum 
projections are provided at 40‐ft. or  less along  the primary  façade.   As  required,  the garage door will 
match  the color palette  for  the  rest of  the building.      Since  the windows occupy  less  than 25% of  the 
street façade, and the studio unit’s wall plane is not divided in the elevation, the applicant is requesting 
discretionary review of this design element.   
 

7.    Building Materials 
 
COMMENT: 
 
When  the  applicant  remodeled  the  older  apartments  directly  west  of  the  site  and  constructed  the 
Harmony Park Apartments approximately 5 years ago, high quality material were used.  This high quality 
project has shown that the buildings are still  in excellent condition and have been able to stand up to 
northwest weather conditions.  The adjacent apartment project and the attached plans provide evidence 
that  the  proposed  apartment  building  will  also  be  constructed  with  high  quality materials  like  Hardi 
Board and stone veneer to provide a sense of permanence (see Exhibit 4).   
 
The  elevations  demonstrate  that  the  prohibited  materials  listed  under  the  design  standards  of  this 
section  are  not  collectively  used  on  any  of  the  building  facades.    The  attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan 
indicates that 6‐ft. high chain link fencing is proposed to be installed along the top of the retaining wall 
at  the  north  end  of  the  parking  lot  (see  Exhibit  4).    This  type  of  fencing  is  proposed  to  provide  fall 
protection adjacent to the retaining wall, while allowing unobscured surveillance of the common open 
space area.  The proposed chain link fencing is adjacent to existing chain link fencing with sight obscuring 
slats  directly  to  the  west  of  the  site.    The  Preliminary  Site  Plan  also  indicates  that  the  applicant  is 
proposing to install a 42” metal fence between the drive aisle and the sidewalk along SE Harmony Road. 
 Both of the proposed fence types will be easily maintained, constructed of durable materials, and will 
be an attractive black color.  Since chain link fencing is proposed on the site, the applicant is requesting 
discretionary review of this design element.   
 

8.     Landscaping 
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COMMENT: 
 
The attached  Interior  Parking/WQR Planting Areas Plan demonstrates  that mitigation plantings within 
the  common  open  space  area  of  VECO  A1  will  provide  35%  canopy  coverage  within  5  years,  and 
plantings  in  VECO A2 will  provide  50%  canopy  coverage within  5  years  (see  Exhibit  4).    The  attached 
WQR  Impacts/Tree  Removal  Plan  identifies  site  areas  and  existing  trees  that  are  impacted  by  site 
grading, building and parking lot construction, and the installation of the public sidewalk improvements. 
Due  to  the  constrained  development  area  on  the  south  side  of  Minthorn  Creek,  the  applicant  has 
preserved  the  existing  trees  to  the  extent  possible.    The  submitted  plan  demonstrate  that  with  the 
required interior and perimeter landscaping for the parking lot, and proposed plantings in the common 
area, the proposed hardscape areas will be adequately shaded. 
 
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan and Water Quality Resource Site Assessment demonstrate that the 
development will  preserve  significantly more  than 1 existing  tree per 2,000  sq.  ft.  of  site area on  the 
north  side  of Minthorn  Creek  (see  Exhibits  4  and  8).    The  attached Aerial  Photograph/Land Use  Plan 
indicates that the subject site and the adjacent parcel to the west are zoned R‐2.  To the east of the site 
is  a MR‐1  zoned  parcel  that  is  located within  Clackamas  County.    To  the  south  of  the  site  across  SE 
Harmony Road is a GI zoned parcel that is also located within Clackamas County.  Directly north of the 
site  is  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  right‐of‐way, which  is  zoned R‐5.    The  existing  vegetation on  the 
north side of Minthorn Creek provides a sight‐obscuring screen along the rear property  line.   As such, 
this design element meets this City’s design standard. 
 

9.     Screening 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The applicant  is proposing  to  screen all  required mechanical and communication equipment  from the 
street,  private  open  space  areas,  and  common  open  space  areas.    As  required,  all  building‐mounted 
utilities will be  located at  least 5‐ft.  from the front entrance of the building.   The attached Preliminary 
Site  Plan  indicates  that  the  applicant  is  proposing  to  share  an  existing  screened waste  and  recycling 
storage area with the adjacent Harmony Park Apartments development.  Therefore, this design element 
meets the City’s design standard. 
 

10.   Recycling Areas 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Preliminary Site Plan indicates that an existing waste and recycling storage area is located 
within the adjacent Harmony Park Townhomes parking lot, directly west of the site (see Exhibit 4).  The 
existing  facility  is  currently  accessed  by  residents  through  the  parking  lot  and  drive  aisles,  and  the 
storage  area  is  located  approximately  190‐ft.  from  the  furthest  apartment  unit.    To meet waste  and 
recycling  service provider access  requirements,  the applicant  is proposing  to  share use of  the existing 
recycling area with the proposed Harmony Park Townhomes PH  II development.   The submitted plans 
demonstrate  that  the proposed  shared  facility will  be  located approximately 270‐ft.  from the primary 
entrance of the new apartment building, with similar access provided through the parking lot and drive 
aisles, or  residents may alternatively  choose  to use  the public  sidewalk along SE Harmony Road.   The 
existing storage area includes weatherproof recycling containers which meet franchise collection service 
requirements and  the design  standards of  this  section.   As  such,  this element meets  the City’s design 
standard. 
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11.   Sustainability 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Apartment Building Floor Plans and Elevations demonstrate that the proposed roof design 
does  not  preclude  the  use  of  solar  panels  (see  Exhibit  3).    When  taking  into  account  the  site’s 
considerable  constraints,  the  building  has  been  oriented  to  provide  as  much  solar  exposure  as 
practicable.  As required, the proposed windows will be operable by residents and will be provided with 
sun shades.  Therefore, this design element meets the City’s design standard. 
 

12.   Privacy Considerations 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Preliminary Site Plan and Aerial Photograph/Land Use Plan demonstrate that there are no 
residential structures within 30‐ft. of the proposed apartment building (see Exhibit 4).    In addition, the 
Apartment Building Elevations demonstrate  that  the proposed balconies and  interior access doors are 
oriented towards SE Harmony Road and the common area along Minthorn Creek.  Therefore, only when 
looking towards the side of the balcony areas, can residents look towards the rear yards or living spaces 
of adjacent  residential properties.    Since a portion of  the upper  story balconies  face  the backyards of 
adjacent properties, the applicant is requesting discretionary review of this design element.   
 

13.   Safety 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The  applicant’s  Apartment  Building  Floor  Plans  and  Elevations  demonstrate  that  the  proposed 
development is consistent with the principals of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design.  The 
plans indicate that residents will be able to view the public sidewalk, parking lot, and the common open 
space  area  from  various  windows  in  the  apartment  units.    The  Preliminary  Site  Plan  illustrates  that 
access points to and from the apartment building are clearly defined by the proposed walkways, and the 
location of fencing and pathways will guide how people access the common open space area.  By limiting 
the number of access points and clearly defining the common open space area, social control of shared 
spaces will be ensured.  In addition, the building elevations illustrate that safety and surveillance will be 
enhanced by attached building lighting that illuminates the structure’s entrances and walkway areas. 
 
The  attached  Apartment  Building  Floor  Plans  indicate  that  at  least  70%  of  the  street  frontage  and 
common open space area will be viewed from 100% of the proposed units, all of which have living room 
windows  that  face  the  public  spaces.    As  required,  the  proposed  development will  be  illuminated  in 
accordance with the standards of this section.  Compliance with this standard can be verified by the City 
with  a  condition  of  approval  and  when  detailed  plans  are  submitted  for  building  permit  review.  
Therefore, this design element meets the City’s design standard. 
 
 

Chapter 19.600:   Off‐Street Parking and Loading 
 
  Section 19.604:  General Parking Standards 
 
      19.604.1:  Parking Provided with Development Activity 
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All  required  off‐street  parking  areas  shall  be  provided  at  the 
time  the  structure  is  built;  at  the  time  a  structure  or  site  is 
enlarged;  or  when  there  is  change  in  use  or  an  increase  in 
density or  intensity. All required off‐street parking areas shall 
be  provided  in  conformance  with  the  standards  of  Chapter 
19.600 prior  to  issuance of a certificate of occupancy, or  final 
development permit approval, or as otherwise specified in any 
applicable land use decision. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As required, the proposed off‐street parking area will be constructed at the same time as the apartment 
building.  This narrative illustrates how the parking area conforms to the standards of Chapter 19.600. 
 

  19.604.2:  Parking Area Location 
 

Accessory  parking  shall  be  located  in  one  or  more  of  the 
following areas: 
 
A.      On  the  same  site  as  the  primary  use  for  which  the 

parking is accessory. 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Preliminary Site Plan indicates that all required off‐street parking for the development will 
be provided on the subject site (see Exhibit 4). 
 

  19.604.3:  Use of Parking Areas 
 

All  required  off‐street  parking  areas  shall  continually  be 
available for the parking of operable vehicles of intended users 
of the site. Required parking shall not be rented, leased, sold, 
or otherwise used for parking that is unrelated to the primary 
or  accessory  use  of  the  site,  except  where  a  shared  parking 
agreement  per  Subsection  19.605.4  has  been  recorded. 
Subsection 19.604.3 does not prohibit charging fees for parking 
when the parking serves the primary or accessory uses on site. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As  required,  the  proposed  parking  stalls  will  not  be  rented,  leased,  or  sold  and  will  be  continually 
available to the tenants of the proposed apartment building. 
 

  19.604.4:  Storage Prohibited 
 

No required off‐street parking area shall be used for storage of 
equipment  or  materials,  except  as  specifically  authorized  by 
Subsection  19.607.2  Commercial  Vehicle,  Pleasure  Craft,  and 
Recreational Vehicle Parking.  
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COMMENT: 
 
The applicant  is not proposing to store equipment or materials within the uncovered parking  lot area.  
The proposed attached garage  is not required to meet off‐street parking requirements.   The applicant 
plans  to  use  the  garage  when  storing  equipment  and materials  for  on‐site  landscaping  and  building 
maintenance projects. 
 

Section 19.605:   Vehicle Parking Quantity Requirements 
 

The  purpose  of  Section  19.605  is  to  ensure  that 
development provides adequate, but not excessive, vehicle 
parking  based  on  their  estimated  parking  demand. 
Subsection 19.605.1 establishes parking ratios for common 
land  uses,  and  Subsection  19.605.3  allows  certain 
exemptions  and  reductions  to  these  ratios  based  on 
location  or  on‐site  amenities.  Modifications  to  the 
established  parking  ratios  and  determinations  of  parking 
requirements  for  unique  land  uses  are  allowed  with 
discretionary review per Subsection 19.605.2. 
 
Nonresidential development  in  the Downtown Mixed Use 
(DMU)  and  Open  Space  (OS)  Zones  is  exempt  from  the 
requirements of Section 19.605. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Required vehicle parking for the proposed multi‐family use is listed under Table 19.605.1.  The applicant 
is not requesting an exemption, reduction, or modification from these standards.  
 

    19.605.1:  Minimum and Maximum Requirements 
 

A.    Development shall provide at least the minimum and 
not  more  than  the  maximum  number  of  parking 
spaces  as  listed  in  Table  19.605.1. Modifications  to 
the standards in Table 19.605.1 may be made as per 
Section 19.605. Where multiple ratios are listed, the 
Planning  Director  shall  determine  which  ratio  to 
apply to the proposed development or use. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The applicant is proposing to develop a 15‐unit apartment building with 11 two‐bedroom units, 2 two‐
bedroom units, 3 one‐bedroom units, and 1 studio unit.  The studio and one‐bedroom units are less than 
800  sq.  ft.,  while  the  two‐bedroom  units  exceed  800  square  feet.    Per  Table  19.605.1,  the minimum 
number of parking spaces for the development is 18 spaces ((11 units x 1.25 spaces/unit) + (4 units x 1 
space/unit) = 17.75, or 18 spaces).  The maximum number of parking spaces for the development is 30 
spaces ((11 units x 2 spaces/unit) + (4 units x 2 spaces/unit) = 30 spaces).  The attached Preliminary Site 
Plan  indicates  that  the  applicant  is  proposing  to  develop  21  standard  parking  stalls,  meeting  the 
minimum and maximum parking requirements. 
 

E.   Parking  spaces  for  disabled  persons,  and  other 
improvements  related  to  parking,  loading,  and 
maneuvering  for  disabled persons,  shall  conform  to 
the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  and  shall  be 
subject  to  review  and  approval  by  the  Building 
Official.  Spaces  reserved  for  disabled  persons  are 
included  in  the  minimum  required  and  maximum 
allowed number of off‐street parking spaces. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  applicant’s  Preliminary  Site  Plan  indicates  that  1  van  accessible  parking  stall  is  provided  for  the 
development  in  addition  to  the  21  standard  parking  stalls  (see  Exhibit  4).    As  demonstrated  by  the 
attached plans, the proposed van accessible parking stall meets ADA standards. 
 

Section 19.606:   Parking Area Design and Landscaping 
 

The purpose of Section 19.606  is  to ensure that off‐street 
parking  areas  are  safe,  environmentally  sound, 
aesthetically  pleasing,  and  that  they  have  efficient 
circulation.  These  standards  apply  to  all  types  of 
development  except  for  cottage  clusters,  rowhouses, 
duplexes, single‐family detached dwellings, and residential 
homes. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  applicant  is  proposing  to develop a 15‐unit  apartment building on  the  subject  site,  therefore  the 
standards of this section apply. 
 

19.606.1:    Parking Space and Aisle Dimensions 
 

A.    The  dimensions  for  required  off‐street  parking 
spaces  and  abutting  drive  aisles,  where  required, 
shall be no less than in Table 19.606.1. The minimum 
dimensions listed in Table 19.606.1 are illustrated in 
Figure 19.606.1. 

 
B.     The dimension of vehicle parking spaces provided for 
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disabled  persons  shall  be  according  to  federal  and 
State requirements. 

 
C.    Parking  spaces  shall  be  provided  with  adequate 

aisles  or  turnaround  areas  so  that  all  vehicles  may 
enter the street in a forward manner. 

 
D.    Drive aisles shall be required in parking areas greater 

than 5  spaces. Drive aisles  shall meet  the minimum 
width  standards  of  Subsection  19.606.1.  Where  a 
drive aisle or portion thereof does not abut a parking 
space(s), the minimum allowed width for a one‐way 
drive  aisle  shall  be  8  ft  and  the  minimum  allowed 
width for a two‐way drive aisle shall be 16 ft. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  attached  Preliminary  Civil  Site  Plan  indicate  that  the  proposed  parking  lot  contains  9‐ft.  x  18‐ft. 
standard parking stalls and the spaces are accessed at a 90 degree angle from a 22‐ft. wide drive aisle 
(see  Exhibit  4).    The  parking  lot  also  contains  1  ADA  parking  stall  which  meets  federal  and  State 
requirements.   As  required,  the parking  spaces and drive aisle allows vehicles  to enter  the street  in a 
forward manner. 
 

19.606.2:    Landscaping 
 

B.      General Provisions 
 

1.    Parking area  landscaping  shall be  required  for 
the surface parking areas of all uses, except for 
cottage  clusters,  rowhouses,  duplexes,  and 
single‐family  detached  dwellings.  Landscaping 
shall be based on the standards in Subsections 
19.606.2.C‐E. 

 
2.  Landscaped  areas  required  by  Subsection 

19.606.2  shall  count  toward  the  minimum 
amount  of  landscaped  area  required  in  other 
portions of Title 19. 

 
3.    Parking  areas  with  10  or  fewer  spaces  in  the 

Downtown Mixed  Use  Zone  are  exempt  from 
the requirements of Subsection 19.606.2. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Since  the  applicant  is  proposing  to  develop  a  multi‐family  residential  use  on  the  subject  site,  the 
landscape standards of this section apply. 
 

C.    Perimeter Landscaping 
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The  perimeter  landscaping  of  parking  areas  shall 
meet the following standards which are illustrated in 
Figure 19.606.2.C. 
 
1.     Dimensions 
 

The  minimum  width  of  perimeter  landscape 
areas are  shown  in Table 19.606.2.C.1. Where 
a  curb  provides  the  border  for  a  perimeter 
landscape  area,  the  dimension  shall  be 
measured  from  the  inside  of  the  curb(s).  The 
Planning  Director  may  reduce  the  required 
minimum  width  of  a  perimeter  landscaping 
area  where  existing  development  or  site 
constraints make  it  infeasible  to provide drive 
aisles,  parking  spaces,  and  the  perimeter 
landscaping  buffer  width  listed  in  Table 
19.606.2.C.1. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Per Table 19.606.2.C.1, a perimeter landscape width of 8‐ft. should be provided between the proposed 
parking area and the front lot line, and 6‐ft. should be provided between the parking area and adjacent 
west  property  lines.    As  stated  above,  the  review  body  may  reduce  the  required  width  where  site 
constraints  make  it  unfeasible  to  provide  the  perimeter  landscape  buffer  in  Table  19.606.2.C.1.    As 
discussed  under  the  alternatives  analysis  of  Section  19.402.12.A.4.a,  site  constraints  include  limited 
access  from  an  Arterial  Street,  need  to  meet  minimum  density  requirements,  and  requirement  to 
protect natural resources on the property. Therefore, while the landscape standard is met for most of 
the  parking  lot  perimeter,  the  landscaping  standard  is  not  met  adjacent  to  the  retaining  wall  in  the 
northwest corner of the parking lot, or adjacent to the drive aisle in the southern portion of the site.  As 
required, the variance to the landscape perimeter standards is addressed under Section 19.911. 
 

2.     Planting Requirements 
 

Landscaping requirements for perimeter buffer 
areas shall include 1 tree planted per 40 lineal 
ft.  of  landscaped  buffer  area.  Where  the 
calculation  of  the  number  of  trees  does  not 
result  in  a  whole  number,  the  result  shall  be 
rounded  up  to  the  next whole  number.  Trees 
shall  be  planted  at  evenly  spaced  intervals 
along  the  perimeter  buffer  to  the  greatest 
extent practicable. The remainder of the buffer 
area  shall  be  grass,  ground  cover,  mulch, 
shrubs,  trees,  or  other  landscape  treatment 
other than concrete and pavement. 
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COMMENT: 
 
As required, the landscaping perimeter will be planted in accordance with the above standards.  The City 
can verify that these standards have been met through a condition of approval and when detailed plans 
are submitted for building permit review. 
 

3.    Additional  Planting  Requirements  Adjacent  to 
Residential Uses 

 
In  addition  to  the  planting  requirements  of 
Subsection  19.606.2.D.2,  all  parking  areas 
adjacent  to  a  residential  use  shall  have  a 
continuous  visual  screen  in  the  landscape 
perimeter  area  that  abuts  the  residential  use. 
The area of required screening  is  illustrated  in 
Figure  19.606.2.C.3.  The  screen  must  be 
opaque  throughout  the  year  from  1  to  4  ft 
above  ground  to  adequately  screen  vehicle 
lights.  These  standards  must  be  met  at  the 
time of planting. Examples of acceptable visual 
screens are a fence or wall, an earth berm with 
plantings,  and  other  plantings  of  trees  and 
shrubs. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As  indicated  by  the  attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan,  an  existing  6‐ft.  high  chain  link  fence  with  sight‐
obscuring  slats  is  located  around  each  private  open  space  area  in  the  adjacent  Harmony  Park 
Townhomes development (see Exhibit 4).  Therefore, this adjacent residential use is currently screened 
from the proposed parking area. 
 

D.     Interior Landscaping 
 

The  interior  landscaping of parking areas shall meet 
the  following  standards  which  are  illustrated  in 
Figure 19.606.2.D. 
 
1.     General Requirements 

 
Interior  landscaping  of  parking  areas  shall  be 
provided  for  sites where  there  are more  than 
10  parking  spaces  on  the  entire  site. 
Landscaping  that  is  contiguous  to  a  perimeter 
landscaping  area  and  exceeds  the  minimum 
width required by Subsection 19.606.2.C.1 will 
be  counted  as  interior  landscaping  if  it meets 
all  other  requirements  of  Subsection 
19.606.2.D. 

 
2.      Required Amount of Interior Landscaped Area 
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At  least  25  sq.  ft.  of  interior  landscaped  area 
must  be  provided  for  each  parking  space. 
Planting  areas  must  be  at  least  120  sq.  ft.  in 
area  and  dispersed  throughout  the  parking 
area. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan  indicates  that  the  applicant  is  proposing  to  provide  21  standard 
parking stalls, 1 ADA stall, and 1 loading area stall within the parking lot (see Exhibit 4).  Per the above 
standards, the 23 total parking stalls require 575 sq. ft. of interior landscaping (23 stalls x 25 sq. ft./stall = 
575  sq.  ft.).    The attached  Interior  Parking/WQR Planting Areas Plan demonstrates  that  the proposed 
interior planting areas total 636 sq. ft., meeting the above standards.  
 

3.     Location  and  Dimensions  of  Interior 
Landscaped Areas 

 
a.    Interior landscaped area shall be either a 

divider  median  between  opposing  rows 
of  parking,  or  a  landscape  island  in  the 
middle or at the end of a parking row. 

 
b.   Interior  landscaped  areas  must  be  a 

minimum of 6 ft. in width. Where a curb 
provides  the  border  for  an  interior 
landscape  area,  the  dimension  shall  be 
measured from the inside of the curb(s). 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As  permitted  under  19.606.2.D.1.,  the  proposed  interior  landscaping may  be  provided  contiguous  to 
required  perimeter  landscaping  area  when  it  exceeds  the  minimum  width  required  by  Subsection 
19.606.2.C.1.    As  mentioned  above,  the  applicant  is  proposing  to  provide  636  sq.  ft.  of  interior 
landscaping area, meeting this standard. 
 

4.    Planting Requirements for Interior Landscaped 
Areas 

 
a.    For  divider medians,  at  least  1  shade or 

canopy tree must be planted for every 40 
linear  ft.  Where  the  calculation  of  the 
number  of  trees  does  not  result  in  a 
whole  number,  the  result  shall  be 
rounded  up  to  the  next  whole  number. 
Trees  shall  be  planted  at  evenly  spaced 
intervals  to  the  greatest  extent 
practicable. 

 
b.     For landscape islands, at least 1 tree shall 
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be planted per island. If 2 interior islands 
are  located  contiguously,  they  may  be 
combined and counted as 2  islands with 
2 trees planted. 

 
c.    The  remainder of any divider median or 

landscape  island  shall  be  grass,  ground 
cover,  mulch,  shrubs,  trees,  or  other 
landscape treatment other than concrete 
and pavement. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As required, interior landscaping area will be planted in accordance with the above standards.  The City 
can verify that these standards have been met through a condition of approval and when detailed plans 
are submitted for building permit review. 
 

5.     Additional Landscaping for Large Parking Areas 
 

Parking areas with more than 100 spaces on a 
site  shall  not  have  more  than  15  spaces  in  a 
row without  providing  an  interior  landscaped 
island. See Figure 19.606.2.D.5. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The applicant is proposing to develop a parking lot with 23 total stalls, therefore these standards do not 
apply. 
 

E.     Other Parking Area Landscaping Provisions 
 

1.    Preservation of existing trees  is encouraged in 
the off‐street parking area and may be credited 
toward  the  total  number  of  trees  required, 
based on staff’s review. 

 
2.     Installation  of  parking  area  landscaping  shall 

be required before a certificate of occupancy is 
issued,  unless  a  performance  bond  is  posted 
with  the  City.  Then  landscaping  shall  be 
installed within 6 months thereafter or else the 
bond  will  be  foreclosed  and  plant  materials 
installed by the City. 

 
3.    Parking  area  landscaping  shall  be  maintained 

in good and healthy condition. 
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COMMENT: 
 
Due to required grading activities, existing trees cannot be incorporated into the development’s parking 
area  landscaping.    As  required,  the  parking  lot  landscaping  will  be  installed  before  a  certificate  of 
occupancy  for  the  apartment building  is  issued and  the  landscaping will  be maintained  in accordance 
with City standards. 
 

4.    Required parking  landscaping areas may serve 
as  stormwater  management  facilities  for  the 
site. The Engineering Director has the authority 
to review and approve the design of such areas 
for  conformance  with  the  Public  Works 
Standards. This allowance does not exempt the 
off‐street parking landscape area from meeting 
the design or planting standards of Subsection 
19.606.2. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As  indicated  by  the  attached  Preliminary  Utility  Plan,  the  applicant  is  not  proposing  to  use  required 
landscaped areas for stormwater management facilities (see Exhibit 4). 
 

5.  Pedestrian  walkways  are  allowed  within 
perimeter  and  interior  landscape buffer  if  the 
landscape  buffer  is  at  least  2  ft.  wider  than 
required  in  Subsections  19.606.2.C.1  and 
19.606.2.D.3.b. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that no walkways will be provided within the proposed 
perimeter  landscaping  areas.    The  Interior  Parking/WQR  Planting  Areas  Plan  indicates  that  while 
walkways on the east side of the parking lot are located adjacent to the proposed interior landscaping 
areas, the landscape buffer exceeds the minimum width by at least 2 feet (see Exhibit 4).  
 

  19.606.3:  Additional Design Standards 
 

A.     Paving and Striping 
 

Paving  and  striping  are  required  for  all  required 
maneuvering  and  standing  areas. Off‐street  parking 
areas  shall  have  a  durable  and  dust‐free  hard 
surface, shall be maintained for all‐weather use, and 
shall  be  striped  to  show  delineation  of  parking 
spaces  and  directional  markings  for  driveways  and 
accessways. Permeable paving surfaces may be used 
to  reduce  surface  water  runoff  and  protect  water 
quality. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The proposed off‐street parking lot will be constructed with an asphalt surface.  As required, the parking 
lot will be striped to delineate parking spaces and directional markings. 
 

B.     Wheel Stops 
 

Parking bumpers or wheel stops, of a minimum 4‐in 
height,  shall  be  provided  at  parking  spaces  to 
prevent  vehicles  from  encroaching  on  the  street 
right‐of‐way,  adjacent  landscaped  areas,  or 
pedestrian  walkways.  Curbing  may  substitute  for 
wheel  stops  if  vehicles  will  not  encroach  into  the 
minimum required width for landscape or pedestrian 
areas. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  submitted Preliminary  Site Plan  indicates  that all  parking  stalls will  be provided with wheel  stops 
meeting the standards of this section (see Exhibit 4).  Therefore, parked vehicles will be prevented from 
encroaching into the adjacent pedestrian walkways and landscaped areas. 
 

C.     Site Access and Drive Aisles 
 

1.   Accessways  to  parking  areas  shall  be  the 
minimum number necessary to provide access 
while  not  inhibiting  the  safe  circulation  and 
carrying  capacity  of  the  street.  Driveway 
approaches  shall  comply  with  the  access 
spacing standards of Chapter 12.16. 

 
2.   Drive  aisles  shall  meet  the  dimensional 

requirements in Subsection 19.606.1. 
 
3.    Parking  drive  aisles  shall  align  with  the 

approved  driveway  access  and  shall  not  be 
wider  than  the  approved  driveway  access 
within 10 ft. of the right‐of‐way boundary. 

 
4.    Along collector and arterial streets, no parking 

space  shall  be  located  such  that  its 
maneuvering  area  is  in  an  ingress  or  egress 
aisle within 20 ft. of  the back of the sidewalk, 
or  from  the  right‐of‐way  boundary  where  no 
sidewalk exists. 

 
5.   Driveways  and  on‐site  circulation  shall  be 

designed  so  that  vehicles  enter  the  right‐of‐
way in a forward motion. 
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COMMENT: 
 
As  illustrated  by  the  attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan,  the  proposed  transportation  facilities  have  been 
designed to address the needs of the proposed apartment building (see Exhibit 4).  As demonstrated by 
the attached Preliminary Site Plan, the site fronts SE Harmony Road, which is designated as an Arterial 
Street  and  is  under  Clackamas  County  jurisdiction.    Due  to  this  roadway’s  600‐ft.  access  spacing 
standard,  the  applicant  is  proposing  to  use  an  existing  driveway  and  access  easement  at  5989  SE 
Harmony Road when providing access  to  the  subject  site.    The proposed accessway between  the  two 
properties  is  20‐ft. wide,  and  the proposed  aisle within  the parking  lot  is  22‐ft. wide.    The  submitted 
Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that on‐site circulation allows vehicles to enter SE Harmony Road in a 
forward  motion.    Due  to  the  location  of  the  access  easement  and  existing  development  at  5989  SE 
Harmony  Road,  the  drive  aisle must  be  located  less  than  20‐ft.  from  the  sidewalk  along  SE Harmony 
Road.  As such, given access constraints for the site, the proposed drive aisles and parking area meet the 
above standards to the extent practicable. 
 

D.      Pedestrian Access and Circulation 
 

Subsection  19.504.9  establishes  standards  that  are 
applicable to an entire property for on‐site walkways 
and  circulation.  The  purpose  of  Subsection 
19.606.3.D  is  to  provide  safe  and  convenient 
pedestrian  access  routes  specifically  through  off‐
street  parking  areas.  Walkways  required  by 
Subsection 19.606.3.D are considered part of the on‐
site  walkway  and  circulation  system  required  by 
Subsection 19.504.9. 

 
1.    Pedestrian  access  shall  be  provided  for  off‐

street parking areas so that no parking space is 
further  than  100  ft.  away,  measured  along 
vehicle  drive  aisles,  from  a  building  entrance, 
or  a  walkway  that  meets  the  standards  of 
Subsection 19.606.3.D.2. 

 
2.    Walkways  through  off‐street  parking  areas 

must  be  continuous,  must  lead  to  a  building 
entrance,  and  meet  the  design  standards  of 
Subsection 19.504.9.E. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Preliminary Site Plan indicates that all proposed off‐street parking spaces are located less 
than 100‐ft. from the building entrances (see Exhibit 4).  The plan also demonstrates that the proposed 
walkways provide continuous pedestrian connections from the parking lot to the building entrances. 
 

E.      Internal Circulation 
 

1.      General Circulation 
 

The  Planning  Director  has  the  authority  to 
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review  the  pedestrian,  bicycle,  and  vehicular 
circulation of the site and impose conditions to 
ensure  safe  and  efficient  on‐site  circulation. 
Such  conditions  may  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to,  on‐site  signage,  pavement 
markings,  addition  or  modification  of  curbs, 
and modifying drive aisle dimensions. 

 
2.      Connections to Adjacent Parking Areas 
 

Where  feasible,  parking  areas  shall  be 
designed  to  connect  with  parking  areas  on 
adjacent sites to eliminate the use of the street 
for cross movements. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The submitted Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that the proposed pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular 
facilities provide safe and efficient on‐site circulation (see Exhibit 4).  The plan also indicates that access 
is provided between the subject site and the adjacent Harmony Park Townhomes to eliminate the use of 
SE Harmony Road for cross movements.  
 

3.      Drive‐Through Uses and Queuing Areas 
 

The  following  standards  apply  to  uses  with 
drive‐through  services  and  uses  such  as  gas 
stations  and  quick  vehicle  service  facilities 
where vehicles queue rather  than park on the 
site. The Planning Director has the authority to 
determine  when  the  standards  apply  to  a 
proposed use. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed use does not include a drive‐through service, therefore these standards do not apply. 
 

F.      Lighting 
 

Lighting is required for parking areas with more than 
10 spaces. The Planning Director may require lighting 
for parking areas of less than 10 spaces if the parking 
area would  not  be  safe  due  to  the  lack  of  lighting. 
Lighting shall be designed to enhance safe access for 
vehicles and pedestrians on the site, and shall meet 
the following standards: 
 
1.    Lighting luminaires shall have a cutoff angle of 

90 degrees or greater to ensure that lighting is 
directed toward the parking surface. 
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2.  Parking  area  lighting  shall  not  cause  a  light 
trespass  of  more  than  0.5  footcandles 
measured  vertically  at  the  boundaries  of  the 
site. 

 
3.    Pedestrian walkways and bicycle parking areas 

in  off‐street  parking  areas  shall  have  a 
minimum illumination level of 0.5 footcandles, 
measured horizontally at the ground level. 

 
4.    Where  practicable,  lights  shall  be  placed  so 

they  do  not  shine  directly  into  any  WQR 
and/or  HCA  location.  The  type,  size,  and 
intensity  of  lighting  shall  be  selected  so  that 
impacts to habitat functions are minimized. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As  demonstrated  by  the  attached  Apartment  Building  Elevations,  lighting  will  be  provided  for  the 
proposed parking  lot  to adequately  illuminate  the parking  spaces and pedestrian walkways  leading  to 
the  building  entrances.  As  required,  the  lighting  will  have  a minimum  cutoff  angle  of  90  degrees  to 
ensure that light is directed downward and away from adjacent properties and the WQR.  The City can 
verify that the lighting standard will be met through a condition of approval and when detail plans are 
submitted for building permit review. 
 
        Section 19.607:   Off‐Street Parking Standards for Residential Areas 
 

    19.607.1:  Residential Driveways and Vehicle Parking Areas 
 

Subsection  19.607.1  is  intended  to  preserve  residential 
neighborhood  character  by  establishing  off‐street  parking 
standards. The provisions of Subsection 19.607.1 apply  to 
passenger  vehicles  and  off‐street  parking  areas  for 
rowhouses,  cottage  clusters,  duplexes,  single‐family 
detached  dwellings,  and  residential  homes  in  all  zones, 
unless specifically stated otherwise. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Since the applicant is proposing to develop a 15‐unit apartment building on the subject site, these off‐
street parking standards do not apply. 
 

19.607.2:  Commercial  Vehicle,  Pleasure  Craft,  and  Recreational 
Vehicle Parking 

 
Subsection  19.607.2  is  intended  to  preserve  residential 
neighborhood character by minimizing the impacts created 
by  the  parking  and  storing  of  commercial  vehicles, 
pleasure crafts, and recreational vehicles. The standards of 
Subsection  19.607.2  apply  to  off‐street  parking  areas  for 
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cottage  clusters,  rowhouses,  duplexes,  single‐family 
detached dwellings, and residential homes in all zones. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  applicant  is  not  proposing  to  park  or  store  commercial  vehicles,  pleasure  craft,  or  recreational 
vehicles on the subject site.  Therefore, these standards do not apply. 
 

Section 19.608:   Loading 
 

  19.608.1:  General Provisions 
 

A.    The purpose of off‐street  loading areas is to contain 
loading  activity  of  goods  on‐site  and  avoid  conflicts 
with  travel  in  the  public  right‐of‐way;  provide  for 
safe and efficient  traffic  circulation on  the  site;  and 
minimize the impacts of loading areas to surrounding 
properties. 

 
B.   Off‐street  loading  areas  may  be  required  for 

commercial,  industrial,  public,  and  semipublic  uses 
for the receipt or distribution of merchandise, goods, 
or  materials  by  vehicles.  Off‐street  loading  is  not 
required in the Downtown Mixed Use Zone. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  applicant  is  proposing  to  develop  a  multi‐family  residential  use  on  the  site,  therefore  off‐street 
loading standards do not apply under this section. 
 
            19.608.2:  Number of Loading Spaces 
 

The Planning Director  shall determine whether  to  require 
off‐street  loading  for  commercial,  industrial,  public,  and 
semipublic  uses.  The  ratios  listed  below  should  be  the 
minimum required unless the Planning Director finds that a 
different  number  of  loading  spaces  are  needed  upon 
reviewing the loading needs of a proposed use. 
 
A.      Residential Buildings 
 

Buildings where all of the floor area is  in residential 
use should meet the following standards: 
 
1.      Fewer  than  50  dwelling  units  on  a  site  that 

abuts  a  local  street:    no  loading  spaces 
required. 

 
2.      All other buildings:  1 loading space. 
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COMMENT: 
 
Since  the  subject  site  abuts  SE  Harmony  Road,  an  Arterial  Street,  1  loading  space  is  required.    The 
attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan  indicates  that  one  loading  space will  be  developed with  the  proposed 
parking lot (see Exhibit 4). 
 
            19.608.3:  Loading Space Standards 
 

A.     Loading spaces shall be at least 35 ft. long and 10 ft. 
wide, and shall have a height clearance of at least 13 
ft. 

 
B.     Loading  areas  shall  be  provided  on  the  site  and  be 

separate from parking spaces. 
 
C.     Off‐street  loading  areas  shall  have  a  durable  and 

dust‐free  hard  surface.  Permeable  paving  surfaces 
may  be  used  to  reduce  surface  water  runoff  and 
protect water quality. 

 
D.   Lighting  of  loading  areas  shall  conform  to  the 

standards of Subsection 19.606.3.F. 
 
E.     Off‐street  loading  areas  for  materials  and 

merchandise  shall  be  located  outside  of  the 
minimum  front  and  side  yard  requirements  for 
structures. 

 
F.     Off‐street loading areas shall be located where not a 

hindrance to drive aisles, walkways, public or private 
streets, or adjacent properties. 

 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The  attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan  indicates  that  the  proposed  loading  space  is  10‐ft.  x  35‐ft.  with 
necessary clearance, and the space  located adjacent to the proposed garage (see Exhibit 4).   The plan 
also indicates that the loading space will be provided with an asphalt surface and is located outside of 
required yard areas.   The submitted Apartment Building Elevations  indicate that adequate  lighting will 
be provided for the loading area.  As required, the proposed loading area is not located where it will be a 
hindrance to drive aisles, walkways, streets, or adjacent properties. 
 

Section 19.609:   Bicycle Parking 
 

19.609.1:  Applicability 
 

Bicycle  parking  shall  be provided  for  all  new  commercial, 
industrial,  community  service  use,  and  multifamily 
residential  development.  Temporary  and  seasonal  uses 
(e.g.,  fireworks  and  Christmas  tree  stands)  and  storage 
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units are exempt from Section 19.609. Bicycle parking shall 
be  provided  in  the  Downtown  Mixed  Use  Zone  and  at 
transit centers. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  applicant  is  proposing  a  multi‐family  residential  use  for  the  subject  property,  therefore  bicycle 
parking standards apply to the development. 
 

19.609.2:  Quantity of Spaces 
 

A.    The quantity of required bicycle parking spaces shall 
be  as  described  in  this  subsection.  In  no  case  shall 
less than 2 spaces be provided. 

 
1.    Unless  otherwise  specified,  the  number  of 

bicycle parking spaces shall be at  least 10% of 
the minimum  required vehicle parking  for  the 
use. 

 
2.    The number of bicycle parking spaces at transit 

centers shall be provided at the ratio of at least 
1 space per 100 daily boardings. 

 
3.    Multifamily  residential development with 4 or 

more units shall provide 1 space per unit. 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The  applicant  is  proposing  to  construct  a  15‐unit  apartment  building  on  the  subject  site,  therefore  a 
minimum  of  15  bicycle  parking  spaces  are  required  for  the  development.    The  attached  Apartment 
Building  Floor  Plans  indicate  that  one  bicycle  parking  space  is  provided  in  each  apartment  unit.  
Additional short‐term bicycle parking is provided with proposed bicycle racks in the basement and first 
floor  lobby  areas  of  the  structure,  where  visitors  can  securely  store  and  protect  their  bicycles  from 
precipitation (see Exhibit 4).   As required, the 15 proposed bicycle parking spaces exceeds the amount 
required by Section 19.609.2(A)(1). 
 

B.    Covered or  enclosed bicycle parking. A minimum of 
50%  of  the  bicycle  spaces  shall  be  covered  and/or 
enclosed  (in  lockers or a secure room)  in any of the 
following situations: 

 
1.    When  10%  or  more  of  vehicle  parking  is 

covered. 
 
2.   If  more  than  10  bicycle  parking  spaces  are 

required. 
 
3.   Multifamily  residential development with 4 or 

more units. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The attached Apartment Building Floor Plans indicate that 100% of the required bicycle parking spaces 
will be covered within individual units in the apartment building (see Exhibit 4). 
 

19.609.3:  Space Standards and Racks 
 

A.     The dimension of each bicycle parking space shall be 
a minimum of 2 x 6 ft. A 5‐ft‐wide access aisle must 
be provided. If spaces are covered, 7 ft. of overhead 
clearance  must  be  provided.  Bicycle  racks  must  be 
securely  anchored  and designed  to  allow  the  frame 
and  1  wheel  to  be  locked  to  a  rack  using  a  high 
security, U‐shaped, shackle lock. 

 
B.    Lighting shall conform to the standards of Subsection 

19.606.3.F. 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The  Apartment  Building  Floor  Plans  include  a  detail  which  demonstrates  that  the  required  bicycle 
parking  space  dimensions  and  access  aisle  dimension will  be met.    As  required,  the proposed bicycle 
racks in the basement and first floor lobbies will be anchored.  In addition, lighting will conform to the 
above standards. 
 

19.609.4:  Location 
 

A. Bicycle  parking  facilities  shall  meet  the  following 
requirements: 

 
1.   Located  within  50  ft.  of  the  main  building 

entrance. 
 
2.     Closer  to  the  entrance  than  the  nearest  non‐

ADA designated vehicle parking space. 
 
3.    Designed  to  provide  direct  access  to  a  public 

right‐of‐way. 
 
4.     Dispersed for multiple entrances. 
 
5.     In  a  location  that  is  visible  to  building 

occupants or from the main parking lot. 
 
6.    Designed  not  to  impede  pedestrians  along 

sidewalks or public rights‐of‐way. 
 
7.    Separated  from  vehicle  parking  areas  by 

curbing or other similar physical barriers. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The attached Apartment Building Floor Plans  indicate  that each  tenant will  have a designated area  in 
their unit for one bicycle parking space.  Additional short‐term bicycle parking is provided with proposed 
bicycle  racks  in  the basement  and  first  floor  lobby areas of  the  structure, where visitors  can  securely 
store  and  protect  their  bicycles  from  precipitation  (see  Exhibit  4).    As  such,  available  bicycle  parking 
spaces are dispersed at multiple entrances, closer than the designated ADA vehicle parking space,  in a 
location that is visible to building occupants, and are separated from the proposed vehicle parking area.  
The submitted plans demonstrate that both building entrances provide access to a public right‐of‐way, 
and the proposed bicycle parking areas are located where they will not impede pedestrian travel along a 
sidewalk or public right‐of‐way. 
 

B.    The  public  right‐of‐way  may  be  utilized  for  bicycle 
parking  when  parking  cannot  be  reasonably 
accommodated  on  the  site  and  the  location  is 
convenient  to  the  building’s  front  entrance.  The 
bicycle parking area in the right‐of‐way must leave a 
clear, unobstructed width of sidewalk that meets the 
Engineering  Department’s  Public  Works  Standards 
for  sidewalk  passage.  See  Figure  19.609  for 
illustration  of  space  and  locational  standards.  A 
right‐of‐way permit is required. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  applicant  is  not  proposing  to  locate  bicycle  parking  in  a  public  right‐of‐way,  therefore  these 
standards do not apply. 

 
Section 19.610:   Carpool and Vanpool Parking 
 

19.610.1:  Applicability 
 

New industrial, institutional, and commercial development 
with  20  or  more  required  parking  spaces  shall  provide 
carpool/vanpool parking. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The applicant is proposing to develop a multi‐family use on the subject site, therefore these standards 
do not apply. 
 

Section 19.611:   Parking Structures 
 

The purpose of Section 19.611 is to regulate the design and 
location of structured parking, and to provide appropriate 
incentives  for  the  provision  of  structured  parking. 
Structured  parking  is  allowed  to  accommodate  parking 
that  is  required  for  a  specific  use,  or  as  a  parking  facility 
that is a use by itself. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The  applicant  is  not  proposing  to  develop  a  parking  structure  on  the  subject  site,  therefore  these 
standards do not apply. 
 
 

Chapter 19.700:  Public Facility Improvements 
 
    Section 19.702:   Applicability 
 
        19.702.1:  General 
 

Chapter  19.700  applies  to  the  following  types  of 
development in all zones: 
 
D.    New construction. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The applicant  is proposing new construction on the subject site,  therefore public  facility  improvement 
standards apply to the development. 

 
Section 19.703:   Review Process 
 
  19.703.1:  Preapplication Conference 
 

For  all  proposed  development  that  requires  a  land  use 
application  and  is  subject  to  Chapter  19.700  per  Section 
19.702,  the  applicant  shall  schedule  a  preapplication 
conference with the City prior to submittal of the land use 
application.  The  Engineering  Director  may  waive  this 
requirement for proposals that are not complex. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As  required,  the  applicant  held  a  Pre‐Application  Conference  with  City  staff  to  discuss  the  proposed 
development  on November  2,  2017.    A  copy  of  the  City  Pre‐Application Conference Report  has  been 
attached to this application (see Exhibit 3). 
 

  19.703.2:  Application Submittal 
 

For  all  proposed  development  that  is  subject  to  Chapter 
19.700  per  Section  19.702,  one  of  the  following  types  of 
applications is required. 
 
A.    Development Permit Application 
 

If the proposed development does not require a land 
use application, compliance with Chapter 19.700 will 
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be  reviewed  as  part  of  the  development  permit 
application submittal. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As discussed above,  the proposed 15‐unit apartment building requires the approval of a Development 
Review land use application.   
 

B. Transportation  Facilities  Review  (TFR)  Land  Use 
Application 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached City Pre‐Application Conference Report indicates that a TIS is not required for this land use 
application. Therefore, a TFR land use application is not required with this review process. 
 

19.703.3:  Approval Criteria 
 

For  all  proposed  development  that  is  subject  to  Chapter 
19.700  per  Section  19.702,  the  required  development 
permit  and/or  land  use  application  shall  demonstrate 
compliance with the following approval criteria at the time 
of submittal. 
 
A.     Procedures, Requirements, and Standards 
 

Development  and  related  public  facility 
improvements  shall  comply  with  procedures, 
requirements,  and  standards of Chapter 19.700 and 
the Public Works Standards. 

 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As required, this narrative and the attached exhibits address how the proposed development complies 
with Public Works Standards and Chapter 19.700 requirements.  
 

B.     Transportation Facility Improvements 
 

Development  shall  provide  transportation 
improvements  and  mitigation  at  the  time  of 
development  in  rough  proportion  to  the  potential 
impacts  of  the  development  per  Section  19.705 
Rough Proportionality, except as allowed by Chapter 
13.32 Fee in Lieu of Construction. 
 
Development in downtown zones that is exempt per 
Subsection  19.702.3.B  shall  only  be  required  to 
provide  transportation  improvements  that  are 
identified  by  a  Transportation  Impact  Study  as 
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necessary  to  mitigate  the  development’s 
transportation  impacts.  Such  development  is  not 
required to provide on‐site frontage improvements. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
City  and  County  staff  have  reviewed  the  applicant’s  proposal,  determined  rough  proportionality  for 
transportation  improvements  based  on  potential  impacts,  and  defined  the  required  improvements  in 
the City Pre‐Application Conference Report (see Exhibit 3). 
 

C.     Safety and Functionality Standards 
 

The  City  will  not  issue  any  development  permits 
unless the proposed development complies with the 
City’s  basic  safety  and  functionality  standards,  the 
purpose of which is to ensure that development does 
not  occur  in  areas  where  the  surrounding  public 
facilities  are  inadequate.  Upon  submittal  of  a 
development  permit  application,  an  applicant  shall 
demonstrate  that  the  development  property  has  or 
will have all of the following: 
 
1.     Adequate  street  drainage,  as  determined  by 

the Engineering Director. 
 
2.     Safe access and clear vision at intersections, as 

determined by the Engineering Director. 
 
3.     Adequate public utilities, as determined by the 

Engineering Director. 
 
4.     Access onto a public street with the minimum 

paved  widths  as  stated  in  Subsection 
19.703.3.C.5 below. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Preliminary Development Plans illustrate required transportation improvements and how 
adequate street drainage is provided.  The submitted Preliminary Civil Site Plan demonstrates that safe 
access and clear vision will be provided with the proposed development.  The plan also illustrates that 
access  to  the  proposed  development  will  be  provided  from  a  public  street  that  currently  meets  the 
minimum paved width standard.  
 

5.     Adequate frontage improvements as follows: 
 

a.    For local streets, a minimum paved width 
of 16 ft. along the site’s frontage. 

 
b.     For  nonlocal  streets,  a  minimum  paved 

width of 20 ft. along the site’s frontage. 
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c.     For  all  streets,  a  minimum  horizontal 

right‐of‐way clearance of 20 ft. along the 
site’s frontage. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Existing Conditions Plan demonstrates  that  the existing pavement width of  SE Harmony 
Road exceeds 16‐ft. along the site’s  frontage (see Exhibit 4).   The applicant’s Preliminary Grading Plan 
indicates that the existing trees along the site’s frontage will be removed to accommodate the required 
sidewalk  improvements.   Therefore, a minimum right‐of‐way clearance of 20‐ft. will be provided along 
the site’s frontage.  
 

6.  Compliance  with  Level  of  Service  D  for  all 
intersections  impacted  by  the  development, 
except those on Oregon Highway 99E that shall 
be subject to the following: 

 
a.     Level of Service F for the first hour of the 

morning or evening 2‐hour peak period. 
 
b.     Level of Service E for the second hour of 

the  morning  or  evening  2‐hour  peak 
period. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached City Pre‐Application Conference Report indicates that the proposed development will not 
significantly impact transportation facilities in the vicinity of the subject site.  Therefore, Level of Service 
standards are not required to be evaluated by the applicant.   

 
    Section 19.704:   Transportation Impact Evaluation 
 

The  Engineering  Director  will  determine  whether  a 
proposed development has  impacts on the transportation 
system  by  using  existing  transportation  data.  If  the 
Engineering Director cannot properly evaluate a proposed 
development’s  impacts  without  a more  detailed  study,  a 
transportation  impact  study  (TIS)  will  be  required  to 
evaluate  the  adequacy  of  the  transportation  system  to 
serve  the  proposed  development  and  determine 
proportionate  mitigation  of  impacts.  The  TIS 
determination  process  and  requirements  are  detailed 
below. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached City Pre‐Application Conference Report indicates that a TIS is not required for this land use 
application (see Exhibit 3). 
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    Section 19.708:   Transportation Facility Requirements 
 

  19.708.1:  General Street Requirements and Standards 
 

A.     Access Management 
 

All  development  subject  to  Chapter  19.700  shall 
comply  with  access  management  standards 
contained in Chapter 12.16. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As mentioned  above,  SE Harmony Road  is  classified  as  an Arterial  Street.    Per  the TSP,  the minimum 
access spacing for arterial streets is 600 feet.  To meet this spacing standard, the applicant is proposing 
to use the existing driveway and access easement at 5989 SE Harmony Road when providing access to 
the subject site. 
 

B.     Clear Vision 
 

All  development  subject  to  Chapter  19.700  shall 
comply  with  clear  vision  standards  contained  in 
Chapter 12.24. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As required, the existing driveway intersection with SE Harmony Road on the adjacent property to the 
west currently meets clear vision standards of this section. 
 

D.      Development in Non‐Downtown Zones 
 

Development  in  a  non‐downtown  zone  that  has 
frontage  on  a  street  section  shown  in  the  PAR  is 
subject to the requirements of the Milwaukie Public 
Works  Standards,  which  implements  the  street 
design  standards  and  right‐of‐way  dedication 
requirements  contained  in  the  PAR  for  that  street 
frontage. The following general provisions apply only 
to  street  frontages  that  are  not  shown  in  the  PAR 
and  for  development  that  is  not  in  any  of  the 
downtown  zones  listed  in  Subsection  19.708.1.C 
above: 
 
1.   Streets  shall  be  designed  and  improved  in 

accordance with  the  standards of  this  chapter 
and  the  Public  Works  Standards.  ODOT 
facilities  shall  be  designed  consistent  with 
State  and  federal  standards.  County  facilities 
shall  be  designed  consistent  with  County 
standards. 
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2.   Streets  shall  be  designed  according  to  their 
functional  classification per  Figure 8‐3b of  the 
TSP. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The subject site fronts SE Harmony Road, which is classified as an Arterial Street and is under Clackamas 
County jurisdiction.  The attached Preliminary Civil Site Plan indicates that the proposed street frontage 
improvements  are  consistent  with  the  City  Pre‐Application  Conference  Report  (see  Exhibit  4).    This 
report includes County standards for the required street frontage improvements (see Exhibit 3). 
 

3.    Street  right‐of‐way  shall  be  dedicated  to  the 
public  for  street  purposes  in  accordance with 
Subsection  19.708.2.  Right‐of‐way  shall  be 
dedicated at the corners of street intersections 
to accommodate the required turning radii and 
transportation  facilities  in  accordance  with 
Section  19.708  and  the  Public  Works 
Standards.  Additional  dedication  may  be 
required  at  intersections  for  improvements 
identified  by  the  TSP  or  a  required 
transportation impact study. 

 
4.   The  City  shall  not  approve  any  development 

permits  for  a proposed development unless  it 
has  frontage  or  approved  access  to  a  public 
street. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To  provide  a  minimum  of  0.50‐ft.  between  the  back  of  sidewalk  and  the  front  property  line,  the 
applicant  is  proposing  to  dedicate  additional  right‐of‐way  along  the  site’s  SE Harmony Road  frontage 
(see Exhibit 4).  As mentioned above, the applicant is proposing site access through the existing parking 
lot to the west of the subject property. 
 

5.  Off‐site  street  improvements  shall  only  be 
required  to  ensure  adequate  access  to  the 
proposed development and to mitigate for off‐
site impacts of the proposed development. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The attached Preliminary Site Plan  indicates that the access drive  improvements extend off‐site to the 
west of the subject property (see Exhibit 4).  The attached City Pre‐Application Conference Report does 
not identify required off‐site street improvements for the proposed development (see Exhibit 3). 
 

6.    The  following  provisions  apply  to  all  new 
public streets and extensions to existing public 
streets. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The applicant  is  not proposing  to establish  a new  street or  extend an existing  street,  therefore  these 
standards do not apply. 
 

7.    Traffic calming may be required for existing or 
new  streets.  Traffic  calming  devices  shall  be 
designed  in accordance with  the Public Works 
Standards  or  with  the  approval  of  the 
Engineering Director. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Due  to minimal  traffic  impacts associated with  the proposed use, no  traffic  calming  requirements are 
identified in the attached City Pre‐Application Conference Report (see Exhibit 3). 
 

8.     Railroad Crossings 
 

Where  anticipated  development  impacts 
trigger  a  need  to  install  or  improve  a  railroad 
crossing,  the cost  for  such  improvements may 
be a condition of development approval. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As  stated  above,  no  off‐site  transportation  improvements  are  required  in  the  attached  City  Pre‐
Application Conference Report (see Exhibit 3). 
 

9.    Street Signs 
 
The City shall install all street signs, relative to 
traffic control and street names, as specified by 
the  Engineering  Director.  The  applicant  shall 
reimburse the City for the cost of all such signs 
installed by the City. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As  required,  the  applicant  will  reimburse  the  City  for  all  installed  street  signs  associated  with  the 
proposed development. 
 

10.   Streetlights 
 

The  location  of  streetlights  shall  be  noted  on 
approved development plans. Streetlights shall 
be  installed  in  accordance  with  the  Public 
Works  Standards  or  with  the  approval  of  the 
Engineering Director. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The attached Existing Conditions Plan indicates that there are no existing or proposed streetlights along 
the site’s frontage on SE Harmony Road (see Exhibit 4). 
 
              E.     Street Layout and Connectivity 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The  applicant  is  not  proposing  to  subdivide  the  subject  property  or  create  a  new  street  with  this 
application.  Therefore, these standards do not apply. 
 
              F.      Intersection Design and Spacing 
 
COMMENT: 
 
There  are  no  connecting  street  intersections  associated with  the  proposed  development.    Therefore, 
these standards do not apply. 
 

19.708.2:  Street Design Standards 
 

Table  19.708.2  contains  the  street  design  elements  and 
dimensional  standards  for  street  cross  sections  by 
functional  classification.  Dimensions  are  shown  as  ranges 
to allow for  flexibility  in developing the most appropriate 
cross  section  for a given street or portion of  street based 
on  existing  conditions  and  the  surrounding  development 
pattern.  The  additional  street  design  standards  in 
Subsection 19.708.2.A augment the dimensional standards 
contained  in Table 19.708.2. The Engineering Director will 
rely  on  Table  19.708.2  and  Subsection  19.708.2.A  to 
determine the full‐width cross section for a specific street 
segment based on  functional  classification. The  full‐width 
cross section is the sum total of the widest dimension of all 
individual  street  elements.  If  the  Engineering  Director 
determines  that  a  full‐width  cross  section  is  appropriate 
and feasible, a  full‐width cross section will be required.  If 
the Engineering Director determines that a full‐width cross 
section  is  not  appropriate  or  feasible,  the  Engineering 
Director  will  modify  the  full‐width  cross  section 
requirement  using  the  guidelines  provided  in  Subsection 
19.708.2.B. Standards for design speed, horizontal/vertical 
curves,  grades,  and  curb  return  radii  are  specified  in  the 
Public Works Standards. 
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COMMENT: 
 
As  mentioned  above,  SE  Harmony  Road  is  under  Clackamas  County  jurisdiction.    The  attached  Pre‐
Application  Conference  Report  includes  County  comments  regarding  required  street  frontage 
improvements  along  SE  Harmony  Road  (see  Exhibit  3).    The  attached  Preliminary  Civil  Site  Plan 
demonstrates  that  the  applicant  is  proposing  to  install  street  frontage  improvements  consistent with 
these standards (see Exhibit 4). 
 

A.      Additional Street Design Standards 
 

These standards augment the dimensional standards 
contained  in  Table  19.708.2  and  may  increase  the 
width of an individual street element and/or the full‐
width right‐of‐way dimension. 

 
1.   Minimum  10‐ft  travel  lane  width  shall  be 

provided  on  local  streets  with  no  on‐street 
parking. 

 
2.    Where  travel  lanes are next  to a  curb  line, an 

additional  1  ft.  of  travel  lane  width  shall  be 
provided.  Where  a  travel  lane  is  located 
between  curbs,  an  additional  2  ft.  of  travel 
lane width shall be provided. 

 
3.   Where  shared  lanes  or  bicycle  boulevards  are 

planned, up to an additional 6 ft. of travel lane 
width shall be provided. 

 
4.    Bike  lane  widths  may  be  reduced  to  a 

minimum of 4 ft. where unusual circumstances 
exist,  as  determined  by  the  Engineering 
Director,  and  where  such  a  reduction  would 
not result in a safety hazard. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The site fronts SE Harmony Street, which is classified as an Arterial Street and is under Clackamas County 
jurisdiction.    The  existing  pavement  width  of  SE  Harmony  Road  adjacent  to  the  subject  site  is 
approximately  35  feet,  providing  two 11.5‐ft.  travel  lanes and 6‐ft.  bicycle  lanes.   As  indicated by  the 
attached City Pre‐Application Conference Report, the existing street design meets County standards (see 
Exhibit 3). 
 

5.    Where  a  curb  is  required  by  the  Engineering 
Director,  it  shall  be  designed  in  accordance 
with the Public Works Standards. 

 
6.     Center  turn  lanes  are  not  required  for  truck 

and  bus  routes  on  street  classifications  other 
than arterial roads. 
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COMMENT: 
 
As indicated by the attached Existing Conditions Plan, SE Harmony Road is currently improved with curbs 
on  both  sides  of  the  roadway  (see  Exhibit  4).    The  attached  City  Pre‐Application  Conference  Report 
indicates that a center turn lane is not warranted for the proposed use (see Exhibit 3). 
 

7.     On‐street parking in industrial zones shall have 
a minimum width of 8 ft. 

 
8.    On‐street  parking  in  commercial  zones  shall 

have a minimum width of 7 ft. 
 
9.    On‐street  parking  in  residential  zones  shall 

have a minimum width of 6 ft. 
 
COMMENT: 
 
SE Harmony Road is currently signed for no parking on both sides of the street along the site’s frontage. 
Therefore, these standards do not apply. 
 

10.   Sidewalk  widths  may  be  reduced  to  a 
minimum  of  4  ft.  for  short  distances  for  the 
purpose of avoiding obstacles within the public 
right‐of‐way including, but not limited to, trees 
and power poles. 

 
11.   Landscape strip widths shall be measured from 

back of curb to front of sidewalk. 
 
12.   Where  landscape  strips  are  required,  street 

trees shall be provided a minimum of every 40 
ft.  in  accordance  with  the  Public  Works 
Standards  and  the Milwaukie  Street  Tree  List 
and Street Tree Planting Guidelines. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  attached  Preliminary  Civil  Site  Plan  indicates  that  the  existing  4.5‐ft.  curbtight  sidewalk  will  be 
removed.  The existing sidewalk will be replaced with a 6‐ft. sidewalk, which will be separated from the 
curb by a 5‐ft. landscape strip (see Exhibit 4).  As required, street trees are proposed to be installed along 
the site’s frontage. 
 

13.  Where  water  quality  treatment  is  provided 
within  the  public  right‐of‐way,  the  landscape 
strip width may be increased to accommodate 
the required treatment area. 
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COMMENT: 
 
The attached Preliminary Utility Plan indicates that water quality treatment will occur on‐site, therefore 
this standard does not apply (see Exhibit 4). 
 

14.   A minimum of 6 in. shall be required between 
a  property  line  and  the  street  element  that 
abuts it; e.g., sidewalk or landscape strip. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As  indicated  on  the  attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan,  the  applicant  is  proposing  to  dedicate  additional 
right‐of‐way along SE Harmony Road to provide a minimum of 6‐in. between the sidewalk and right‐of‐
way (see Exhibit 4). 
 

B.    Street Design Determination Guidelines 
 

The  Engineering  Director  shall  make  the  final 
determination  regarding  right‐of‐way  and  street 
element  widths  using  the  ranges  provided  in  Table 
19.708.2  and  the  additional  street  design  standards 
in  Subsection  19.708.2.A.  The  Engineering  Director 
shall  also  determine  whether  any  individual  street 
element may be eliminated on one or both sides of 
the street in accordance with Figure 10‐1 of the TSP. 
When  making  a  street  design  determination  that 
varies  from  the  full‐width  cross  section,  the 
Engineering Director shall consider the following: 
 
1. Options  and/or  needs  for  environmentally 

beneficial and/or green street designs. 
 
2.    Multimodal  street  improvements  identified  in 

the TSP. 
 
3.    Street design alternative preferences identified 

in Chapter 10 of the TSP, specifically regarding 
sidewalk and landscape strip improvements. 

 
4.    Existing development pattern and proximity of 

existing structures to the right‐of‐way. 
 
5.   Existing  right‐of‐way  dimensions  and 

topography. 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed street frontage improvements to SE Harmony Road are based on comments received from 
City and County staff in the attached City Pre‐Application Conference Report (see Exhibit 3).  As required, 
all of the factors listed above were considered by staff when determining the required improvements. 
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19.708.3:  Sidewalk Requirements and Standards 

 
B.      Sidewalk Requirements 
 

1.      Requirements 
 

Sidewalks  shall  be  provided  on  the  public 
street  frontage  of  all  development  per  the 
requirements  of  this  chapter.  Sidewalks  shall 
generally be  constructed within  the dedicated 
public right‐of‐way, but may be located outside 
of  the  right‐of‐way  within  a  public  easement 
with the approval of the Engineering Director. 

 
2.      Design Standards 
 

Sidewalks  shall  be  designed  and  improved  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  this 
chapter and the Public Works Standards. 

 
3.      Maintenance 
 

Abutting property owners shall be responsible 
for maintaining sidewalks and landscape strips 
in accordance with Chapter 12.04. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In conformance with the attached City Pre‐Application Conference Report, the applicant is proposing to 
install a 6‐ft. wide sidewalk along the site’s SE Harmony Road frontage (see Exhibit 3).  As required, the 
proposed sidewalk will be located within the right‐of‐way, and on‐going maintenance will be provided by 
the property owner. 
 

19.708.4:  Bicycle Facility Requirements and Standards 
 

B.      Bicycle Facility Requirements 
 

1.      Requirements 
 

Bicycle  facilities  shall  be  provided  in 
accordance with  this  chapter,  Chapter 19.600, 
the  TSP,  and  the  Milwaukie  Downtown  and 
Riverfront  Plan:  Public  Area  Requirements. 
Requirements  include,  but  are  not  limited  to, 
parking,  signage,  pavement  markings, 
intersection  treatments,  traffic  calming,  and 
traffic diversion. 

 
2.      Timing of Construction 
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To  assure  continuity  and  safety,  required 
bicycle  facilities  shall generally be constructed 
at the time of development. If not practical to 
sign, stripe, or construct bicycle facilities at the 
time  of  development  due  to  the  absence  of 
adjacent  facilities,  the  development  shall 
provide  the  paved  street  width  necessary  to 
accommodate the required bicycle facilities. 

 
3.      Design Standards 
 

Bicycle  facilities  shall  be  designed  and 
improved in accordance with the requirements 
of  this  chapter  and  the  Public  Works 
Standards.  Bicycle  parking  shall  be  designed 
and  improved  in  accordance  with  Chapter 
19.600  and  the  Milwaukie  Downtown  and 
Riverfront Plan: Public Area Requirements. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Existing SE Harmony Road improvements include 35‐ft. of pavement, with two 11.5‐ft. travel lanes and 
6‐ft.  bicycle  lanes.    As  indicated  by  the  attached City  Pre‐Application  Conference  Report,  the  existing 
street design meets County standards (see Exhibit 3).  Per the attached Building Plans, bicycle parking is 
provided in the apartment units, and within the basement and first floor lobby areas of the building.  As 
required, the existing and proposed bicycle facilities meet City design standards. 
 

19.708.5:  Pedestrian/Bicycle Path Requirements and Standards 
 
COMMENT: 
 
There are no pedestrian or bicycle paths in the vicinity of the subject site, therefore these standards do 
not apply. 
 

    Section 19.709:   Public Utility Requirements 
 

19.709.2:  Public Utility Improvements 
 

Public utility improvements shall be required for proposed 
development  that  would  have  a  detrimental  effect  on 
existing  public  utilities,  cause  capacity  problems  for 
existing  public  utilities,  or  fail  to  meet  standards  in  the 
Public Works Standards. Development shall be required to 
complete  or  otherwise  provide  for  the  completion  of  the 
required improvements. 
 
A.    The  Engineering  Director  shall  determine  which,  if 

any,  utility  improvements  are  required.  The 
Engineering Director’s determination requiring utility 
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improvements  shall  be based upon an  analysis  that 
shows  the proposed development will  result  in one 
or more of the following situations: 

 
1.      Exceeds the design capacity of the utility. 
 
2.   Exceeds  Public  Works  Standards  or  other 

generally accepted standards. 
 
3.      Creates a potential safety hazard. 
 
4.      Creates an ongoing maintenance problem. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To provide service to the apartment building, the attached Preliminary Utilities Plan  indicates that the 
existing on‐site public sanitary sewer line will be extended to the apartment building from a manhole on 
the south site of Minthorn Creek (see Exhibit 4).  As demonstrated by the attached City Pre‐Application 
Conference Report, the City Engineering Director has determined that the existing sanitary sewer main 
line has the capacity to serve the proposed development (see Exhibit 3).   
 

B.   The  Engineering  Director  may  approve  one  of  the 
following  to  ensure  completion  of  required  utility 
improvements. 

 
1.   Formation  of  a  reimbursement  district  in 

accordance  with  Chapter  13.30  for  off‐site 
public  facility  improvements  fronting  other 
properties. 

 
2.   Formation  of  a  local  improvement  district  in 

accordance  with  Chapter  3.08  for  off‐site 
public  facility  improvements  fronting  other 
properties. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The applicant  is not  requesting approval of a  reimbursement district or  local  improvement district  for 
the public sanitary sewer line extension.  Therefore, these standards do not apply. 
 

19.709.3:  Design Standards 
 

Public  utility  improvements  shall  be  designed  and 
improved  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  this 
chapter,  the  Public  Works  Standards,  and  improvement 
standards  and  specifications  identified  by  the  City  during 
the  development  review  process.  The  applicant  shall 
provide  engineered  utility  plans  to  the  Engineering 
Director  for  review  and  approval  prior  to  construction  to 
demonstrate  compliance  with  all  City  standards  and 
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requirements. 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As  required,  the  proposed  sanitary  sewer  line  extension will  be  designed  to  City  standards.    Prior  to 
building permit approval, detailed engineered plans will be provided to the City. 
 
 

  Chapter 19.900:  Land Use Applications 
 
    Section 19.906:   Development Review 
 

19.906.2:  Applicability 
 

B.      Type II Review 
 

The following development proposals must submit a 
development  review  application  and  are  subject  to 
the  requirements  of  this  section.  Type  II 
development review does not apply to development 
proposals  in  the  downtown  zones  as  these  zones 
have a separate design review process. 
 
1. New  development,  or  expansions  or 

modifications  to  existing  development,  for 
which  the  applicant  elects,  where  a  choice  is 
available,  to  have  the  proposal  reviewed 
against discretionary criteria or standards. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As  discussed  under  19.505.3(D),  the  applicant  is  requesting  discretionary  review  of  several  design 
elements  that  apply  to  multi‐family  developments.    Although  the  submitted  Development  Review 
application may be processed as a Type II Review, this application is being evaluated concurrently with 
several other requests which will undergo a Type III Review.   Since a Type III Review is requested, the 
Planning Commission will render a decision for all of the concurrent land use applications. 
 

19.906.4:  Approval Criteria 
 

The criteria  in this subsection are the approval criteria for 
Type  I  and  Type  II  development  review  applications.  The 
criteria  are  based  on  a  review of  development  standards 
throughout Title 19 Zoning. Not all of the standards within 
the chapters listed below are applicable to a proposal, and 
the City will  identify the applicable standards through the 
development  review  process.  Though  the  criteria  are  the 
same  for  Type  I  and  Type  II  development  review,  the 
standards  evaluated  in  a  Type  I  review will  be  clear  and 
objective  or  require  limited  professional  judgment, while 
the  Type  II  review  will  involve  discretionary  standards 
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and/or criteria. 
 
An  application  for  Type  I  or  Type  II  development  review 
shall  be  approved when  all  of  the  following  criteria  have 
been met: 
 
A.    The proposal complies with all applicable base zone 

standards in Chapter 19.300. 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The subject site  is  located  in the R‐2 zoning district.   Due to steep topography near the creek and site 
constraints associated with  the WQR,  the applicant  is  requesting a Type  III Variance to permit a 12‐ft. 
front  yard  setback when  25‐ft.  is  required.    Also  due  to  a  number of  site  challenges,  the  applicant  is 
requesting  a  Type  III  Variance  to  permit  a  35‐ft.  side  yard  height  plane  for  the  rear  portion  of  the 
apartment building.    The attached Preliminary  Site Plan and Building Elevations demonstrate  that  the 
proposed  development  meets  all  other  base  zone  standards  in  Chapter  19.300  (see  Exhibit  4).    As 
required, the applicant has addressed the requested variances under Section 19.911. 
 

B.      The  proposal  complies  with  all  applicable  overlay 
zone and special area standards in Chapter 19.400. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As demonstrated by the attached Existing Conditions Plan, the site is significantly constrained by limited 
access,  the  location  of  Minthorn  Creek  and  the  associated  WQR,  and  steeper  topography  near  the 
waterway (see Exhibit 4).  Due to these site challenges, the applicant is proposing to encroach into 2,847 
sq. ft. of the 10,230 sq. ft. WQR on the south side of the creek.  As required, the proposed impacts will 
be evaluated through the Type III Review process provided under Section 19.402.12.A.4.a.   
 

C.   The  proposal  complies  with  all  applicable 
supplementary  development  regulations  in  Chapter 
19.500. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As  mentioned  under  Section  19.505.3(D),  the  applicant  is  requesting  discretionary  review  of  several 
design  elements  that  apply  to multi‐family  developments.    This  narrative  demonstrates  that  all  other 
applicable development regulations in Chapter 19.500 have been met. 
 

D.    The  proposal  complies with  all  applicable  off‐street 
parking  and  loading  standards  and  requirements  in 
Chapter 19.600. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



May 29, 2018                                                            Harmony Park Townhomes PH II                                                         Page 80  

COMMENT: 
 
Based  on  environmental  and  access  site  constraints,  the  proposed  off‐street  parking  area meets  the 
requirements of Chapter 19.600 to the extent practicable. Due to location of the access easement and 
existing  development  at  5989  SE  Harmony  Road,  less  than  8‐ft.  of  perimeter  landscaping  is  provided 
between the drive aisle and the front lot  line of both properties.    In addition, with the requirement to 
install  a  retaining wall  at  the  north  end  of  the  parking  lot,  less  than 6‐ft.  of  perimeter  landscaping  is 
provided  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the  parking  area.    As  required,  the  applicant  has  requested  a 
variance to these landscaping standards under Section 19.911. 
 

E.    The  proposal  complies  with  all  applicable  public 
facility  standards  and  requirements,  including  any 
required street improvements, in Chapter 19.700. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As required, the applicant has demonstrated how this proposal complies with all public facility standards 
and requirements under Chapter 19.700. 
 

F.     The proposal complies with all applicable conditions 
of  any  land  use  approvals  for  the  proposal  issued 
prior to or concurrent with the development review 
application. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are no prior land use approvals which apply to the proposed development. 
 

Section 19.911:   Variances 
 

19.911.2:  Applicability 
 

A.      Eligible Variances 
 

Except  for  situations  described  in  Subsection 
19.911.2.B,  a  variance  may  be  requested  to  any 
standard  or  regulation  in  Titles  17  or  19  of  the 
Milwaukie Municipal  Code,  or  any  other  portion  of 
the  Milwaukie  Municipal  Code  that  constitutes  a 
land use regulation per ORS 197.015. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Type III Variance to the side yard height plane standard, parking 
lot perimeter  landscaping requirements, and front yard setback standard.   Since these Municipal Code 
standards are defined under Title 17, the requested variances may be reviewed under this section. 
 

19.911.3:  Review Process 
 

A.      General Provisions 
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1.    Variance  applications  shall  be  evaluated 

through  either  a  Type  II  or  III  review, 
depending  on  the  nature  and  scope  of  the 
variance request and the discretion involved in 
the decision‐making process. 

 
2.    Variance  applications may  be  combined with, 

and  reviewed  concurrently  with,  other  land 
use applications. 

 
3.    One  variance  application  may  include  up  to 

three variance requests. Each variance request 
must  be  addressed  separately  in  the 
application.  If  all  of  the  variance  requests  are 
Type  II,  the  application  will  be  processed 
through a Type II review. If one or more of the 
variance  requests  is  Type  III,  the  application 
will  be  processed  through  a  Type  III  review. 
Additional variance requests must be made on 
a separate variance application. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Due  to  the  scope  of  the  variance  requests,  this  Variance  application  will  be  evaluated  as  a  Type  III 
Review.  As discussed throughout this narrative, the applicant is also requesting concurrent review of a 
Type  II  Development  Review  for  the  proposed  apartment  building,  and  Type  III  Review  for  proposed 
activities  within  a  WQR  area.    As  permitted,  the  applicant  is  requesting  approval  of  three  variance 
requests with one Variance application.  These requests will allow a variance from the side yard height 
plane standard, parking lot perimeter landscaping requirements, and front yard setback standard.   
 

C.      Type III Variances 
 

Type  III  variances  allow  for  larger  or more  complex 
variations  to  standards  that  require  additional 
discretion  and  warrant  a  public  hearing  consistent 
with  the  Type  III  review  process.  Any  variance 
request  that  is  not  specifically  listed  as  a  Type  II 
variance  per  Subsection  19.911.3.B  shall  be 
evaluated  through  a  Type  III  review  per  Section 
19.1006. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Since  the proposed variances are not  listed under Subsection 19.911.3.B,  the applicant has addressed 
the Type III Variance approval criteria under Subsection 19.911.4. 
 

19.911.4:  Approval Criteria 
 

B.      Type III Variances 
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An  application  for  a  Type  III  variance  shall  be 
approved when all of the criteria in either Subsection 
19.911.4.B.1 or 2 have been met. An applicant may 
choose which set of criteria to meet based upon the 
nature  of  the  variance  request,  the  nature  of  the 
development  proposal,  and  the  existing  site 
conditions. 

 
1.      Discretionary Relief Criteria 
 

a. The  applicant’s  alternatives  analysis 
provides,  at  a  minimum,  an  analysis  of 
the  impacts and benefits of the variance 
proposal  as  compared  to  the  baseline 
code requirements. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Type III Variance to the side yard height plane standard, parking 
lot  perimeter  landscaping  requirements,  and  front  yard  building  setback  standard.    As  previously 
mentioned, the subject site contains a number of constraints  including the presence of a  large natural 
resource area, steep topography near the creek, and Arterial Street access restrictions along SE Harmony 
Road.    Due  to  the  compounding  nature  of  these  constraints,  they  create  unique  hardships  when 
developing the subject property.  As discussed below, the variance proposals provide an overall positive 
benefit when compared to the baseline code requirements.   
 
When analyzing the impacts and benefits of the proposed variances, it is important to first understand 
how natural resources on the site significantly limit how it can be developed.  The attached Preliminary 
Site  Plan  indicates  the WQR  area  contains  a  total  of  33,652  sq.  ft.  and  includes  the  area  within  the 
ordinary high water mark of Minthorn Creek, a wetland on the north side of the stream, and 50‐ft. wide 
vegetated corridors on both sides of the waterway.  Based on a net site area of 57,634 sq. ft., the WQR 
encompasses  approximately  58%  of  the  subject  property.    The  unencumbered  net  site  area  contains 
23,982 sq. ft., with 7,451 sq. ft. located on the north side of the creek, and 16,531 sq. ft. located on the 
south  side  of  the  waterway.    As  concluded  by  the  applicant’s  alternative  analysis  under  Section 
19.402.12.A.4.a, the northern portion of the site is inaccessible.  Therefore, the only portion of the site 
that can be developed is on the south side of the creek.   
 
When  reviewing  the benefits and  impacts of  the proposed variances,  it  is also  important  to note  that 
access to the site is severely constrained.  Since the Arterial Street access spacing standard is 600‐ft., the 
proposed development is not permitted to have direct site access from SE Harmony Road.  As a result, 
the applicant is required to share access with the Harmony Park Townhomes and use the existing access 
easement  to  the west  of  the  site.    Due  to  the  location  of  the  existing  development  on  the  adjacent 
property, the 20‐ft. access easement is located adjacent to the right‐of‐way.   
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As  indicated  by  the  attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan,  the  applicant  is  requesting  approval  of  a  Type  III 
Variance to locate the apartment building 12‐ft. from the front lot line when 25‐ft. is the standard.  The 
benefits  of  the  proposed  front  setback  variance  are  reduced  encroachment  into  the  WQR  and  an 
avoidance of  steep  topography near  the creek.    The  impact of  the proposed  front  setback variance  is 
that the eastern half of  the apartment building  is  located closer to the SE Harmony Road right‐of‐way 
(however, the building is still 25‐ft. from the curbline of the roadway).  If the standard 25‐ft. front yard 
setback were applied to the development,  the apartment building would permanently  impact another 
680 sq. ft. of the WQR, and the structure would be located where grades near Minthorn Creek approach 
25% slopes.  In addition, the width of the vegetated corridor would be reduced to only 15‐ft. adjacent to 
the  apartment  structure.    Therefore,  when  balancing  relative  impacts  and  benefits  of  the  proposed 
variance  verses  applying  the  typical  front  setback  standard,  the  proposal  provides more  benefits  and 
fewer impacts as compared to the baseline code requirement. 
 
The applicant’s request also includes approval of a Type III Variance to permit a 35‐ft. side yard height 
plane, when 25‐ft. is the standard.  The benefits of the proposed variance are the ability to construct a 
daylight basement in the rear of the apartment building, to reduce the building footprint and minimize 
impacts to WQR while meeting site’s minimum density standard.  The impact of the proposed side yard 
height plane variance is that it  increases the height plane of the apartment building along a portion of 
the east property line.  If the standard side yard height plane were applied to the development, at least 
one  apartment  unit  would  be  eliminated  with  the  current  building  footprint.    To  meet  the  site’s 
minimum density  standard,  the  increased  building  footprint would  be  required,  and  the permanently 
impact area within the WQR would be increased.  With a larger apartment building footprint, the width 
of the vegetated corridor would be reduced to approximately 15‐ft. and steeper slopes along Minthorn 
Creek  would  be  impacted.  Therefore,  when  balancing  relative  impacts  and  benefits  of  the  proposed 
variance  verses  applying  the  typical  front  setback  standard,  the  proposal  provides more  benefits  and 
fewer impacts as compared to the baseline code requirement. 
 
Finally,  the applicant  is  requesting approval of a Type  III Variance to reduce the parking  lot perimeter 
landscaping requirement from 6‐ft. to 3.54‐ft. where a proposed retaining wall  is adjacent to the west 
property  line,  and  to  reduce  the  landscaping  requirement  from  8‐ft.  to  1.50‐ft.  along  the  drive  aisle 
extending  from  5989  SE  Harmony  Road  to  the  parking  lot  on  the  subject  site.    The  benefits  of  the 
proposed west property line variance along the east property line are that the width of the apartment 
building can be minimized, and the building depth does not need to be increased.  In addition, the west 
property  line  variance  allows  the  installation  of  a  retaining wall  at  the  north  end  of  the  parking  lot, 
thereby reducing the amount of the grading required in the WQR.  The benefit of the south property line 
variance  is  the  ability  to  use  the  existing  access  easement  along  the  southern  boundary  of  5989  and 
61165 SE Harmony Road.  The impact of the proposed variance is a reduction in the width of the planting 
areas adjacent to the west and south property  lines.    If  the standard perimeter  landscaping standards 
were applied to the development, the existing easement could not be used to access the site, and site 
grading  and  an  enlarged  building  footprint would  create more  impacts  to  the WQR  area.    Therefore, 
when balancing relative impacts and benefits of the proposed variance verses applying the typical front 
setback standard, the proposal provides more benefits and fewer impacts as compared to the baseline 
code requirement. 
 

b.        The  proposed  variance  is  determined  by 
the  Planning  Commission  to  be  both 
reasonable and appropriate, and it meets 
one or more of the following criteria: 

 
(1)    The  proposed  variance  avoids  or 
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minimizes  impacts  to  surrounding 
properties. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As  indicated  by  the  attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan,  the  proposed  variance  to  reduce  the  front  yard 
setback to 12‐ft. will locate the eastern half of apartment building approximately 25‐ft. from the curbline 
of SE Harmony Road, however the variance will not create impact to surrounding properties (see Exhibit 
4).    The  attached  Apartment  Building  Elevations  illustrates  that  the  proposed  side  yard  height  plane 
variance does increase the height plane along the east property line.  However, the height plane meets 
the standard at the front of the building, and the proposed height gradually increases along the property 
line and does not extend to 35‐ft. until it reaches the rear of the building (see Exhibit 4).  The applicant’s 
Preliminary Site Plan illustrates that the proposed parking lot perimeter landscape variance only affects 
properties  within  the  Harmony  Park  Townhomes  complex  (see  Exhibit  4).    Both  5989  and  6115  SE 
Harmony Road are under the same ownership and the location of the existing access easement requires 
a  reduction  in  perimeter  landscaping  along  the  Harmony  Road  right‐of‐way.      The  plan  also 
demonstrates  that  the  existing  sigh‐obscuring  fence  between  5989  and  6115  SE  Harmony  Road 
minimizes impacts from the proposed reduction in perimeter landscaping along the west property line. 
 

(2)     The  proposed  variance  has 
desirable public benefits. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As discussed above, the proposed variances will reduce impacts to the delineated WQR area along the 
south  side  of  Minthorn  Creek.    The  attached  Water  Quality  Resource  Site  Assessment  discusses 
ecological  functions  of  the  WQR,  which  as  a  natural  resource,  provides  public  benefits  to  the  local 
watershed and larger regional environment.  These functional values include protecting water features 
from  development,  providing  shade  and  moderating  microclimate,  moderating  streamflow  and 
providing  water  storage,  providing  water  filtration  and  infiltration,  providing  bank  stabilization  and 
sediment control, ensuring large wood recruitment, and nurturing organic material resources. 
 

(3)     The proposed variance responds to 
the  existing  built  or  natural 
environment  in  a  creative  and 
sensitive manner. 
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COMMENT: 
 
Under R‐2 zone standards, a 3‐story building with 15‐23 apartment units may be developed on the 1.33 
acre  site.    As  indicated  by  the  attached  Preliminary  Site  Plan,  the  proposed  building  contains  15 
apartment  units, which  is  the minimum  required  density  for  the  subject  property  (see  Exhibit  4).    To 
minimize impacts to the WQR, the applicant is proposing to reduce the building footprint by adding a 4th 
story under the provisions of Section 19.302.5.  Using the site’s natural topography, the additional story 
sensitively responds the WQR in both a creative and sensitive manner.  To further reduce impacts to the 
WQR,  the  applicant  is  also  requesting a  variance  to  locate  the building 12‐ft.  from  the  front property 
line.  By siting and designing the apartment building as proposed, impacts to the WQR area are limited to 
2,734 sq. ft., or 26% of the 10,230 sq. ft. WQR on the south side of the creek.  Therefore, the requested 
variance  to  the  side  yard  height  plane  and  front  yard  building  setback  standards will  help  to  protect 
natural resources on the site. 
 
Due  to  site  constraints which  include access  restrictions on SE Harmony Road,  steep  topography near 
the creek, and the desire to protect the WQR on the subject property, the parking lot must be located in 
the southwest corner of the site.  The attached Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that the location of 
existing  development  and  access  easement  on  the  adjacent  parcel  creates  the  need  to  request  a 
variance to the 8‐ft. parking lot  landscaping requirement between the parking area and front property 
line (see Exhibit 4).  The attached Preliminary Grading Plan illustrates that while the proposed retaining 
wall will  limit  grading  impacts within  the WQR,  it  creates  the  need  to  request  a  variance  to  the  6‐ft. 
landscaping requirement in the northwest corner of the parking lot.  Although the applicant is adding a 
4th story to reduce the building footprint, the narrow site does not provide adequate width to meet the 
6‐ft.  landscaping  requirement  with  the  retaining  wall.    The  Preliminary  Site  Plan  demonstrates  that 
perimeter  landscaping  requirements are met  for  the  remainder of  the parking  lot  area.   By  creatively 
siting and designing the parking lot as proposed, the Arterial Street access spacing standard will be met 
and  grading  impacts  within  the  WQR  will  be  minimized.    Therefore,  the  requested  variance  to  the 
parking lot perimeter landscaping standard responds to both the existing built and natural environment 
in a sensitive manner. 
 

c.    Impacts  from the proposed variance will 
be mitigated to the extent practicable. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To mitigate the proposed variance to the side yard height plane, the applicant will only add a 4th story to 
the rear of the apartment building.  The attached Apartment Building Plans and Elevations indicate that 
the side yard height plane standard of 25‐ft. will still be met at the front of the building.  The proposed 
35‐ft. height plane applies to rear portion of the building, which is located approximately 10‐ft. from the 
eastern  property  line,  and  approximately  35‐ft.  from  the  closest  dwelling  to  the  east  of  the  site.  
Therefore, impacts from this proposed variance are mitigated to the extent practicable. 
 
The proposed variance to the front yard setback has been mitigated by limiting the yard reduction to 3 
feet.  As demonstrated by the attached Preliminary Site Plan, the proposed front yard reduction will not 
impact any neighboring properties, and all other building setbacks standards have been met (see Exhibit 
4).  Due to the angle of the front lot line, the 13‐ft. setback reduction is only needed for the eastern half 
of  the apartment building.   As  such,  impacts  from  this proposed variance are mitigated  to  the extent 
practicable. 
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The Preliminary Site Plan indicates that the proposed variance to the parking lot landscaping standards 
will be mitigated several ways (see Exhibit 4).  The plan shows that the drive aisle’s encroachment into 
the 8‐ft. landscaping area will be mitigated by separating the parking area from the public sidewalk with 
a 6‐in.  curb and a 42‐in. high metal  fence.    In addition,  the retaining wall encroachment  into  the 6‐ft. 
landscaping area will be mitigated by an existing 6‐ft. high chain link fence with sight‐obscuring slats on 
the adjacent Harmony Park Apartments property.   With  these mitigation measures,  impacts  from this 
proposed variance are mitigated to the extent practicable. 
 
 

  Chapter 19.1000:  Review Procedures 
 
    Section 19.1002:  Pre‐Application Conference 
 

          19.1002.2:  Applicability 
 
B.  For Type II, III, IV, and V applications, and expedited 

annexations  per  Section  19.1104,  a  preapplication 
conference  is  required,  with  the  following 
exceptions: 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  applicant  is  requesting  land  use  approval  of  a  Type  II  Development  Review  application  with  a 
concurrent  Type  III  Variance  to  the  side  yard  height  plane  standard,  parking  lot  landscaping 
requirements, and front yard setback standard.  In addition, a Type III Review is requested for proposed 
activities within the site’s water quality resource (WQR) area.  As required, City staff reviewed applicable 
development standards with  the applicant.   A copy of  the City Pre‐Application Conference Report has 
been attached to this application (see Exhibit 3). 
 

19.1002.4:    Preapplication Conference Expiration 
 

A.  A preapplication conference is valid for 2 years. If 
a  land  use  application  or  development  permit 
has  not  been  submitted  within  2  years  of  the 
conference  date,  the  applicant  is  required  to 
schedule  a  new  preapplication  conference  prior 
to  submittal.  This  requirement  may  be  waived 
per Subsection 19.1002.2.B.1. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As required, the applicant attended a pre‐application conference with City staff on November 2, 2017.  
Therefore, the applicant’s pre‐application conference is valid until November 1, 2019. 

 
C.  If  a  development  proposal  is  significantly 

modified  after  a  preapplication  conference 
occurs, the Planning Director may require a new 
preapplication  conference.  The  City  may  refuse 
to accept a land use application or development 
permit  for  a  significantly  altered  development 
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proposal until a new preapplication conference is 
held. (Ord. 2025 § 2, 2011) 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The  attached  City  Pre‐Application  Conference  Report  demonstrates  that  the  current  development 
proposal is substantially similar to the concept plan reviewed at the November 2, 2017 meeting with the 
City (see Exhibit 3). 
 
 

  Chapter 19.1200:  Solar Access Protection 
 
    19.1203:    Solar Access for New Development 
 

          19.1203.3:  Design Standard 
 

At least 80% of the lots in a development subject to these 
provisions shall comply with one or more of the options in 
this  subsection;  provided  a  development may,  but  is  not 
required to, use the options in Subsections 19.1203.3.B or 
C below to comply with Section 19.1203. 

 
A.      Basic Requirement 
 

A lot complies with Subsection 19.1203.3 if it: 
 
1.    Has a north‐south dimension of 90 ft. or more; 

and 
 
2.    Has  a  front  lot  line  that  is  oriented within  30 

degrees  of  a  true  east‐west  axis  (see  Figure 
19.1203.3). 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As illustrated by the attached Existing Conditions Plan, the subject site has a north‐south dimension of 
90‐ft. or more and a front lot line within 30 degrees of a true east‐west axis.  As such, the lot complies 
with the Basic Requirement for solar access. 
 
 
 
 
IV.  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
Based on the above findings, the applicant has demonstrated compliance with applicable sections of the 
Milwaukie Municipal Code. Therefore, the applicant requests that the submitted concurrent applications 
be approved.  
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VI.  EXHIBITS 
 
 

1. Application Form 
 
 

2. Property Deed, Legal Description, and Easements 
 
 

3. City Pre‐Application Conference Report 
 
 

4. Preliminary Development Plans 
   

P‐1:  Cover Sheet 
P‐2:  Existing Conditions Plan 
P‐3:  Aerial Photograph/Land Use Plan 
P‐4:  Preliminary Site Plan 
P‐5:  WQR Impacts/Tree Removal Plan 
P‐6:  Interior Parking Lot/WQR Planting Areas Plan 
C‐1:  Preliminary Civil Site Plan 
C‐2:  Preliminary Utility Plan 
C‐3:  Preliminary Grading/Erosion and Soil Control/ 
  Construction Management Plan 
A‐1:  Apartment Building Elevations 
A‐2:  Apartment Building Floor Plans 

   
 

5. Preliminary Stormwater Report 
 
 

6. Wetland/Waters Delineation Report 
 
 
7. Department of State Lands Wetland Delineation Concurrence Letter 
 
 
8. Water Quality Resource Site Assessment/Mitigation Plan 

 
 
 
 
 
     



 
 
 
 
 
 

APPLICATION FORM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 1 















 
 
 
 
 
 

PROPERTY DEED 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 2 



















 
 
 
 
 
 

CITY OF MILWAUKIE 
PRE‐APPLICATION CONFERENCE REPORT 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 3 



 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
BUILDING • ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT • ENGINEERING • PLANNING 

6101 SE Johnson Creek Blvd., Milwaukie, Oregon  97206 
P) 503-786-7600  /  F) 503-774-8236 

www.milwaukieoregon.gov 

November 17, 2017 

Ed Williams 
Old Time Investments, Inc. 
10117 SE Sunnyside Rd, #F545 
Clackamas OR 97015 

Re:  Preapplication Report 

Dear Ed: 

Enclosed is the Preapplication Report Summary from your meeting with the City on November 2, 
2017, concerning your proposal for action on property located at 6115 SE Harmony Rd. 

A preapplication conference is required prior to submittal of certain types of land use applications in 
the City of Milwaukie. Where a preapplication conference is required, please be advised of the 
following: 

• Preapplication conferences are valid for a period of 2 years from the date of the conference. If a 
land use application or development permit has not been submitted within 2 years of the 
conference date, the Planning Director may require a new preapplication conference. 

• If a development proposal is significantly modified after a preapplication conference occurs, the 
Planning Director may require a new preapplication conference. 

If you have any questions concerning the content of this report, please contact the appropriate City 
staff. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Alicia Martin 
Administrative Specialist II 

Enclosure 

cc: Cascadia Planning 
Sisul Engineering 
File 



CITY OF MILWAUKIE

PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE REPORT

PreApp Project ID #: 17-019PA

Applicant Name: Ed Williams

Company: Old Time Investments, Inc.

Address Line 1: 16479 SE Oak Meadow Court

Address Line 2:

OR 97089

Applicant 'Role': Owner

ProjectAddress: 6115 SE Harmony Rd

Project Name: Harmony Rd Apartments

Zone: R-2 with Natural Resource (NR) Overlay.

Occupancy Group:

ConstructionType:

Use: The proposed apartment building is an allowed use within the R-2 zone.

Occupant Load:

11/2/2017 10:00AM

Staff Attendance: David Levitan, Alex Roller, Jen Davidson, Matt Amos

ADA: The building will need to meet all ADA standards. Parking spaces shall be provided at the rate of 

1 ADA parking space for each 25 parking spaces provided, one of which will be a van accessible 

space.

Structural:

Mechanical:

Plumbing:

Plumb Site Utilities:

Electrical:

Notes:

This report is provided as a follow-up to a meeting that was held on at

City, State  Zip: Damascus

BUILDING ISSUES

Description: Design Review for 14 unit multi-family apartments

AppsPresent: Ed Williams, Steve Kay, Tom Sisul
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Fire Sprinklers: A fully complaint NFPA 13 or 13r system will be required.

Fire Alarms: Alarms shall be provided as per Chapter 9 of the Oregon Structural Specialty Code (OSSC).

Fire Hydrants:

Turn Arounds:

Addressing:

Fire Protection:

Fire Access:

Hazardous Mat.:

Fire Marshal Notes: See attached.

Water: A 12-inch diameter City of Milwaukie water main provides service to the development property. Per 

code section 19.702.1, all of chapter 19.700 applies to the new construction. 

Per Code section 19.709, the engineering director shall review all proposed development subject to 

chapter 19.700 to evaluate the adequacy of existing public utilities to service the proposed 

development and determine whether new public utilities or an expansion of existing public utilities is 

warranted to ensure compliance with the City’s public utility requirements and standards. It has been 

determined that the existing water main is can adequately provide service to this site. 

Development requires installation of a new water service and meter to be in accordance with City 

Standards. The Water System Development Charge (SDC) is based on the size of water meter serving 

the property. The corresponding water SDC will be assessed with installation of a water meter. The 

building that was on this site was demolished more than 10 years from the time of application, so no 

water SDC credit will be available. The water SDC’s can be found in Milwaukie’s fee schedule section 

12. The water SDC will be assessed and collected at the time the building permits are issued.

Sewer: An 8-inch diameter City of Milwaukie sewer main located in a 10-foot easement on the east side of the 

property provides service to the development property.   Per code section 19.702.1, all of chapter 

19.700 applies to the new construction. Per Code section 19.709, the engineering director shall review 

all proposed development subject to chapter 19.700 to evaluate the adequacy of existing public utilities 

to service the proposed development and determine whether new public utilities or an expansion of 

existing public utilities is warranted to ensure compliance with the City’s public utility requirements 

and standards. It has been determined that the existing sewer main is can adequately provide service to 

this site.

There is a wastewater main on the east side of the property that is in a 10’ wide easement. The City is 

requiring that this main be extended towards Harmony Road to provide city maintenance crews access. 

FIRE MARSHAL ISSUES

PUBLIC WORKS ISSUES

Please note all drawings must be individually rolled. If the drawings are small enough to fold they must be 

individually folded.
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An alternative to the mainline extension is providing access to the downstream manhole that is located 

at the northeast corner of the development property. This access would be through an 8-foot wide 

cleared path through taxlot 2000 to the west to allow city crews access for regular maintenance. This 

pathway will need to be maintained regularly or at the request of our crews. A maintenance agreement 

will be established that is approved by both the City and the property owner. In this situation, the 

existing sewer main will not have to be extended, and can remain as is. A gate will be required for city 

crews to access the existing manhole next to the building. 

Currently, the wastewater System Development Charge (SDC) is comprised of two components. The 

first component is the City’s SDC charge of $1,100 per wastewater unit, and the second component is 

the County’s SDC for treatment of $5,036 per apartment that the City collects and forwards to the 

County. Milwaukie’s wastewater unit is equal to 16 fixture units derived from Table 7-3 of the Oregon 

Plumbing Specialty Code. The wastewater SDC will be assessed and collected at the time the building 

permits are issued.

Storm: There is no Milwaukie storm system to connect to in Harmony Road.  Site may outflow to Minthorn 

creek with approval of a storm water management plan submitted by a qualified professional engineer. 

The plan shall conform to Section 2 - Stormwater Design Standards of the City of Milwaukie Pubic 

Works Standards. 

The storm water management plan shall demonstrate that the post-development runoff does not exceed 

the pre-development, including any existing storm water management facilities serving the 

development property. Also, the plan shall demonstrate compliance with water quality standards. The 

City of Milwaukie has adopted the City of Portland 2016 Stormwater Management Manual for design 

of water quality facilities.

All new impervious surfaces, including replacement of impervious surface with new impervious 

surfaces, are subject to the water quality standards. See City of Milwaukie Public Works Standards for 

design and construction standards and detailed drawings.

The storm SDC is based on the amount of new impervious surface constructed at the site. One storm 

SDC unit is the equivalent of 2,706 square feet of impervious surface. The storm SDC is currently 

$845 per unit. This calculation includes parking and building roof. The storm SDC will be assessed 

and collected at the time the building permits are issued.

Street: The proposed development fronts the north side of SE Harmony Road, an arterial street. This frontage 

has a right-of-way width of 60 feet, has a paved width of approximately 36 feet with curb on both sides 

and sidewalk improvements on the north side.

Frontage: Per MMC 19.708.2 Milwaukie’s minimum frontage improvements for an arterial is as follows:

•	6-foot setback sidewalk

•	3-foot landscape strip

•	Curb and gutter

•	5-foot bike lane

•	11-foot travel lane

Improvements will be completed through Clackamas County’s review process attached below.  City 

Must approve county required improvements prior to construction for compliance with minimum City 

standards. If the county’s requirements are less than our Milwaukie’s minimums, then Milwaukie’s 

standards will be followed.

Right of Way: The minimum right-of-way components will fit in the existing right-of-way. Final dedication 

requirements will be determined by Clackamas County.

Driveways: Applicant has proposed to gain access to SE Harmony Road through an access easement with the 
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PW Notes: TRANSPORTATION SDC

The Transportation SDC will be based on the increase in trips generated by the new use per the Trip 

Generation Handbook from the Institute of Transportation Engineers. The SDC for transportation is 

$1,921 per trip generated. 

The building that was on this site was demolished more than 10 years from the time of application, so 

no transportation SDC credit will be available. This proposal will be classified as Apartment according 

to the ITE Trip Generation Manual 9th Edition. Trip generation is .62 trips per dwelling unit one hour 

between 4 and 6 pm.

PARKS & RECREATION SDC

The parks & recreation System Development Charge (SDC) is triggered when application for a 

building permit on a new dwelling is received. Currently, the parks and recreation SDC for each Multi-

family unit (excluding 1 bedroom) is $3,608.00. The 1 bedroom rate is 50% of the multi-family rate, 

1,804.00. The parks and recreation SDC will be assessed and collected at the time the building permits 

are issued.

Setbacks: Setback standards can be found in MMC Table 19.302.4. The setbacks for the R-2 zone are as follows: 

Front = 15 feet, Rear = 15 feet, Side = 5 feet. Front and rear setbacks can be reduced up to 25% 

through a Type II variance, while side yard sebtacks can be reduced up to 40% through a Type II 

variance. Larger variations would require a Type III variance.

The width of the vegetated corridor surrounding Minthorn Creek (measured from top of bank) and the 

delineated wetland (measured from delineated edge) is 50 feet.

Landscape: The minimum required vegetation for the site is 15% of the total lot area. At least half of the minimum 

required vegetation must be suitable for outdoor recreation by residents. As least 40% of the front yard 

shall be vegetated, as illustrated in Figure 19.302.5.D. 

PLANNING ISSUES

property to the west. Clackamas County will determine whether the existing driveway may remain to 

serve as fire access.

Erosion Control: Per Code Section 16.28.020(C), an erosion control permit is required prior to placement of fill, site 

clearing, or land disturbances, including but not limited to grubbing, clearing or removal of ground 

vegetation, grading, excavation, or other activities, any of which results in the disturbance or exposure 

of soils exceeding five hundred square feet.

Code Section 16.28.020(E) states that an erosion control permit is required prior to issuance of 

building permits or approval of construction plans. Also, Section 16.28.020(B) states that an erosion 

control plan that meets the requirements of Section 16.28.030 is required prior to any approval of an 

erosion control permit. A grading permit will be required for this site if more than 50 cubic yards of 

soil is being moved.

Traffic Impact Study: Code Section 19.704.1(A) states that the City will determine whether a transportation impact study 

(TIS) is required. In the event the proposed development will significantly increase the intensity of use, 

a transportation impact study will be required. The City of Milwaukie Engineering Director will make 

this determination based on proposed preliminary subdivision design and the number of lots created. 

The Engineering Director has determined that a TIS is not required for this development due to the 

existing classification of Harmony as an Arterial and no new access to Harmony being proposed.
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To allow for the proposed 4th story, a minimum of 25% of the site must be retained in vegetation (the 

15% minimum for the base 3 story limit and an additional 10% for the proposed fourth story). Give n 

the size and vegetated nature of the northern half of the site, this will not be an issue.

Parking: Parking standards are included in MMC 19.600. For apartments under 800 sf, a minimum of 1 space is 

required per unit. For apartments over 800 sf, a minimum of 1.25 spaces are required per unit. Based 

on your current proposal, you will require 17 units, at least one of which must be ADA accessible for 

vans. 

Parking lot landscaping requirements are included in MMC 19.606.2, including dimension and 

planting requirements. Both interior (25 square feet per space) and perimeter landscaping (6’ wide 

along western property line) is required for the site. Wheel stops or curbs are required, and must 

prevent vehicles from encroaching into required pedestrian and landscape areas. 	Lighting is required 

for parking areas with more than 10 spaces, as detailed in MMC 19.606.3. 

There are no compact parking space standards in Milwaukie. Any reduction in parking space size 

would require a Type III variance.

Transportation Review: See comments under Engineering Department review.

Application Procedures: Development Review and Multifamily Design Guidelines and Standards: A Development Review 

application is required to illustrate your conformance with MMC 19.906 and the Multifamily Housing 

standards/guidelines (MMC 19.505.3). You may choose to go through the Type I Design Standard 

(Objective Process) or Type II Design Guideline (Discretionary Process) for development review, as 

detailed in Table 19.505.3.D. A project must utilize one process or the other (if it can’t meet one 

design standard, it must use the design guidelines).

The table covers the differences in the standards and guidelines for things such as open space (public 

and private), pedestrian circulation, parking, building orientation, façade design, materials, 

landscaping, screening, recycling areas, privacy, and safety. Regarding your question about the new 

building’s ability to use the existing waste and recycling areas at 5989 SE Harmony Rd, this is 

something that can be discussed. The design standard calls for recycling areas to be located at least as 

close as the trash facility, while the design guideline notes that the recycling areas must provide 

convenient access to residents. I have requested input from Waste Management staff.

Natural Resources Review

Type II Boundary Water Quality Resource (WQR) Boundary Verification: The WQR requires a Type 

II boundary verification (MMC 19.402.15.A.2) for the protected water features (creek and wetland).

Type III WQR Discretionary Review: Disturbance of the WQR is subject to Type III general 

discretionary review (MMC 19.402.12), which requires an Impact Evaluation and Alternatives 

Analysis and must meet the Approval Criteria to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate impacts to the WQR.

Fees for land use applications are as follows:

  	Type I: $200

  	Type II: $1,000

  	Type III: $2,000

There is a 25% discount for concurrent applications (not applied to the most expensive application)

Natural Resource Review: Habitat Conservation Area (HCA)
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	The NR Administrative Map shows no Habitat Conservation Area (HCA) on the map, as Metro’s Title 

3/13 inventories showed the site to be covered by Class 3 upland habitat, which is not considered 

HCA. Since the NR Administrative Map is assumed to be correct, there is no need to evaluate HCA 

disturbance. 

Water quality Resource (WQR) 

Your plans indicate the presence of Minthorn Creek as well as a 5,410 sf wetland (Wetland A) to the 

north of the creek. Based on Metro data and the elevations, there appear to be some steep slopes 

exceeding 25% for a portion of the area near the creek, but these slopes are less than 150’ in length. 

Assuming this is correct, the vegetated corridor for both the creek (measured from top of bank) and 

wetland (measured from delineated edge) would be 50’ in width.

The WQR requires a Type II boundary verification (MMC 19.402.15.A.2) for the protected water 

features (creek and wetland).

	Disturbance of the WQR is subject to Type III general discretionary review (MMC 19.402.12), which 

requires an Impact Evaluation and Alternatives Analysis and must meet the Approval Criteria to avoid, 

minimize, and/or mitigate.

In response to your question, MMC 19.402.15.A.2 requires that the wetland report be approved by 

DSL, even though it is on the north side of the property. City code requires review and concurrence 

from DSL so that the NR Administrative Map can be updated properly. 

The natural resources report, wetland delineation, and mitigation plan for the WQR disturbance will 

require review by the City’s third-party consultant (ESA), which requires a $3,000 deposit, per the FY 

2018 Fee Schedule .

	Moving the building to the south (towards Harmony Rd) would reduce (minimize) the WQR 

disturbance. This should be considered as part of the natural resources alternatives analysis.

	Yard setbacks may be adjusted up to 10% without a variance, and a proposed variance that seeks to 

limit disturbance within the WQR would likely be looked upon favorably, depending on the scope of 

the variance request.

Lot Geography: The site consists of two parcels that are a combined 1.33 acres and in the shape of a trapezoid. The 

western side is longer than, but generally parallel to, the eastern side. The northern half of the property 

is covered by Minthorn Creek and a recently delineated wetland, leaving the southern portion 

developable. 

Access to the site is proposed to come from the southwest corner of the site, via an access easement 

through the property to the west (5989 Harmony).

Planning Notes: The minimum density for the site is 11.6 units/acre, or 15 units, per Table 19.302.4. Density 

calculations are included in MMC 19.202.4. Minimum density deducts floodways, ROW deductions, 

and publicly or commonly owned open space.

Permitted sign types and sign standards can be found in Table 14.16.010.

The maximum building height is 4 stories or 55 feet: a base 3 stories/45 feet, plus another story/10 feet 

for maintaining at least 25% of the site as vegetation. Building height measurements are covered in 

MMC 19.202.2.B.
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The side yard height plane limit - the maximum height allowed above ground at the required side yard 

(5 feet) - is 25 feet. From the required setback, the height plane can rise at a 45 degree angle, and the 

building must fit within that area. Exceptions to the side yard height plane limit are listed in MMC 

19.501.3, with limited exceptions available for roof overhangs or eaves, gable ends of a roof, and 

dormers.

For the City's initial review, the applicant should submit 5 complete copies of the application, 

including all required forms and checklists. A determination of the application's completeness will be 

issued within 30 days. If deemed incomplete, additional information will be requested. If deemed 

complete, additional copies of the application may be required for referral to other departments, 

Neighborhood District Association (NDA), and other relevant parties and agencies. City staff will 

inform the applicant of the total number of copies needed. 

For Type III review, once the application is deemed complete, a public hearing with the Planning 

Commission will be scheduled. Staff will determine the earliest available date that allows time for 

preparation of a staff report (including a recommendation regarding approval) as well as provision of 

the required public notice to property owners and residents within 300 ft of the subject property, at 

least 20 days prior to the public hearing. A sign giving notice of the application must be posted on the 

subject property at least 14 days prior to the hearing.

Type III applications are quasi-judicial in nature and are decided by the Planning Commission at a 

public hearing. The Planning Commission hears land use applications on the second and fourth 

Tuesdays of every month, and completed applications need to be submitted to the Planning Department 

no later than 45 days prior to the target Planning Commission hearing. In general, staff recommends 

that applications be submitted one to two weeks before the 45-day deadline in order to ensure that 

there is time to make the applications complete if they are initially deemed incomplete. Once the 

Planning Commission renders a decision, there is a fifteen calendar-day appeal period. Permits 

submitted during the appeal period may be reviewed but are not typically approved until the appeal 

period has ended. 

The preapplication conference is valid for purposes of submitting future land use applications as 

described in MMC 19.1002.4. A preapplication conference is valid for 2 years. 

The full zoning code is available online at:  

County Health Notes:

ADDITIONAL NOTES AND ISSUES

Other Notes:
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This is only preliminary preapplication conference information based on the applicant's proposal and does 

not cover all possible development scenarios. Other requirements may be added after an applicant submits 

land use applications or building permits. City policies and code requirements are subject to change. If you 

have any questions, please contact the City staff that attended the conference (listed on Page 1). Contact 

numbers for these staff are City staff listed at the end of the report.

Sincerely,

City of Milwaukie Development Review Team

BUILDING DEPARTMENT

PLANNING  DEPARTMENT

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

CLACKAMAS FIRE DISTRICT

Samantha Vandagriff - Building Official - 503-786-7611

Stephanie Marcinkiewicz

 - Inspector/Plans Examiner - 503-786-7613

Alma Flores - Comm. Dev. Director - 503-786-7652

Chuck Eaton - Engineering Director - 503-786-7605

Mike Boumann - Lieutenant Deputy Fire Marshal - 503-742-2673

Matt Amos - Fire Inspector - 503-742-2661

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  DEPARTMENT

David Levitan - Senior Planner - 503-786-7627

Leila Aman - Development Manager - 503-786-7616

Alex Roller - Engineering Tech II - 503-786-7695

Brett Kelver - Associate Planner - 503-786-7657

Dennis Egner - Planning Director - 503-786-7654

Vera Kolias - Associate Planner - 503-786-7653

Mary Heberling - Assistant Planner - 503-786-7658

Alicia Martin - Admin Specialist - 503-786-7600
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2930 S.E. Oak Grove Blvd.  •  Milwaukie, OR 97267  •  503-742-2660 

Clackamas County Fire District #1  
Fire Prevention Office  

 

 

 

E-mail Memorandum 

To: City of Milwaukie Planning Department 

From: Matt Amos, Fire Inspector, Clackamas Fire District #1 

Date: 11/17/2017 

Re: 6115 SE Harmony Rd.  17-019PA  

This review is based upon the current version of the Oregon Fire Code (OFC), as adopted by the 

Oregon State Fire Marshal’s Office. The scope of review is typically limited to fire apparatus 

access and water supply, although the applicant must comply with all applicable OFC 

requirements.  When buildings are completely protected with an approved automatic fire 

sprinkler system, the requirements for fire apparatus access and water supply may be modified 

as approved by the fire code official. The following items should be addressed by the applicant: 

 

COMMENTS: 

 

A Fire Access and Water Supply plan is required for subdivisions and commercial 

buildings over 1000 square feet in size or when required by Clackamas Fire District #1.  

The plan shall show fire apparatus access, fire lanes, fire hydrants, fire lines, available 

fire flow, FDC location (if applicable), building square footage, and type of construction.  

The applicant shall provide fire flow tests per NFPA 291, and shall be no older than 12 

months.  Work to be completed by experienced and responsible persons and coordinated 

with the local water authority. 

 

 

 

Access: 

 

1) Provide address numbering that is clearly visible from the street. 

2) No part of a building may be more than 150 feet from an approved fire department access 

road. 

3) The inside turning radius and outside turning radius for a 20’ wide road shall not be less 

than 28 feet and 48 feet respectively, measured from the same center point. 

4) Provide an approved turnaround for dead end access roads exceeding 150 feet in length. 

5) Buildings exceeding 30 feet in height shall require extra width and proximity provisions 

for aerial apparatus. 
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6) Access streets between 26 feet and less than 32 feet in width must have parking restricted 

to one side of the street. Access streets less than 26 feet in width must have parking 

restricted on both sides of the street. No parking restrictions for access roads 32 feet wide 

or more. 

 

 

 

Water Supply 

 

1) Fire Hydrants, Commercial Buildings: Where a portion of the building is more than 400 

feet from a hydrant on a fire apparatus access road, as measured in an approved route 

around the exterior of the building, on-site fire hydrants and mains shall be provided. 

Note: This distance may be increased to 600 feet for buildings equipped throughout 

with an approved automatic sprinkler system. 

2) All new buildings shall have a firefighting water supply that meets the fire flow 

requirements of the Fire Code. Maximum spacing between hydrants on street frontage 

shall not exceed 500 feet. Additional private on-site fire hydrants may be required for 

larger buildings. Fire sprinklers may reduce the water supply requirements. 

3) The fire department connection (FDC) for any fire sprinkler system shall be placed as near 

as possible to the street, and within 100 feet of a fire hydrant. 

 

 

 

Note: 

 

Comments may not be all inclusive based on information provided. 
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PRE-APPLICATION INFORMATION FROM DEVELOPMENT ENGINEERING 

All information is considered informal, based on current Zoning and Development Ordinance 

requirements, current Roadway Standards requirements, and current Comprehensive Plan 

requirements.  The information presented here is subject to change as revisions are made to the 

aforementioned documents and in the formal Design Review Process.  Prior to the submittal of a Design 

Review application, the applicant is encouraged to contact staff to insure that these preapplication 

comments reflect the current standards. 

FILE NO.     17-019 PA (City of Milwaukie) 

PROJECT:  Harmony Park Apartments (14-unit addition) 

LEGAL:  T1S., R 2E., Section 31D, Tax Lot 2200 

DATE:  November 2, 2017 

 

Engineering staff: Robert Hixson 503-742-4708  Deana Mulder 503-742-4710 

   roberth@clackamas.us  deanam@clackamas.us 

1) A large amount of information is provided in these written comments.  The applicant is encouraged to meet 

with Engineering staff after the information provided here has been read and considered.  A follow up 

meeting would likely help clarify issues and may result in cost savings to the applicant.  It is staff’s desire to 

minimize applicant effort and expense and would welcome the opportunity to meet another time to answer 

questions and provide guidance in the preparation of the applicant’s land use application. 

2) The development of a project has several phases requiring Engineering staff review.  The first phase is this 

preapplication meeting where preliminary information is provided allowing applicants to better understand 

the Engineering requirements and applicant’s expenses associated with a proposed project. 

 

Prior to a submittal for Design Review, Engineering staff is available to assist the applicant in the 

development of the plans to help insure that the application is complete and note concerns that may affect 

the application. 

 

The next phase is Engineering staff’s review of a project.  This is typically performed after a formal Design 

Review application is submitted by an applicant and Planning staff provides notice to Engineering staff of 

the proposed project.  At this phase, Engineering staff provides written comments to Planning staff and 

often recommends conditions of approval for incorporation into a land use decision. 

 

Following a land use approval of a proposal by Planning staff or a Hearings Officer, typically with 

conditions, Engineering staff offers an opportunity to applicants to meet with Engineering staff to review 

conditions of approval during the appeal period.  This allows applicants a clearer understanding of the 

conditions of approval, how those conditions financially impact the applicant’s proposal and also allows the 

applicant to better understand the appropriate level of detail for the engineering that will be necessary in the 

next phase of a project.  Furthermore, the sequencing of requirements to obtain building permits, record 

plats or obtain a certificate of occupancy may be discussed.  Contact Deana Mulder, 503-742-4710, to 

discuss the aforementioned issues. 

 

Engineering is then involved in the next phase of the project.  In this phase, applicants typically submit 

detailed engineered construction plans for review and approval.  Once the plans are approved, a permit for 

construction activities may be issued.  The detailed construction plans typically include all required street 

and frontage improvements, access improvements, parking improvements, and site circulation 

improvements for vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians.  These plans are typically provided for all commercial, 

industrial, multifamily and conditional use applications. 

 

mailto:roberth@clackamas.us
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During construction, an Engineering inspector will visit the site to monitor the work to help insure that the 

construction is in accordance with the conditions of approval.  When the applicant believes all necessary 

work has been completed, the applicant would request a final inspection and Engineering staff would then 

review the file and inspect the site to determine if all conditions of approval had been met or if additional 

work was still needed to achieve compliance with all of the Engineering related conditions of approval. 

3) Based on the currently available preliminary information, this proposal may not require the submittal of a 

traffic study. 

4) For the Design Review application, the applicant shall provide revised, more detailed street, site, grading 

and drainage plans in conformance with the requirements for preliminary development plans.  This shall 

include, but is not limited to right-of-way lines verified by a professional survey, edges of pavements, curbs, 

and outlines of existing structures on adjacent lots.  All illustrated features shall be dimensioned. 

5) Applicant shall obtain a Development Permit from the County Engineering Section prior to the issuance of a 

Building Permit.  The applicant shall pay a Development Permit fee in accordance with the current fee 

structure.  Minimum permit fee is $1,274.00.  Issuance of a Development Permit is dependent upon the 

formal approval, by Engineering staff, of a set of plans in compliance with Roadway Standards section 140.  

These plans shall also illustrate road or street frontage features, including any existing and proposed 

pavement striping for a distance of 200 feet beyond the limits of the property lines, and the plans shall be 

signed and stamped by a Professional Engineer registered in the State of Oregon. 

6) Applicant shall dedicate right-of-way as necessary to provide for a right-of-way width on Harmony Road 

which provides a minimum of six inches behind the back of the new separated sidewalk. 

7) Applicant shall grant an eight-foot wide easement for signs, slopes, and public utilities along the entire 

Harmony Road frontage. 

8) Applicant shall design and construct improvements along the entire site frontage of Harmony Road.   

These improvements shall consist of up to a half-street improvement, standard curb or curb and gutter 

(existing curb line offset to be maintained), and a six-foot wide unobstructed sidewalk behind a minimum 

five-foot wide landscape strip with street trees.  Onsite transitions shall be designed and constructed to 

connect the existing offsite curb tight sidewalks to the new separated sidewalk.  The existing driveway drop 

along the site frontage shall be removed and replaced with matching curb and landscape strip.  If mailboxes, 

fire hydrants, utility poles, etc, are located within the limits of the sidewalk, the obstruction shall be 

relocated or removed. 

9) Applicant shall provide and maintain adequate intersection sight distances and stopping sight distances at 

the driveway approach intersection with Harmony Road in accordance with Roadway Standards section 

240.  Adequate intersection sight distance for drivers turning left into the site shall also be provided and 

maintained.  In addition, no plantings at maturity, retaining walls, embankments, fences or any other objects 

shall be allowed to obstruct vehicular sight distance.  Plans submitted in anticipation of issuance of a 

Development Permit shall include a plan and profile sight distance exhibit, based on survey data, 

illustrating sight lines for intersection sight distances and stopping sight distances.   

Minimum intersection sight distances shall be 500 feet both easterly and westerly along Harmony Road 

measured 14.5 feet back from the edge of the travel lane at the driveway intersection with Harmony Road.  

Minimum stopping sight distances shall be in accordance with Roadway Standards section 240 requirements 

with appropriate grade corrections in accordance with AASHTO requirements. 

 

Intersection sight distance is measured from an observation driver’s eye height of 3.5 feet (7.6 feet for 

trucks) above the driveway surface to an object height of 3.5 feet, located in the center of the oncoming 

travel lane, and typically made from an observation point located 14.5 feet back from the edge of the travel 

lane for drivers preparing to exit the site and enter onto a road.  The top of the 3.5-foot tall object shall be 

visible for the entire required intersection sight distance from the observation point out to the minimum 

required intersection sight distance. 
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Sight distance measurements for stopping sight distance are made from an observation driver’s eye height of 

3.5 feet (7.6 feet for trucks) above the travel lane surface to an object height of 2 feet, located in the middle 

of the same lane as the driver.  The top of the 2 foot tall object shall be visible for the entire required 

stopping sight distance from the observation point out to the minimum required stopping sight distance. 

 

Intersection sight distance for left turning drivers exiting the road and entering the site is measured from an 

observation driver’s eye height of 3.5 feet (7.6 feet for trucks) above the pavement surface to an object 

height of 3.5 feet, located in the middle of the oncoming travel lane.  The top of the 3.5 foot tall object shall 

be visible for the entire required intersection sight distance from the observation point out to the minimum 

required intersection sight distance. 

 

Sight distance requirements are based on the Clackamas County Roadway Standards and the American 

Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 2011 publication, “A Policy on 

Geometric Design of Highways and Streets.” 

10) Applicant shall comply with County Roadway Standards clear zone requirements in accordance with 

Roadway Standards subsection 245. 

11) Following Design Review approval, but prior to final acceptance of the project and release of performance 

surety, applicant shall submit, at time of initial paving, paper as-built plans for all improvements within the 

Harmony Road right-of-way showing all construction changes, added and deleted items, location of utilities, 

etc.  A professional engineer, registered in the state of Oregon, shall stamp and sign as-built plans.  Any 

plans for signals, signing and striping require both a paper copy (maximum size 11” x 17”) and a .dwg 

version of the as-builts for our Traffic Engineering section. 

 

12) Following Design Review approval, plans shall be designed and stamped by a Professional Engineer 

registered in the State of Oregon. 

13) Prior to certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall provide an Engineer's cost estimate to Clackamas 

County Engineering for any unfinished improvements required by conditions of approval.  The estimate 

shall be submitted for review and approval of quantities of asphalt concrete, aggregates, curbs, sidewalks 

and any other required improvements and associated construction costs.  A performance bond for an amount 

determined from the cost estimate is typically required to insure the construction of required improvements. 

14) Plans shall note that “Separate Utility Placement Permits” are required from Clackamas County Engineering 

when utility connections within the right-of-way of Harmony Road are proposed. 

15) Prior to Building Permit approval, the right-of-way dedication (if needed) and the sign, slope, and public 

utility easement shall be provided to Clackamas County DTD, Engineering, for review and recording. 

16) Prior to commencement of any work, including grading, and prior to issuance of Building and Street 

Construction permits, the contractor shall: 

a) Provide a traffic control plan for review and approval from Clackamas County's Engineering Office. 

b) Provide a certificate of liability insurance, naming the County as additionally insured. 

c) Obtain separate "Utility Placement Permits" for utility installations within the County right-of-way.   

The applicant shall obtain these permits from the Engineering office prior to the issuance of a Building 

Permit or the Development Permit. 

17) Plans should list the utilities serving this site and their phone numbers. 

18) Prior to certificate of occupancy, applicant shall provide a performance guarantee in the form of a 

performance bond for the Development Permit in the amount of 125% of the approved Engineer's cost 

estimate for the incomplete improvements within the Harmony Road right-of-way. 
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19) The use of public rights-of-way for construction vehicle and materials staging is not authorized by the 

Roadway Standards and poses a potentially deleterious effect of the proposed use, because it contributes to 

congestion, reduces sight distance, and occupies shoulders intended for emergencies and other purposes.  To 

protect the public from such effects, the applicant shall be required to submit a construction vehicle 

management and staging plan for review and approval by the County DTD, Construction and Development 

Section, before the County issues a Development Permit.  The plan shall show that the construction vehicles 

and materials will not be staged or queued-up on improved public streets and shoulders without specific 

authority from DTD for that purpose. 
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Harmony Park 

Apartments 
Milwaukie, OR 

 
 

Developer: Harmony Park Apartments, LLC 
 
 

J.O. SGL 17-072 

 

 

March 9th, 2018 

 
 

PRELIMINARY STORM DRAIN 

DETENTION CALCULATIONS 
 

 

 

PRELIMINARY 

 

 

 

 

 

SISUL ENGINEERING 
   A Division of Sisul Enterprises, Inc. 

375 Portland Avenue 

Gladstone, OR 97027 
PHONE: (503) 657-0188 

     FAX: (503) 657-5779 



Narrative: 
The site is currently undeveloped where the majority of the site is covered with 
vegetation and trees. Minthorn Creek passes through the middle of the site. The 
property generally falls from the southwest to the northeast. The slopes vary 
between 5% and in excess of 50%. The steep slope areas occur near Minthorn 
Creek. The site is located due north of Harmony Road at 6115 SE Harmony 
Road in Milwaukie and is zoned R-2 with a Natural Resource Overlay. 
 
The site is proposed to be developed with a 14-unit multi-family apartment as 
well as associated parking. The building footprint will be approximately 5,918 SF 
with parking lot and sidewalks approximately 9,727 SF. According to the City of 
Milwaukie pre-application comments (dated 11/2/17), the runoff from the 
proposed development is allowed to outfall to Minthorn Creek since there is no 
Milwaukie storm system to connect to in Harmony Road. Section 2 of the 
Stormwater Design Standards of the City of Milwaukie Public Works Standards 
will be followed for design of the stormwater management system. Detention and 
water quality are required. The City of Milwaukie requirements for detention are 
as follows. 
 

Detention Requirements: 
Developed 2-yr, 24-hour storm event must be released to the pre-developed 
runoff rate of a 2-yr 24-hour storm event. 
 
Developed 5-yr, 24-hour storm event must be released to the pre-developed 
runoff rate of a 5-yr 24-hour storm event. 
 
Developed 10-yr, 24-hour storm event must be released to the pre-developed 
runoff rate of a 10-yr 24-hour storm event. 
 
Developed 25-yr, 24-hour storm event must be released to the pre-developed 
runoff rate of a 25-yr 24-hour storm event. 
 
Site-Specific Stormwater Management Design Note: 
According to Section 2.0044 of the Stormwater Design Standards of the City of 
Milwaukie Public Works Standards: 
 
Detention volume storage methods, in order of preference, are the following: 
1.) Surface storage—pond  
2.) Underground storage by tank or vault will be approved by the City Engineer only when 
a pond is impracticable. 

 
Due to the existing topography of the site and the elevation constraints that must 
be matched (i.e. existing sidewalks, contours along property lines, etc.), the 
detention requirements cannot be met via pond or planters. With the site layout 
and these constraints, there are no adequately sized areas to meet the 
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requirements, therefore, the requirements will be met via detention pipe under 
the parking lot. 

 
Site Conditions & Design Values  -  Pre-Development: 
Area:    

Total Area = 1.33 acres   
  Pervious Area = 1.33 acres 
  Impervious Area = 0.00 acres 
 
Existing Use:  The site is currently undeveloped where the majority of the site is 
covered with vegetation and trees. 
 
Soil Type:  This site has three (3) soil types as identified by NRCS Web Soil 
Survey (See Soil Survey Attachments): 
 

Salem silt loam 76B -- Hydrologic Group ‘B’ 
Wapato silty clay 84 – Hydrologic Groups ‘C/D’ 
Woodburn silt loam 91B – Hydrologic Group ‘C’ 
 

Runoff Curve Numbers:   
 

 Open space, good condition - Hydrologic Group ‘D’  =>  80 
Paved parking lots, roofs, driveways, etc. - Hydrologic Group ‘D’ => 98 
 

   
Rainfall Distribution:  (per Oregon Isopluvial Maps) 
 

   2-yr, 24-hour duration STD SCS Type 1A Storm  =>  2.4 inches 
   5-yr, 24-hour duration STD SCS Type 1A Storm  =>  2.9 inches 
 10-yr, 24-hour duration STD SCS Type 1A Storm  =>  3.4 inches   

25-yr, 24-hour duration STD SCS Type 1A Storm  =>  3.9 inches   
 
Time of Concentration – Pre-Developed:  (Design Values per Table 5-4. 
Normal Range Hydraulic Roughness Coefficient (Manning’s n) for Channels,  
City of Oregon City Stormwater and Grading Design Standards) 
 
 Sheet Flow:      TC1= 0.42 (nsL)0.8 

    (P2)0.5  
*  (so)0.4 

 L = 150 ft.   

 P2 = 2.4 in.   

 So = 0.025 ft./ft.   

 ns =0.15   

 
 
   TC1 = 0.42 (0.15*150)0.8      �  TC1 = 14.31 minutes 

           (2.4)0.5  
*  (0.025)0.4         
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Shallow Concentrated Flow:      TC2 = ____L_____ 

          (60)*k* 
 (so)0.4 

 L = 119 ft.   

 k = 11   

 So = 0.168 ft./ft.   

    

 
   TC2 = _____(119)_____    � TC2 = 0.44 minutes 

          (60) 
*  (11) *(0.168)0.5          

  
 
 
TC = TC1 + TC2      �      TC = 14.75 minutes 
 

 
Pre-Development Hydographs: 
The pre-developed hydrographs will be generated using the Santa Barbara Urban 
Hydrograph (SBUH) Method.  (KING COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
Surface Water Management Division, HYDROGRAPH PROGRAMS Version 4.20) 
 

2-year Runoff Rate – Pre-Development 
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

*********   2-YEAR  24-HOUR STORM  ****  2.40" TOTAL PRECIP. ********* 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

1.3264,80,0.0000,98,14.75 

 

DATA PRINT-OUT: 

 

  AREA(ACRES)    PERVIOUS    IMPERVIOUS   TC(MINUTES) 

                 A     CN     A     CN 

       1.3       1.3  80.0     .0  98.0       14.8 

 

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

       .19          7.83           3944 

 

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

17072-2.und 

 
5-year Runoff Rate – Pre-Development 
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

*********   5-YEAR  24-HOUR STORM  ****  2.90" TOTAL PRECIP. ********* 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

1.3264,80,0.0000,98,14.75 

 

DATA PRINT-OUT: 
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  AREA(ACRES)    PERVIOUS    IMPERVIOUS   TC(MINUTES) 

                 A     CN     A     CN 

       1.3       1.3  80.0     .0  98.0       14.8 

 

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

       .30          7.83           5645 

 

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

17072-5.und 

 
10-year Runoff Rate – Pre-Development 
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

*********  10-YEAR  24-HOUR STORM  ****  3.40" TOTAL PRECIP. ********* 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

1.3264,80,0.0000,98,14.75 

 

DATA PRINT-OUT: 

 

  AREA(ACRES)    PERVIOUS    IMPERVIOUS   TC(MINUTES) 

                 A     CN     A     CN 

       1.3       1.3  80.0     .0  98.0       14.8 

 

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

       .43          7.83           7480 

 

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

17072-10.und 

 

25-year Runoff Rate – Pre-Development 
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

*********  25-YEAR  24-HOUR STORM  ****  3.90" TOTAL PRECIP. ********* 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

1.3264,80,0.0000,98,14.75 

 

DATA PRINT-OUT: 

 

  AREA(ACRES)    PERVIOUS    IMPERVIOUS   TC(MINUTES) 

                 A     CN     A     CN 

       1.3       1.3  80.0     .0  98.0       14.8 

 

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

       .56          7.83           9411 

 

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

17072-25.und 

 

Site Conditions & Design Values  -  Post-Development: 
 

Area:  These calculations are for the area of the proposed development that will 
drain into the detention pipe. 
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Total Area = 1.33 acres   
Pervious Area = 0.9446 acres  

  Impervious Area = 0.3592 acres  
 
Runoff Curve Numbers:   
 

Open space, good condition - Hydrologic Group ‘D’  =>  80 
Paved parking lots, roofs, driveways, etc. - Hydrologic Group ‘D’ => 98 

 
   
Rainfall Distribution:  (per Oregon Isopluvial Maps) 
 

   2-yr, 24-hour duration STD SCS Type 1A Storm  =>  2.4 inches 
   5-yr, 24-hour duration STD SCS Type 1A Storm  =>  2.9 inches 
 10-yr, 24-hour duration STD SCS Type 1A Storm  =>  3.4 inches   

25-yr, 24-hour duration STD SCS Type 1A Storm  =>  3.9 inches   
 

Time of Concentration – Post-Development:   
 
Since a large portion of the site is impervious, the minimum time of concentration 
of 5 minutes will be used.  
 
Tc = 5 minutes 

 
Post-Developed Hydrographs: 
The post developed hydrographs will be generated using the Santa Barbara Urban 
Hydrograph (SBUH) Method.  (KING COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
Surface Water Management Division, HYDROGRAPH PROGRAMS Version 4.20) 

 
2-year Runoff Rate – Post Development  
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

*********   2-YEAR  24-HOUR STORM  ****  2.40" TOTAL PRECIP. ********* 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

0.9446,80,0.3592,98,5 

 

DATA PRINT-OUT: 

 

  AREA(ACRES)    PERVIOUS    IMPERVIOUS   TC(MINUTES) 

                 A     CN     A     CN 

       1.3        .9  80.0     .4  98.0        5.0 

 

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

       .37          7.67           5644 

 

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

17072-2.dev 
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5-year Runoff Rate – Post-Development  
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

*********   5-YEAR  24-HOUR STORM  ****  2.90" TOTAL PRECIP. ********* 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

0.9446,80,0.3592,98,5 

 

DATA PRINT-OUT: 

 

  AREA(ACRES)    PERVIOUS    IMPERVIOUS   TC(MINUTES) 

                 A     CN     A     CN 

       1.3        .9  80.0     .4  98.0        5.0 

 

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

       .52          7.67           7510 

 

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

17072-5.dev 

 
10-year Runoff Rate – Post-Development  
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

*********  10-YEAR  24-HOUR STORM  ****  3.40" TOTAL PRECIP. ********* 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

0.9446,80,0.3592,98,5 

 

DATA PRINT-OUT: 

 

  AREA(ACRES)    PERVIOUS    IMPERVIOUS   TC(MINUTES) 

                 A     CN     A     CN 

       1.3        .9  80.0     .4  98.0        5.0 

 

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

       .67          7.67           9469 

 

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

17072-10.dev 

 

25-year Runoff Rate – Post-Development  
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

*********  25-YEAR  24-HOUR STORM  ****  3.90" TOTAL PRECIP. ********* 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

0.9446,80,0.3592,98,5 

 

DATA PRINT-OUT: 

 

  AREA(ACRES)    PERVIOUS    IMPERVIOUS   TC(MINUTES) 

                 A     CN     A     CN 

       1.3        .9  80.0     .4  98.0        5.0 

 

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

       .83          7.67          11497 
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ENTER [d:][path]filename[.ext] FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH: 

17072-25.dev 

 

Detention Pipe Routing: 
The detention pipe will be 42” in diameter and 140 feet in length. The flow control 
structure for the detention pipe will have two orifices and an overflow riser. The 
attached spreadsheet shows the detention area routing data. 
 
The routing will be performed using the Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph 
(SBUH) Method.  (KING COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS Surface 
Water Management Division, HYDROGRAPH PROGRAMS Version 4.20) 

 
RESERVOIR ROUTING INFLOW/OUTFLOW ROUTINE 

 

SPECIFY [d:][path]filename[.ext] OF ROUTING DATA 

17072.txt 

 DISPLAY ROUTING DATA (Y or N)? 

y 

 

ROUTING DATA: 

 

STAGE(FT)   DISCHARGE(CFS)   STORAGE(CU-FT)   PERM-AREA(SQ-FT) 

    .00            .00                .0               .0 

    .25            .08              45.8               .0 

    .50            .12             124.3               .0 

    .75            .15             221.1               .0 

   1.00            .17             330.1               .0 

   1.25            .21             449.4               .0 

   1.50            .27             570.6               .0 

   1.75            .30             696.2               .0 

   2.00            .34             821.5               .0 

   2.25            .37             944.3               .0 

   2.50            .39            1061.8               .0 

   2.75            .42            1170.9               .0 

   3.00            .44            1267.7               .0 

   3.25           1.51            1346.3               .0 

   3.50           3.46            1390.9               .0 

 

AVERAGE PERM-RATE:    .0 MINUTES/INCH 

 

2-year Detention Routing: 
ENTER [d:][path]filename[.ext] OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH: 

17072-2.dev 

 

INFLOW/OUTFLOW ANALYSIS: 

 

  PEAK-INFLOW(CFS)   PEAK-OUTFLOW(CFS)   OUTFLOW-VOL(CU-FT) 

         .37                .19                  5706 

 

  INITIAL-STAGE(FT)  TIME-OF-PEAK(HRS)   PEAK-STAGE-ELEV(FT) 

         .00               8.00                  1.15 

 

  PEAK STORAGE:      390 CU-FT 
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ENTER [d:][path]filename[.ext] FOR STORAGE OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH: 

17072-2.pip 

 

5-year Detention Routing: 
ENTER [d:][path]filename[.ext] OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH: 

17072-5.dev 

 

INFLOW/OUTFLOW ANALYSIS: 

 

  PEAK-INFLOW(CFS)   PEAK-OUTFLOW(CFS)   OUTFLOW-VOL(CU-FT) 

         .52                .28                  7505 

 

  INITIAL-STAGE(FT)  TIME-OF-PEAK(HRS)   PEAK-STAGE-ELEV(FT) 

         .00               8.00                  1.57 

 

  PEAK STORAGE:      600 CU-FT 

 

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

17072-5.pip 

 

10-year Detention Routing: 
ENTER [d:][path]filename[.ext] OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH: 

17072-10.dev 

 

INFLOW/OUTFLOW ANALYSIS: 

 

  PEAK-INFLOW(CFS)   PEAK-OUTFLOW(CFS)   OUTFLOW-VOL(CU-FT) 

         .67                .35                  9545 

 

  INITIAL-STAGE(FT)  TIME-OF-PEAK(HRS)   PEAK-STAGE-ELEV(FT) 

         .00               8.00                  2.05 

 

  PEAK STORAGE:      840 CU-FT 

 

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

17072-10.pip 

 

25-year Detention Routing: 
ENTER [d:][path]filename[.ext] OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH: 

17072-25.dev 

 

INFLOW/OUTFLOW ANALYSIS: 

 

  PEAK-INFLOW(CFS)   PEAK-OUTFLOW(CFS)   OUTFLOW-VOL(CU-FT) 

         .83                .40                 11490 

 

  INITIAL-STAGE(FT)  TIME-OF-PEAK(HRS)   PEAK-STAGE-ELEV(FT) 

         .00               8.00                  2.62 

 

  PEAK STORAGE:     1110 CU-FT 

 

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

17072-25.pip 
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Detention Summary: 
 
The detention requirements are to as follows: 
 
Developed 2-yr, 24-hour storm event must be released to the pre-developed 
runoff rate of a 2-yr 24-hour storm event. 
 
Developed 5-yr, 24-hour storm event must be released to the pre-developed 
runoff rate of a 5-yr 24-hour storm event. 
 
Developed 10-yr, 24-hour storm event must be released to the pre-developed 
runoff rate of a 10-yr 24-hour storm event. 
 
Developed 25-yr, 24-hour storm event must be released to the pre-developed 
runoff rate of a 25-yr 24-hour storm event. 
 
The detention pipe will be 42” in diameter and 140 feet in length. The flow control 
structure will have two orifices and an overflow riser. The bottom orifice will be 2-
1/2 inches in diameter at an elevation of 0.00 feet above the bottom of the pipe, 
and the top orifice will be 2 inches in diameter at an elevation of 1.15 feet above 
the bottom of the pipe. The 12-inch overflow riser will be at an elevation of 3.00 
feet above the bottom of the pipe. 
 
The following tables show that the detention requirements have been met. 

 

Minimum Peak Rate Stormwater Runoff Control Requirements. 

Developed 2-yr, 24-hour storm event must be released to the pre-developed 
runoff rate of a 2-yr 24-hour storm event. 

2-year allowable 
release rate 

2-year post-development 
release rate 

0.19 cfs 0.19 cfs 

 
Developed 5-yr, 24-hour storm event must be released to the pre-developed 
runoff rate of a 5-yr 24-hour storm event. 

5-year allowable 
release rate 

5-year post-development 
release rate 

0.30 cfs 0.28 cfs 
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Developed 10-yr, 24-hour storm event must be released to the pre-developed 
runoff rate of a 10-yr 24-hour storm event. 

10-year allowable 
release rate 

10-year post-development 
release rate 

0.43 cfs 0.35 cfs 

 
Developed 25-yr, 24-hour storm event must be released to the pre-developed 
runoff rate of a 25-yr 24-hour storm event. 

25-year allowable 
release rate 

25-year post-development 
release rate 

0.56 cfs 0.40 cfs 
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Emergency Overflow: 
The 100-year, 24-hour storm was routed through the detention pipe to verify that it can 

overflow safely. The routing data is shown below: 

 
100-year Runoff Rate – Post-Development  
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

********* 100-YEAR  24-HOUR STORM  ****  5.00" TOTAL PRECIP. ********* 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

0.9446,80,0.3592,98,5 

 

DATA PRINT-OUT: 

 

  AREA(ACRES)    PERVIOUS    IMPERVIOUS   TC(MINUTES) 

                 A     CN     A     CN 

       1.3        .9  80.0     .4  98.0        5.0 

 

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

      1.20          7.67          16129 

 

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

17072-100.dev 

 

* NOTE: The 5.00” of precipitation was obtained from the 100-year, 24-hour isopluvial map of Oregon  

   (See following page). 
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100-Year Detention Routing: 
ENTER [d:][path]filename[.ext] OF COMPUTED HYDROGRAPH: 

17072-100.dev 

INFLOW/OUTFLOW ANALYSIS: 

 

  PEAK-INFLOW(CFS)   PEAK-OUTFLOW(CFS)   OUTFLOW-VOL(CU-FT) 

        1.20               1.20                 16062 

 

  INITIAL-STAGE(FT)  TIME-OF-PEAK(HRS)   PEAK-STAGE-ELEV(FT) 

         .00               7.83                  3.19 

 

  PEAK STORAGE:     1320 CU-FT 

 

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

17072-100.pip 

 

Summary: 
The peak stage elevation from the routed 100-year, 24-hour storm is 3.19 feet above 

the bottom of the pipe which is approximately 0.19’ above the top of the overflow riser. 

Therefore, there is still 0.31 feet of freeboard within the 42” detention pipe. Thus, the 

structure can adequately convey the 100-year storm event.  

 

For good measure, the full flow capacity of the outlet pipe from the flow control 

manhole was examined to ensure that it will be capable of conveying the flows from the 

100-year, 24-hour storm. If the peak flow resulting from the routing of the 100-year 

storm is less than the full flow discharge, than the pipe size is adequate. It is assumed 

that the pipe will be an 8” diameter. FlowMaster was used to obtain these results.  
 
┌─────────────────── Circular Channel: Manning's Equation ───────────────────┐ 
│                                                                            │ 
│                                                                            │ 
│                                                                            │ 
│  Comment: 8" OUT FROM FLOW CONTROL MANHOLE                                 │ 
│                                                                            │ 
│   Solve For......Full Flow Capacity                                        │ 
│                                                                            │ 
│   Diameter.......     0.67 ft          Velocity......      4.91 fps        │ 
│   Slope..........     0.0200 ft/ft     Flow Area.....      0.35 sf         │ 
│   Manning's n....     0.013            Critical Slope      0.0176 ft/ft    │ 
│   Discharge......     1.73 cfs         Critical Depth      0.60 ft         │ 
│   Depth..........     0.67 ft          Percent Full..      100.00 %        │ 
│                                        Froude Number.      FULL            │ 
│                                        Full Capacity.      1.73 cfs        │ 
│                                        QMAX @.94D....      1.86 cfs        │ 
│                                                                            │ 
│                                                                            │ 
│                                                                            │ 
└────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────────┘ 

Since the full flow discharge at a 2% slope is determined to be 1.73 CFS and the peak 

discharge from the routed 100-year storm is 1.20 CFS, it is concluded that the pipe size 

is adequate to convey the runoff from the 100-year storm.  

 

NOTE: Due to the terrain and proposed grading on site, the slope of this pipe is likely to 

be steeper, and therefore, would be even more capable of conveying the discharge 

(minimum slope of 8” pipe = 0.0096 or 0.96%).  



 

 

 16 

Water Quality Calculations: 
According to City of Milwaukie’s pre-application comments (dated 11/2/17), the City has 

adopted the City of Portland 2016 Stormwater Management Manual for the design of 

water quality facilities. As previously mentioned, due to topography and grading 

constraints for the site, a typical water quality facility is not feasible. Therefore, 

according to the City of Portland 2016 Stormwater Management Manual: 

 

“Manufactured stormwater treatment technologies may also be considered where site 

constraints limit or prevent facility sizing for the water quality storm (0.83 inches in 24 

hours). In those instances, approved manufactured stormwater treatment technologies 

may be proposed for pollution reduction.” 

 

Water Quality Calculations: 

The water quality requirement is to collect and treat 0.83 inches of runoff in 24 hours. 

 

The water quality analysis will be performed using the Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph 

(SBUH) Method. (KING COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS Surface Water 

Management Division, HYDROGRAPH PROGRAMS Version 4.20) 
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

*********   1-YEAR  24-HOUR STORM  ****   .83" TOTAL PRECIP. ********* 

---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

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

0.9446,80,0.3592,98,5 

 

DATA PRINT-OUT: 

 

  AREA(ACRES)    PERVIOUS    IMPERVIOUS   TC(MINUTES) 

                 A     CN     A     CN 

       1.3        .9  80.0     .4  98.0        5.0 

 

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

       .06          7.67            949 

 

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

17072-1.wq 

 
Water Quality Summary: 
A Contech CDS2015-4-C water quality manhole will be sufficient enough to treat runoff 

from the proposed development. See the following detail for further information. 
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Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control: 
During construction, sediment fence will be placed surrounding the perimeter of the site 

improvements to prevent any movement of soil or debris from on-site to neighboring 

properties. Sediment fence will remain on-site for the entire duration of construction. In 

the catch basins on-site, silt sack inserts will be used to catch sediment that is 

transferred by storm runoff. Bio bags will be used on the proposed curb inlet to the 

north as well as the next downstream catch basins from the site. Straw wattles will be 

placed along the contours on the steep slopes. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA) conducted a wetland delineation on the subject site, which 
consists of Tax Lot 2200 on Tax Map 1 2E 31D, located approximately 500 feet west of the intersection 
of SE Harmony Road and SE Railroad Avenue, at 6115 SE Harmony Road, in Milwaukie, Oregon 
(Figures 1–3). Based on the tax lot map, the site is 1.18 acres. The delineation of one wetland and one 
stream is presented in this report. The wetland and stream extend off-site to the east and west.  

2 LANDSCAPE SETTING AND LAND USE 

The site is within the Kellogg Creek watershed (Hydrologic Unit Code [HUC] 12: 170900120102) 
(Oregon Explorer 2017). The site is bordered by SE Harmony Road to the south; an apartment complex to 
the west; riparian forest, open meadow, the Union Pacific railroad, and SE Railroad Avenue to the north; 
and an abandoned residence to the east. Land use adjacent to the site is primarily light industry to the 
south and residential to the west, north, and east. Surrounding topography is relatively flat and gently 
undulating. Site topography slopes gently to the north and then steeply down to the creek drainage. 
Minthorn Creek flows across the site from west to east and is a tributary of Mt. Scott Creek. The area 
north of the creek is relatively flat and then slopes gently to the north toward the railroad tracks. 

The southern portion of the property consists of a cleared, grassy area with a row of trees along SE 
Harmony Road. Trees include dawn redwood (Metasequoia glyptostroboides), Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga 
menziesii), bird cherry (Prunus avium), and big-leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum). The understory beneath 
the row of trees is predominantly Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus) and English ivy (Hedera 
helix). Vegetation immediately south of the creek is dominated by invasive species such as English laurel 
(Prunus laurocerasus), Himalayan blackberry, and English ivy. 

The northern portion of the site is riparian forest dominated by Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia) and black 
cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa), with a mid-story of red-osier dogwood (Cornus alba), English 
hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna), and snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus). English ivy is abundant 
throughout the corridor and a thornless blackberry variety (Rubus sp.) is spreading into the site from a 
nearby clearing to the west. Yellow-flag iris (Iris pseudacorus) borders the creek, with occasional patches 
of skunk cabbage (Lysichiton americanus). 

3 SITE ALTERATIONS 

A single-family residence and surrounding trees were removed from the site in 2010. A sewer line runs 
along the northern property boundary and crosses the stream along the eastern property boundary, with a 
manhole located south of the stream in an upland area. There is a small gravel pad in the southwest corner 
of the property, adjacent to SE Harmony Road. 

There is a large culvert upstream, west of the site, and a concrete dam and weir downstream, east of the 
site. The dam impounds the stream, which backs up water onto the subject site. Aerial photographs of the 
site are included in Appendix A.  
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4 PRECIPITATION DATA AND ANALYSIS 

The Oregon City (OR6334) WETS (short for wetlands climate analysis) table was used to determine 
historic rainfall averages. Oregon City receives an average of 43.07 inches of rainfall each year. The 
WETS table describes the growing season as extending from approximately January 30 to December 24 
of each year, for a total of 328 days. 

Precipitation data were obtained from the Portland KGW-TV weather station via the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Regional Climate Centers (RCC) Applied Climate Information 
System (ACIS) AgACIS website (NOAA 2017). Precipitation data are shown in Table 1, and raw data are 
included in Appendix B. Tables 1, 2, and 3 show the monthly precipitation averages according to the 
WETS station for the 3 months prior to the August 25, 2016; October 17, 2017; and December 5, 2017 
site visits, respectively. Table 4 provides information on rainfall to the date of each field visit. 

Table 1. Precipitation Data for August 25, 2016, Site Visit 

Month 
Average 
(inches) 

30% Chance Will Have 
Observed 

Precipitation 
(inches) 

Within Normal Range? Less Than More Than 

(inches) 

July 0.59 0.35 0.93 0.75 Above Normal (127%) 

June 1.69 0.85 1.94 1.11 Below Normal (66%) 

May 2.55 1.59 3.12 1.30 Below Normal (51%) 

Source: Portland KGW-TV, OR WETS table and precipitation data for 2016.  

Note: Monthly averages based on the climate period 1971–2000.

Table 2. Precipitation Data for October 17, 2017 Site Visit 

Month 
Average 
(inches) 

30% Chance Will Have 
Observed 
Precipitation 

(inches) 
Within Normal Range? Less Than More Than 

(inches) 

September 1.54 0.82 2.06 2.53 Above Normal (164%) 

August 0.71 0.32 1.17 0.09 Below Normal (13%) 

July 0.59 0.35 0.93 0.00 Below Normal (0%) 

Source: Portland KGW-TV, OR WETS table and precipitation data for 2016.  

Note: Monthly averages based on the climate period 1971–2000. 

Table 3. Precipitation Data for December 5, 2017 Site Visit 

Month 
Average 
(inches) 

30% Chance Will Have 
Observed 

Precipitation 
(inches) 

Within Normal Range? Less Than More Than 

(inches) 

November 6.74 4.40 7.90 7.90 Above Normal (117%) 

October 3.42 1.85 4.14 5.19 Above Normal (152%) 

September 1.54 0.82 2.06 2.53 Above Normal (164%) 

Source: Portland KGW-TV, OR WETS table and precipitation data for 2016.  

Note: Monthly averages based on the climate period 1971–2000. 
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Table 4. Precipitation Data Summary 

Date of 
Field Visit 

Day of  
Field Visit 
(inches) 

Two Weeks 
Prior 

WYTD* 
(inches) 

Percent of 
Normal for 
WYTD 

CYTD* 
(inches) 

Percent of 
Normal for 
CYTD 

August 25, 2016 0.00 0.00 53.81 130% 25.20 105% 

October 17, 2017 0.00 0.83 0.83   65% 37.68 139% 

December 5, 2017 0.00 3.06 13.65 122% 50.50 137% 

Source: Portland KGW-TV precipitation data for 2016 and 2017. 

Note:  WYTD = Water Year to Date, CYTD = Current Year to Date 

Using the typical template for antecedent rainfall (Appendix B), these data show that the overall 
preceding rainfall was within the normal range for the August 2016 and October 2017 field visits, and 
wetter than normal for the December 2017 site visit. Preceding precipitation did not alter our wetland 
delineation approach.  

5 METHODS 

The methodology used for determining the presence of wetlands followed the Corps of Engineers 
Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and the Regional Supplement to the 
Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 
(Version 2.0) (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [USACE] 2010), used by both the Oregon Department of 
State Lands (DSL) and the USACE. Fieldwork for documenting site conditions and delineating the 
wetland boundary was conducted on August 28, 2016, by C. Mirth Walker, Professional Wetland 
Scientist (PWS), and Evan Dulin, wetland scientist/biologist, and on October 17, 2017, and December 5, 
2017, by C. Mirth Walker and Tom Dee, PWS. Soils, vegetation, and hydrology were documented at nine 
sample plot locations (Appendix C). Wetland boundaries were flagged in the field with pink wetland 
delineation pin flags and pink wetlands boundary streamers, and sample plots were marked with yellow 
pin flags with red streamers. Representative ground-level site photographs are included in Appendix D. A 
list of vegetation observed on-site and wetland indicator status is included in Appendix E. 

Non-wetland waters were delineated according to Regulatory Guidance Letter 05-05 (USACE 2005) and 
Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) (DSL 2016aa). Ordinary High Water Line (OHWL) determinations 
were based on observations of scour, sediment deposition, debris wracks, and other readily observable 
indicators. The OHWL was marked in the field with red streamers. 

According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), soils on the majority of the site are 
mapped as Wapato silty clay loam (Unit 84), with a small portion of Woodburn silt loam, 3%–8% slopes 
(Unit 91B) in the southwestern corner and Salem silt loam, 0%–7% slopes (Unit 76B) in the northwestern 
corner of the property (NRCS 2016) (Figure 4). Wapato soils are hydric and Salem soils are upland soils. 
Woodburn soils are upland soils with small hydric inclusions of Huberly and Dayton soils.  

The Local Wetland Inventory (LWI) map, National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map, and the City of 
Milwaukie’s preliminary Water Quality Resource (WQR) mapping provided by Metro are shown in 
Figures 5, 6, and 7. 
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6 DESCRIPTION OF ALL WETLANDS AND OTHER NON-
WETLAND WATERS 

6.1 Wetlands 

Wetland A 
There is one wetland within the study area (Wetland A), which is a small, approximately 0.12-acre 
(5,410-square-foot) wetland on the north side of Minthorn Creek (Figure 6). The wetland is classified as 
palustrine forested (PFO) using the Classification of Deepwater Habitats of the United States (Cowardin 
et al. 1979), and as valley slope (SV) and riverine flow-through (RFT) using the Guidebook for 
Hydrogeomorphic (HGM)–based Assessment of Oregon Wetland and Riparian Sites: Statewide 
Classification and Profiles (Adamus 2001). 

Wetland determination data forms are provided in Appendix C. The wetland was dominated by Oregon 
ash, red osier dogwood, English Hawthorn, colonial bentgrass (Agrostis capillaris), taper-fruit short-scale 
sedge (Carex leptopoda), skunk cabbage, yellow-flag iris, and soft rush (Juncus effusus). Soils met the 
Redox Dark Surface (F6) and Depleted Matrix (F3) hydric soil indicators. The Saturation (A3) wetland 
hydrology indicator was observed at Plot 6 during the October 2017 site visit. 

Wetland A receives hydrology from the hyporheic zone associated with Minthorn Creek and surface flow 
from the slope to the northwest. The wetland is contiguous with the stream and occasionally receives 
overbank flooding during seasonal precipitation events. The dam or weir to the east of the study area 
causes the stream to back up and inundate portions of the wetland. The wetland extends off-site to the east 
and west.  

6.2 Non-wetland Waters 

Minthorn Creek 
There is one non-wetland water within the study area. Minthorn Creek is a freshwater, perennial stream 
that flows across the center of the site from west to east (Figure 8). Minthorn Creek occupies 
approximately 0.16 acre (6,988 square feet) within the study area, and extends off-site to the east and 
west. Minthorn Creek is a tributary of Mt. Scott Creek. 

The OHWL of Minthorn Creek was delineated based on evidence of high water, such as drift deposits 
(including sediment on tires and some Styrofoam debris), debris wracks, sparse vegetation, soil cracks, 
and changes in topography and plant communities. The bed and banks were composed of silt loam. The 
channel is relatively stable due to the abundant root systems of adjacent vegetation. Minthorn Creek 
overtops its banks seasonally. Floodplain roughness is high, due to abundant riparian vegetation and large 
woody debris. There is a small concrete dam or weir approximately 50 feet east and downstream of the 
eastern site boundary. The dam impounds water that backs up into the site throughout much of the year.  

6.3 Uplands 

Uplands on the site were typified by a rise in elevation and a change in plant community to less 
hydrophytic vegetation. The upland area north of the creek was dominated by big-leaf maple and English 
laurel in the tree canopy, by English hawthorn and English laurel in the mid-story, and by English ivy and 
Himalayan blackberry in the understory. The upland area south of the creek was dominated by perennial 
ryegrass (Lolium perenne), with a few mature trees, including western red cedar (Thuja plicata), Douglas-
fir, and dawn redwood. Sample plots in upland areas lacked hydric soils and indicators of wetland 
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hydrology, except for Plot 9 in the northeast corner of the site, which displayed a high water table during 
our December 2017 site visit.  

7 DEVIATION FROM LWI OR NWI 

The LWI conducted by SRI/Shapiro (1994) does not depict any wetlands or streams within the study area 
(Figure 5). SWCA’s wetland and waters delineation results do not concur with the LWI mapping. The 
NWI is shown in Figure 6 and shows Minthorn Creek as a riverine upper perennial unconsolidated 
bottom deepwater habitat with a permanently flooded water regime (R3UBH). The City of Milwaukie’s 
preliminary WQR mapping provided by Metro is shown in Figure 7 (City of Milwaukie 2017). There are 
no Habitat Conservation Areas (HCA) on the site. Plots 8 and 9 disprove the presence of a railroad side 
ditch along the northern property boundary. 

8 MAPPING METHOD 

The wetland boundary, OHWL flags, and sample plot locations (with the exception of Plots 6–9) were 
professionally land surveyed by Summit Land Surveyors. The surveyed delineation map is shown on 
Figure 6.  

9 ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 41005C0036D 
indicates there is no 100-year floodplain within the site (FEMA 2017). The DSL Essential Salmonid 
Habitat (ESH) mapper (DSL 2017) illustrates Mt. Scott Creek, approximately 400 feet south of the site, as 
ESH containing coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) and winter steelhead (O. mykiss). Minthorn Creek 
is not mapped as ESH, and it is assumed that there are fish passage barriers present. The Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) Fish Passage Barrier mapper does not depict a barrier at the 
confluence with Mt. Scott Creek (ODFW 2017). 

10 RESULTS AND CONCLUSION 

The boundary of one wetland (0.12 acre) and one non-wetland water (0.16 acre) were delineated within 
the study area, and both extend off-site to the east and west. The wetland and non-wetland water will 
likely be determined to be jurisdictional by DSL and the USACE. The wetland is classified as SV/RFT 
and PFO. The non-wetland water is classified as riverine impounding because of the dam just 
downstream. The centroid latitude and longitude of Wetland A are 45.432332 and −122.600578. 

11 REQUIRED DISCLAIMER 

This report documents the investigation, best professional judgment, and conclusions of the investigators. 
It is correct and complete to the best of our knowledge. It should be considered a Preliminary 
Jurisdictional Determination of wetlands and other waters and used at your own risk unless it has been 
reviewed and approved in writing by the Oregon DSL in accordance with Oregon Administrative Rules 
141-090-0005 through 141-090-0055. 
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Figure 1. Site location map.  
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Figure 2. Tax lot map with aerial photograph.  
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Figure 3. Tax lot map from ORmap with paper base.  



Harmony Road Townhomes Wetland/Waters Delineation Report 

11 

 
Figure 4. Soils map.  
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Figure 5. Local Wetland Inventory map.  
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Figure 6. National Wetland Inventory map.  
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Figure 7. City of Milwaukie Water Quality Resource area map.  
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Assessing Rainfall for the Preceding 3-Month Period (Antecedent Rainfall)

WETS Station: Portland KGW-TV, 1971-2000

Measured Rainfall:  Portland KGW-TV 2015-2016 Water Year Oct. 1 Jan. 1

Measured Condition Condition Value Month Multiply Departure Departure

Prior Month 30th 70th Rainfall Dry, Wet, Weight  previous from Normal* from Normal*

Most Recent First inches Normal 2 columns 12.71 1.20

1st July 0.35 0.93 0.75 Normal 2 3 6 WYTD* CYTD*

2nd June 0.85 1.94 1.11 Normal 2 2 4 53.81 25.20

3rd May 1.59 3.12 1.30 Dry 1 1 1 Normal Normal

3.16 41.10 24.00

Normals *As Of Survey On: 8/25/2016

Jan-16 3.77 7.31 8.93 6.14
Feb-16 3.57 6.32 4.87 4.63
Mar-16 3.39 5.17 5.71 4.50
Apr-16 2.18 3.71 2.46 3.40
May-16 1.59 3.12 1.30 2.55
Jun-16 0.85 1.94 1.11 1.69
Jul-16 0.35 0.93 0.75 0.59
Aug-16 0.32 1.17 0.16 0.71
Sep-16 0.82 2.06 1.54
Oct-15 1.85 4.14 4.39 3.42
Nov-15 4.40 7.90 5.61 6.74
Dec-15 4.43 7.71 18.61 6.94

27.52 51.48 53.90 42.85 Sum 11

Normal

WETS Table: http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/?fips=41051

Daily/Monthly Normals: http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/?fips=41051

Daily Data for a Month: http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/?fips=41051

WETS Rainfall Percentile

(1=dry, 2=normal, 

3=wet)

Rainfall of prior period was: drier than normal (sum is 6-9), normal (sum is 10-14), wetter than normal 

(sum is 15-18)

---------inches-----------

Climate Period

1981-2010

SWCA Environmental Consultants Project No. 39108



Assessing Rainfall for the Preceding 3-Month Period (Antecedent Rainfall)

WETS Station: Portland KGW-TV, 1971-2000

Measured Rainfall:  Portland KGW-TV 2016-2017 Water Year Oct. 1 Jan. 1

Measured Condition Condition Value Month Multiply Departure Departure

Prior Month 30th 70th Rainfall Dry, Wet, Weight  previous from Normal* from Normal*

Most Recent First inches Normal 2 columns -0.45 10.65

1st September 0.82 2.06 2.53 Wet 3 3 9 WYTD* CYTD*

2nd August 0.32 1.17 0.09 Dry 1 2 2 0.83 37.68

3rd July 0.35 0.93 0.00 Dry 1 1 1 Normal Normal

2.62 1.28 27.03

Normals *As Of Survey On: 10/17/2017

Jan-17 3.77 7.31 5.65 6.14
Feb-17 3.57 6.32 12.18 4.63
Mar-17 3.39 5.17 8.40 4.50
Apr-17 2.18 3.71 4.63 3.40
May-17 1.59 3.12 2.25 2.55
Jun-17 0.85 1.94 1.12 1.69
Jul-17 0.35 0.93 0.00 0.59
Aug-17 0.32 1.17 0.09 0.71
Sep-17 0.82 2.06 2.53 1.54
Oct-17 1.85 4.14 5.19 3.42
Nov-17 4.40 7.90 6.74
Dec-17 4.43 7.71 6.94

27.52 51.48 42.04 42.85 Sum 12

Normal

WETS Table: http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/?fips=41051

Daily/Monthly Normals: http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/?fips=41051

Daily Data for a Month: http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/?fips=41051

(1=dry, 2=normal, 

3=wet)

Rainfall of prior period was: drier than normal (sum is 6-9), normal (sum is 10-14), wetter than normal 

(sum is 15-18)

---------inches-----------

Climate Period

1981-2010

WETS Rainfall Percentile

SWCA Environmental Consultants Project No. 39108



Assessing Rainfall for the Preceding 3-Month Period (Antecedent Rainfall)

WETS Station: Portland KGW-TV, 1971-2000

Measured Rainfall:  Portland KGW-TV 2016-2017 Water Year Oct. 1 Jan. 1

Measured Condition Condition Value Month Multiply Departure Departure

Prior Month 30th 70th Rainfall Dry, Wet, Weight  previous from Normal* from Normal*

Most Recent First inches Normal 2 columns 2.44 13.54

1st November 4.40 7.90 7.90 Normal 2 3 6 WYTD* CYTD*

2nd October 1.85 4.14 5.19 Wet 3 2 6 13.65 50.50

3rd September 0.82 2.06 2.53 Wet 3 1 3 Normal Normal

15.62 11.21 36.96

Normals *As Of Survey On: 12/5/2017

Jan-17 3.77 7.31 5.65 6.14
Feb-17 3.57 6.32 12.18 4.63
Mar-17 3.39 5.17 8.40 4.50
Apr-17 2.18 3.71 4.63 3.40
May-17 1.59 3.12 2.25 2.55
Jun-17 0.85 1.94 1.12 1.69
Jul-17 0.35 0.93 0.00 0.59
Aug-17 0.32 1.17 0.09 0.71
Sep-17 0.82 2.06 2.53 1.54
Oct-17 1.85 4.14 5.19 3.42
Nov-17 4.40 7.90 7.90 6.74
Dec-17 4.43 7.71 6.94

27.52 51.48 49.94 42.85 Sum 15

Wetter 

than 

Normal

WETS Table: http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/?fips=41051

Daily/Monthly Normals: http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/?fips=41051

Daily Data for a Month: http://agacis.rcc-acis.org/?fips=41051

(1=dry, 2=normal, 

3=wet)

Rainfall of prior period was: drier than normal (sum is 6-9), normal (sum is 10-14), wetter than normal 

(sum is 15-18)

---------inches-----------

Climate Period

1981-2010

WETS Rainfall Percentile

SWCA Environmental Consultants Project No. 39108



Date Max TemperatureMin Temperature Precipitation Snowfall Snow Depth

2016‐08‐01 77 54 0 0 0

2016‐08‐02 75 56 0 0 0

2016‐08‐03 78 54 0 0 0

2016‐08‐04 87 61 0 0 0

2016‐08‐05 79 60 0 0 0

2016‐08‐06 72 54 0 0 0

2016‐08‐07 73 57 0 0 0

2016‐08‐08 70 57 0.14 0 0

2016‐08‐09 68 56 0.02 0 0

2016‐08‐10 77 56 0 0 0

2016‐08‐11 86 60 0 0 0

2016‐08‐12 96 65 0 0 0

2016‐08‐13 91 66 0 0 0

2016‐08‐14 86 58 0 0 0

2016‐08‐15 86 59 0 0 0

2016‐08‐16 83 58 0 0 0

2016‐08‐17 79 57 0 0 0

2016‐08‐18 95 61 0 0 0

2016‐08‐19 98 69 0 0 0

2016‐08‐20 98 66 0 0 0

2016‐08‐21 77 57 0 0 0

2016‐08‐22 72 52 0 0 0

2016‐08‐23 82 55 0 0 0

2016‐08‐24 89 61 0 0 0

2016‐08‐25 92 65 0 0 0

2016‐08‐26 94 64 0 0 0

2016‐08‐27 82 62 0 0 0

2016‐08‐28 83 56 0 0 0

2016‐08‐29 84 58 0 0 0

2016‐08‐30 72 56 0 0 0

2016‐08‐31 68 58 T 0 0

Average|Sum 82.2 59 0.16 0 0



Date Max TemperatureMin Temperature Precipitation Snowfall Snow Depth

2017‐07‐01 74 55 0 0 0

2017‐07‐02 79 54 0 0 0

2017‐07‐03 76 56 0 0 0

2017‐07‐04 82 55 0 0 0

2017‐07‐05 90 59 0 0 0

2017‐07‐06 89 56 0 0 0

2017‐07‐07 77 56 0 0 0

2017‐07‐08 85 53 0 0 0

2017‐07‐09 84 58 0 0 0

2017‐07‐10 77 56 0 0 0

2017‐07‐11 77 52 0 0 0

2017‐07‐12 81 55 0 0 0

2017‐07‐13 75 56 0 0 0

2017‐07‐14 84 56 0 0 0

2017‐07‐15 79 56 0 0 0

2017‐07‐16 72 54 0 0 0

2017‐07‐17 79 55 0 0 0

2017‐07‐18 84 56 0 0 0

2017‐07‐19 80 54 0 0 0

2017‐07‐20 73 58 0 0 0

2017‐07‐21 82 56 0 0 0

2017‐07‐22 88 60 0 0 0

2017‐07‐23 81 64 0 0 0

2017‐07‐24 86 58 0 0 0

2017‐07‐25 87 61 0 0 0

2017‐07‐26 84 59 0 0 0

2017‐07‐27 75 58 0 0 0

2017‐07‐28 80 55 0 0 0

2017‐07‐29 85 54 0 0 0

2017‐07‐30 86 61 0 0 0

2017‐07‐31 88 55 0 0 0

Average|Sum 81.3 56.5 0 0 0



Date Max TemperatureMin Temperature Precipitation Snowfall Snow Depth

2017‐08‐01 94 66 0 0 0

2017‐08‐02 100 70 0 0 0

2017‐08‐03 103 72 0 0 0

2017‐08‐04 94 67 0 0 0

2017‐08‐05 88 58 0 0 0

2017‐08‐06 87 61 0 0 0

2017‐08‐07 86 63 0 0 0

2017‐08‐08 89 60 0 0 0

2017‐08‐09 90 62 0 0 0

2017‐08‐10 87 61 0 0 0

2017‐08‐11 84 61 0 0 0

2017‐08‐12 77 58 T 0 0

2017‐08‐13 73 57 0.09 0 0

2017‐08‐14 72 51 0 0 0

2017‐08‐15 80 54 0 0 0

2017‐08‐16 83 55 0 0 0

2017‐08‐17 77 60 0 0 0

2017‐08‐18 79 56 0 0 0

2017‐08‐19 77 58 0 0 0

2017‐08‐20 78 56 0 0 0

2017‐08‐21 86 60 0 0 0

2017‐08‐22 88 63 0 0 0

2017‐08‐23 81 60 0 0 0

2017‐08‐24 73 60 0 0 0

2017‐08‐25 79 55 0 0 0

2017‐08‐26 88 58 0 0 0

2017‐08‐27 94 63 0 0 0

2017‐08‐28 97 65 0 0 0

2017‐08‐29 86 64 0 0 0

2017‐08‐30 79 60 0 0 0

2017‐08‐31 80 62 0 0 0

Average|Sum 84.8 60.5 0.09 0 0



Date Max TemperatureMin Temperature Precipitation Snowfall Snow Depth

2017‐09‐01 89 60 0 0 0

2017‐09‐02 95 60 0 0 0

2017‐09‐03 92 67 0 0 0

2017‐09‐04 88 65 0 0 0

2017‐09‐05 90 70 0 0 0

2017‐09‐06 82 65 0 0 0

2017‐09‐07 82 65 0 0 0

2017‐09‐08 73 64 0 0 0

2017‐09‐09 79 62 0.04 0 0

2017‐09‐10 75 58 0 0 0

2017‐09‐11 89 58 0 0 0

2017‐09‐12 83 63 0 0 0

2017‐09‐13 72 52 0 0 0

2017‐09‐14 74 54 0 0 0

2017‐09‐15 79 52 0 0 0

2017‐09‐16 77 56 0 0 0

2017‐09‐17 64 55 0.08 0 0

2017‐09‐18 59 51 0.44 0 0

2017‐09‐19 62 51 0.3 0 0

2017‐09‐20 60 49 1.44 0 0

2017‐09‐21 63 47 0.01 0 0

2017‐09‐22 67 48 0 0 0

2017‐09‐23 71 51 0 0 0

2017‐09‐24 72 50 0 0 0

2017‐09‐25 65 54 T 0 0

2017‐09‐26 77 55 0 0 0

2017‐09‐27 84 57 0 0 0

2017‐09‐28 86 60 0 0 0

2017‐09‐29 69 53 0.1 0 0

2017‐09‐30 64 49 0.12 0 0

Average|Sum 76.1 56.7 2.53 0 0



Date Max TemperatureMin Temperature Precipitation Snowfall Snow Depth

2017‐10‐01 63 51 0.13 0 0

2017‐10‐02 62 48 0.12 0 0

2017‐10‐03 69 48 0 0 0

2017‐10‐04 69 45 0 0 0

2017‐10‐05 73 45 0 0 0

2017‐10‐06 72 46 0 0 0

2017‐10‐07 63 53 0.01 0 0

2017‐10‐08 63 48 0.01 0 0

2017‐10‐09 65 44 0 0 0

2017‐10‐10 56 45 0.03 0 0

2017‐10‐11 57 45 0.24 0 0

2017‐10‐12 56 46 0.45 0 0

2017‐10‐13 55 42 0.09 0 0

2017‐10‐14 58 39 0 0 0

2017‐10‐15 66 42 0 0 0

2017‐10‐16 66 42 0 0 0

2017‐10‐17 57 45 0.02 0 0

2017‐10‐18 63 48 0.04 0 0

2017‐10‐19 59 49 1.19 0 0

2017‐10‐20 53 47 0.14 0 0

2017‐10‐21 59 45 1.61 0 0

2017‐10‐22 62 50 1.09 0 0

2017‐10‐23 63 47 0 0 0

2017‐10‐24 69 49 0 0 0

2017‐10‐25 64 46 0 0 0

2017‐10‐26 69 50 0 0 0

2017‐10‐27 72 49 0 0 0

2017‐10‐28 70 50 0 0 0

2017‐10‐29 56 41 0.02 0 0

2017‐10‐30 62 49 0 0 0

2017‐10‐31 62 40 0 0 0

Average|Sum 63 46.3 5.19 0 0



Date Max TemperatureMin Temperature Precipitation Snowfall Snow Depth

2017‐11‐01 58 46 T 0 0

2017‐11‐02 54 44 0.2 0 0

2017‐11‐03 48 41 0.01 0 0

2017‐11‐04 49 40 0.07 0 0

2017‐11‐05 51 39 0.4 0 0

2017‐11‐06 49 39 0 0 0

2017‐11‐07 46 40 0 0 0

2017‐11‐08 46 42 0.4 0 0

2017‐11‐09 54 41 0.28 0 0

2017‐11‐10 49 43 0.51 0 0

2017‐11‐11 53 43 0.12 0 0

2017‐11‐12 55 47 0.18 0 0

2017‐11‐13 54 45 0.42 0 0

2017‐11‐14 56 45 0.04 0 0

2017‐11‐15 55 43 1.1 0 0

2017‐11‐16 47 42 0.29 0 0

2017‐11‐17 49 41 0.27 0 0

2017‐11‐18 52 38 T 0 0

2017‐11‐19 49 37 0.15 0 0

2017‐11‐20 55 45 0.96 0 0

2017‐11‐21 54 44 0.52 0 0

2017‐11‐22 62 51 0.32 0 0

2017‐11‐23 61 48 0.23 0 0

2017‐11‐24 55 43 0 0 0

2017‐11‐25 50 40 0.13 0 0

2017‐11‐26 56 45 0.73 0 0

2017‐11‐27 49 41 T 0 0

2017‐11‐28 45 43 0.44 0 0

2017‐11‐29 50 41 0 0 0

2017‐11‐30 45 39 0.13 0 0

Average|Sum 51.9 42.5 7.9 0 0



Date Max TemperatureMin Temperature Precipitation Snowfall Snow Depth

2017‐12‐01 48 44 0.09 M M

2017‐12‐02 48 42 0.45 M M

2017‐12‐03 47 40 0.02 M M

2017‐12‐04 44 37 T M M

2017‐12‐05 50 35 0 M M

2017‐12‐06 52 40 0 M M

2017‐12‐07 M M M M M

2017‐12‐08 M M M M M

2017‐12‐09 M M M M M

2017‐12‐10 M M M M M

2017‐12‐11 M M M M M

2017‐12‐12 M M M M M

2017‐12‐13 M M M M M

2017‐12‐14 M M M M M

2017‐12‐15 M M M M M

2017‐12‐16 M M M M M

2017‐12‐17 M M M M M

2017‐12‐18 M M M M M

2017‐12‐19 M M M M M

2017‐12‐20 M M M M M

2017‐12‐21 M M M M M

2017‐12‐22 M M M M M

2017‐12‐23 M M M M M

2017‐12‐24 M M M M M

2017‐12‐25 M M M M M

2017‐12‐26 M M M M M

2017‐12‐27 M M M M M

2017‐12‐28 M M M M M

2017‐12‐29 M M M M M

2017‐12‐30 M M M M M

2017‐12‐31 M M M M M

Average|Sum 48.2 39.7 0.56 M M



Normals ‐POR KGW

Day Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

1 0.19 0.16 0.18 0.13 0.08 0.08 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.07 0.17 0.27

2 0.2 0.16 0.18 0.12 0.09 0.08 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.07 0.17 0.26

3 0.2 0.17 0.17 0.13 0.08 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.07 0.19 0.27

4 0.2 0.17 0.17 0.13 0.09 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.06 0.19 0.25

5 0.2 0.18 0.16 0.13 0.08 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.07 0.2 0.24

6 0.21 0.17 0.16 0.12 0.09 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.07 0.2 0.25

7 0.2 0.17 0.15 0.13 0.09 0.08 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.07 0.21 0.24

8 0.21 0.18 0.15 0.12 0.08 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.08 0.21 0.24

9 0.22 0.17 0.15 0.13 0.08 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.08 0.22 0.22

10 0.21 0.17 0.15 0.12 0.08 0.07 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.07 0.22 0.23

11 0.2 0.18 0.14 0.12 0.08 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.08 0.22 0.22

12 0.21 0.17 0.14 0.12 0.08 0.07 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.09 0.22 0.22

13 0.2 0.16 0.15 0.11 0.08 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.09 0.22 0.23

14 0.2 0.17 0.15 0.12 0.08 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.1 0.22 0.22

15 0.2 0.16 0.15 0.12 0.08 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.1 0.22 0.22

16 0.2 0.15 0.14 0.11 0.07 0.06 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.11 0.22 0.23

17 0.2 0.16 0.15 0.12 0.08 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.11 0.22 0.22

18 0.2 0.17 0.14 0.11 0.08 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.13 0.23 0.22

19 0.2 0.16 0.14 0.11 0.08 0.05 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.12 0.23 0.23

20 0.2 0.17 0.13 0.12 0.08 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.13 0.23 0.22

21 0.19 0.16 0.14 0.11 0.08 0.05 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.14 0.24 0.22

22 0.19 0.15 0.13 0.1 0.08 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.13 0.24 0.21

23 0.19 0.16 0.14 0.11 0.09 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.14 0.24 0.22

24 0.2 0.16 0.13 0.1 0.08 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.14 0.25 0.21

25 0.2 0.16 0.13 0.1 0.09 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.07 0.15 0.25 0.21

26 0.19 0.17 0.13 0.09 0.08 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.14 0.26 0.2

27 0.19 0.16 0.13 0.1 0.09 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.07 0.15 0.26 0.2

28 0.19 0.16 0.13 0.09 0.08 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.07 0.16 0.25 0.19

29 0.18 ‐ 0.13 0.09 0.09 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.07 0.16 0.27 0.2

30 0.19 ‐ 0.13 0.09 0.08 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.17 0.27 0.19

31 0.18 ‐ 0.13 ‐ 0.08 ‐ 0.01 0.03 ‐ 0.17 ‐ 0.19



Month
Avg Max 

Temp

Avg Min 

Temp

Avg 

Mean 

Temp

Avg 

Precip

30% 

chance 

precip less 

than

30% chance 

precip more 

than

Avg number 

days precip 

0.10 or more

Avg 

Snowfall

Jan 46.2 36.4 41.3 6.05 3.77 7.31 12 1.2

Feb 50.6 38.5 44.5 5.29 3.57 6.32 12 0.9

Mar 56.2 40.7 48.5 4.44 3.39 5.17 12 0.1

Apr 61.4 43.9 52.6 3.13 2.18 3.71 9 0

May 67.3 48.6 57.9 2.58 1.59 3.12 8 0

Jun 73.2 53.1 63.2 1.59 0.85 1.94 4 0

Jul 79.1 57 68.1 0.78 0.35 0.93 2 0

Aug 79.5 57.4 68.5 1.02 0.32 1.17 2 0

Sep 74.9 54.1 64.5 1.75 0.82 2.06 4 0

Oct 63.4 47.5 55.5 3.39 1.85 4.14 7 0

Nov 52.2 41.4 46.8 6.59 4.4 7.9 14 0.4

Dec 46.1 36.8 41.4 6.46 4.43 7.71 13 0.9

Annual: 38.24 48.02

Average 62.5 46.3 54.4 ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐ ‐

Total ‐ ‐ ‐ 43.07 100 3.5

 

Years with missing data: 28 deg = 6 32 deg = 6

Years with no occurrence: 28 deg = 4 32 deg = 0

Data years used: 28 deg = 24 32 deg = 24

Probability 28 F or higher

50 percent * 1/30 to 12/24: 328 days

70 percent * 1/19 to 1/4: 350 days

 

No occurrence

No occurrence

32 F or higher

2/20 to 11/29: 282 days

2/12 to 12/8: 299 days

* Percent chance of the growing season occurring between the Beginning and Ending dates.

WETS Station: PORTLAND KGW‐TV, OR

Requested years: 1971 ‐ 2000

24 deg = 6

24 deg = 15

24 deg = 24

24 F or higher

GROWING SEASON DATES



 

 

APPENDIX C 

Wetland Determination Data Sheets 
  



 

 

 
  



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:            State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):                                                             Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):           Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No 0

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No X  Is the Sampled Area

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No X  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 30% Yes FACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 10% Yes FAC

3. 10% Yes FACW Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

50% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 80% Yes FAC That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 10% No NOL Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 0         Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:                    

4. 0 OBL species x 1 =                      

5. 0 FACW species x 2 =                      

90% = Total Cover FAC species x 3 =                      

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =                      

1. 95% Yes FACU UPL species x 5 =                      

2. 3% No FAC Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 0 Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 0 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 X 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

98% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 0

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

0% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes X No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Terrace

A, Northwest Forests and Coast

None

0

0

X 0

2%

X

50

789

Hedera helix

Ranunculus repens 238

10

3.32

-122.600305

- / Clackamas

None

279

380

40

93

95

Rubus armeniacus

Prunus laurocerasus

0

Fraxinus latifolia

5

4

Salix lasiandra

0

80

45.432065

cmw

Trees are narrow diameter at breast height: Oregon ash is 10", alder 7", willow 5".

80%

Harmony Road Townhomes

1

8/25/2016

P1OR

Alnus rubra

31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200

NAD 1983

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc.

C. Mirth Walker, Evan Dulin

Wapato silty clay loam (84)

No rainfall 2 weeks prior, 6.41" above normal for WYTD, 2.06" below normal for CYTD.                                                                                                                                                            

                                                                                                                                                           



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

SOIL Sampling Point: P1

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

96 4 C

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?                        Yes No X Depth (inches): N/A

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): >7 Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes No X Depth (inches): >7 Yes No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

No indicators of hydrology.

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

X

cmw

Shovel refusal at 7" from large buried rock.

None

XN/A

Color (moist)

SiL

10YR 3/2

10YR 3/2

SiL

Redox Features

M

RemarksLoc
2

Texture  (inches)

  Depth

Color (moist)

Matrix

7.5YR 3/3

0-2

2-7+ faint redox



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:            State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):                                                             Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):           Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No X

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No X  Is the Sampled Area  Water

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No 0  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 0 That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 0

3. 0 Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

0% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 95% Yes NOL That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 3% No FAC Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 0         Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:                    

4. 0 OBL species x 1 =                      

5. 0 FACW species x 2 =                      

98% = Total Cover FAC species x 3 =                      

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =                      

1. 0 UPL species x 5 =                      

2. 0 Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 0 Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 0 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

0% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 0

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

0% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

X

100%

cmw

Prunus laurocerasus  is rooted upslope of floodplain area but shades the floodplain area. Rubus armeniacus  is rooted at the OHWM boundary.

0 0

95 475

98 484

4.94

0 0

0 0

3 9

0

1

Prunus laurocerasus 0%

Rubus armeniacus

X 0

0

0

X

Sample plot was taken below the OHWM of Minthorn Creek. Area is considered a water and not a wetland.

No rainfall 2 weeks prior, 6.41" above normal for WYTD, 2.06" below normal for CYTD.                                                                                                                                                            

                                                                                                                                                           

Stream floodplain Concave <2

A, Northwest Forests and Coast 45.432050 -122.600420 NAD 1983

Wapato silty clay loam (84) None

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Harmony Road Townhomes - / Clackamas 8/25/2016

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc. OR P2

C. Mirth Walker, Evan Dulin 31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

SOIL Sampling Point: P2

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

67 3 C

30 C

90 10 C

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

X Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?                        Yes No X Depth (inches): N/A

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): >15 Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes X No Depth (inches): 25 Yes X No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

None

N/A X

Rounded and broken rocks up to 3" diameter with organics in soil profile. Soil was moist. Probed below 15 inches. 

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

cmw

Sediments on tires along OHWM boundary.

10YR 3/2 M SiL pebbly, faint redox

@25 2.5Y 3/1 10YR 3/2 M SiL faint redox

0-9 10YR 3/1 SiL pebbly

9-15+ 10YR 3/1 7.5YR 4/4 M SiL pebbly, ~mucky

  Depth Matrix Redox Features

  (inches) Color (moist) Color (moist) Loc
2

Texture Remarks



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:            State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):                                                             Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):           Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No X

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No X  Is the Sampled Area

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No X  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 0 That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 0

3. 0 Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

0% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 95% Yes NOL That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 5% No FAC Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 0         Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:                    

4. 0 OBL species x 1 =                      

5. 0 FACW species x 2 =                      

100% = Total Cover FAC species x 3 =                      

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =                      

1. 0 UPL species x 5 =                      

2. 0 Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 0 Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 0 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

0% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 0

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

0% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

X

100%

cmw

0 0

95 475

100 490

4.90

0 0

0 0

5 15

0

1

Prunus laurocerasus 0%

Rubus armeniacus

X 0

0

0

X

No rainfall 2 weeks prior, 6.41" above normal for WYTD, 2.06" below normal for CYTD.                                                                                                                                                            

                                                                                                                                                           

Sample plot located about 8' SE of P2.

Toeslope Convex 3

A, Northwest Forests and Coast 45.432019 -122.600394 NAD 1983

Wapato silty clay loam (84) None

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Harmony Road Townhomes - / Clackamas 8/25/2016

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc. OR P3

C. Mirth Walker, Evan Dulin 31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

SOIL Sampling Point: P3

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?                        Yes No X Depth (inches): N/A

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): >10 Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes No X Depth (inches): >10 Yes No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

None

N/A X

Shovel refusal at 10" from buried rocks.

X

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

cmw

0-10+ 10YR 3/2 SiL

  Depth Matrix Redox Features

  (inches) Color (moist) Color (moist) Loc
2

Texture Remarks



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:            State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):                                                             Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):           Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No 0

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No 0  Is the Sampled Area

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No 0  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 70% Yes FACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 0

3. 0 Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

70% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 10% Yes FACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 10% Yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 5% No FAC         Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:                    

4. 5% No FAC OBL species x 1 =                      

5. 0 FACW species x 2 =                      

30% = Total Cover FAC species x 3 =                      

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =                      

1. 50% Yes FAC UPL species x 5 =                      

2. 20% Yes FAC Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 10% No FAC Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 10% No FACW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 3% No FACW 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 X 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

93% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 3% No FACU

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

3% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes X No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

7%

cmw

Lysichiton americanus  and Iris pseudacorus  (both OBL) also occur nearby in the wetland area.

Mentha arvensis

Bidens frondosa

Rubus leucodermis

3 12

Agrostis capillaris 0 0

Carex leptopoda 196 488

Equisetum arvense 2.49

Crataegus monogyna

Rubus armeniacus 0 0

103 206

90 270

Fraxinus latifolia 5

5

Fraxinus latifolia 100%

Cornus alba

X 0

0

0

X

No rainfall 2 weeks prior, 6.41" above normal for WYTD, 2.06" below normal for CYTD.                                                                                                                                                            

                                                                                                                                                           

Sample plot located on north side of stream.

Terrace Concave <2

A, Northwest Forests and Coast 45.432292 -122.600752 NAD 1983

Wapato silty clay loam (84) None

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Harmony Road Townhomes - / Clackamas 8/25/2016

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc. OR P4

C. Mirth Walker, Evan Dulin 31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

SOIL Sampling Point: P4

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

90 10 C

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) X Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) X Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?                        Yes No X Depth (inches): X

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): >12 Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes No X Depth (inches): >12 Yes X No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

None

N/A X

Shovel refusal at 12" from large living roots.

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

cmw

0-4 10YR 2/2 SiL

4-12 10YR 3/1 5YR 3/4 M, PL SiL

  Depth Matrix Redox Features

  (inches) Color (moist) Color (moist) Loc
2

Texture Remarks



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:            State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):                                                             Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):           Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No X

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No X  Is the Sampled Area

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No X  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 30% Yes FAC That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 10% Yes FAC

3. 5% No FACU Total Number of Dominant   

4. 5% No FACW Species Across All Strata: (B)

50% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 30% Yes FAC That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 10% Yes FACU Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 5% No FACU         Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:                    

4. 0 OBL species x 1 =                      

5. 0 FACW species x 2 =                      

45% = Total Cover FAC species x 3 =                      

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =                      

1. 80% Yes FACU UPL species x 5 =                      

2. 5% No FACU Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 0 Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 0 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

85% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 5% Yes FACU

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

5% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

X

15%

cmw

Fraxinus latifolia  is rooted at boundary overhanging the sample plot.

Rubus leucodermis

110 440

Hedera helix 0 0

Polystichum munitum 185 660

3.57

Prunus caroliniana

0 0

5 10

70 210

Populus balsamifera 3

Thuja plicata

Abies grandis

Fraxinus latifolia 6

Crataegus monogyna 50%

Ilex aquifolium

X 0

0

0

X

No rainfall 2 weeks prior, 6.41" above normal for WYTD, 2.06" below normal for CYTD.                                                                                                                                                            

                                                                                                                                                           

Sample plot is located about 15' North of P4.

Terrace Convex <2

A, Northwest Forests and Coast 45.432317 -122.600797 NAD 1983

Wapato silty clay loam (84) None

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Harmony Road Townhomes - / Clackamas 8/25/2016

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc. OR P5

C. Mirth Walker, Evan Dulin 31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

SOIL Sampling Point: P5

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

99 1 C

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?                        Yes No X Depth (inches): N/A

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): >9 Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes No X Depth (inches): >9 Yes No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

None

N/A X

X

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

cmw

0-3 10YR 3/1 SiL

3-9+ 10YR 3/1 10YR 3/2 M SiL faint redox

  Depth Matrix Redox Features

  (inches) Color (moist) Color (moist) Loc
2

Texture Remarks



Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:   State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):      Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):         Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No X

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No 0  Is the Sampled Area Water 

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No 0  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 10% Yes FACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 0

3. 0 Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

10% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 40% Yes NOL That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 5% No FAC Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 0        Total % Cover of:     Multiply by:                    

4. 0 OBL species x 1 =          

5. 0 FACW species x 2 =          

45% = Total Cover FAC species x 3 =          

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =          

1. 5% Yes FACU UPL species x 5 =          

2. 5% Yes FAC Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 0 Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 0 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.0
1

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

10% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 0

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

0% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200

0

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc.

C. Mirth Walker, Tom Dee

Wapato silty clay loam (84)

0

                                                                                                                                                           

cmw

X

50%

Harmony Road Townhomes

1

10/17/2017

P6OR

4.15

Milwaukie / Clackamas

None

30

20

10

10

5

Prunus laurocerasus

Rubus armeniacus

0

Salix lasiandra

Below OHWM of Minthorn Creek; 2 feet downslope of P2

4

2

0

20

X 0

90%

X

200

270

Galium aparine

Solanum dulcamara 65

40

concave

0

0

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Floodplain bench

A, Northwest Forests and Coast

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed October 17, 2017



SOIL Sampling Point: P6

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

85 10 C

5 C

100

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) X Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

X Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?             Yes No X Depth (inches):

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes X No Depth (inches): 12 Yes X No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

10YR 5/8

2.5YR 4/8

0-5

5-11

w/ rounded gravel

w/ rounded gravel

Redox Features

M

RemarksLoc
2

Texture  (inches)

  Depth

Color (moist)

Matrix

Color (moist)

SiCL

M

SiCL

10YR 4/1

10YR 3/1

SiCL

11-20

N/A

w/ rounded gravel10YR 4/1

Glistening peds at 12"; moist to surface. Laurel rooted upslope of depression.

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

cmw

None

X

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed October 17, 2017



Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:   State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):      Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):         Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No X

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No X  Is the Sampled Area  Water

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No X  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 10% Yes FAC That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 0

3. 0 Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

10% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 40% Yes NOL That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 10% Yes FAC Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 0        Total % Cover of:     Multiply by:                    

4. 0 OBL species x 1 =          

5. 0 FACW species x 2 =          

50% = Total Cover FAC species x 3 =          

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =          

1. 15% Yes FACU UPL species x 5 =          

2. 5% Yes FACU Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 0 Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 0 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.0
1

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

20% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 0

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

0% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Harmony Road Townhomes Milwaukie / Clackamas 10/17/2017

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc. OR P7

C. Mirth Walker, Tom Dee 31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200

Toeslope convex 2

A, Northwest Forests and Coast 0

Wapato silty clay loam (84) None

X 0

0

0

X

Upslope of P6 to West.

0

                                                                                                                                                           

Alnus rubra 2

5

Prunus laurocerasus 40%

Rubus armeniacus

0 0

0 0

20 60

20 80

Hedera helix 40 200

Polystichum munitum 80 340

4.25

X

80%

cmw

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed October 17, 2017



SOIL Sampling Point: P7

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

100

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?             Yes No X Depth (inches):

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes No X Depth (inches): Yes No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

  Depth Matrix Redox Features

  (inches) Color (moist) Color (moist) Loc
2

Texture Remarks

11-18 10YR 5/3 SiL

w/ 5" rounded 

river rock

0-11 10YR 4/2 SiL

None

N/A X

X

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

cmw

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed October 17, 2017



Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:   State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):      Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):         Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No X

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No 0  Is the Sampled Area

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No X  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 60% Yes FAC That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 0

3. 0 Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

60% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 20% Yes FACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 10% Yes NOL Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 5% No FAC        Total % Cover of:     Multiply by:                    

4. 2% No FACU OBL species x 1 =          

5. 2% No FACU FACW species x 2 =          

39% = Total Cover + 2 = 41% FAC species x 3 =          

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =          

1. 95% Yes FACU UPL species x 5 =          

2. 5% No FACW Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 1% No FAC Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 0 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.0
1

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

101% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 5% Yes FACU

2. 5% Yes FAC Hydrophytic 

10% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200

NAD 1983

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc.

C. Mirth Walker, Tom Dee

Wapato silty clay loam (84)

3.48 inches 2 weeks prior (Portland); 1.94" above normal WYTD; 11.73" above normal CYTD.

                                                                                                                                                           

Corylus cornuta

cmw

Sapling/Shrub Stratum also has 1% each Thuja plicata  (FAC) and Cornus alba (FACW)

X

50%

Harmony Road Townhomes

3

12/5/2017

P8OR

3.47

Milwaukie / Clackamas

None

213

416

25

71

104

Fraxinus latifolia

Prunus laurocerasus

0

Populus balsamifera

Central north sewer easement.

6

3

0

50

X 0

0%

Crataegus monogyna

X

50

729

Hedera helix

Polypogon monspeliensis 210

10

concave

0

Ilex aquifolium

Equisetum arvense

Rubus ursinus
Rubus armeniacus

0

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

terrace

A, Northwest Forests and Coast

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 12/5/2017 



SOIL Sampling Point: P8

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

98 2 C

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) X Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?             Yes No X Depth (inches):

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes No X Depth (inches): Yes No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

10YR 4/6

0-4 

4-14+ and rounded

Redox Features

M

RemarksLoc
2

Texture  (inches)

  Depth

Color (moist)

Matrix

Color (moist)

SiL

10YR 4/1

10YR 3/2

gr SiL

N/A

cobbles

Moist throughout.

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

X

cmw

None

X

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 12/5/2017 



Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:   State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):      Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):         Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No X

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No X  Is the Sampled Area

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No 0  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 70% Yes FAC That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 0

3. 0 Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

70% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 20% Yes FACU That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 10% Yes FAC Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 5% No FACW        Total % Cover of:     Multiply by:                    

4. 5% No FACW OBL species x 1 =          

5. 4% No FAC FACW species x 2 =          

44% = Total Cover + 1 = 45% FAC species x 3 =          

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =          

1. 95% Yes FACU UPL species x 5 =          

2. 5% No FACW Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 5% No FAC Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 5% No FACU Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.0
1

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

110% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 0

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

0% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Harmony Road Townhomes Milwaukie / Clackamas 12/5/2017

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc. OR P9

C. Mirth Walker, Tom Dee 31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200

terrace concave 2

A, Northwest Forests and Coast NAD 1983

Wapato silty clay loam (84) None

X 0

0

0

X

NE corner of site.

3.48 inches 2 weeks prior (Portland); 1.94" above normal WYTD; 11.73" above normal CYTD.

                                                                                                                                                           

Populus balsamifera 2

4

Symphoricarpos albus 50%

Crataegus monogyna

Physocarpus capitatus

Fraxinus latifolia 0 0

Thuja plicata 15 30

89 267

120 480

Hedera helix 0 0

Juncus patens 224 777

Equisetum arvense 3.47

Polystichum munitum

X

0%

cmw

Ilex aquifolium  1% FACU in S/S Stratum.

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 12/5/2017 



SOIL Sampling Point: P9

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

99 1 C

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

X High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

X Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?             Yes No X Depth (inches):

 Water Table Present?    Yes X No Depth (inches): 6 Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes X No Depth (inches): surface Yes X No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

  Depth Matrix Redox Features

  (inches) Color (moist) Color (moist) Loc
2

Texture Remarks

Rounded cobbles0-12 10YR 4/1 10YR 4/6 M SiL

Rock refusal

12 X

Tiny shard of broken glass in pit.  Very rocky.

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

cmw

Winter High Water Table; dam/weir on Minthorn Creek may back-up water into soil. Very slight small depression, not a linear feature, no geomorphic 

position. 

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 12/5/2017 



 

 

APPENDIX D 

Ground-level Site Photographs 
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D-1 

 

Photo 1. View north of western portion of riparian corridor. Photo date October 
17, 2017. 

 

Photo 2. View north of central portion of riparian corridor. Photo date October 
17, 2017. 



 

D-2 

 

Photo 3. View north of eastern portion of riparian corridor. Photo date October 
17, 2017. 

 

Photo 4. View east of lot. Photo date October 17, 2017. 
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Photo 5. View northwest of manhole. Photo date August 25, 2016. 

 

Photo 6. View west of typical condition riparian corridor. Photo date October 
17, 2017. 



 

D-4 

 

Photo 7. View north of Plot 6, below ordinary high water line of Minthorn Creek. 
Photo date October 17, 2017. 

 

Photo 8. View northeast of Minthorn Creek from eastern property line. Photo  
date October 17, 2017. 
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Photo 9. View west of Minthorn Creek. Photo date August 25, 2016. 

 

Photo 10. View east of Minthorn Creek. Photo date August 25, 2016. 
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Photo 11. View east of Wetland A and northern bank of Minthorn Creek. Photo 
date August 25, 2016. 

 

Photo 12. View north of northern wetland boundary. Photo date August 25, 2016. 
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Photo 13. View east near Plot 2. Photo date August 25, 2016. 

 

Photo 14. Plot 2. Photo date August 25, 2016. 
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Common Name Scientific Name Wetland Indicator 
Status

Native and Invasive, 
Noxious

grand fir Abies grandis FACU native
big-leaf maple Acer macrophyllum FACU native
red alder Alnus rubra FAC native
devil's-pitchfork Bidens frondosa FACW native
taper-fruit short-scale sedge Carex leptopoda FAC native
red osier dogwood Cornus alba FACW native
beaked hazelnut Corylus cornuta FACU native
field horsetail Equisetum arvense FAC native
Oregon ash Fraxinus latifolia FACW native
sticky-willy Galium aparine FACU native
lamp rush Juncus effusus FACW native
spreading rush Juncus patens FACW native
yellow-skunk-cabbage Lysichiton americanus OBL native
American wild mint Mentha arvensis FACW native
Pacific ninebark Physocarpus capitatus FACW native
western or pineland sword fern Polystichum munitum FACU native
balsam poplar (black cottonwood) Populus balsamifera FAC native
Oregon white oak Quercus garryana FACU native
white-stem raspberry Rubus leucodermis FACU native
California dewberry Rubus ursinus FACU native
Pacific willow Salix lasiandra FACW native
giant sequoia Sequoiadendron giganteum NOL native (to California)
common snowberry Symphoricarpos albus FACU native
western arborvitae (western red cedar) Thuja plicata FAC native
squashberry Viburnum edule FACW native

horse chestnut* unknown species unknown species unknown species
colonial bent Agrostis capillaris FAC non-native
English hawthorn* Crataegus monogyna FAC non-native
English ivy* Hedera helix FACU invasive, noxious
English holly* Ilex aquifolium FACU non-native
spotted touch-me-not Impatiens capensis FACW non-native
pale-yellow iris (yellow flag)* Iris pseudacorus OBL noxious
European privet* Ligustrum vulgare FACU non-native
perennial rye grass Lolium perenne FAC non-native
dawn redwood Metasequoia glyptostroboides NOL non-native
Portuguese laurel* Prunus lusitanica NOL non-native
English laurel* Prunus laurocerasus NOL non-native
creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens FAC non-native
Himalayan blackberry* Rubus armeniacus FAC invasive, noxious
thornless blackberry Rubus species - non-native
climbing (bittersweet) nightshade*  Solanum dulcamara FAC invasive

knotweed or smartweed Polygonum species OBL to NOL -
rose Rosa species FAC to UPL -
*Priority target non-native species for removal; all are on the City of Portland Nuisance Plant List.

6115 SE Harmony Road

August 25, 2016, and October 17 and December 5, 2017

NATIVE

NON-NATIVE

Site Vegetation List

NATIVE STATUS UNKNOWN

SWCA Environmental Consultants Project No. 39108 Page 1 of 2



Wetland Indicator Status and taxonomy for the Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region per the National Wetland Plant List 2016 v3.3.

Accessed May 3, 2016. http://rsgisias.crrel.usace.army.mil/NWPL/

Portland Plant List. Available at: https://www.portlandoregon.gov/citycode/article/322280

Accessed September 22, 2016 and November 7, 2017

WETLAND INDICATOR STATUS (WIS)

OBL

FACW

FAC

FACU

UPL

NOL Not Listed - Plants that are not on the National Wetland Plant List are assumed to be UPL and have no WIS in any region

Facultative Wetland Plant - Usually occur in wetlands (hydrophyte), but may occur found in non-wetlands

Facultative Plant – Occurs in wetlands (hydrophyte) and uplands (nonhydrophyte)

Facultative Upland Plant - Usually occur in non-wetlands (non-hydrophyte), but may occur in wetlands

Upland Plant - Almost always occurs in uplands (non-hydrophyte), almost never occurs in wetlands. UPL plants have a WIS in 
other regions

Obligate Wetland Plant – Almost always occurs in wetlands (hydrophyte), rarely in uplands

SWCA Environmental Consultants Project No. 39108 Page 2 of 2



 
 
 
 
 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE LANDS WETLAND 
DELINEATION CONCURRENCE LETTER 
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OF

regon
g 5 Kate Brown, Governor

March 27, 2018

Old Time Investments, Inc. 

Attn: Ed Williams

16479 SE Oak Meadow Court

Damascus, OR 97089

Department of State Lands

775 Summer Street NE, Suite 100

Salem, OR 97301- 1279

503) 986- 5200

FAX ( 503) 3784844

www. oregon. gov/ dsl

State Land Board

Kate Brown

Governor

Re: WD # 2017-0559 Wetland Delineation Report for the Proposed

Harmony Road Townhomes, Clackamas County; Dennis Richardson

T 1 S R 2E S 31 D Tax Lot 2200 Secretary of State
North Urban Area Local Wetlands Inventory, Minthorn Creek

Tobias Read

Dear Mr. Williams: 
State Treasurer

The Department of State Lands has reviewed the wetland delineation report prepared

by SWCA Environmental Consultants for the site referenced above. Based upon the
information presented in the report and additional information submitted upon request, 

we concur with the wetland and waterway boundaries as mapped in Figure 8 of the
report. Within the study area, one wetland ( totaling approximately 0. 12 acres) and a
segment of Minthorn Creek were identified. 

The wetland and creek are subject to the permit requirements of the state Removal - Fill

Law. Under current regulations, a state permit is required for cumulative fill or annual

excavation of 50 cubic yards or more in wetlands or below the ordinary high- water line
OHWL) of a waterway (or the 2 -year recurrence interval flood elevation if OHWL

cannot be determined). 

This concurrence is for purposes of the state Removal -Fill Law only. Federal or local
permit requirements may apply as well. The Army Corps of Engineers will review the
report and decide jurisdiction for purpose s of the Clean Water Act at the time that a

report is submitted. We recommend that you attach a copy of this concurrence letter to
both copies of any subsequent joint permit application to speed application review. 

Please be advised that state law establishes a preference for avoidance of wetland

impacts. Because measures to avoid and minimize wetland impacts may include
reconfiguring parcel layout and size or development design, we recommend that you
work with Department staff on appropriate site design before completing the city or
county land use approval process. 

This concurrence is based on information provided to the agency. The jurisdictional
determination is valid for five years from the date of this letter unless new information

necessitates a revision. Circumstances under which the Department may change a
determination are found in OAR 141- 090- 0045 ( available on our web site or upon

request). In addition, laws enacted by the legislature and/ or rules adopted by the



Department may result in a change in jurisdiction; individuals and applicants are subject
to the regulations that are in effect at the time of the removal -fill activity or complete
permit application. The applicant, landowner, or agent may submit a request for
reconsideration of this determination in writing within six months of the date of this letter. 

Thank you for having the site evaluated. Please phone me at 503- 986- 5232 if you have
any questions. 

Sincer , 

iz Approved by
Peter R S athy V le, CPSS

Jurisdiction Coordinator Aqua, is Resource Specialist

Enclosures

ec: C. Mirth Walker, PWS, SWCA Environmental Consultants

Steve Kay, AICP, Cascadia Planning & Development Services

Clackamas County Planning Department ( Map enclosed for updating LWI) 
Dominic Yballe, Corps of Engineers

Anita Huffman, DSL
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Water Quality Resource Site Assessment 
 

Date:  March 21, 2018 
To:  Ed Williams, Old Time Investments, Inc. 
  Steve Kay, Cascadia Planning + Development Services 
From:  C. Mirth Walker, PWS, Senior Wetland Scientist 
  Tom Dee, PWS, Wetland Scientist 
Subject: Harmony Road Townhomes, 6115 SE Harmony Road, Milwaukie, Oregon 

Section 31D, T1S, R2E, Tax Lot 2200, Clackamas County 
Water Quality Resource Site Assessment 

 

INTRODUCTION 

SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA) conducted a wetland and waters delineation and a 
vegetated corridor assessment on behalf of Old Time Investments, Inc., to meet the natural 
resource assessment requirements under the City of Milwaukie Municipal Code (MMC) Natural 
Resources (NR) Code Section 19.402 (City of Milwaukie 2016). The site was recently annexed 
into the City of Milwaukie (City) and is zoned R-2. Vegetated Corridors were preliminarily 
mapped on the site by Metro and the City (City of Milwaukie 2009). This mapping was later 
removed on the adopted NR Administrative Map when the site was still located outside of the city 
limits. Water Quality Resources (WQR), including a wetland and a stream (Minthorn Creek), were 
delineated on the site by certified Professional Wetland Scientists and surveyed and mapped by a 
licensed Professional Land Surveyor. The wetland delineation report (WDR) has been submitted to 
the Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) for review and concurrence. Once the WDR has 
been approved by DSL (maximum 120 day timeline), then this will satisfy the Type II boundary 
verification process in MMC 19.402.15.A.2.  

The approximately 1.18-acre site (based on the tax lot map; a 1991 survey showed the site as 1.32 
acres) is Tax Lot 2200 on Clackamas County Tax Map 1S 2E 31D, located approximately 500 feet 
west of the intersection of SE Harmony Road and SE Railroad Avenue, at 6115 SE Harmony 
Road, in Milwaukie, Oregon (Figures 1–3). 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The site is within the Kellogg Creek watershed (Hydrologic Unit Code [HUC] 12: 170900120102) 
(Oregon Explorer 2017). The site is bordered by SE Harmony Road to the south; an apartment 
complex to the west; riparian forest, open meadow, the Union Pacific railroad, and SE Railroad 
Avenue to the north; and an abandoned residence to the east. A single-family residence and 
surrounding trees were removed from the site in 2010. Land use adjacent to the site is primarily 
light industry to the south and residential to the west, north, and east. Surrounding topography is 
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relatively flat and gently undulating. Site topography slopes gently to the north and then steeply 
down to the creek drainage. Minthorn Creek flows across the site from west to east. The area north 
of the creek is relatively flat and then slopes up to the north toward the railroad tracks.  

The southern portion of the property consists of a cleared, grassy area with a row of trees along SE 
Harmony Road. Trees include dawn redwood (Metasequoia glyptostroboides), Douglas-fir 
(Pseudotsuga menziesii), bird cherry (Prunus avium), and big-leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum). 
The understory beneath the row of trees is predominantly Himalayan blackberry (Rubus 
armeniacus) and English ivy (Hedera helix). There is a small gravel pad in the southwest corner of 
the property, adjacent to SE Harmony Road. Vegetation immediately south of the creek is 
dominated by invasive species such as English laurel (Prunus laurocerasus), Himalayan 
blackberry, and English ivy. Ivy was observed vining high into the trees in the riparian corridor. A 
sewer line and easement is present along the northern property boundary, and crosses the stream 
along the eastern property boundary, with a manhole located south of the stream, in an upland area.  

The northern portion of the site is riparian forest dominated by Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia) and 
black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa), with a mid-story of red-osier dogwood (Cornus alba), 
English hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna), and snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus). English ivy is 
abundant throughout the corridor and a thornless blackberry variety (Rubus sp.) is spreading into 
the site from a nearby clearing to the west. Yellow-flag iris (Iris pseudacorus) borders the creek, 
with occasional patches of skunk cabbage (Lysichiton americanus).  

According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), soils on the majority of the site 
are mapped as Wapato silty clay loam (Unit 84), with a small portion of Woodburn silt loam, 3%–
8% slopes (Unit 91B) in the southwestern corner and Salem silt loam 0%–7% slopes (Unit 76B) in 
the northwestern corner of the property (NRCS 2015) (Figure 4). Wapato soils are hydric and 
Salem soils are upland soils. Woodburn soils are upland soils with small hydric inclusions of 
Huberly and Dayton soils. 

No wetlands or waters were mapped on the North Clackamas Urban Area Wetland Inventory and 
Goal 5 Assessment for Clackamas County (SRI/Shapiro 1994) (Figure 5). The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetland Inventory (Figure 6) mapped Minthorn Creek as 
riverine upper perennial, unconsolidated bottom deepwater habitat, with a permanently flooded 
water regime (R3UBH) (USFWS 2017). The City of Milwaukie’s preliminary WQR mapping 
provided by Metro is shown in Figure 7 (City of Milwaukie 2017). There are no Habitat 
Conservation Areas (HCA) on the site. 

METHODS 

SWCA used guidance presented in the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual 
(Environmental Laboratory 1987), the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (Version 2.0) (USACE 
2010), Regulatory Guidance Letter 05-05 (USACE 2005), and Oregon Administrative Rules 
(OAR) (DSL 2017a), to characterize wetlands and waters within the site. The wetlands and waters 
delineation was conducted on August 25, 2016, by C. Mirth Walker, Professional Wetland 
Scientist (PWS) and Evan Dulin, wetland scientist. An additional site visit was conducted after city 
annexation on October 17, 2017, by C. Mirth Walker and Tom Dee, PWS. Soils, vegetation, and 
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indicators of hydrology were recorded at seven sample plot locations (Attachment A). The wetland 
boundary, Ordinary High Water Line (OHWL), and sample plot locations were flagged in the 
field, and mapped by a professional land surveyor. Map accuracy is within ± 1 foot. 

The vegetated corridor was assessed according to the MMC NR Table 19.402.11.C, Mitigation 
Requirements for WQRs. Class A WQRs are in “good” condition, Class B WQRs are in 
“marginal” condition, and Class C WQRs are in “poor” condition. The City is currently using the 
Portland Plant List as the “Milwaukie Native Plant List” (City of Portland Bureau of Planning and 
Sustainability 2016). A list of vegetation observed on the site is provided in Attachment B. 
Representative site photographs are included in Attachment C.  

The wetland was assessed using the Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Method (OFWAM) 
(Roth et al. 1996), as outlined in MCC 19.402.15.A.2.a.(1)(b).  

RESULTS 

Water Quality Resources 

Minthorn Creek 

Minthorn Creek is a freshwater, perennial stream that flows across the center of the site from west 
to east (Figure 8). The stream is designated a Primary Protected Water Feature because of its 
perennial character (MMC 19.402.15.D). Minthorn Creek occupies approximately 0.16 acre within 
the study area, and extends off-site to the east and west. Minthorn Creek is a tributary of Mt. Scott 
Creek. 

The DSL Essential Salmonid Habitat (ESH) mapper (DSL 2017b) illustrates Mt. Scott Creek, 
approximately 400 feet south of the site, as ESH containing coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) 
and winter steelhead (O. mykiss). Minthorn Creek is not mapped as ESH, and it is assumed that 
there is a fish passage barrier present. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) Fish 
Passage Barrier mapper does not depict a barrier at the confluence with Mt. Scott Creek (ODFW 
2017). 

The OHWL of Minthorn Creek was delineated based on evidence of high water, such as drift 
deposits (including sediment on tires and some Styrofoam debris), debris wracks, sparse 
vegetation, soil cracks, and changes in topography and plant communities. The bed and banks are 
composed of silt loam. The channel is relatively stable due to the abundant root systems of 
adjacent vegetation. Minthorn Creek overtops its banks seasonally. Floodplain roughness is high, 
due to abundant riparian vegetation and large woody debris. There is a small concrete dam and 
weir approximately 50 feet east and downstream of the eastern site boundary. The dam impounds 
water that backs up into the site throughout much of the year. Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 41005C0036D indicates there is no 100-year 
floodplain within the site (FEMA 2017). 

Wetland A 

Wetland A is a small, approximately 0.12-acre wetland on the north side of Minthorn Creek 
(Figure 8). The wetland is classified as palustrine forested (PFO) using the Classification of 
Deepwater Habitats of the United States (Cowardin et al. 1979), and as valley slope (SV) and 
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riverine flow-through (RFT) using the Guidebook for Hydrogeomorphic (HGM)–based Assessment 
of Oregon Wetland and Riparian Sites: Statewide Classification and Profiles (Adamus 2001). 

Wetland determination data forms are provided in Attachment A. The wetland was dominated by 
Oregon ash, red osier dogwood, English Hawthorn, colonial bentgrass (Agrostis capillaris), taper-
fruit short-scale sedge (Carex leptopoda), skunk cabbage, yellow-flag iris, and soft rush (Juncus 
effusus). Soils met the Redox Dark Surface (F6) and Depleted Matrix (F3) hydric soil indicators. 
The Saturation (A3) wetland hydrology indicator was observed at Plot 6 during the October 2017 
site visit. 

Wetland A receives hydrology from the hyporheic zone associated with Minthorn Creek and from 
the slope to the northwest. The wetland is contiguous with the stream and occasionally receives 
overbank flooding during seasonal precipitation events.  

OFWAM results for Wetland A (Attachment D) indicate that Wetland A has intact Water Quality 
and Hydrologic Control functions and is therefore considered a Title 3 wetland (Metro 2016).  

Vegetated Corridors 

Vegetated Corridor A: Approximately 0.23 acre (10,230 square feet) 
Vegetated Corridor A (VECO A), on the south side of Minthorn Creek, is 50 feet wide based on 
the Primary Protected Water Feature designation of the stream and the slope being less than 25% 
(Figure 9), except where there is a small portion of the slope that is greater than 25%. The City has 
determined that because the steep portion is less than 150 feet in length that the buffer is still 50 
feet in width (City of Milwaukie 2017). VECO A is measured from the southern OHWL of 
Minthorn Creek. 

VECO A was in was in poor (Class C) and marginal (Class B) condition, according to Table 
19.402.11.C. In VECO Plot A1, the combination of tree, shrub, and herbs cover was at least 80% 
but canopy coverage was only 25% to 50%. VECO Plot A1 had moderate tree canopy, moderate 
shrub cover, and very little groundcover. Dominant trees in this area included big-leaf maple and 
English laurel in the tree canopy. The shrub layer was dominated by English hawthorn and English 
laurel. English ivy and Himalayan blackberry dominated the understory. VECO Plot A2 was 
dominated by perennial ryegrass (Lolium perenne), with a few mature trees, including western red 
cedar (Thuja plicata), Douglas-fir, and dawn redwood.  

Vegetated Corridor B: Approximately 0.25 acre (11,044 square feet) 
VECO B, on the north side of Minthorn Creek and Wetland A, is 50 feet wide, based on the Title 3 
designation of Wetland A and the slope being less than 25%. VECO B is measured from the 
northern edge of Wetland A.  

VECO B was in good (Class A) condition according to Table 19.402.11.C. The combination of 
trees, shrubs, and herbs was greater than 80%, with more than 50% tree canopy coverage. 
Dominant trees included horse chestnut (Aesculus hippocastanum) and Oregon ash. The shrub 
layer was dominated by English laurel and clustered rose (Rosa pisocarpa), and the herb layer was 
dominated by sword fern (Polystichum munitum), field horsetail (Equisetum arvense), and wild 
mint (Mentha arvensis). Vegetated corridor data are summarized in Table 1.  
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Table 1. Vegetated Corridor Assessment Summary 
Species  
Name 

Common 
Name 

Native 
Status 

VECO A1 
Cover 

VECO A2 
Cover 

VECO B 
Cover 

Trees 

Acer macrophyllum big-leaf maple Native 30 - - 

Aesculus hippocastanum horse chestnut Invasive, Nuisance* - - 60 

Fraxinus latifolia Oregon ash Native - - 20 

Prunus laurocerasus English laurel Invasive, Nuisance* 20 - 20 

Shrubs 

Crataegus monogyna English hawthorn Invasive 20 - - 

Corylus cornuta Beaked hazelnut Native 10 - - 

Ilex aquifolium English holly Invasive 10 - - 

Rosa pisocarpa Clustered rose Native - - 20 

Rubus armeniacus Himalayan blackberry Invasive, Noxious 10 - - 

Herbs 

Hedera helix English ivy Invasive 90 - - 

Lolium perenne Perennial ryegrass Non-native - 100 - 

Rubus leucodermis Black-cap raspberry Native - - 10 

Total Aerial Cover   100 100 100 

Total Canopy Cover   80 0 80 

Corridor Condition   Marginal Poor Good 

*Nuisance plant according to the Portland Plant List 

Functions and Values Assessment 

The functions and values of the WQRs within the site were assessed according to MMC 
19.402.1.C.2. Seven functions were assessed using best professional judgment. 

Vegetated corridors to separate protected water features from development. 
VECO A: The southern portion of VECO A has a few large trees but no significant woody cover 
to separate the WQR from the proposed development. The northern portion of VECO has 
moderate woody cover to separate the WQR from proposed development. 

VECO B contained substantial tree and shrub cover to separate Minthorn Creek and Wetland A 
from adjacent development.  

Microclimate and shade. 
VECO A provides moderate microclimate and shade to Minthorn Creek. 

VECO B provides substantial microclimate and shade to WQRs within the site. 

Streamflow moderation and water storage. 
VECO A has considerable slope that conveys surface runoff to Minthorn Creek. Vegetation in the 
corridor helps to slow surface runoff to help offset peak flows during storm events. There is an 
upland depression in the northwestern part of the corridor that stores water and promotes 
infiltration. 

VECO B is well vegetated, contains numerous small depressions, and a moderate amount of 
woody debris. Vegetation and woody debris add floodplain roughness that slows streamflow 
velocities. The microtopography stores water to attenuate peak flows. 
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Water filtration, infiltration, and natural purification. 
VECO A is mostly steep and water only infiltrates at the toe of slope and in the small depression. 

VECO B contains extensive microtopography that promotes infiltration, water filtration, and 
natural purification.  

Bank stabilization and sediment and pollution control. 
VECO A and VECO B both promote bank stabilization with abundant vegetation and associated 
root systems adjacent to Minthorn Creek. Their floodplains and upland depressions trap sediments 
and nutrients, and prevent them from flowing into the stream. 

Large wood recruitment and retention and natural channel dynamics. 
VECO A and VECO B both exhibit large wood recruitment and retention but the presence of 
invasive species hinders the growth of native species that would contribute to future recruitment 
and retention. Minthorn Creek is unconstrained within the site and possesses natural habitat 
features such as a convoluted shoreline, overhanging and in-water woody vegetation, and 
floodplain connection. The dam and weir downstream, just outside of the site, poses a threat to the 
reach of the stream within the site. If the dam and weir were removed, headcutting would occur 
and eventually alter the channel profile of the site reach. This could cause channel incision, 
disconnection from the floodplain, and conversion of adjacent wetland to upland. 

Organic material resources. 
VECO A provides moderate to minimal organic inputs to Minthorn Creek, and this is gradually 
decreasing over time, as invasive species suppress new plant growth. 

VECO B provides moderate to abundant organic inputs to Minthorn Creek. This is decreasing over 
time in this area also, with the establishment of invasive species and the suppression of native 
plants. 

Habitat Conservation Areas 

There are no Habitat Conservation Areas (HCAs) within the site. There are a low value and a high 
value HCA approximately 350 feet west of the site.  

PROPOSED IMPACTS 

The proposed 15-unit multi-family apartment complex, pedestrian walkway, and parking area 
would permanently impact 2,734 square feet (0.06 acre) of VECO A (Figure 10), leaving 7,496 
square feet (0.17 acre) of the vegetated corridor present on the south side of Minthorn Creek. No 
wetland, stream, or VECO B impacts are proposed.  

Water Quality Resource Mitigation 

Mitigation will be implemented according to MCC 19.402.11.B and 19.402.11.C. The applicant is 
proposing enhancement of the remaining VECO A per the planting specifications shown in Tables 
2 and 3. VECO A is in poor (1,500 square feet) and marginal (5,883 square feet) condition (Figure 
11) and mitigation will conform to the requirements in Table 19.402.11.C for poor condition. 
Those requirements include: 
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 Restore disturbed areas with native species from the Milwaukie (Portland) Native Plant 
List, using a City-approved plan developed to represent the vegetative composition that 
would naturally occur on the site. 

 Plant and/or seed all bare areas to provide 100% surface coverage. 
 Inventory and remove debris and noxious materials. 

VECO A will be vegetatively enhanced through the removal of invasive vegetation and the 
installation of native plants. Invasive vegetation is prolific within the corridor, and will be removed 
by manual, mechanical, and chemical treatment. Invasive trees, shrubs, and vines will be cut and 
swabbed with herbicide. Invasive and non-native grasses and will be cut and sprayed with 
herbicide. Treated areas will be reseeded with native herbaceous species. 

Native vegetation will be planted throughout the majority of VECO A. There are small pockets of 
native vegetation that will not require planting with trees and shrubs, but will receive some 
herbaceous plants. All planted vegetation will be mulched in an area 18 inches in diameter and 3 
inches deep, taking care to pull mulch away from the stem. Planted areas of VECO A will be 
watered with 1 inch of water per week between June 1 and October 1 for the first 2 years after 
planting. The area is small enough that an intricate irrigation system will not be required, and a few 
impact sprinklers should be sufficient. Vegetation maintenance must be conducted several times 
throughout the growing season. 

The pre-settlement vegetation class consisted of riparian hardwoods and conifers (Oregon Explorer 
2017). Plant species and locations have been selected based on historic composition, site 
conditions, and public safety. Fast-growing, short-lived species such as red alder (Alnus rubra) and 
black cottonwood have not been proposed within the mitigation area. Large trees have not been 
proposed immediately adjacent to the proposed development.  

VECO A has been divided into two planting areas, based on the light and moisture tolerances of 
the proposed plants. VECO A1 contains species that prefer moisture and partial sun. VECO A2 
contains species that prefer drier soils and full sun to partial shade. Tables 2 and 3 provide plant 
specifications for VECO A1 and VECO A2, respectively. 

VECO A1 is located at the toe of the slope. Parts of the planting area are in full sun and parts are 
beneath the canopy of existing trees. Grass seed is specified for areas with full sun to partial shade. 
Ferns are specified in the area under existing canopy. Planting specifications for VECO A1 are 
shown in Table 2.  

VECO A2 occupies the sloped portion of the corridor. This area is in direct sunlight and is drier 
than VECO A1. This area is currently dominated by a non-native grass species that will be 
replaced with native upland grasses. Upland plants that are good for stabilizing slopes have been 
specified in VECO A2. Low-growing shrubs will be planted immediately adjacent to the proposed 
structure, to avoid future hazards from large trees. Planting specifications for VECO A2 are shown 
in Table 3.  

A few large trees have been recently removed from VECO A, and will be replaced with 0.5-inch 
caliper trees of the same species. Western red cedar and Douglas-fir were removed but 3 Douglas-
fir are specified because western red cedar does not do well in direct sun when it is young.
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Table 2. Planting Specifications for VECO A1 (5,883 square feet) 
Species Name Common Name Quantity Size Spacing 

Trees     

Fraxinus latifolia Oregon ash 7 1 gallon 18’ on center (o.c.) 

Malus fusca Pacific crabapple 6 1 gallon 18’ o.c. 

Thuja plicata Western red cedar 7 1 gallon 18’ o.c. 

Shrubs     

Cornus alba Red-osier dogwood 20 1 gallon 8’ o.c 

Rosa pisocarpa Clustered rose 20 1 gallon 8’ o.c. 

Rubus spectabilis Salmonberry 20 1 gallon 8’ o.c. 

Symphoricarpos albus Snowberry 20 1 gallon 8’ o.c. 

Herbs     

Athyrium cyclosorum Lady fern 20 1 gallon 8’ o.c. 

Polystichum munitum Sword-fern 20 1 gallon 8’ o.c. 

Grasses     

Agrostis exarata Spike bentgrass 2 lbs seed broadcast 

Deschampsia caespitosa Tufted hairgrass 2 lbs seed broadcast 

Elymus glaucus Blue wildrye 2 lbs seed broadcast 

 
Table 3. Planting Specifications for VECO A2 (1,500 square feet) 

Species Name Common Name Quantity Size Spacing 

Trees     

Acer macrophyllum Big-leaf maple 3 1 gallon 10’ o.c. 

Crataegus douglasii Black hawthorn 3 1 gallon 10’ o.c. 

Frangula purshiana Cascara buckthorn 3 1 gallon 10’ o.c. 

Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas-fir 3 1 gallon 10’ o.c. 

Pseudotsuga menziesii Douglas-fir 3 0.5” caliper minimum 10’ o.c. 

Shrubs     

Corylus cornuta Beaked hazelnut 5 1 gallon 6’ o.c 

Holodiscus discolor Oceanspray 5 1 gallon 6 o.c. 

Lonicera involucrata Black twinberry 5 1 gallon 6’ o.c. 

Physocarpus capitatus Pacific ninebark 5 1 gallon 6’ o.c. 

Rubus parviflorus Thimbleberry 5 1 gallon 6’ o.c. 

Symphoricarpos albus Snowberry 5 1 gallon 6’ o.c. 

Herbs     

Lupinus polyphyllus Bigleaf lupine 1 lbs seed broadcast 

Grasses     

Elymus glaucus Blue wildrye 2 lbs seed broadcast 

Festuca rubra ssp. rubra Red fescue 2 lbs seed broadcast 

 

MONITORING AND REPORTING 

Monitoring of the mitigation site is the ongoing responsibility of the property owner. Plants that 
die shall be replaced in kind as needed to ensure the minimum 80% survival rate. The City 
Planning Director may require a maintenance bond to cover the continued health and survival of 
all plantings. An annual report on the survival rate of all plantings shall be submitted for 2 years. 
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QUALIFICATIONS 

C. Mirth Walker is a certified PWS with 27 years of experience delineating wetlands and streams 
and conducting inventories and functional assessments of riparian corridors and other habitats in 
the Pacific Northwest. Tom Dee is a certified PWS with 14 years of experience delineating 
wetlands and streams and conducting inventories and functional assessments of riparian corridors 
and other habitats in the Pacific Northwest. Ms. Walker and Mr. Dee have conducted hundreds of 
wetland and waters delineations, riparian corridor inventories, and functional assessments, and 
have many years of experience in wetland permitting, designing mitigation plans, and 
implementing and monitoring mitigation projects. 

LIST OF FIGURES: 
Figure 1. Site location map 
Figure 2. Tax lot map (aerial base). 
Figure 3. Tax lot map (paper base). 
Figure 4. Soils map. 
Figure 5. Local Wetland Inventory map. 
Figure 6. National Wetlands Inventory map. 
Figure 7. City of Milwaukie’s preliminary WQR mapping provided by Metro map. 
Figure 8. Existing condition wetland and waters delineation map. 
Figure 9. Existing condition vegetated corridor map. 
Figure 10. Proposed site development plan. 
Figure 11. Vegetated Corridor Plot Locations and Planting Areas 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: 
Attachment A. Wetland determination data forms 
Attachment B. Site vegetation list 
Attachment C. Representative site photographs 
Attachment D. OFWAM data forms 
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Figure 1. Site location map.
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Figure 2. Tax lot map (Metro RLIS aerial base).
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Figure 3. Tax lot map (ORmap paper base).
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Figure 4. Soils map.
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Figure 5. Local Wetland Inventory map.
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Figure 6. National Wetlands Inventory map .   
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Figure 7. City of Milwaukie’s preliminary WQR mapping provided by Metro map.   
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US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:            State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):                                                             Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):           Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No 0

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No X  Is the Sampled Area

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No X  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 30% Yes FACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 10% Yes FAC

3. 10% Yes FACW Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

50% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 80% Yes FAC That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 10% No NOL Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 0         Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:                    

4. 0 OBL species x 1 =                      

5. 0 FACW species x 2 =                      

90% = Total Cover FAC species x 3 =                      

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =                      

1. 95% Yes FACU UPL species x 5 =                      

2. 3% No FAC Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 0 Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 0 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 X 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

98% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 0

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

0% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes X No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Terrace

A, Northwest Forests and Coast

None

0

0

X 0

2%

X

50

789

Hedera helix

Ranunculus repens 238

10

3.32

-122.600305

- / Clackamas

None

279

380

40

93

95

Rubus armeniacus

Prunus laurocerasus

0

Fraxinus latifolia

5

4

Salix lasiandra

0

80

45.432065

cmw

Trees are narrow diameter at breast height: Oregon ash is 10", alder 7", willow 5".

80%

Harmony Road Townhomes

1

8/25/2016

P1OR

Alnus rubra

31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200

NAD 1983

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc.

C. Mirth Walker, Evan Dulin

Wapato silty clay loam (84)

No rainfall 2 weeks prior, 6.41" above normal for WYTD, 2.06" below normal for CYTD.                                                                                                                                                            

                                                                                                                                                           



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

SOIL Sampling Point: P1

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

96 4 C

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?                        Yes No X Depth (inches): N/A

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): >7 Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes No X Depth (inches): >7 Yes No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

No indicators of hydrology.

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

X

cmw

Shovel refusal at 7" from large buried rock.

None

XN/A

Color (moist)

SiL

10YR 3/2

10YR 3/2

SiL

Redox Features

M

RemarksLoc
2

Texture  (inches)

  Depth

Color (moist)

Matrix

7.5YR 3/3

0-2

2-7+ faint redox



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:            State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):                                                             Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):           Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No X

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No X  Is the Sampled Area  Water

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No 0  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 0 That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 0

3. 0 Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

0% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 95% Yes NOL That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 3% No FAC Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 0         Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:                    

4. 0 OBL species x 1 =                      

5. 0 FACW species x 2 =                      

98% = Total Cover FAC species x 3 =                      

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =                      

1. 0 UPL species x 5 =                      

2. 0 Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 0 Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 0 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

0% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 0

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

0% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

X

100%

cmw

Prunus laurocerasus  is rooted upslope of floodplain area but shades the floodplain area. Rubus armeniacus  is rooted at the OHWM boundary.

0 0

95 475

98 484

4.94

0 0

0 0

3 9

0

1

Prunus laurocerasus 0%

Rubus armeniacus

X 0

0

0

X

Sample plot was taken below the OHWM of Minthorn Creek. Area is considered a water and not a wetland.

No rainfall 2 weeks prior, 6.41" above normal for WYTD, 2.06" below normal for CYTD.                                                                                                                                                            

                                                                                                                                                           

Stream floodplain Concave <2

A, Northwest Forests and Coast 45.432050 -122.600420 NAD 1983

Wapato silty clay loam (84) None

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Harmony Road Townhomes - / Clackamas 8/25/2016

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc. OR P2

C. Mirth Walker, Evan Dulin 31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

SOIL Sampling Point: P2

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

67 3 C

30 C

90 10 C

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

X Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?                        Yes No X Depth (inches): N/A

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): >15 Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes X No Depth (inches): 25 Yes X No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

None

N/A X

Rounded and broken rocks up to 3" diameter with organics in soil profile. Soil was moist. Probed below 15 inches. 

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

cmw

Sediments on tires along OHWM boundary.

10YR 3/2 M SiL pebbly, faint redox

@25 2.5Y 3/1 10YR 3/2 M SiL faint redox

0-9 10YR 3/1 SiL pebbly

9-15+ 10YR 3/1 7.5YR 4/4 M SiL pebbly, ~mucky

  Depth Matrix Redox Features

  (inches) Color (moist) Color (moist) Loc
2

Texture Remarks



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:            State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):                                                             Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):           Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No X

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No X  Is the Sampled Area

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No X  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 0 That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 0

3. 0 Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

0% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 95% Yes NOL That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 5% No FAC Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 0         Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:                    

4. 0 OBL species x 1 =                      

5. 0 FACW species x 2 =                      

100% = Total Cover FAC species x 3 =                      

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =                      

1. 0 UPL species x 5 =                      

2. 0 Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 0 Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 0 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

0% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 0

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

0% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

X

100%

cmw

0 0

95 475

100 490

4.90

0 0

0 0

5 15

0

1

Prunus laurocerasus 0%

Rubus armeniacus

X 0

0

0

X

No rainfall 2 weeks prior, 6.41" above normal for WYTD, 2.06" below normal for CYTD.                                                                                                                                                            

                                                                                                                                                           

Sample plot located about 8' SE of P2.

Toeslope Convex 3

A, Northwest Forests and Coast 45.432019 -122.600394 NAD 1983

Wapato silty clay loam (84) None

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Harmony Road Townhomes - / Clackamas 8/25/2016

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc. OR P3

C. Mirth Walker, Evan Dulin 31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

SOIL Sampling Point: P3

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?                        Yes No X Depth (inches): N/A

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): >10 Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes No X Depth (inches): >10 Yes No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

None

N/A X

Shovel refusal at 10" from buried rocks.

X

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

cmw

0-10+ 10YR 3/2 SiL

  Depth Matrix Redox Features

  (inches) Color (moist) Color (moist) Loc
2

Texture Remarks



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:            State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):                                                             Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):           Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No 0

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No 0  Is the Sampled Area

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No 0  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 70% Yes FACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 0

3. 0 Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

70% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 10% Yes FACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 10% Yes FACW Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 5% No FAC         Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:                    

4. 5% No FAC OBL species x 1 =                      

5. 0 FACW species x 2 =                      

30% = Total Cover FAC species x 3 =                      

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =                      

1. 50% Yes FAC UPL species x 5 =                      

2. 20% Yes FAC Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 10% No FAC Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 10% No FACW Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 3% No FACW 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 X 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

93% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 3% No FACU

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

3% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes X No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

7%

cmw

Lysichiton americanus  and Iris pseudacorus  (both OBL) also occur nearby in the wetland area.

Mentha arvensis

Bidens frondosa

Rubus leucodermis

3 12

Agrostis capillaris 0 0

Carex leptopoda 196 488

Equisetum arvense 2.49

Crataegus monogyna

Rubus armeniacus 0 0

103 206

90 270

Fraxinus latifolia 5

5

Fraxinus latifolia 100%

Cornus alba

X 0

0

0

X

No rainfall 2 weeks prior, 6.41" above normal for WYTD, 2.06" below normal for CYTD.                                                                                                                                                            

                                                                                                                                                           

Sample plot located on north side of stream.

Terrace Concave <2

A, Northwest Forests and Coast 45.432292 -122.600752 NAD 1983

Wapato silty clay loam (84) None

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Harmony Road Townhomes - / Clackamas 8/25/2016

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc. OR P4

C. Mirth Walker, Evan Dulin 31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

SOIL Sampling Point: P4

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

90 10 C

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) X Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) X Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?                        Yes No X Depth (inches): X

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): >12 Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes No X Depth (inches): >12 Yes X No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

None

N/A X

Shovel refusal at 12" from large living roots.

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

cmw

0-4 10YR 2/2 SiL

4-12 10YR 3/1 5YR 3/4 M, PL SiL

  Depth Matrix Redox Features

  (inches) Color (moist) Color (moist) Loc
2

Texture Remarks



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:            State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):                                                             Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):           Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No X

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No X  Is the Sampled Area

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No X  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 30% Yes FAC That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 10% Yes FAC

3. 5% No FACU Total Number of Dominant   

4. 5% No FACW Species Across All Strata: (B)

50% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 30% Yes FAC That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 10% Yes FACU Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 5% No FACU         Total % Cover of:         Multiply by:                    

4. 0 OBL species x 1 =                      

5. 0 FACW species x 2 =                      

45% = Total Cover FAC species x 3 =                      

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =                      

1. 80% Yes FACU UPL species x 5 =                      

2. 5% No FACU Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 0 Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 0 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.01

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

85% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 5% Yes FACU

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

5% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

X

15%

cmw

Fraxinus latifolia  is rooted at boundary overhanging the sample plot.

Rubus leucodermis

110 440

Hedera helix 0 0

Polystichum munitum 185 660

3.57

Prunus caroliniana

0 0

5 10

70 210

Populus balsamifera 3

Thuja plicata

Abies grandis

Fraxinus latifolia 6

Crataegus monogyna 50%

Ilex aquifolium

X 0

0

0

X

No rainfall 2 weeks prior, 6.41" above normal for WYTD, 2.06" below normal for CYTD.                                                                                                                                                            

                                                                                                                                                           

Sample plot is located about 15' North of P4.

Terrace Convex <2

A, Northwest Forests and Coast 45.432317 -122.600797 NAD 1983

Wapato silty clay loam (84) None

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Harmony Road Townhomes - / Clackamas 8/25/2016

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc. OR P5

C. Mirth Walker, Evan Dulin 31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200



US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 10/10/2016 

SOIL Sampling Point: P5

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

99 1 C

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?                        Yes No X Depth (inches): N/A

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): >9 Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes No X Depth (inches): >9 Yes No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: NED QC by:

None

N/A X

X

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

cmw

0-3 10YR 3/1 SiL

3-9+ 10YR 3/1 10YR 3/2 M SiL faint redox

  Depth Matrix Redox Features

  (inches) Color (moist) Color (moist) Loc
2

Texture Remarks



Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:   State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):      Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):         Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No X

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No 0  Is the Sampled Area Water 

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No 0  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 10% Yes FACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 0

3. 0 Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

10% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 40% Yes NOL That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 5% No FAC Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 0        Total % Cover of:     Multiply by:                    

4. 0 OBL species x 1 =          

5. 0 FACW species x 2 =          

45% = Total Cover FAC species x 3 =          

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =          

1. 5% Yes FACU UPL species x 5 =          

2. 5% Yes FAC Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 0 Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 0 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.0
1

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

10% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 0

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

0% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200

0

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc.

C. Mirth Walker, Tom Dee

Wapato silty clay loam (84)

0

                                                                                                                                                           

cmw

X

50%

Harmony Road Townhomes

1

10/17/2017

P6OR

4.15

Milwaukie / Clackamas

None

30

20

10

10

5

Prunus laurocerasus

Rubus armeniacus

0

Salix lasiandra

Below OHWM of Minthorn Creek; 2 feet downslope of P2

4

2

0

20

X 0

90%

X

200

270

Galium aparine

Solanum dulcamara 65

40

concave

0

0

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Floodplain bench

A, Northwest Forests and Coast

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed October 17, 2017



SOIL Sampling Point: P6

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

85 10 C

5 C

100

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) X Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

X Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?             Yes No X Depth (inches):

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes X No Depth (inches): 12 Yes X No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

10YR 5/8

2.5YR 4/8

0-5

5-11

w/ rounded gravel

w/ rounded gravel

Redox Features

M

RemarksLoc
2

Texture  (inches)

  Depth

Color (moist)

Matrix

Color (moist)

SiCL

M

SiCL

10YR 4/1

10YR 3/1

SiCL

11-20

N/A

w/ rounded gravel10YR 4/1

Glistening peds at 12"; moist to surface. Laurel rooted upslope of depression.

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

cmw

None

X

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed October 17, 2017



Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:   State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):      Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):         Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No X

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No X  Is the Sampled Area  Water

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No X  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 10% Yes FAC That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 0

3. 0 Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

10% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 40% Yes NOL That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 10% Yes FAC Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 0        Total % Cover of:     Multiply by:                    

4. 0 OBL species x 1 =          

5. 0 FACW species x 2 =          

50% = Total Cover FAC species x 3 =          

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =          

1. 15% Yes FACU UPL species x 5 =          

2. 5% Yes FACU Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 0 Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 0 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.0
1

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

20% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 0

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

0% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Harmony Road Townhomes Milwaukie / Clackamas 10/17/2017

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc. OR P7

C. Mirth Walker, Tom Dee 31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200

Toeslope convex 2

A, Northwest Forests and Coast 0

Wapato silty clay loam (84) None

X 0

0

0

X

Upslope of P6 to West.

0

                                                                                                                                                           

Alnus rubra 2

5

Prunus laurocerasus 40%

Rubus armeniacus

0 0

0 0

20 60

20 80

Hedera helix 40 200

Polystichum munitum 80 340

4.25

X

80%

cmw

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed October 17, 2017



SOIL Sampling Point: P7

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

100

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?             Yes No X Depth (inches):

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes No X Depth (inches): Yes No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

  Depth Matrix Redox Features

  (inches) Color (moist) Color (moist) Loc
2

Texture Remarks

11-18 10YR 5/3 SiL

w/ 5" rounded 

river rock

0-11 10YR 4/2 SiL

None

N/A X

X

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

cmw

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed October 17, 2017



Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:   State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):      Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):         Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No X

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No 0  Is the Sampled Area

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 0 No X  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 60% Yes FAC That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 0

3. 0 Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

60% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 20% Yes FACW That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 10% Yes NOL Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 5% No FAC        Total % Cover of:     Multiply by:                    

4. 2% No FACU OBL species x 1 =          

5. 2% No FACU FACW species x 2 =          

39% = Total Cover + 2 = 41% FAC species x 3 =          

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =          

1. 95% Yes FACU UPL species x 5 =          

2. 5% No FACW Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 1% No FAC Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 0 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.0
1

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

101% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 5% Yes FACU

2. 5% Yes FAC Hydrophytic 

10% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200

NAD 1983

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc.

C. Mirth Walker, Tom Dee

Wapato silty clay loam (84)

3.48 inches 2 weeks prior (Portland); 1.94" above normal WYTD; 11.73" above normal CYTD.

                                                                                                                                                           

Corylus cornuta

cmw

Sapling/Shrub Stratum also has 1% each Thuja plicata  (FAC) and Cornus alba (FACW)

X

50%

Harmony Road Townhomes

3

12/5/2017

P8OR

3.47

Milwaukie / Clackamas

None

213

416

25

71

104

Fraxinus latifolia

Prunus laurocerasus

0

Populus balsamifera

Central north sewer easement.

6

3

0

50

X 0

0%

Crataegus monogyna

X

50

729

Hedera helix

Polypogon monspeliensis 210

10

concave

0

Ilex aquifolium

Equisetum arvense

Rubus ursinus
Rubus armeniacus

0

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

terrace

A, Northwest Forests and Coast

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 12/5/2017 



SOIL Sampling Point: P8

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

100

98 2 C

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) X Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?             Yes No X Depth (inches):

 Water Table Present?    Yes No X Depth (inches): Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes No X Depth (inches): Yes No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

10YR 4/6

0-4 

4-14+ and rounded

Redox Features

M

RemarksLoc
2

Texture  (inches)

  Depth

Color (moist)

Matrix

Color (moist)

SiL

10YR 4/1

10YR 3/2

gr SiL

N/A

cobbles

Moist throughout.

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

X

cmw

None

X

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 12/5/2017 



Project/Site: City/County: Sampling Date:

Applicant/Owner:   State: Sampling Point:

Investigator(s):      Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):         Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks)

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes X No 0

Are Vegetation 0 ,Soil 0 , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS –  Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

 Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 0 No X

 Hydric Soil Present? Yes 0 No X  Is the Sampled Area

 Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No 0  within a Wetland? Yes No

Precipitation prior to fieldwork:  

Remarks: 

VEGETATION

Absolute Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size:__30' r__) % Cover Species? Status Number of Dominant Species  

1. 70% Yes FAC That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)

2. 0

3. 0 Total Number of Dominant   

4. 0 Species Across All Strata: (B)

70% = Total Cover

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__) Percent of Dominant Species

1. 20% Yes FACU That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)

2. 10% Yes FAC Prevalence Index worksheet:

3. 5% No FACW        Total % Cover of:     Multiply by:                    

4. 5% No FACW OBL species x 1 =          

5. 4% No FAC FACW species x 2 =          

44% = Total Cover + 1 = 45% FAC species x 3 =          

Herb Stratum (Plot size:__5' r__) FACU species x 4 =          

1. 95% Yes FACU UPL species x 5 =          

2. 5% No FACW Column Totals: (A) (B)

3. 5% No FAC Prevalence Index  = B/A =     

4. 5% No FACU Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

5. 0 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

6. 0 2 - Dominance Test is >50%

7. 0 3 - Prevalence Index is ≤3.0
1

8. 0 4 - Morphological Adaptations
1
 (Provide supporting

9. 0      data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

10. 0 5 - Wetland Non-Vascular Plants
1

11. 0 Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation
1
 (Explain)

110% = Total Cover
1
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:__10' r__)  be present.

1. 0

2. 0 Hydrophytic 

0% = Total Cover Vegetation Yes No

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum Present?

Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region

Harmony Road Townhomes Milwaukie / Clackamas 12/5/2017

Cascadia Planning & Dev. Srvcs/Old Time Investments, Inc. OR P9

C. Mirth Walker, Tom Dee 31D, T1S, R2E, TL 2200

terrace concave 2

A, Northwest Forests and Coast NAD 1983

Wapato silty clay loam (84) None

X 0

0

0

X

NE corner of site.

3.48 inches 2 weeks prior (Portland); 1.94" above normal WYTD; 11.73" above normal CYTD.

                                                                                                                                                           

Populus balsamifera 2

4

Symphoricarpos albus 50%

Crataegus monogyna

Physocarpus capitatus

Fraxinus latifolia 0 0

Thuja plicata 15 30

89 267

120 480

Hedera helix 0 0

Juncus patens 224 777

Equisetum arvense 3.47

Polystichum munitum

X

0%

cmw

Ilex aquifolium  1% FACU in S/S Stratum.

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 12/5/2017 



SOIL Sampling Point: P9

 Profile Description:  (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

% % Type
1

99 1 C

1
Type:  C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.      

2
Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils
3
:

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5) 2 cm Muck (A10)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6) Red Parent Material (TF2)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1) Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Other (Explain in Remarks)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Matrix (F3)   

Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)    wetland hydrology must be present,

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)    unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:

   Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks: S = sand; Si = silt; C = clay; L = loam or loamy; co = coarse; f = fine; vf = very fine; + = heavy (more clay); - = light (less clay)

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)                                                       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1) Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (MLRA 1, 2,

X High Water Table (A2)      1, 2, 4A, and 4B)     4A, and 4B)

X Saturation (A3)  Salt Crust (B11) Drainage Patterns (B10)

Water Marks (B1) Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Sediment Deposits (B2) Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Drift Deposits (B3) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Geomorphic Position (D2)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4) Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Iron Deposits (B5) Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A) Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) Other (Explain in Remarks) Frost-Heave Hummocks (D7)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Field Observations:

 Surface Water Present?             Yes No X Depth (inches):

 Water Table Present?    Yes X No Depth (inches): 6 Wetland Hydrology Present?     

 Saturation Present?  Yes X No Depth (inches): surface Yes X No

 (includes capillary fringe)

 Remarks: Entered by: KL QC by:

  Depth Matrix Redox Features

  (inches) Color (moist) Color (moist) Loc
2

Texture Remarks

Rounded cobbles0-12 10YR 4/1 10YR 4/6 M SiL

Rock refusal

12 X

Tiny shard of broken glass in pit.  Very rocky.

 Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

cmw

Winter High Water Table; dam/weir on Minthorn Creek may back-up water into soil. Very slight small depression, not a linear feature, no geomorphic 

position. 

US Army Corps of Engineers

SWCA Environmental Consultants       
Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast - Version 2.0

SWCA Project No. 39108         Printed 12/5/2017 



 

Water Quality Resource Area Site Assessment, SWCA Project No. 39108  
December 18, 2017 

 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT B:  
 
 
 

SITE VEGETATION LIST 
  





Common Name Scientific Name Wetland Indicator 
Status

Native and Invasive, 
Noxious

grand fir Abies grandis FACU native
big-leaf maple Acer macrophyllum FACU native
red alder Alnus rubra FAC native
devil's-pitchfork Bidens frondosa FACW native
taper-fruit short-scale sedge Carex leptopoda FAC native
red osier dogwood Cornus alba FACW native
beaked hazelnut Corylus cornuta FACU native
field horsetail Equisetum arvense FAC native
Oregon ash Fraxinus latifolia FACW native
sticky-willy Galium aparine FACU native
lamp rush Juncus effusus FACW native
spreading rush Juncus patens FACW native
yellow-skunk-cabbage Lysichiton americanus OBL native
American wild mint Mentha arvensis FACW native
Pacific ninebark Physocarpus capitatus FACW native
western or pineland sword fern Polystichum munitum FACU native
balsam poplar (black cottonwood) Populus balsamifera FAC native
Oregon white oak Quercus garryana FACU native
white-stem raspberry Rubus leucodermis FACU native
California dewberry Rubus ursinus FACU native
Pacific willow Salix lasiandra FACW native
giant sequoia Sequoiadendron giganteum NOL native (to California)
common snowberry Symphoricarpos albus FACU native
western arborvitae (western red cedar) Thuja plicata FAC native
squashberry Viburnum edule FACW native

horse chestnut* unknown species unknown species unknown species
colonial bent Agrostis capillaris FAC non-native
English hawthorn* Crataegus monogyna FAC non-native
English ivy* Hedera helix FACU invasive, noxious
English holly* Ilex aquifolium FACU non-native
spotted touch-me-not Impatiens capensis FACW non-native
pale-yellow iris (yellow flag)* Iris pseudacorus OBL noxious
European privet* Ligustrum vulgare FACU non-native
perennial rye grass Lolium perenne FAC non-native
dawn redwood Metasequoia glyptostroboides NOL non-native
Portuguese laurel* Prunus lusitanica NOL non-native
English laurel* Prunus laurocerasus NOL non-native
creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens FAC non-native
Himalayan blackberry* Rubus armeniacus FAC invasive, noxious
thornless blackberry Rubus species - non-native
climbing (bittersweet) nightshade*  Solanum dulcamara FAC invasive

knotweed or smartweed Polygonum species OBL to NOL -
rose Rosa species FAC to UPL -
*Priority target non-native species for removal; all are on the City of Portland Nuisance Plant List.

6115 SE Harmony Road

August 25, 2016, and October 17 and December 5, 2017

NATIVE

NON-NATIVE

Site Vegetation List

NATIVE STATUS UNKNOWN

SWCA Environmental Consultants Project No. 39108 Page 1 of 2



Wetland Indicator Status and taxonomy for the Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region per the National Wetland Plant List 2016 v3.3.
Accessed May 3, 2016. http://rsgisias.crrel.usace.army.mil/NWPL/

Portland Plant List. Available at: https://www.portlandoregon.gov/citycode/article/322280

Accessed September 22, 2016 and November 7, 2017

WETLAND INDICATOR STATUS (WIS)

OBL

FACW

FAC

FACU

UPL

NOL Not Listed - Plants that are not on the National Wetland Plant List are assumed to be UPL and have no WIS in any region

Facultative Wetland Plant - Usually occur in wetlands (hydrophyte), but may occur found in non-wetlands

Facultative Plant – Occurs in wetlands (hydrophyte) and uplands (nonhydrophyte)

Facultative Upland Plant - Usually occur in non-wetlands (non-hydrophyte), but may occur in wetlands

Upland Plant - Almost always occurs in uplands (non-hydrophyte), almost never occurs in wetlands. UPL plants have a WIS in 
other regions

Obligate Wetland Plant – Almost always occurs in wetlands (hydrophyte), rarely in uplands

SWCA Environmental Consultants Project No. 39108 Page 2 of 2
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ATTACHMENT C:  
 
 
 

REPRESENTATIVE SITE PHOTOGRAPHS  





 

C-1 

 

Photo 1. View north of western portion of vegetated corridor. Photo date October 
17, 2017. 

 

Photo 2. View north of central portion of vegetated corridor. Photo date October 
17, 2017. 



 

C-2 

 

Photo 3. View north of eastern portion of vegetated corridor. Photo date October 
17, 2017. 

 

Photo 4. View east of lot. Photo date October 17, 2017. 



 

C-3 

 

Photo 5. View northwest of manhole. Photo date August 25, 2016. 

 

Photo 6. View west of typical condition vegetated corridor. Photo date October 
17, 2017. 



 

C-4 

 

Photo 7. View north of Plot 6, below ordinary high water line of Minthorn Creek. 
Photo date October 17, 2017. 

 

Photo 8. View northeast of Minthorn Creek from eastern propery line. Photo  
date October 17, 2017. 
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ATTACHMENT D:  
 
 
 

OFWAM DATA FORMS 





APRIL 1996 

cmwalker
Text Box
FOR CITY OF MILWAUKIE NATURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT



Oregon 
Freshwater Wetland 
Assessment 
Methodology 

Prepared by: 

Emily Roth 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 

Richard Olsen 
Argonne National Laboratory 
(formerly with the Oregon Department of Environment Quality) 

Patty Snow 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Richard Sumner 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Editing, graphics and layout by Scott McCannell. Cover design by Frank 
Roth and cover illustration by Sandra Noel. 

The preparation of this manual was supported in part by a grant from the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency-Regio_n X. 

This manual is published by: Wetlands Program 
Oregon Division of State Lands 
775 Summer St. NE 
Salem, OR 97310 

Revised Edition, April 1996 



OreRon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Metlwdologv 

The origins of this manual 
The template for this evaluation method, the Method for the Comparative 
Evaluation of Nontidal Wetlands in New Hampshire, was published in 1991 
by the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services. The New 
Hampshire method was based on a similar method developed by the 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection. The Oregon Fresh
water Wetland Assessment Methodology uses some of the same wetland 
functions developed in the previous two publications. A general wetland 
characterization, a wetlands of special interest for protection category, and 
sensitivity to impacts and enhancement potential sections have been added. 
Some functions used in the New Hampshire or Connecticut methodologies 
have been combined or removed. All were modified to reflect wetland types 
found in Oregon. The revised edition clarifies and rearranges some ques
tions, directions and answers found in the December 1993 edition. 

The methodology was written by an inter-agency group that worked 
together for two and a half years. The size and make-up of the group 
fluctuated, but the following people and other representatives from their 
agencies were authors of various sections: 

Emily Roth 
Oregon Division of State Lands 

Patty Snow 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildl~le 

Richard Olsen (and Mike Nixon) 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 

Richard Sumner 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Corvallis 

A July 1993 draft of the Oregon Method was field tested in four areas of the 
state located within Clatsop, Linn, Benton and Deschutes counties and the 
Portland metropolitan area. In each area, a group of wetlands experts 
selected an assortment of familiar wetlands. They evaluated the functions 
of each wetland based upon their best professional judgment. We then 
brought together a second group of individuals, including community 
planners and interested community members. They visited some of the 
same wetlands and conducted an evaluation using the Oregon Method. The 
results of their evaluation were then compared to those of the expert group. 
We used the information from the comparison test to refine the final 
document. 

This edition of the Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Methodology 
is a modification of the original. Changes reflect suggestions of numerous 
users. We appreciate any comments or suggestions you have concerning the 
methodology. Suggestions will be evaluated and incorporated into future 
editions. 

iii 
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Submit comments concerning the methodology or requests for additional 
copies of this manual to: 

Wetlands Program 
Oregon Division of State Lands 
775 Summer St. N.E. 
Salem, OR 97310 
(503) 378-3805 

The development of this methodology was funded in part by a grant from 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

The Oregon Method should be cited as follows: 

Roth, E.M., R.D. Olsen, P.L. Snow, and R.R. Sumner. 1993. 
Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Methodology. Ed. by 
S.G. McCannell. Oregon Division of State Lands. Salem, OR. 
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Acknowledgments: second edition 

The Oregon Freshwater Wetland Methodology had been in use for almost 
two years, at least two growing seasons, when we started these revisions. 
Coastal, central, eastern, Willamette Valley, and southern Oregon wetlands 
were assessed for either wetland inventories or training sessions. We 
learned that some clarifications needed to be made and responses simpli
fied, but luckily, no one encountered any fatal flaws. 
The revisions were made possible due to the invaluable critique 
and reasonable suggestions from: 

• Lisa Heigh, a graduate student at Oregon State University, 
who put it through a consistency test, using it as a basis for 
her masters project. 

• The consultant community, our main users, who gave 
feedback on both clarification and scientific value. I would 
especially like to thank Mirth Walker and Christie Galen of 
Fishman Environmental Services and John van Staveren of 
Pacific Habitat Services. 

• Richard Sumner, one of the principal authors and grant 
wizard extraordinaire at EPA's Corvallis laboratory. 

Numerous others also suggested revisions that helped make the second 
edition more user friendly. They included EnviroCorps members, various 
people who braved our wetland identification and assessment trainings, and 
citizen users. I thank them all "en masse." 

These revisions would not have been undertaken if it wasn't for Janet 
Morlan with the Oregon Division of State Lands and Ken Bierly, now 
working in the Governor's Office on Watershed Health (taking a breather 
from the Division). Without their subtle yet consistent prodding, I would 
never have attempted and completed the revisions. They help me keep at 
least one of my feet mired in the wetland mucks of Oregon. Thanks Janet 
and Ken. 

My final thanks goes to the editor, Scott McCannell. As with the original, 
his patience persisted with my delays, revisions and the contracting process. 

Cheers! 

Emily Roth 
NRCS/Community Resource Conservation Center 
March 1996 
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Acknowledgments: first edition 

The inter-agency working team consisted of more than just the authors. We 
would like to give a special thanks to Frank Flynn and Lynn Beaton with the 
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development, Jim 
Goudzwaard with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers-Portland District, 
and Steve Morris and Michelle Day with the U.S. National Marine fisheries 
Service for attending meetings, reviewing numerous drafts of the text and 
providing valuable input throughout the entire process. We would also like 
to thank Bob Frenkel, Marv Yoshinaka, Peggy Elting, Rosemary Furfey, 
John Christy, and Tom Robertson for their participation in the process. For 
various reasons, they could not continue through the entire development of 
the manual, but their contributions helped to strengthen the methodology. 

We relied on Karen Strohmeyer, Rosemary Furfey, Neil Maine, Steve 
Moser and Dave Leslie to organize our field testing groups. Their efforts and 
feedback made the methodology more user friendly and led to many 
revisions. Lynn Putnam assisted the inter-agency group with the initial 
testing. She endured the "group process" and even managed to out shout us 
a few times. Also, a special thanks to all the people who participated in the 
field testing; they are too numerous to list here. 

Many Colleagues supported us from start to finish. Ken Bierly tried to keep 
us honest and encouraged us to stick with it (though we doubt he ever read 
it). Scott Leibowitz provided technical assistance; his comments caused us 
to re-examine basic thought patterns but not change too much copy. Allen 
"Chip" Dale and Donavin Leckenby assisted in the initial development of 
the habitat indices. Again, the list of colleagues that supported us with their 
patience, comments and critical review are too long to mention. Without 
them, it would never have been completed. We thank them all "en masse." 

Finally, many thanks go to our editor, Scott McCannell of Word Design 
& Graphics, Inc. His patience with our delays, revisions and then requests 
for a "rush" to get the draft out may entitle him to "sainthood," or at least 
a good beer. 

Cheers! 

Emily Roth 
Oregon Division of State Lands 
November 1993 
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Wildlife habitat 

Wetlands provide habitat for many wildlife species. 
A single wetland often cannot satisfy all require 
men ts for wildlife use, so its proximity to other bodies 

of water orupland areas is important. Buffers and corridors are also essential for 
this reason, and they reduce human disturbance as well. Many species also have 
special habitat requirements: Good water quality is necessary for amphibians 
and mammals; structural diversity is important for birds; and a combination of 
open water and grazing areas is important for waterfowl. 

For this assessment, urban wetlands are those within urban growth bound
aries or urban or rural service areas. Because of the impacts of human 
activities, urban wetlands may not satisfy as many habitat requirements as 
wetlands in undeveloped areas. This should not be interpreted to mean that 
urban wetlands have limited value for all wildlife. The importance of an urban 
wetland may be increased because of its location and surroundings. 

Assessment questions 
Question 1 
How many Cowardin wetland 
classes are present? 

Directions 
See question 21 in the Wetland Char
acterization. Count only those 
Cowardin classes for which you an
swered "a," "b" or "c." For urban 
areas, also consider the mix of species 
(Question 22 in the Wetland Charac
terization.) 

Rural areas: 
a. Three or four. 
b. Two. 
c. One. 

Urban areas: 
a. Two or more. 
b. One class with more than five 

plant species. 
c. One class with five or fewer 

plant species. 

Rationale 
In Northwest wetlands, vegetation is the most important component 
of wildlife habitat. It is widely recognized that plant community 
diversity increases animal community diversity. The existence of two 
Cowardin classes adjacent to each other may also improve wildlife 
habitat value because some wetland wildlife species use the edge 
between plant communities. ("Edge" describes the border between 
vegetation types or between a vegetation type and open water.) 

Structural diversity is also important. If several layers of vegetation are 
present, more diverse habitat types are provided. (Different birds nest in 
different layers.) In addition, the number of layers affects the amount of 
natural debris, which is necessary for amphibians and other wildlife. 

Notes 

Assessment questions-wildlife habitat 49 

cmwalker
Text Box
a. PFO and PEM, PAB



Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Metlwdo/ogY 

Question 2 
What is the dominant wetland veg
etation cover type? 

Directions 
See question 23 m the Wetland 
Characterization. 

a. Woody vegetation. 
b. Emergent vegetation and 

ponding, or open water only. 
c. Emergent vegetation or wet 

meadow. 

Rationale 
Wooded and shrub wetlands provide habitat for the largest overall 
species assemblages. Emergent wetlands associated with open water 
are also an essential habitat for a large number of wetland species, 
particularly waterfowl, amphibians and wading birds. Emergent wet
lands without open water provide habitat for wetland species to a 
lesser degree. 

Question 3 
What is the degree ofCowardin class a. High. 
interspersion for the wetland being b. Moderate. 
observed? c. Low. 

Directions 
See question 24 m the Wetland 
Characterization. 

Rationale 
Interspersion occurs when two or more wetland types or upland 
inclusions create a mosaic or pattern. In a wetland composed of 
approximately concentric bands of vegetation, such as cattails ringed 
by shrubs, interspersion is low. At the opposite extreme, small patches 
of shrubs scattered throughout an emergent marsh represent a high 
degree of interspersion. 

When two or more vegetation types are highly interspersed, a great 
deal of edge is created. Edge is important because many wildlife 
species are edge dwellers. Generally, the greater the edge, the greater 
the diversity of wildlife. 
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Question 4 
If the wetland contains unvegetated 
open water, how many acres of 
unvegetated open water are present? 

Directions 
See question 28 in the Wetland 
Characterization. 

Rural areas: 
a. More than 3 acres . 
b. Between 0.5 and 3 acres. 
c. Less than 0.5 acres. 

Urban areas: 
a. More than 1 acre. 
b. Between 0.5 and I acre. 
c. Less than 0.5 acres. 

Rationale 
Open water is essential to a number of wetland wildlife species, 
including waterfowl, wading birds, amphibians and some reptiles. 

Question 5 
How is the wetland connected to 
another body of water, such as a 
stream, lake or pond? 

Directions 
See question 18 in the Wetland 
Characterization. 

a. The wetland is connected by 
surface water to another body of 
water. 

b. No surface water connection 
exists to another body of water, 
but other bodies of water lie 
within I mile of the wetland. 

c. No surface-water connection 
exists to another body of water, 
and no other bodies of water lie 
within I mile of the wetland. 

Rationale 
Wetland wildlife species will often use surface water to travel between 
a wetland and deep water. Also, water must be available during critical 
phases for the wildlife that use it. Water available during the nesting 
season is more valuable to wildlife than water available only during 
the winter. 

Notes 
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Question 6 (for Westem OR onM 

How is the wetland connected to 
other wetlands? 

Directions 
See question 27 m the Wetland 
Characterization. 

a. Connected to other wetlands 
within a 3-mile radius by a 
perennial or intermittent stream, 
irrigation or drainage ditch, 
culvert, canal or lake. 

b. Not connected by surface waters, 
but other unconnected wetlands 
lie within a 3-mile radius. 

c. Not connected to other wetlands 
by surface waters, and no other 
unconnected wetlands lie within 
a 3-mile radius. 

Rationale 
Proximity to other wetlands increases a wetland's utility as habitat. 
Nearby wetlands sometimes contain features absent from the assess
ment wetland. For example, birds such as the great blue heron may 
roost near one wetland but travel to another to fish if the wetland where 
they roost doesn't have an ample supply of fish. 

This criterion applies only in western Oregon. Because of the dry 
climate in eastern Oregon, isolated wetlands provide important habi
tat to both local and migratory species. 

Question 7 
What is the water quality condition 
of stream reaches in the watershed 
upstream of the wetland or adjacent 
to the wetland? 

Directions 
See questions 7 and 8 in the Wetland 
Characterization. If both "a" and "b" 
apply, choose "a." 

a. No upstream or adjacent reaches 
are listed as water quality limited, 
and all upstream or adjacent 
reaches are listed as no problem 
(or no data available) for 
nonpoint source pollutants. 

b. One or more upstream or 
adjacent reaches are listed in 
moderate water quality condi
tion for nonpoint source 
pollutants. 

c. One or more upstream or 
adjacent reaches are listed as 
water quality limited or in 
severe water quality condition 
for nonpoint source pollutants. 

Rationale 
Poor water quality can harm many terrestrial and aquatic species. The 
character of a wetland ecosystem can change when exposed to nutri
ents and other chemicals beyond tolerable limits. Excess nutrients, for 
example, can cause oxygen deficiencies, which in tum can cause a 
change in the species composition of both plant and animal communi
ties. Studies in Washington and elsewhere have indicated that 
amphibians are especially sensitive to water quality. 
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Question 8 
What is the dominant existing land 
use within 500 feet of the wetland's 
edge? 

Directions 
See question 15 in the Wetland 
Characterization. If the responses 
you gave to question 15 in the Char
acterization indicate that two or 
more land-use categories are 
equally dominant, pick the one that 
will yield the lowest letter response 
for this question. (Example: In 
question 15 of the Wetland Charac
terization, you responded "b. 
Between 20% and 50%" to both 
Exclusive Forest Use lands and de
veloped uses, and the remainder of 
your responses to question 15 were 
"a. Less than 20%." Forth is Wildlife 
Habitat question, you would re
spond "a .. Exclusive Forest Use or 
Open Space.") 

a. Exclusive Forest Use 
or Open Space. 

b. Agriculture. 
c. Developed uses. 

Rationale 
Wildlife habitat generally deteriorates as land use changes from 
forested land to agricultural land to urban land. Certain game species, 
such as deer and some waterfowl, may benefit from land clearing. 
However, the majority of wildlife species are affected adversely when 
the land is developed because of fencing, lighting and loss of habitat. 

Notes 
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Question 9a 
For rural areas: What percentage 
of the wetland's edge is bordered by 
upland wildlife habitat that is at least 
150 feet wide? 

Question 9b 
For urban areas: What percent of 
the wetland' sedge is bordered by a 
vegetative buffer at least 25 feet 
wide? 

Directions 
For rural areas, see question 25 in 
the Wetland Characterization. For 
urban areas, see question 26 in the 
Wetland Characterization. 

a. Greater than 40%. 
b. Between I 0% and 40%. 
c. Less than 10%. 

a. Greater than 40%. 
b. Between 10 and 40%. 
c. Less than 10%. 

Rationale 
A buffer zone, an uncut or undisturbed area of vegetation providing 
wildlife cover, increases a wetland's wildlife habitat potential. It 
provides habitat for both upland animals and wetland dependent 
species that require upland habitat for parts of their life cycle. A buffer 
zone also decreases the impacts of disturbance on the wetland. This is 
particularly important for nesting birds, which may be disturbed by 
people and household pets. 

Well-vegetated buffer areas and corridors are particularly significant 
in urban areas because of their beneficial effect on water quality as 
well as their value for wildlife. 

Wildlife habitat: assessment criteria 

The wetland provides diverse 
wildlife habitat if: 

The wetland provides habitat for 
some wildlife species if: 

The wetland's wildlife habitat 
function is lost or not present if: 

At least four questions are 
answered "a," and no more than 
one is answered "c." 

Answers do not satisfy the 
above- or below-listed criteria. 

All questions are answered "c." 

54 Assessment questions-wildlife habitat 

Notes 

cmwalker
Text Box
a. 

cmwalker
Text Box
The wetland provides habitat for some species. 



Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Methodology 

Fish habitat 

This index assesses the contribution of wetlands 
connected to streams, rivers, lakes or ponds to 
fish habitat. or this index, "connected to" im- . 

plies a surface-water connection. The assessment should be done on the 
reach of the stream or on a section of lake that actually borders the wetland 
or is contained within the wetland. 

A stream is defined as a waterbody with a distinct channel and flow. 
Examples include sloughs, perennial streams and intermittent streams. If 
dikes or berms have been built on the stream banks between the stream and 
wetland that do not allow continual exchange of surface water, do not 
complete this index. If both a stream and lake are present, choose the one 
with the longest wetland surface connection. 

Wetlands that contribute to habitat for fish include areas with dense, 
overhanging vegetation. This vegetation provides shade, cover and food 
sources to related waterways and lakes. Wetlands also provide spawning, 
rearing and resting opportunities for fish. However, a wetland need not 
actually contain fish to contribute to fish habitat because wetlands may 
perform important functions for fish-bearing waters downstream. 

The assessment offish habitat is divided into two parts. Part A evaluates the 
wetland habitat connected to rivers and streams. If there is no stream or river 
associated with the wetland, then leave Part A out of the assessment. Part 
B evaluates the wetland habitat connected to ponds (water greater than 6 
feet deep) and lakes. If there is no lake or pond connected to the wetland, 
then leave Part B out of the assessment. If no stream, river, pond or lake is 
connected to the wetland, then leave this index out of the assessment 
altogether. 

Notes 
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Assessment questions: Part A-streams 
Question 1 
What percentage of the stream is 
shaded by stream-side (riparian) 
vegetation? 

Directions 
See question 31 m the Wetland 
Characterization. 

Western Oregon: 
a. More than 75%. 
b. Between 50% and 75%. 
c. Less than 50%. 

Eastern Oregon: 
a. 50% or more. 
b. 25% or more, but less than 

50%. 
c. Less than 25%. 

Rationale 
Many Oregon streams are unsuitable for anadromous and resident fish 
because riparian vegetation has been cleared. High water tempera
tures that result from removal of stream-side vegetation can make a 
stream unsuitable for some fish species. Salmonids and some resident 
fish are particularly susceptible to elevated water temperatures. The 
amount and type of stream-bank cover also affects the amount of large 
woody debris in the stream or river system. In addition, stream-bank 
vegetation provides habitat for insects, an important food source for 
salmon ids. 

Question 2 
What is the physical character of the 
stream channel? 

Directions 
See question 30 m the Wetland 
Characterization. 

a. The stream is in a natural 
channel, or modified portions of 
the stream are returning to a 
natural channel. 

b. Only portions of the stream 
channel are modified. 

c. The stream is extensively 
modified or confined in a non
vegetated channel or pipe. 

Rationale 
Although the species or age composition of low- and high-gradient 
streams is different, both can provide habitat for fish. Artificially 
channelized or extensively modified streams, however, usually do not 
provide fish habitat as well as natural stream channels. 
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Question 3 Notes 
What percentage of the entire a. More than 25%. 
stream contains instream structures b. Between 10% and 25%. 
such as large woody debris, floating c. Less than 10%. 
submerged vegetation, large rocks 
or boulders? 

Directions 
See question 32 in the Wetland 
Characterization. 

Rationale 
Cover is essential for good fish habitat. It provides refuge from 
predators and serves as substrate for insect larva, which are a good 
food source for some fish species. The presence of large pieces of 
woody material in pools is essential for providing adequate winter 
habitat for salmonid species. In addition, large pieces of woody 
material contribute to bank stability, dissipate energy, generate pool 
formation and encourage meandering. The breakdown of this material 
is also important in the nutrient cycle of the stream or river. 

Question 4 
What is the water quality condition 
of stream reaches in the watershed 
upstream of the wetland or adjacent 
to the wetland? 

Directions 
See questions 7 and 8 in the Wetland 
Characterization. If both "a" and "b" 
apply, choose "a." 

a. No upstream or adjacent reaches 
are listed as water quality limited, 
and all upstream or adjacent 
reaches are listed as no problem 
(or no data available) for 
nonpoint source pollutants. 

b. One or more upstream or 
adjacent reaches are listed in 
moderate water quality condi
tion for nonpoint source 
pollutants. 

c. One or more upstream or 
adjacent reaches are listed as 
water quality limited or in 
severe water quality condition 
for nonpoint source pollutants. 

Rationale 
Poor water quality can harm many aquatic species. The whole charac
ter of a wetland ecosystem can change when it is exposed to nutrients 
and other chemicals beyond tolerable limits. Excess nutrients, for 
example, can cause oxygen deficiencies, which in tum can cause a 
species composition change in both plant and animal communities. 
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Question 5 
What is the dominant existing land 
use within 500 feet of the wetland' s 
edge? 

Directions 
Refer to the directions for question 8 
of the wildlife habitat assessment 
questions. 

a. Exclusive Forest Use 
or Open Space. 

b. Agriculture. 
c. Developed uses. 

Rationale 
Fish habitat generally deteriorates as land use becomes more inten
sive, e.g., changes from forested land to agricultural land (including 
rangeland) to urban land. The change in intensity often changes the 
structure of the habitat and increases runoff, pollutant loading and 
sedimentation. 

Question 6 
Are fish present in a stream, lake or 
pond associated with the wetland? 

Directions 
See question 29 in the Wetland 
Characterization. 

a. Salmon, trout or sensitive 
species are present at some time 
during the year. 

b. Species not covered in "a" are 
present at some time during the 
year. 

c. No species are present at any 
time during the year. 

Rationale 
The potential for a wetland to benefit fish is directly related to the 
presence of fish in the stream or river reach within or adjacent to the 
wetland. 

Part 8-lakes and ponds 
Question 1 
Does the lake or pond contain areas 
of both deep and shallow water? 

Directions 
See question 33 in the Wetland 
Characterization. 

a. Yes. 
b. Cannot be determined. 
c. No. 

Rationale 
The depth of the pond or lake is important for spawning and may be 
important for rearing. A mixture of shallow, medium and deeper water 
is optimum to provide different habitat types. 
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Question 2 Notes 
What percentage of the wetland a. More than 25%. 
complex contains cover objects b. Between 10% and 25%. 
such as submerged logs, floating or c. Less than 10%. 
submerged vegetation, large rocks 
or boulders? 

Directions 
See question 35 m the Wetland 
Characterization. 

Rationale 
Cover is essential for good fish habitat. It provides refuge from 
predators and serves as substrate for insect Jarva, which are a food 
source for some fish species. The presence of large pieces of woody 
material in wetlands is essential for providing adequate winter habitat 
for salmonid species. In addition, large pieces of woody material 
contribute to bank stability and dissipate energy. The breakdown of 
this material is also important in the nutrient cycle of the pond or lake. 

Question 3 
What percentage of the shoreline is 
shaded at the water's edge by for
ested or scrub-shrub vegetation? 

Directions 
See question 34 in the Wetland 
Characterization. 

a. 60% or more. 
b. 20% or more, but less than 

60%. 
c. Less than 20%. 

Rationale 
Shoreline cover provides shading, which moderates water tempera
ture in lakes and ponds. High water temperatures that result from 
removal of lake-side vegetation can make a lake unsuitable for some 
fish species. Shoreline vegetation also provides food, large pieces of 
woody debris and cover from predators. Woodland and scrubland 
vegetation provides more shading than herbaceous vegetation. 
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Question 4 
What is the water quality condition 
of stream reaches in the watershed 
upstream of the wetland or adjacent 
to the wetland? 

Directions 
See questions 7 and 8 in the Wetland 
Characterization. If both "a" and "b" 
apply, choose "a." 

a. No upstream or adjacent reaches 
are listed as water quality limited, 
and all upstream or adjacent 
reaches are listed as no problem 
(or no data available) for 
nonpoint source pollutants. 

b. One or more upstream or 
adjacent reaches are listed in 
moderate water quality condi
tion for nonpoint source 
pollutants. 

c. One or more upstream or 
adjacent reaches are listed as 
water quality limited or in 
severe water quality condition 
for nonpoint source pollutants. 

Rationale 
See Part A question 4. 

Question 5 
What is the dominant existing land 
use within 500 feet of the wetland's 
edge? 

Directions 
Refer to the directions for question 8 
of the wildlife habitat assessment 
questions. 

a. Exclusive Forest Use or Open 
Space. 

b. Agriculture. 
c. Developed uses. 

Rationale 
See Part A question 5. 

Question 6 
Are fish in a stream, lake or pond 
associated with the wetland? 

Directions 
See question 29 m the Wetland 
Characterization. 

a. Salmon, trout or sensitive 
species are present at some time 
during the year. 

b. Species not covered in "a" are 
present at some time during the 
year. 

c. No species are present at any 
time during the year. 

Rationale 
The potential for a wetland to benefit fish is directly related to the 
presence of fish in the pond or lake. 
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Notes 
Fish habitat: assessment criteria 

The wetland's fish habitat 
function is intact if: 

The wetland's fish habitat 
function is impacted or 
degraded if: 

The wetland's fish habitat 
function is lost or not present if: 

. 
Any three questions are 
answered "a," and no more than 
one is answered "c." 

Answers do not satisfy the 
above- or below-listed criteria. 

All questions are answered "c." 
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Water quality 
(pollutant removal) 

Sediment trapping 
,.\, During periods of heavy rainfall, water runoff may 

cause erosion and increase solids suspended in 
receiving surface waters. The excess sediment entering water systems can 
damage aquatic ecosystems. For example, sediment accumulation in 
stream bottoms can smother spawning areas and kill aquatic insect larvae. 
It can also reduce the storage capacity of downstream water supply 
reservoirs. 

Wetlands perform an important function by trapping sediment from waters 
that pass through them. As water flows through wetlands, it is slowed by 
vegetation, and sediment settles to the bottom before the water moves 
farther downstream. As much as 90% of the solids suspended in the water 
may be removed as the water moves through wetlands, resulting in cleaner 
water entering streams, rivers, lakes and estuaries. 

Nutrient attenuation 
Nitrogen and phosphorus are the two nutrients most often associated with 
water pollution. They are also main ingredients of fertilizers used on 
agricultural fields and lawns, and both are found in high concentrations in 
discharges from sewage treatment plants and livestock operations. Exces
sive amounts of nitrogen and phosphorus in lakes and slow-moving streams 
can cause algal blooms and subsequent oxygen deficiencies, which may kill 
fish and reduce water quality. The processes that occur as a result of excess 
nutrients are lumped together under the term "eutrophication." Within 
limits, wetlands can reduce nutrient levels so that the effects of eutrophica
tion on downstream areas are prevented or reduced. This index considers 
only point and non-point pollutant sources that are due to land uses in the 
watershed. 

Assessment questions 
Question 1 
What is the wetland' s primary source 
of water? 

Directions 
See question 36 in the Wetland Char
acterization. 

a. Surface flow, including streams 
and ditches. 

b. Precipitation or sheet flow. 
c. Groundwater, including seeps 

and springs. 

Rationale 
Wetlands bordering a perennial or intermittent stream or lake are areas 
into which floodwaters spread during periods of high runoff, enabling 
the wetlands to remove pollutants. 

Notes 
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Question 2 
Is there evidence of flooding or 
ponding during a portion of the grow
ing season? 

Directions 
See question 37 in the Wetland Char
acterization. 

a. Yes. 
b. Unable to determine or not 

applicable. 
c. No. 

Rationale 
Water level fluctuation in the wetland indicates the ability to retain 
water. Impounded or standing water acts as a sediment trap because 
it greatly slows the flow of the incoming water, allowing suspended 
solids to settle out. Additionally, the slower velocity increases the 
contact time of the water with vegetation, resulting in uptake of 
nutrients by the vegetation. These actions function to reduce pollutant 
loads. 

Question 3 
What is the degree of wetland veg
etation cover? 

Directions 
See question 21 in the Wetland Char
acterization. Add the lower end of 
the ranges for forest, scrub-shrub 
and emergent vegetation to get the 
result. If the result is 60% or more, 
answer "high." If the result is 60%, 
answer "moderate." Answer "low" 
for other results. 

a. High (greater than 60% ). 
b. Moderate (approximately 60% ). 
c. Low (less than 60% ). 

Rationale 
The more dense the vegetation, the greater the wetland' s ability to take 
up nutrients. A dense stand of persistent emergent plants (such as 
cattail and rush) along with floating and submerged aquatics would 
tend to provide maximum nutrient uptake during the growing season. 
Wooded and scrub-shrub wetlands remove nutrients mainly through 
settling of suspended solids in runoff and flood waters. 
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Question 4 
What is the wetland' s area in acres? 

Directions 
See questions 17 and 27 in the Wet
land Characterization. 

a. More than 5 acres. 
b. Between 0.5 acres and 5 acres; or 

wetland area is less than 
0.5 acres, and the wetland is 
connected to other wetlands 
within a 3-mile radius by a 
perennial or intermittent stream, 
irrigation or drainage ditch, canal 
or lake. 

c. Less than 0.5 acres, and the 
wetland is not connected to other 
wetlands within a 3-mile radius 
by a perennial or intermittent 
stream, irrigation or drainage 
ditch, canal or lake. 

Rationale 
The larger the wetland, the greater its capacity and ability to filter 
pollutants. Small wetlands connected by surface water act as a series 
of filters and thus function similarly to a larger wetland. 

Question 5 
What is the dominant, existing land 
use within 500 feet of the wetland' s 
edge? 

Directions 
Refer to the directions for question 8 
of the wildlife habitat assessment 
questions. 

a. Developed uses. 
b. Agriculture. 
c. Exclusive Forest Use 

or Open Space. 

Rationale 
Urbanized areas have more impervious surface areas and concentrate 
pollution sources. Wetlands in urban areas are important for filtering 
the runoff water before it enters a stream. 

Notes 
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Question 6 
What is the water quality condition 
of stream reaches in the watershed 
upstream of the wetland or adjacent 
to the wetland? 

Directions 
See questions 7 and 8 in the Wetland 
Characterization. If both "a" and "b" 
apply, choose "a." 

a. One or more upstream or 
adjacent reaches are listed as 
water quality limited or in 
severe water quality condition 
for nonpoint source pollutants. 

b. One or more upstream or 
adjacent reaches are listed in 
moderate water quality condi
tion for nonpoint source 
pollutants. 

c. No upstream or adjacent reaches 
are listed as water quality limited, 
and all upstream or adjacent 
reaches are listed as no problem 
(or no data available) for 
nonpoint source pollutants. 

Rationale 
A watershed with upstream pollutant loading sources needs wetlands 
to reduce pollutant levels in water before it is delivered downstream. 

Water quality: assessment criteria 

A wetland's water-quality 
function is intact if: 

A wetland's water-quality 
function is impacted or 
degraded if: 

A wetland's water-quality 
function is lost or not present if: 

Question I is answered "a" or 
"b," questions 2 and 3 are 
answered "a," and any other 
question is answered "a" or "b." 

Answers do not satisfy the 
above- or below-listed criteria. 

Four out of six questions are 
answered "c." 
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Hydrologic control 
(flood control & water supply) 

Wetlands function as natural water-storage areas 
during periods of high runoff and stream flooding. · 

At times they act as flood regulators by holding floodwater then slowly 
releasing it downstream. This temporary storage reduces the amount of 
water downstream during floods, thereby reducing peak flows. Through 
this flood storage mechanism, wetlands associated with tributaries of 
streams or rivers can prevent water from all tributaries reaching the stream 
or river at the same time (this is called desynchronization). Wetlands can 
also act as floodwater "brakes." For example, water flowing through 
riverine wetlands during floods is slowed by trees, shrubs, reeds, rushes and 
other wetland vegetation. Wetlands acting as brakes can reduce flood peaks 
and thereby reduce flood damage, bank and bed erosion, and other adverse 
effects caused by fast moving water. 

Wetlands also have long-term water holding abilities. Wetlands may store 
water for longer periods, sometimes for months. The slow draining of these 
wetlands to surface water or ground water as the water level in the wetland 
recedes may contribute to maintenance of baseflows in streams hydrologi
cally connected to the wetland. The ability of this long-term water storage 
to maintain stream flows is called "flow conservation." 

Assessment questions 
Question 1 
Is all or part of the wetland located a. Yes. 
within the I 00-year floodplain or b. No. 
within an enclosed basin? 

Directions 
See question I 9in the Wetland Char
acterization. 

Rationale 
Wetlands located within a floodplain or enclosed basin have a greater 
opportunity to receive and store water from surface flows and to 
release it slowly downstream or into the groundwater. 

Notes 
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Question 2 
Is there evidence of flooding or 
ponding during a portion of the grow
ing season? 

Directions 
See question 37 in the Wetland Char
acterization. 

a. Yes. 
b. Unable to determine or not 

applicable. 
c. No. 

Rationale 
Water marks are valid indicators of seasonal and episodic stage 
fluctuations in wetlands and, as such, are strong indicators of storage 
function. 

Question 3 
What is the wetland' s area in acres? 

Directions 
See question 17 in the Wetland Char
acterization. 

a. More than 5 acres. 
b. Between .5 acres and 5 acres. 
c. Less than .5 acres. 

Rationale 
Generally, the larger the wetland, the greater its ability to store and 
attenuate flood flows. 

Question 4 
Is waterflow out of the wetland re
stricted (e.g., beaver dam, concrete 
structure, undersized culvert)? 

Directions 
See question 38 in the Wetland Char
acterization. 

a. Yes, the outlet is restricted or 
the wetland has no outlet. 

b. Minor restrictions slow down 
the water (i.e., undersized 
culvert.) 

c. No, the outlet has unrestricted 
flow. 

Rationale 
Wetlands with no outlets or with restricted or controlled outlets 
generally will store greater amounts of water than wetlands with 
unrestricted flow outlets. Also, the wetland can store water for slower 
release into the water system. 
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Question 5 
What is the dominant wetland veg
etation cover type? 

Directions 
See question 23 in the Wet land Char
acterization. 

a. Woody vegetation. 
b. Emergent vegetation and 

ponding, or open water only. 
c. Emergent vegetation or wet 

meadow. 

Rationale 
Densely vegetated wetlands with vegetation greater than 6 feet tall are 
better able to control flood flows than wetlands dominated by open water 
or low growing vegetation, which generally offers little resistance. 

Question 6 
What is the dominant existing land 
use, within 500 feet of the wetland 
on the downstream or down-slope 
edge of the wetland? 

Directions 
See question 16 in the Wetland Char
acterization. 

a. Developed uses. 
b. Agriculture. 
c. Exclusive Forest Use and Open 

Space. 

Rationale 
If the wetland is upstream from developed areas, its ability to control 
floods becomes more important. 

Question 7 
What is the dominant land use in the 
watershed upstream from the assess
ment area? 

Directions 
See question 6 in the Wetland Char
acterization. 

a. Urban or urbanizing. 
b. Agriculture. 
c. Forested or natural area. 

Rationale 
Runoff volume is directly related to the level of development in the 
watershed: The more development, the more runoff. The opportunity 
for the wetland to provide flood control and flow conservation to a 
community is greater where runoff is greater. 

Notes 
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Hydrologic control: assessment criteria 

A wetland's hydrologic control 
function is intact if: 

A wetland's hydrologic control 
function is is impacted or 
degraded if: 

A wetland 's hydrologic control 
function is lost or not present if: 

Four or more questions are 
answered "a." 

Answers do not satisify the 
above- or below-listed criteria. 

Four or more questions are 
answered "c." 
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Cascadia Planning + Development Services 
P.O. Box 1920 
Silverton, OR 97381 
(503) 804‐1089 
steve@cascadiapd.com 

 
 

 

MEMO 
  
 

DATE:  September 4, 2018 
 
TO:    Brett Kelver, Associate Planner 
  City of Milwaukie   
 
FROM:    Steve Kay 
 
RE:    Supplemental Application Materials for 

VR‐2018‐005, NR‐2018‐002, and DEV‐2018‐006 
 
 
   
                     
 
 

To address the Approvability Items identified in your letter dated August 24, 2018, we are 
providing supplementing information for the above‐mentioned application.   The applicant’s 
response to each item is provided below: 
 
 

Item 1a.  There is a Discrepancy between the Water Quality Site Assessment 
and the Proposed Planting Information for VECO A1 on Sheet P‐6. 

 
  Applicant’s Response: 

The proposed planting information provided on Sheet P‐6 replaces what was previously 
presented in Table 2 of the Water Quality Site Assessment for VECO A1. 

 
 

Item 1b.  It is Unclear why Trees within the WQR that are not Directly within 
the Development Area are Proposed to be Removed.  

 
  Applicant’s Response: 

The critical tree root zone is typically 1.5‐ft. radius around a tree for each 1” diameter 
measured at breast height (DBH).  Sheet P‐5 identifies existing trees which are 6” DBH or 
larger, therefore each of these trees has critical root zones that are 9‐ft. or larger.  The 
applicant’s Preliminary Grading Plan illustrates where the proposed development 
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activities will occur.  When those development activities are within 9‐ft. of a tree, and at 
least 50% of the critical root zone area will impacted, the damaged root zone will present 
a hazard if that tree is retained.  As such, some trees which are located outside of the 
proposed development footprint, but have critical root systems which are impacted by 
the development, are proposed for removal. 

 
 

Item 2a.  It is Unclear Whether Additional User Amenities are Proposed to 
be Provided within the Public Open Space Area. 

 
  Applicant’s Response: 

All of the proposed user amenities are illustrated on the applicant’s Preliminary Site Plan.  
The term “variety of user amenities” is referring to the proposed decomposed granite 
walking trail, benches, and the picnic table.  
 
 

Item 2b.  An Additional Variance is Required if Permeable On‐Site Walkways 
are Not Proposed with the Development. 

 
  Applicant’s Response: 

To comply with MMC Subsection 19.504.9, the applicant has attached a revised 
Preliminary Site Plan that proposes the installation of permeable concrete on‐site 
walkways throughout the development.  As such, an additional variance request is not 
required for the application. 

 
 

Item 2c.  Staff Asserts that Stone Veneer and Cedar‐Shake Patterned Hardi 
Board do not Function to Create a Simple and Visually Interesting 
Building.  It is Unclear How the Doors and Windows will be Inset to 
Provide Depth, Shadows, and Expression to the Building. 

 
  Applicant’s Response: 

The attached Building Elevations have been revised to remove the stone veneer and 
cedar‐shake patterned Hardi Board from the proposed multi‐family structure.  To provide 
depth, shadows, and expression to the building, the applicant is proposing to install 1 ½” 
thick trim around the proposed exterior doors and windows verses installing the industry 
standard 1” thick trim. 
 

 
Item 2d.  More Detail is Required to Demonstrate that the Chain Link 

Fencing Meets the Building Materials Standards.  Additional Detail 
is Requested for the Proposed Metal Fence and Gate along the 
Sidewalk.  Staff Again Asserts that Stone Veneer and Cedar‐Shake 
Patterned Hardi Board do not Function to Create a Simple and 
Visually Interesting Building.   
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  Applicant’s Response: 

The revised Preliminary Site Plan indicates that the applicant is no longer proposing chain 
link fencing.  The applicant is now proposing to install 42” high black metal fencing on top 
of the proposed retaining wall.  The same fencing is also proposed to be installed between 
the sidewalk along SE Harmony Road and the access drive for the apartment complex.  
Attached with this Memo is a picture of the proposed 42” fencing and a detail which 
illustrates the proposed gate for fire apparatus access.  As explained above, the applicant 
has removed the stone veneer and cedar‐shake patterned Hardi Board from the proposed 
apartment building. 
 

 
Item 2e.  It is Unclear What Percentage of Canopy‐Coverage will be 

Provided for VECO A2.   
 
  Applicant’s Response: 

The applicant has revised Sheet P‐6 to provide proposed plantings for VECO A2.  The 
revised planting list will provide 37% canopy coverage within 5 years for this portion of 
the common open space area.  The planting information provided on Sheet P‐6 replaces 
what was previously presented in Table 3 of the Water Quality Site Assessment for VECO 
A2. 
 

 
Item 2f.  Staff Asserts that the Shared Waste Collection Area is not 

Conveniently Located for the Proposed Development.  Additional 
Options Including Expansion of the Existing Collection Area Should 
be Explored.  

 
  Applicant’s Response: 

The applicant is proposing to provide a single shared waste and recycling storage area for 
the existing Harmony Park Townhomes at 5989 SE Harmony Road, and the proposed 15‐
unit apartment complex expansion at 6115 SE Harmony Road.   The design guidelines 
listed under Table 19.505.3.D do not specify a maximum distance between the proposed 
dwelling units and the waste/recycling area.  The Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that 
the waste/recycling storage area is located where the collection service has convenient 
access and can safely turnaround so that exiting to SE Harmony Road can occur in a 
forward manner.  The waste and recycling area is also located near a joint mailbox facility 
that will be shared for the entire apartment complex.  The proposed waste/recycling area 
is located approximately 270‐ft. from the primary entrance of the new apartment 
building, which is a comparable distance for residents in other large apartment 
complexes.  Given the site development constraints at 6115 SE Harmony Road, and 
inability to develop a turnaround for waste collection vehicles on that property, the 
proposed shared storage facility at 5989 SE Harmony Road is the only feasible option. 
 
Currently, residents at the Harmony Park Townhomes are provided once a week waste 
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and recycling service.  When sharing the waste and recycling storage area at 5989 SE 
Harmony Road with the residents at 6115 SE Harmony Road, the applicant will be 
providing twice a week waste and recycling service for the entire apartment complex.  As 
such, a larger storage area will not be required for the Harmony Park Townhomes PH II 
project. 
 

 
Item 3a.  The Interior Landscaping Standard does not Appear to be Met.  It 

may be Necessary to Expand the Parking Lot Landscaping Variance 
to Include Interior Landscaping with an Exploration of Mitigation 
Measures.  

 
  Applicant’s Response: 

Based on Staff’s feedback, the applicant has revised Sheet P‐6 to exclude some of the area 
that was previously illustrated as interior landscaping.  The plan now indicates that the 
interior landscaping area totals 324 sq. ft. when 575 sq. ft. is required to meet the 
standard.  The applicant is therefore expanding the variance request from only parking lot 
perimeter landscaping to parking lot landscaping in general.  The applicant’s revised 
response to the parking lot landscaping variance under the Discretionary Relief Criteria of 
Section 19.911(4)(B) is provided below:  
 

    Subsection 1(a):   The  applicant  is  requesting  approval  of  a  Type  III  Variance  for 
parking  lot  landscaping  requirements  associated  with  the 
proposed development.  This variance includes a request reduce 
the parking lot perimeter landscaping requirement from 6‐ft. to 
3.54‐ft. where a proposed retaining wall is adjacent to the west 
property  line,  reduce  the  perimeter  landscaping  requirement 
from 8‐ft.  to 1.50‐ft. along the drive aisle extending from 5989 
SE Harmony Road to the subject site, and to reduce the required 
interior  landscaping requirement  from 575 sq.  ft.  to 324 sq.  ft. 
adjacent  ot  the  parking  lot.    The  benefit  to  granting  the 
proposed  parking  lot  landscaping  variance  is  that  the  required 
landscaping width can be  reduced, and encroachment  into  the 
site’s WQR area can be minimized.  The parking lot landscaping 
variance  also  allows  the  installation  of  a  retaining  wall  at  the 
north  end  of  the  parking  lot,  thereby  reducing  the  amount  of 
the  grading  required  in  the  WQR.    Another  benefit  of  the 
variance is the ability to use the existing access easement along 
the  southern  boundary  of  5989  and  6115  SE  Harmony  Road, 
thereby providing shared access and not creating operational or 
safety  issues  for  the adjacent arterial  roadway.    The  impact of 
the  proposed  variance  is  that  it  reduces  the  width  of  the 
planting areas adjacent to the parking lot.  However, if standard 
landscaping  standards  were  applied  to  the  development,  the 
existing  easement  could  not  be  used  to  access  the  site,  site 
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grading  would  be  more  extensive,  and  a  larger  development 
footprint  would  create  more  impacts  to  the  WQR  area.  
Although landscaping on the site is constrained near the parking 
lot  area,  the  Preliminary  Site  Plan  demonstrates  that  this  is 
mitigated  by  maintaining  72%  (41,231  sq.  ft.)  of  the  site  as 
vegetated  area  when  only  15%  (8,645  sq.  ft.)  is  required.  
Therefore, when balancing relative  impacts and benefits of the 
proposed  variance  verses  applying  typical  parking  lot 
landscaping standards, the proposal provides more benefits and 
fewer impacts as compared to the baseline code requirements. 

 
  Subsection 1(b)(1):  The applicant’s Preliminary Site Plan illustrates that the 

proposed parking lot landscape variance only affects properties 
within the Harmony Park Townhomes complex.  Both 5989 and 
6115 SE Harmony Road are under the same ownership and the 
location of the existing access easement requires a reduction in 
perimeter landscaping along the Harmony Road right‐of‐way.   
The plan also demonstrates that the existing sight‐obscuring 
fence between 5989 and 6115 SE Harmony Road minimizes 
impacts from the proposed reduction in perimeter and interior 
landscaping around the parking lot. 

 
  Subsection 1(b)(2):  As demonstrated by the Preliminary Grading and Erosion 

Control Plan, the proposed parking lot landscaping variance will 
reduce impacts to the WQR area on the south side of Minthorn 
Creek.  The applicant’s Water Quality Resource Site Assessment 
discusses ecological functions of the WQR, which as a natural 
resource, provides public benefits to the local watershed and 
larger regional environment.  These functional values include 
protecting water features from development, providing shade 
and moderating microclimate, moderating streamflow and 
providing water storage, providing water filtration and 
infiltration, providing bank stabilization and sediment control, 
ensuring large wood recruitment, and nurturing organic 
material resources. 

 
  Subsection 1(b)(3):  Due to site constraints which include access restrictions on SE 

Harmony Road, steep topography near the creek, and the desire 
to protect the WQR on the subject property, the parking lot 
must be located in the southwest corner of the site.  The 
attached Preliminary Site Plan demonstrates that the location of 
existing development and access easement on the adjacent 
parcel creates the need to request a variance to the parking lot 
perimeter landscaping requirement between the parking area 
and front property line (see Exhibit 4).  The attached Preliminary 
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Grading Plan illustrates that while the proposed retaining wall 
will limit grading impacts within the WQR, it creates the need to 
request a variance to interior and perimeter landscaping 
requirements along the north side of the parking lot.  In 
addition, although the applicant is adding a 4th story to reduce 
the proposed building footprint, the narrow site does not 
provide adequate width to meet the parking lot perimeter and 
interior landscaping requirements.  Instead by siting and 
designing the parking lot as proposed, the Arterial Street access 
spacing standard will be met and grading impacts within the 
WQR will be minimized.  Therefore, the requested variance to 
parking lot landscaping standards responds to both the existing 
built and natural environment in a sensitive manner. 

 
Subsection 1(b)(3):  The Preliminary Site Plan indicates that the proposed variance 

to the parking lot landscaping standards will be mitigated 
several ways (see Exhibit 4).  The plan shows that the drive 
aisle’s encroachment into the 8‐ft. landscaping area will be 
mitigated by separating the parking area from the public 
sidewalk with a 6‐in. curb and a 42‐in. high metal fence.  In 
addition, the retaining wall encroachment into the 6‐ft. 
landscaping area will be mitigated by an existing 6‐ft. high chain 
link fence with sight‐obscuring slats along the subject site’s west 
property line.  As stated above, the applicant will also be 
mitigating for the reduction in parking lot landscaping by 
maintaining 72% (41,231 sq. ft.) of the site as vegetated area 
when only 15% (8,645 sq. ft.) is required.  With this combination 
of measures, impacts from the proposed parking lot landscaping 
variance are mitigated to the extent practicable. 

 
 

Item 4a.  It is Unclear Where the Structures are on the Adjacent Lot to the 
East.  Potential Impacts to the Property Should be Discussed and 
Proposed Mitigation Measures Should be Identified. 

 
  Applicant’s Response: 

The attached WQR & Side Yard Impacts/Tree Removal Plan provides a plan view of the 
apartment buildings proposed encroachment into the side yard height plane.  This plan 
has been revised to illustrate that the proposed building is located approximately 20‐ft. 
from the existing carport located at 6125 SE Harmony Road.  In addition, the plan 
demonstrates that the dwelling on the adjacent property is located approximately 36‐ft. 
from the proposed apartment building, and the adjacent dwelling is buffered from the 
apartment building by the carport.  The City’s side yard height plane standards provide 
maximum benefits when a single‐family structure and a multi‐family structure are each 
located 5‐ft. from a common property line.  However in this case, the proposed distance 
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and buffering between the buildings help to mitigate impacts from the variance request.  
To further mitigate impacts created by the variance request, the WQR & Side Yard 
Impacts/Tree Removal Plan indicates that the applicant will retain an existing tree 
between the structures.  In addition, the attached Parking/Side Yard/WQR Planting Areas 
Plan indicates that the applicant will be planting an evergreen hedge along a portion of 
the east property line.  
 

The applicant is submitting 18 copies of this Memo, as well as 18 copies of the revised Preliminary 
Site Plan (Sheet P‐4), WQR & Side Yard Impacts/Tree Removal Plan (Sheet P‐5), Parking/Side 
Yard/WQR Planting Areas Plan (Sheet P‐6), Preliminary Grading and Erosion Control Plan (C‐3), 
and Building Elevations.  Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or concerns 
regarding these supplemental application materials. 
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Brett Kelver

From: Amos, Matt [mailto:Matt.Amos@clackamasfire.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 22, 2018 3:59 PM 
To: Dennis Egner <EgnerD@milwaukieoregon.gov> 
Subject: 6115 SE Harmony Rd. VR‐2018‐005, NR‐2018‐005, DEV‐2018‐006 

Good afternoon Denny, 

Clackamas Fire District #1 has no comments for this variance request. 

Thank you, 

Matt Amos 
Fire Inspector | Fire Prevention 
direct: 503.742.2661 

The information contained in this transmission may contain privileged and confidential information, including patient 
information protected by federal and state privacy laws. It is intended only for the use of the person(s) named above. If 
you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, dissemination, distribution, or duplication of 
this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email 
and destroy all copies of the original message.  

ATTACHMENT 7
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Brett Kelver

From: Wyffels, Michelle <WyffelsM@trimet.org>
Sent: Friday, September 07, 2018 1:43 PM
To: Brett Kelver
Subject: RE: call for comments on VR-2018-005

Brett‐ 
Thank you for following up. Yes, some things do slip through the cracks. 
 
I do not have any comments related to this development. 
 
Michelle 
 

From: Brett Kelver <KelverB@milwaukieoregon.gov>  
Sent: Friday, September 07, 2018 11:13 AM 
To: Kent, Ken <KenKen@co.clackamas.or.us>; BROOKING Joshua C <Joshua.C.BROOKING@odot.state.or.us>; Rebecca 
Hamilton <Rebecca.Hamilton@oregonmetro.gov>; Wyffels, Michelle <WyffelsM@trimet.org>; LinwoodZP@gmail.com; 
jtrem56@gmail.com 
Cc: Alex Roller <RollerA@milwaukieoregon.gov>; Peter Passarelli <PassarelliP@milwaukieoregon.gov> 
Subject: call for comments on VR‐2018‐005 
 
Hello, 
  
A quick note to check in and see if any of you will have any comments to send for the proposed 15‐unit apartment 
building at 6115 SE Harmony Rd.  The original referral form is attached, with a list of applicable code sections and the 
project webpage.   
  
The applicant provided some supplemental materials on Wednesday of this week, in response to items listed in the 
letter deeming the application complete.  A PDF of these materials is attached for your reference. 
  
If you could send me any comments on the proposal by early next week (Sept 10 or 11), that would be ideal.   
  
Thank you! 
  

BRETT KELVER 
Associate Planner 
City of Milwaukie 
o: 503.786.7657 f: 503.774.8236 
6101 SE Johnson Creek Blvd • Milwaukie, OR 97206 
  

 

Disclaimer 

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and 
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or 
taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd. 
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819 SE Morrison Street 

Suite 310 

Portland, OR  97214 

503.274.2010 phone 

503.274.2024 fax 

 

www.esassoc.com 

 

memorandum 

date September 11, 2018  

to Brett Kelver, AICP (City of Milwaukie) 

from Sarah Hartung  

subject Natural Resource Review for Harmony Park Townhomes Phase II 

 

Thank you for asking Environmental Science Associates (ESA) to assist the City of Milwaukie with natural 

resource evaluation services for the Harmony Park Townhomes Phase II project. This memorandum summarizes 

our technical review of land use application materials related to site natural resources regulated by Milwaukie 

Municipal Code (MMC), including Water Quality Resource (WQR) areas. The materials we reviewed included a 

Water Quality Resource Site Assessment report prepared by SWCA, which addresses requirements of MMC 

Section 19.402 (Natural Resources) and site plans prepared by Cascadia Planning and Development Services.  

This memorandum is formatted to address specific technical review tasks identified by the City in your request 

for ESA services. The City-requested tasks are identified in bold, followed by our responses.  

1. Site Visit: assess the existing conditions and verify that the applicant’s presentation of existing conditions 

in the WQR Site Assessment is accurate and thorough.  

Response:  ESA staff (Sarah Hartung) visited the Harmony Park site on August 27, 2018. The site visit involved 

walking the property to assess existing conditions with relevant maps and photos from the water quality report in 

hand. In general, ESA observed site conditions to be consistent with those illustrated on the report figures and 

described in the narrative, although a few discrepancies were noted for the vegetated corridor sample plots. Based 

on the site visit, vegetation shown in Photo 6 of the application, and the general location of the sample plot, it 

appears that VECO A2 should have some woody cover instead of zero per Table 1 below, although it’s not 

certain this would change the rating of the vegetated corridor. In the future, it would be beneficial for the 

applicant to identify the size of the sample plot which can have an effect on total cover. Additionally, it’s unclear 

how the applicant came up with a total canopy cover of 80% for both VECO A1 and VECO B. It appears that the 

canopy cover should be 50% and 100% respectively. See the markups in Table 1 below.  
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2a. WQR Boundaries: Does the demarcation of WQR boundaries, including vegetated corridors and the 

delineated wetland, appear to be accurate and in conformance with the standards described in MMC 

Section 19.402? 

Response:  The demarcation of the WQR boundary does not appear to be drawn correctly adjacent to the widest 

section of Minthorn Creek according to Table 19.402.15. For primary protected water features with slopes > 25% 

for less than 150 feet, the width of the vegetated corridor is the distance from the starting point of the 

measurement (i.e. OHW) to the top of ravine, or the break in > 25% slope plus 50 feet. Slopes immediately 

adjacent to Minthorn Creek on the south side are greater than 25%, and the break in slope is shown with red dots 

in Figure 1 below. From the break in slope, another 50 feet of horizontal distance should be added to expand the 

width of the vegetated corridor as approximated in red in Figure 1. 

The delineated wetland and Minthorn Creek appear to be accurately mapped. No wetlands were observed on the 

south side of the stream during ESA’s August 27, 2018 site visit. 
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  Figure 1: The corrected WQR approximated in red based on steep slopes adjacent to Minthorn Creek 

2b. Alternatives Analysis 

 Are the applicant’s estimates of the various alternatives’ impacts to the WQR reasonable and accurate? 

Response:  

Alternatives A, B and C do not provide estimates of potential impacts to the WQR in terms of square footage and 

therefore it is difficult to compare area impacts to the preferred alternative (Alternative D). Alternatives A and B 

describe configurations that do not meet other code standards and therefore are discounted, although it would be 

interesting to know if a variance to the front yard setback could be given to allow the development of Alternative 

B. 

Alternative C presents a fatal flaw with the expected inability to receive a railroad crossing permit. Alternative C 

could be discussed initially as a constraint of the site, instead of a viable development option. 

 Are there additional obvious alternatives that should be considered? 

Response:  

An apparent missing alternative is the discussion of providing parking underneath the proposed apartment 

building to reduce the development footprint within the WQR. It’s not clear if this idea is feasible, but it seems as 

though it could be addressed in some fashion. Will bike racks be provided or alternative transportation modes be 

incentivized for residents in order to reduce parking requirements? 
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Providing public access to the WQR seems beneficial for future residents, but a discussion of at least one other 

configuration for public access in addition to the small pathway would be useful – such as an additional overlook 

at the top of the WQR instead of a pathway to reduce intrusion into the WQR. 

2c. Impacts 

 Is the assessment of water quality impacts related to the proposed development an accurate and complete 

one? 

Response: The discussion of water quality impacts on page 6 of the water quality assessment report is short and 

does not address stormwater runoff impacts to Minthorn Creek.  

Different temporary and permanent impact numbers are provided in the Land Use Review dated May 29, 2018 

compared with P-5, Sheet 5 of 11 of the Application Form packet.  

The impact discussion in the Water Quality Resource Site Assessment on page 6 states that, “No wetlands, 

stream, or VECO B impacts are proposed,” but the grading plan on Sheet C-2 shows earthwork extending down 

the slope into Minthorn Creek. This extensive grading could be an artifact of the AutoCad program used to 

generate the proposed contours. It seems feasible to tighten up the proposed contours to avoid filling in the 

stream. Stream fill would require coordination and/or permitting with the Department of State Lands and the US 

Army Corps of Engineers. 

Thirty-inch pervious trails are exempt from WQR review; however, ESA recommends considering the picnic 

areas as a permanent impact because these areas will be permanently converted to non-vegetated surfaces. 

 Is the proposed removal of existing trees within the WQR warranted, given the location of the proposed 

site work and improvements? 

Response: It’s not clear why the three trees circled in yellow in Figure 2 below require removal (too close to the 

proposed building?). No grading is proposed in that area according to Sheet C – 2. Otherwise the tree removal 

plan on Sheet 5 of 11 looks reasonable. 
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Figure 2: Purpose of proposed tree removal highlighted in yellow is unclear. 

2d. Mitigation 

 Are the numbers and species of proposed mitigation plantings sufficient and 

appropriate for the proposed impacts to the WQR, including any distinctions 

between VECO A1 and VECO A2? 

Response: The mitigation proposes to plant 25 trees in 1,912 ft.² in VECO A1 and a mixture of trees, shrubs and 

groundcover in 1,500 ft.² in VECO A2. The total proposed mitigation area is 3,412 ft.² to compensate for 2,736 

ft.² of permanent disturbance at an approximate 1.25 to 1 replacement ratio. Mitigation ratios are typically 1.5 to 1 

or 2 to 1 to account for temporal loss of water quality resource functions. Additionally, our interpretation of the 

regulated vegetated corridor would result in increased permanent disturbance area (see Item 2a of this memo). We 

suggest:  

- Recalculate permanent impacts; 

- Recalculate the mitigation areas (i.e. available planting space) to exclude the gravel paths and picnic 

tables; 

- Consider a different planting scheme, such as native forbs and grasses within the looped path and dense, 

native, low-growing shrubs adjacent to the pathway to increase buffering between the public use area and 

the WQR downslope; and 

- Develop a mitigation plan that achieves, at least, 1.5 to 1 replacement ratio. 
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 Confirm the projected estimate of canopy coverage percentage within the common open space area, as 

shown on Sheet P‐6. [Staff notes a discrepancy between Sheet P‐6 and the planting list provided for VECO A1 

on page 8 in the WQR Site Assessment—use Sheet P‐6 as the latest proposal for planting in VECO A1.] 

Response: The method of projecting estimated canopy cover is not standard. Instead, propose a mitigation area 

and density of mitigation plants for more objective tracking and monitoring. If 25 trees are proposed at 10 feet 

on-center, the planting area should be 2,500 ft.², not 1,912 ft.² 

 To ensure the success of the mitigation plantings in VECO A, and to adequately mitigate the proposed 

WQR disturbance in general, should invasive plants be removed from all or some portion of VECO B? 

Response: While removing invasive plants from VECO B on the north side of the stream would be beneficial, we 

recommend removing weeds from a minimum 10-foot buffer adjacent to the proposed mitigation area to promote 

mitigation success. This 10-foot buffer is a standard width used in other local jurisdictions. Additional 

maintenance and weeding may be required depending on the results of the monitoring report from the 2nd growing 

season. Weed cover in excess of 20 percent aerial cover can threaten the success of mitigation plantings and 

would indicate the need for additional maintenance and monitoring. Removing invasive plants from VECO B 

may be needed as potential mitigation if additional permanent impacts were proposed – see Item 2a. 

 Overall, is the proposed mitigation sufficient to restore the disturbed WQR to an equal or better 

condition?    

Response: It is our conclusion that the proposed mitigation is not sufficient. Items to improve include: 

- Groundcover and shrubs appear to be lacking from the proposed planting in VECO A1 per P-6, Sheet 6 

of 11. 

- It’s unclear how many trees would be planted within the looped pathway; elaborate on the mitigation 

planting strategy with respect to the public access areas. 

- The planting plan does not address how temporary grading impacts will be restored. 

- The existing mitigation ratio is 1.25 to 1. 

2e. Overall, how will the ecological function and value of the WQR in its current state be affected by the 

proposed disturbance and subsequent mitigation? Choose one of the three following responses: 

 Improved 

 Unchanged 

 Degraded 

Response: The vegetated corridor would be somewhat improved with the mitigation plan. Considerations for 

strengthening the plan for it to be judged “Improved” include: 

- Require dense native shrubs to be planted around the gravel pathway on the downslope side to prevent 

off-trail use and potential damage to the WQR slope.  
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- Add shrubs, grasses and forbs throughout VECO A1 to intercept runoff and enhance the vegetated 

corridor. 

- Require a split-rail fence to demarcate the development from the remaining protected WQR. 

3. Written Report: if any deficiencies in the application are noted, please indicate whether the issue (1) 

needs to be resolved with revised application materials prior to issuance of a decision, (2) can be resolved 

through adding a condition of approval, or (3) does not impact the overall review of the proposal. 

Response: The following deficiencies are noted and would be best resolved prior to issuance of a decision: 

- The alternatives analysis should include estimates of area impacts to the WQR from different viable 

options and include an alternative that discusses parking underneath the townhouse complex or parking 

alternatives that minimize intrusion into the WQR.  

- Recalculate the impact area.  

- Strengthen the discussion of stormwater impacts to Minthorn Creek. 

- Improve the mitigation plan by: 1) including groundcover and shrubs in VECO A1, 2) considering a 

different planting scheme within the looped pathway, 3) increasing the replacement ratio to 1.5 to 1 or 2 

to 1, instead of 1.25 to 1 to achieve “Improved” conditions in the vegetated corridor, and 4) identifying a 

planting mix on P-6 to restore temporary disturbances to the WQR. 

- Correct the grading on the slope down to Minthorn Creek and avoid fill below OHWL. 

Thank you for asking ESA to provide natural resources review assistance for the Harmony Park Townhomes 

Phase II project. Please let me know if you have any questions or would like to discuss any of the information 

presented in this memorandum.  
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Brett Kelver

From: Sarah Hartung <SHartung@esassoc.com>
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2018 2:28 PM
To: Brett Kelver
Subject: RE: revised materials

Hi Brett: The planting plan presented on P‐6 dated September 4, 2018 does not change our recommendations which 
were based on the June 14, 2018 version of P‐6. The most recent version of P‐6 has the same information on VECO A1 as 
the June 14 version that could benefit from clarification. The issue to clarify has to do with the fact that P‐6 calls out a 
planting area of 5883 ft.² for A1, but then states that 25 trees will be planted in 1912 ft.² within the 5,883 square foot 
area.  
 
It's misleading to present VECO A1 as 5,883 ft.² but only plant a portion of it (i.e. 1,912 ft.²). Regardless of the size of A1, 
it would be good to see specifications for groundcover and shrub species, density, and size on P‐6 in addition to the tree 
planting schedule. Additionally, if 25 trees are proposed for planting at 10 feet on‐center, then the mitigation area 
needed would be 2,500 ft.² which should be specifically shown on P‐6. 
 
Let me know if you have any questions and have a great afternoon. 
Regards, 
Sarah 
 
 
 

From: Brett Kelver <KelverB@milwaukieoregon.gov>  
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2018 11:13 AM 
To: Sarah Hartung <SHartung@esassoc.com> 
Subject: revised materials 
 
  
  

BRETT KELVER 
Associate Planner 
City of Milwaukie 
o: 503.786.7657 f: 503.774.8236 
6101 SE Johnson Creek Blvd • Milwaukie, OR 97206 
  

 

Disclaimer 

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and 
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or 
taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd. 
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Brett Kelver

From: Sakuma, Hideo <hsakuma@wm.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2018 2:40 PM
To: Brett Kelver
Subject: RE: Waste Management comment on proposed collection area?
Attachments: truck clearance.pdf

Hello Brett, 
 
Good to hear from you. 
 
The trucks can do 3 point turns if need be to service a container.  However that being said, if the dumpster were on 
wheels, the driver could roll them out and service them if the ground is flat and not on a hill. Then put them back into 
the corral area. 
 
I have included a truck PDF that shows length and all the information you should need. 
 
The preferable enclosure would be where the driver could drive right up to it and service the container and be on 
his/her way. 
 
The largest container that can have wheels is a 3 yard, in some rare cases a 4 yard can, but not very often. 
 
I hope I answered your questions and also that the PDF helps shed some light on the enclosure area. 
 
If not please let me know and I will try again. 
 
Regards, 
Adam  
 
 
 
Hideo Adam Sakuma 
Inside Sales Representative 
480 383 5610 Direct 
866 835 6061 Fax 
 
Waste Management 
2550 W Union Hills Dr 
Phoenix, AZ 85027 
 
hsakuma@wm.com  
www.wm.com 
 
 
This email is private and confidential and the information herein is between Waste Management and its intended party.  Please do 
not forward or copy the information without the consent of Waste Management.  If you received in error, please disregard all 
information. 

 

From: Brett Kelver [mailto:KelverB@milwaukieoregon.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2018 2:30 PM 
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To: Sakuma, Hideo <hsakuma@wm.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Waste Management comment on proposed collection area? 
 
Adam, 
  
I got your name from correspondence from an earlier land use application (Northwest Housing Alternatives project at 
2316 SE Willard St).  I’m not sure if you’re the right person to ask when we have questions about garbage/recycling 
collection facilities in general, but if not maybe you can point me to someone else in the Waste Management system. 
  
We are reviewing a proposed 15‐unit apartment building at 6115 SE Harmony Rd, which is adjacent to an existing 
apartment complex at 5989 SE Harmony Rd.  The new building would share the existing garbage/recycling area, due to 
the suggestion that the site configuration does not allow much room for a collection truck to maneuver if a separate 
collection area was established elsewhere on the site.   
  
I am attaching a PDF mark‐up that shows the existing collection area.  My simple questions to you are (1) how does a 
truck maneuver now to collect materials, and (2) with the shared access for the new building to the east, is there a place 
where a second collection area could be established that would allow a truck to get in and out of that part of the site? 
  
Below is a screen shot of the Google street view of the existing collection area.  If you could give me some feedback on 
this in the next day or two, it would be a big help. 
  
Thank you! 
  

BRETT KELVER 
Associate Planner 
City of Milwaukie 
o: 503.786.7657 f: 503.774.8236 
6101 SE Johnson Creek Blvd • Milwaukie, OR 97206 
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Disclaimer 

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and 
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or 
taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. 
 
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd. 

Recycling is a good thing. Please recycle any printed emails.  
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DATE:  September 11, 2018                                 ODOT # 8599 

ODOT Response to Local Land Use Notification 

Project Name: Harmony Park Townhomes Phase 
II 

Applicant: Steve Kay 

Jurisdiction: City of Milwaukie Jurisdiction Case #: DEV 2018-006 

Site Address: 6115 SE Harmony Rd. Legal Description:  

Tax Lot(s):  

State Highway: 171/ OR 224 Mileposts: 2.4, 2.5, 2.9 

The site of this proposed land use action is in the vicinity of OR 224/Hwy 171. ODOT has permitting 
authority for this facility and an interest in ensuring that this proposed land use is compatible with its safe 
and efficient operation. The site also abuts the Union Pacific Railroad.  Please direct the applicant to 
the District Contact indicated below to determine permit requirements and obtain application 
information. 

ODOT RECOMMENDED LOCAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 

Noise Advisory: 

 The applicant is advised that a residential development on the proposed site may be exposed to 
traffic noise levels that exceed federal noise guidelines. Builders should take appropriate 
measures to mitigate this impact. It is generally not the State’s responsibility to provide 
mitigation for receptors that are built after the noise source is in place. 

 The applicant is advised that a residential development on the proposed site may be exposed to 
noise from heavy rail freight trains, passenger trains or transit vehicles. It is generally not the 
State’s responsibility to provide mitigation for receptors that are built after the noise source is in 

Department of Transportation
Region 1 Headquarters

123 NE Flanders Street

Portland, Oregon, 97209

Phone: (503) 731‐8200

Fax: (503) 731‐8259
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place. Builders should take appropriate measures to mitigate the noise impact as well as construct 
fencing between the lot and the railroad right of way to prevent illegal trespass onto the tracks. 

Comments: 

Fencing may be required along the rail line property boundary.  Details are attached.  We have sent this 
proposed project notice to ODOT Rail and we are awaiting comments.  They will be forwarded to the 
City and applicant upon receipt. 

Please send a copy of the Notice of Decision including conditions of approval to: 

ODOT Region 1 Planning 
Development Review 
123 NW Flanders St 
Portland, OR 97209 

 

Development Review Planner: P. Elise Scolnick, AICP Phone: 503-731-8435 

Traffic Contact: Avi Tayar, PE Phone: 503-731-8221 

District Contact: Aref Bozorgnia Phone: 971-673-1268 

ODOT Rail Contact: Richard Shankle Phone: 503-986-4273 
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D A N  J O H N S O N  

 

 

Memorandum 

      TO: Brett Kelver, Planning Department 
City of Milwaukie 

FROM: Development Engineering, Kenneth Kent 

 DATE: September 12, 2018 

      RE: VR-2018-005 Harmony Park Townhomes PH II 
12E31D 02200 

This office has the following comments pertaining to this proposal: 
 

FACTS AND FINDNIGS: 

1. The applicant has proposed construction of a 15-unit multifamily development on the 
north side of SE Harmony Road.  SE Harmony Road is a major arterial roadway 
under the jurisdiction of Clackamas County. 

2. Clackamas County has adopted roadway standards that pertain to the structural 
section, construction characteristics, minimum required right-of-way widths and 
access standards for major arterial roadways.  Development applications are required 
to improve one half of the street cross section along the entire site frontage.   

3. Based on access and driveway spacing standards, a shared access has been required 
for the properties along this portion of SE Harmony Road.  Access to the project site 
is provided though a shared access with the property to the west to an existing 
driveway approach on to SE Harmony Road. 

4. Minimum frontage improvements on the SE Harmony Road frontage include, but are 
not necessarily limited to, up to a half-street improvement, maintaining the existing 
curb off-set, and storm drainage facilities.  In addition, standard curb or curb and 
gutter when curb line slope is less than one percent, a minimum six-foot wide 
unobstructed sidewalk behind a minimum five-foot wide landscape strip with street 
trees. 

5. Applicant shall comply with County Roadway Standards clear zone requirements in 
accordance with Roadway Standards section 245 along the entire Harmony Road site 
frontage. 

5.1 Page 71



 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
Although the County does not have land use jurisdiction over the proposed 
subdivision, the County does have jurisdiction over access and improvements along 
SE Harmony Road.  However, the following recommended conditions reflect the 
County’s minimum standards.  Where the City’s standards are greater, and do not 
otherwise conflict with the County’s storm drainage standards and maintenance 
practices, the City’s standard are acceptable.  
 
If the City of Milwaukie approves the request, the following conditions of approval 
are recommended.  If the applicant is advised to or chooses to modify the proposal in 
terms of access location and/or design following the preparation of these comments 
this office requests an opportunity to review and comment on such changes prior to a 
decision being made. 

 

1. All frontage improvements in, or adjacent to Clackamas County right-of-way, shall 
be in compliance with Clackamas County Roadway Standards. 

2. Prior to commencement of site work, a Development Permit and a Utility Placement 
Permit are required and must be obtained from Clackamas County for all work 
performed in the road right-of-way. 

3. The applicant shall verify by a professional survey that adequate right-of-way width 
exists along the entire site frontage, on the northerly side of SE Harmony Road to 
permit construction of the required roadway and frontage improvements or shall 
dedicate additional right-of-way as necessary to provide it.  A minimum of 6 inches 
shall be provided between the back of sidewalk and right-of-way. 

4. All dedications or easements for SE Harmony Road shall be by separate document 
unless provided on a recorded plat.  The applicant will need to have their surveyor 
prepare the required exhibits to provide to Sharan Hamms-LaDuca in DTD 
Engineering for review.  They can be emailed to Shams-LaDuca@clackamas.us.  
Examples of the exhibits are available from Sharan. 

5. The applicant shall grant an eight-foot wide public easement for signs, slopes, 
sidewalks and public utilities along the entire SE Harmony Road site frontage. 

6. Access to the project site shall be limited to the existing driveway approach on Tax 
Lots 12E31D 02000 and 02100.  No direct access to SE Harmony shall be permitted 
along the site frontage other than gated emergency vehicle access.  

7. The applicant shall design and construct improvements along the entire site frontage 
of SE Harmony Road.  These improvements shall consist of: 

a. Up to an 18-foot wide, one half-street improvement shall be constructed along the 
entire site frontage to arterial roadway standards. The structural section for SE 
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Harmony Road improvements shall consist of 7 1/2 inches of asphalt concrete, 
per Clackamas County Roadway Standards Standard Drawing C100. 

b. Standard curb, or curb and gutter if curbline slope is less than one percent.  The 
existing curb off-set shall be maintained 

c. Adjacent to the curb, a 5-foot landscape strip, including street trees shall be 
constructed along the entire site frontage. 

d. A minimum 6-foot wide unobstructed sidewalk shall be constructed along the 
entire site frontage, per Standard Drawing S960.  The transition from curb-tight 
sidewalk to set-back sidewalk shall include panels at no greater than 45 degrees to 
the main direction of travel. 

e. The concrete driveway approach to the gated emergency vehicle access shall be 
constructed with a mountable curb, per Standard Drawing S180.  The Fire District 
shall approve the gate and access design. 

f. The existing driveway drop shall be removed and replaced with curb and 
landscape strip.  

g. Drainage facilities in conformance with Clackamas County Roadway Standards 
chapter four. 

h. Applicant shall comply with County Roadway Standards clear zone requirements 
in accordance with Roadway Standards section 245 along the entire Harmony 
Road site frontage. 
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Brett Kelver

From: SCOLNICK Peggy E *Elise <Peggy.E.Scolnick@odot.state.or.us>
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2018 2:04 PM
To: Brett Kelver
Cc: BROOKING Joshua C
Subject: RE: ODOT Case # 8599 Harmony Park Townhomes Phase II

Hi Brett, 
 
ODOT is recommending the fencing, not requiring it. 
 
Have a great weekend! 
 
Elise 
 
P. Elise Scolnick, AICP 
Planner, Development Review 
ODOT Region 1 
123 NW Flanders St. 
Portland, OR 97209‐4012 
Office: 503‐731‐8435 
Fax: 503‐731‐3266 
 
 
 

From: Brett Kelver [mailto:KelverB@milwaukieoregon.gov]  
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2018 1:18 PM 
To: SCOLNICK Peggy E *Elise 
Subject: RE: ODOT Case # 8599 Harmony Park Townhomes Phase II 
 
Thanks, Elise.  So, does this mean that fencing definitely will be required along the northern boundary, or is it just a 
recommendation?   
  
One note would be that there is no bridge across the creek, so no planned activity on the side of the property adjacent 
to the railway, so I would assume no fencing is required.  But is it different for residential projects than commercial 
ones? 
  

BRETT KELVER 
Associate Planner 
  

From: SCOLNICK Peggy E *Elise <Peggy.E.Scolnick@odot.state.or.us>  
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2018 10:32 AM 
To: Brett Kelver <KelverB@milwaukieoregon.gov> 
Subject: RE: ODOT Case # 8599 Harmony Park Townhomes Phase II 
  
Hi Brett, 
I did get a response from ODOT Rail, attached.  There are no other comments other than the ones I already sent 
regarding noise and fencing. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO: Community Development Department 

THROUGH: Charles Eaton, Director of Engineering 

FROM: Alex Roller, Engineering Technician II 

RE: VR-2018-005 - Harmony Apartment Phase II – 6115 SE Harmony Rd 
DATE: September 14, 2018 

Construct apartment building on vacant site. 

1. MMC Chapter 12.08 – Street & Sidewalk Excavations, Construction, and Repair 

A. This will apply to all construction that is completed in the Harmony right-of-
way. The public improvement process will be completed under a 
Clackamas County development permit. 

2. MMC Chapter 12.16 – Access Management 

The Planning Commission finds that the following complies with applicable 
criteria of MMC Chapter 12.16. 

A. MMC Chapter 12.16.040 establishes standards for access (driveway) 
requirements. 

12.16.040A: requires that all properties be provided street access with the 
use of an accessway. 

Development will be taking access from taxlot 2100 & 2000 to the west. 
The only new access is a gated fire access. Spacing requirements and 
clear vision requirements will conform to Clackamas County Roadway 
Standards.  

3. MMC Chapter 19.700 – Public Facility Improvements 

The Planning Commission finds that the following complies with applicable 
criteria of MMC Chapter 19.700. 

A. MMC Chapter 19.700 applies to partitions, subdivisions, new construction, 
and modification or expansion of an existing structure or a change or 
intensification in use that result in any projected increase in vehicle trips or 
any increase in gross floor area on the site. 

The applicant proposes to construct an apartment building on a currently 
vacant lot. The development triggers the requirements of MMC Chapter 
19.700. 

MMC 19.700 applies to the proposed development, but construction will 
be completed under a Clackamas County Development Permit. 

4. Completion of a private stormwater maintenance agreement will be required 
upon completion of site construction. This recorded document will ensure that 
maintenance of the on-site storm facilities is properly maintained. This agreement 
will cover the maintenance requirements of the storm cartridge system. The 
maintenance requirements of existing utility easements on site will be covered 
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VR-2018-005 
6115 SE Harmony Road 
Page 2 of 2 

under this document as well. There are two utility easements on the development 
site that contain City of Milwaukie sewer mains. One is located on the north side 
of the property, and the other is located on the east side of the property. The 
construction of the building will limit access to the sewer manhole located near 
the east property line north of the proposed building. There is currently access to 
this manhole, but with the construction of the building, only pedestrian access will 
be provided. City crews will need access to the downstream manhole, which is 
located on the north property line. Property owner will be responsible for 
maintaining an 8-foot wide pathway clear of vegetation to provide access for City 
crews to regularly clean and inspect the sewer main lines located on site. Final 
language of maintenance requirements will be finalized with the maintenance 
agreement upon completion of building construction. 

Recommended Conditions of Approval 

1. Upon completion of building and site utilities, submittal of a private stormwater 
maintenance agreement is required. This agreement will be recorded with 
Clackamas county.  
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Brett Kelver

From: Jesse Tremblay <jtrem56@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 15, 2018 11:11 AM
To: Brett Kelver
Subject: Re: call for comments on VR-2018-005

Hi Brett, 
 
I asked for the packet to continue to be mailed to me regarding land use proposals, so I could continue 
bringing it to the NDA meetings for general NDA review. If we had a packet to pass around, we would have 
had discussion amongst the group. As it is, we barely spoke about it. 
 
Official response: The addition of 15 rental units helps keep rent increases down by adding to supply. Some 
members of the NDA have concerns about the increase of traffic to the already highly congested 
Railroad/Harmony/Linwood intersection. 
 
 
On Fri, Sep 7, 2018 at 11:13 AM Brett Kelver <KelverB@milwaukieoregon.gov> wrote: 

Hello, 

  

A quick note to check in and see if any of you will have any comments to send for the proposed 15‐unit apartment 
building at 6115 SE Harmony Rd.  The original referral form is attached, with a list of applicable code sections and the 
project webpage.   

  

The applicant provided some supplemental materials on Wednesday of this week, in response to items listed in the 
letter deeming the application complete.  A PDF of these materials is attached for your reference. 

  

If you could send me any comments on the proposal by early next week (Sept 10 or 11), that would be ideal.   

  

Thank you! 

  

BRETT KELVER 

Associate Planner 

City of Milwaukie 

o: 503.786.7657 f: 503.774.8236 
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Brett Kelver

From: Brett Kelver
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2018 4:44 PM
To: 'Joseph Edge'
Cc: Dennis Egner; Alex Roller; 'aargo23@gmail.com'; 'grau@nwhousing.org'; 

'greghemermilw@gmail.com'; 'john.henry.burns@gmail.com'; 'kim.travis75@gmail.com'; 
'scott.jns@gmail.com'

Subject: RE: VR-2018-005 Questions

Joseph, 
 
Thanks for your questions.  Here are some responses, sent to the entire Commission for their information and reference 
(as this correspondence becomes part of the official record): 
 

 Bicycle Parking = I agree that the proposed arrangement may not meet the standards of MMC 19.609.  This is a 
question that came up for me earlier, though I initially deferred to the applicant’s intent to set a clear 
expectation for tenants that there would be space for storing a bike in each unit.  I wondered about whether 
there would be issues with wet bikes making a mess in the units during the rainy season, as well as it being a 
challenge to haul a bike up to the 2nd or 3rd floor.  I hadn’t flagged this as an issue for them to deal with, but 
especially given the reminder I am inclined to suggest that a condition is needed to provide a ground‐floor bike 
parking arrangement for each unit.  Perhaps the attached garage can be a place where bikes can be locked to an 
internal rack or secured in some other way.  Or maybe they can identify a space outside where a bike rack could 
be installed.  Regardless, I do agree that this is an issue that needs address. 

 

 Special Setbacks = In general, the special setbacks of MMC 19.501.2 are intended to ensure that there is enough 
room to accommodate future street widenings on major roads, if needed for things like a center turn lane.  I’m 
not sure if or when any major changes will be made to this section of Harmony Rd. 
 

 Preliminary Stormwater Analysis = There is an established methodology for conducting stormwater analysis, so 
it is not necessary for the Commission to condition specific methods (like setting a specific curve number).  Staff 
will require that the correct/appropriate curve number be used for the final analysis, and then we will require 
adjustments to the plans to meet the stormwater requirements.  It does seem fair for the Commission to ask 
whether staff believes the applicant can achieve the necessary stormwater management without radical 
changes to the site plan, especially where natural resource disturbance may be involved.  In this case, we will 
require the applicant to modify the pre‐development curve number and modify the plans accordingly; this 
review occurs at the time of building permit.  According to our Engineering Department, the only change to the 
plans with this lower curve number would be a larger detention pipe.  With the site plan as proposed, it doesn’t 
look like the pipe could be longer, but it could be a larger diameter, or there could be a second parallel pipe. 
 

 “Pre‐development” standards for water quality vs water quantity = There are not different pre‐development 
standards for water quantity and water quality.  As I understand it, “pre‐development” conditions are not a 
factor in the water quality assessment, because there is a set standard of quality that must be met today, 
regardless of what was on the site before.  With water quantity, the issue is about the rate that a certain 
amount of water leaves the site, and since everyone is now supposed to use the “Lewis & Clark” pre‐
development standard as a starting point, the issue is more about whether an applicant is using the correct 
curve number for their analysis, as addressed in the point above. 
 

 HCA mapping on the site = I believe the absence of HCA on the site has more to do with Metro’s original 
mapping than with the site being annexed into the city in 2017.  Interestingly, the City’s Natural Resources (NR) 
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administrative map doesn’t show any WQR or wetlands on this site, either.  However, because the code (MMC 
19.402.15) effectively says those WQR features are where certain definitions are met (e.g., if there is a perennial 
stream draining more than 100 acres, or a Title 3 wetland), they have to be considered and “appear” on the 
map.  But with HCA, there is no requirement for an applicant to conduct a de novo review of a site to determine 
whether or where any HCA features may be—we simply start with whatever the NR map shows.   

I hope this sufficiently addresses your questions for now.  Some of these issues may receive further treatment in the 
forthcoming staff report. 

A reminder to all Commissioners not to Reply All to this message.  Since we need to avoid having a “meeting” outside of 
the public process, if you have follow‐up questions to this email, please respond to me directly and I will formulate a 
new response that I’ll send to the entire Commission. 

BRETT KELVER 
Associate Planner 
City of Milwaukie 
o: 503.786.7657 f: 503.774.8236 
6101 SE Johnson Creek Blvd • Milwaukie, OR 97206 

From: Joseph Edge <joseph.edge@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 3:35 PM 
To: Brett Kelver <KelverB@milwaukieoregon.gov> 
Subject: VR‐2018‐005 Questions 

Hi Brett,  

I have the following questions about the variance application (VR‐2018‐005) for the multifamily development on 
Harmony.  

The bicycle parking standards in MMC appear to objectively describe a shared‐use/common‐area secured indoor bicycle 
parking facility. Is the ordinance language really loose enough to allow the bicycle parking standard to be met by 
providing a closet in each dwelling unit? Because I feel this is not in the spirit of the code and does not meet the purpose 
of the standard. I don't see the proposal indicating that the shared‐use/common‐area motor vehicle parking can be used 
for storage space for tenants who don't need to use all of the minimum required parking spaces that are allocated to 
their dwelling unit, so I don't know why this practice would be permitted for bicycle parking. This is a major sticking 
point for me, especially given the proximity to the planned North Clackamas Greenway Trail that will be constructed on 
Railroad Avenue and the presence of existing bicycle lanes on Harmony.  

What is the purpose of the Harmony Road special setback? (General Exceptions > Yard Exceptions 19.501.2)  

Also, once again, the preliminary stormwater analysis seems to be using too high of a curve number to represent the 
"pre‐development" conditions. Does the PC have standing to condition a specific curve number for subsequent 
stormwater analyses? The pre‐development site would be 100% wooded, so a curve number of no greater than 72 
should be used to represent pre‐development conditions for the entire subject site.  

Is there a different "pre‐development" standard for water quality vs. water quantity management facilities?  

While there is WQR on the subject site, there does not seem to be any HCA. Is that due to the subject site having been 
annexed into the city only very recently? So the city's HCA map doesn't show detail for the subject site? Because there 
should be HCA to protect and buffer the WQR.  

Thank you,  

Joseph 
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