
SCAPPOOSE PLANNING COMMISSION 
Council Chambers at City Hall 
33568 East Columbia Avenue 

AGENDA: 
Thursday, November 18th, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. 

1.0 CALL TO ORDER 

2.0 ROLL CALL 

3.0 APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
3.1 October 28, 2021 Planning Commission Meeting 

4.0 CITIZEN INPUT  
The City of Scappoose will be accepting public comments in person, by email or calling into the 
virtual meeting. Please advise the Planning Dept. at 503-543-7184 before 5pm Wed. Nov. 17, 2021. 

5.0 NEW BUSINESS 
5.1 DOCKET # SB2-21 
Creekwood Homes, Inc. is requesting approval of a Preliminary Subdivision Plat to subdivide ~1.76 
acres of land described as Columbia County Assessor Map Numbers 3212-DD-07900, 3212-DD-
07600, and 3212-DD-07500 to create 9 lots in the Moderate Density Residential (R-4) zoning 
district. The site is located northeast of the SE 6th and SE Elm Street intersection.  

Format: Subdivisions are a Limited Land Use Decision that do not require verbal testimony, only written 
comments which will be accepted if submitted by 5:00 p.m., Wednesday, November 17th, 2021. 

6.0 COMMUNICATIONS 
6.1   Calendar Check  
6.2   Commissioner Comments 
6.3   Staff Comments 

7.0 ADJOURNMENT 

*Please note that due to COVID-19 restrictions, attendees may attend virtually rather than in
person. For more details visit the City website at  https://www.ci.scappoose.or.us/bc-pc or by
City Hall at 503-543-7146.

This is an open meeting and the public is welcome to attend virtually.  The City of Scappoose does not 
discriminate on the basis of handicap status in its programs and activities. If special accommodations are 

required, please contact Susan M. Reeves, MMC, City Recorder, in advance,  
at 543-7146, ext. 224.    TTY 1-503-378-5938 

Meeting Packet items listed above can be viewed on City’s website via the calendar links; 
www.ci.scappoose.or.us 
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SCAPPOOSE PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

Thursday, October 28th, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. 

1.0 CALL TO ORDER 

2.0 ROLL CALL 

Commissioners;        Staff; 

Scott Jensen       Vice Chair            Laurie Oliver Joseph  City Planner 
Bill Blank       Commissioner                Chris Negelspach       City Engineer 
Bruce Shoemaker    Commissioner        Elizabeth Happala      Office Administrator 
Rita Bernhard       Commissioner (virtual) 
Jeanette Santiago    Commission (virtual) 
Marisa Jacobs       Commissioner (virtual) 

Applicants in attendance; 

Al Peterson, Akaan Architecture + Design LLC 

Craig Campbell, OMIC R&D 

Josh Koch, OMIC R&D 

Audience; 

Parker Verhaeghe, P&C Construction (virtual) 

Samra Egger, Plan B Consultant (virtual) 

2.1 Elect Planning Commission Chair 

Vice Chair Jensen stated that they have a vacant Chair position. And they need to elect a new chair. 

Commissioner Blank nominated Vice Chair Jensen, who accepted the nomination.  

Vice Chair Jensen asked for any other nominations, as there were none, he called for a vote which he would 
abstain from. 

Commissioner Shoemaker called for a vote to approved Vice Chair Jensen as Chair; Passed 5-0. AYES: 

Commissioners Blank, Shoemaker, Bernhard, Santiago and Jacobs 

Chair Jensen now opened up his Vice Chair position that he can no longer fill. 

Commissioner Shoemaker nominated Commissioner Blank, who accepted. 

Chair Jensen asked for any other nominations. 

Commissioner Santiago nominated Commissioner Bernhard, who declined. 

Chair Jensen called for a vote for Commissioner Blank to serve as Vice Chair; Passed 5-0. AYES: Chair 

Jensen, Shoemaker, Bernhard, Santiago and Jacobs 

3.0 APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

3.1 August 12, 2021 training work session 

3.2 August 26, 2021 meeting minutes 

Chair Jensen asked the commissioners if they had any comments or corrections to the minutes. As there were 
none, Vice Chair Blank moved to approved both minutes as presented and Commission Connell second. 
Motion Passed 6-0. AYES: Chair Jensen, Vice Chair Blank, Commissioners Shoemaker, Bernhard, 

Santiago and Jacobs 
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4.0 CITIZEN INPUT  

Chair Jensen asked for any public comment, there were none. 

5.0 NEW BUSINESS 

5.1 DOCKET # SDR1-21, SLDP4-21 

OMIC R&D has requested approval of an application for Site Development Review to allow 
for the construction of a 30,000 square foot Additive Manufacturing and Research Facility 
and associated site amenities. The Sensitive Lands Development Permit – Flooding is required 
since a portion of the subject site is within the mapped floodplain. The site is located at 33701 
Charles T Parker Way, northwest of the West Lane Road and Charles T Parker Way 
intersection, on property described as Columbia County Assessor Map # 3201-DO-00605 
(Parcel 2 of Partition Plat 2014-9). 
 Format: Consolidated Quasi-Judicial and Limited Land Use Decision Public Hearing; 

• Quasi-Judicial Decisions allow for both verbal and written testimony, which applies to the

Sensitive Lands Development application.

• Limited Land Use Decisions only allow for written comments, which applies to the Site

Development Review application.

Written comments will be accepted if submitted by 5:00 p.m., Wednesday, October 27th, 2021.

Chair Jensen read the docket item and order of hearing, then asked for any ex-parte contacts or conflicts of 
interest.  As there were none, he called for the staff report presentation. 

City Planner Oliver Joseph began the staff presentation with items included in the packet. Beginning with the 
observations followed by the public comments received and then the applicable approval criteria and the 
staff recommendations for approval along with the conditions of approval.  She completed her presentation 
by stating that there was an amended finding that was requested which was handed out to all the 
commissioners related to 17.100.100. The amended finding would read, “as stated in the findings, no outside 
storage would be proposed, loading areas and trash facilities will be located inside the building”.  This 
amendment will provide additional clarification.   

Chair Jensen asked if any commissioners had questions about the staff report.  As there were none, he called 
the applicant(s) forward for their presentation. 

Applicant Al Peterson with Akaan, came forward and handed out a couple illustrations mounted on core 
board of the completed building renderings.  He stated that he did not have anything to add to the staff 
report.  Although wanted to state from his personal standpoint that he has lived in Columbia County his 
entire life and grew up in St. Helens and commuted to PCC classes in Portland, he also took some PCC 
classes in St. Helens then later he went through a master’s program at college. When he returned to St. 
Helens’ with his master’s degree, he would occasionally take classes at PCC and is thrilled that OMIC is in 
Columbia County and in Scappoose.  Adding that if OMIC was not here then PCC might not have ever built 
their new campus here.  He stated that the people in our community have been after PCC to build here for the 
past 20 years at least.  And he is thrilled this new building will be coming to Scappoose. Adding that he 
hopes everyone votes for Betsy Johnson for Governor.  

Commissioner Bernhard agreed and recalled working towards getting PCC to our community over the years. 

Applicant Al Peterson with Akaan, stated that this new building will be very similar to the other building 
which is an industrial prefabricated steel building.  Adding that design-wise, they wanted this building to be 
an icon that represents what’s going on inside the building.  They have turned the siding sideways to create a 
laying effect, and the parapets are offset as the whole concept occurring inside the building is what’s called 
additives manufacturing.  Explaining it as an ink jet printer on steroids which essentially is 3D printing.  
Instead of an ink jet printer they have a steel printer or a titanium printer building up layers of metals to 
create an object which is similar to 3D printing.  Stating that this facility will be researching, creating 
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manufacturing additives or additives manufacturing. Adding from a design standpoint they took that concept 
of a metal shed and translated that to the outside of the building.  He believes it will be a wonderful building 
and an icon.  Adding the OMIC is already working with a contractor.  Their metal building subcontractor is 
thrilled about this building and wants it to be featured in a sheet metal trade magazine. They have attempted 
and met and conformed to the development code as it is an allowed outright use, and he cannot think of any 
reason for the Planning Commission to deny it.  Adding that they are providing more than adequate parking.  
He wants to add that for future parking standard updates, that these 2 large buildings which have large 
machines inside of them, that they are having to conform to a parking standard which is the same as an office 
building.  Stating that they do have enough parking for now, although they are planning for the future and 
may build other buildings. He is hoping that in the future the commission may want to reconsider their 
parking standards for manufacturing buildings that have more machine space than people.  He also wanted to 
comment on the additional amended finding, referring to the floor plan on page 72, essentially its in 2 pieces 
with offices on one side and space for machines to the other side.  He pointed out on the far-right side of 
page 72, is the trash room and electrical room plus the 2 large HVAC units to be placed outside.  Adding that 
all the trash will be inside, pointing out that they are already conforming to the amended finding.  Lastly, he 
wanted to discuss the traffic analysis, adding that condition #19 is not that clear.  He would appreciate if the 
Planning Commission could add four words to that finding by referencing the section that it’s referring to, 
possibly: “per section 17.154 above” or something similar. Explaining that it’s not very clear in the condition 
what is being mentioned.  Then asked for any questions. 

Chair Jensen asked the Commissioners if they had any questions. 

Vice Chair Blank asked the applicant if he saw any environmental impacts. 

Applicant Al Peterson with Akaan, replied, no.  Adding that this will actually improve a reclaimed rock 
quarry and essentially a bare piece of property without any topsoil, which is just a stripped piece of land. 
When this gets developed you will see a new landscaped building. 

Commissioner Santiago asked if they would be green or meeting any green building standards. 

Applicant Al Peterson with Akaan replied yes, as they will be installing four solar panels in the yard which is 
part of the state mandated green energy requirements for state funded facilities.  Adding that they did not go 
down the path of what’s known as LEED certified. As in his opinion it adds a lot of administrative cost to a 
building and does not get much return on the additional requirements. Adding that he recently attended an 
online seminar with a Harvard Professor who has an office in Boston and in India, someone in the class 
asked the professor about that path, in which he replied that it only sets you up with a whole bunch of 
problems that creates a whole bunch of expensive solutions for you. Which he believes to be absolutely true. 
Adding that when you go down some of those paths, you then set yourself up to where the only answer is 
some expensive new technology which is not what OMIC intends to do with this facility. OMIC would 
rather spend their money on research manufacturing, not necessarily testing green technologies.  Their goal 
is to do research on manufacturing not research on green technologies. 

Commissioner Santiago stated that in her line of work she supports companies and communities in becoming 
more eco-friendly, more green and energy efficient and so forth, adding that they are an innovation research 
development facility that could be on top of all that to become a showcase and an example of this at their 
innovation center. 

Applicant Al Peterson with Akaan restated that is not what they are intending to do at their facility.  And he 
will have Craig Campbell with OMIC come up as he made some great examples a few weeks ago about how 
additives manufacturing is greener than subtractive manufacturing in the traditional process. Explaining that 
in subtractive manufacturing you take a large piece of metal and put it on a lathe to cut, grind and mill metals 
off that are now being wasted.  Whereas additive manufacturing is the opposite as it adds up metals to 
become one object without any waste at all. 
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Craig Campbell with OMIC came forward to answer Commissioner Santiago’s question, stating that they 
had a limited amount of funds to build this building which required them to be fairly frugal with that money.  
Adding that they are using a unique type of solar panel that looks like a large flower which tracks solar 
energy. And what the facility will be doing in terms of research, is to de-risk investments by companies in a 
technology that will allow them to reduce their environmental impact by virtue of the benefits associated 
with additive manufacturing that include not using more materials than is necessary.  In this it also gives 
them the ability to print or develop a product on site. Adding that they will still be required to move raw 
materials although it will reduce the environmental impact of not having to move the product several times, 
reducing carbon impacts by virtue of less transportation.  Adding that there are a series of other benefits that 
are ultimately derived by the fact that they will have the ability to create far more efficient parts in additive 
manufacturing than the traditional methods of machining parts which requires the use of internal structures 
for cooling and heating with sensors that allow them to more efficiently make use of the energy which that 
part will require.  In addition, they are also doing research on different types of alloys.  Stating that they have 
a Memorandum of Understanding with the National Environmental Technology Lab, which they are working 
on creating alloys that don’t require rare earth elements in order to produce tools or parts, as those rare earth 
elements are being used up which is forcing them to find alternatives. Overall, they are being good to the 
environment as they are being proactive in finding ways to reduce the need of those rare earth elements that 
are currently being used.  Adding that the United States is a little bit behind Europe in those efforts but that is 
one the benefits they have by having very bright metalist working at OMIC and a lab that is dedicated to this 
by the federal government in Albany. 

Vice Chair Blank asked if they were able to learn from the model in England and improve on that original 
model. 

Craig Campbell with OMIC replied that the advanced manufacturing research center in Sheffield England 
was their guiding star as to how they were formed, and since then there have been 15 facilities like this 
created around the world now.  Adding that their facility is the first one in this nature, that is in the United 
States, and they are also the only one that duplicates the original model which allows them to respond to 
creating research in any area that their members in the industry require them to do. Stating that they started 
with the traditional subtractive manufacturing now they are moving into additive manufacturing with works 
in robotics, automation, and eventually joining.  Stating that the great strength in that is that they are bringing 
in a variety of industry participants from around the world who are sharing their expertise along with their 
indigenous researchers at Oregon State, Portland State, Oregon Tech and here in Scappoose at the OMIC 
facility.  They are able to bring some very bright minds together in creating solutions to problems the 
industry is facing right now.  Stating that they are not doing theoretical research but rather everything they 
do is designed to find a solution that the industries are having in the manufacturing line so they can either 
overcome the challenge they are having or taking advantage of opportunities that present themselves. He also 
wanted to add that they are very honored to be a part of this community and the fact that this community has 
been so supportive of the work they have done so far, as they are already an established world class research 
and development center with only 3 years in.  Stating that this would not have happened without the support 
they have received from this community.  

Commissioner Santiago stated for them not to take this the wrong way as she is a big fan of OMIC, but she 
understands that they are using the funds they were given in order to develop this facility and her questions is 
if they also reached out for federal funding to in order to get more funding to possibly make it a more green 
development. 

Craig Campbell with OMIC replied that they have not on this particular facility since they were close enough 
with the resources they had to build the building that is before you tonight.  Adding that they have applied to 
the federal government for additional funds for another building that will be used not for research and 
development, but instead as a business development center which will help develop new companies and new 
technologies to inform them how they as companies can run more economically and environmentally 
efficiently using new technologies and at the same time grow their partnership with the new PCC training 
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center so they are developing training in areas that they are doing research in.  In addition, they are working 
with OMEP the Oregon Manufacturing Extension Partnership, in hopes that they have an office in this 
region so they can start growing and expanding the local business, in order to create a workforce that aren’t 
having to commute to Portland for work, where they can stay right here in the community. He understands 
that was only a partial answer to her questions as she wanted to know about federal funding to make their 
new additives facility more green. And stated that none of the grants they have received allowed them to do 
that. Adding that by the time get the additional grant money that is going around now, they hope this 
building will be built. 

Vice Chair Blank asked how long they expect construction to last. 

Craig Campbell with OMIC along with the P&C contractor replied they expect it to be finished October 
2022. 

Vice Chair Blank asked if they had any issues with the Conditions of Approval, other than what Al Peterson 
already mentioned. 

Craig Campbell with OMIC replied no, he did not see any issues. 

Commissioner Santiago added a suggestion for them to add some basketball courts. 

Craig Campbell with OMIC replied they do have a large open space until the machines come in. 

Chair Jensen asked for any other commissioner questions. As there were none, he asked for any proponents.  
As there were none, he asked for any opponents.  Again, there were none and moved to staff response. 

City Planner Oliver Joseph responded to the requested amended condition of approval #19, she is fine with 
making the adjustment and would recommend that prior to the period at the end of the sentence they add in 
parenthesis; “per the findings in section 17.154.030 S” which is on page 38 referencing our mention that 
there is a way to meet this condition by providing an updated comment from their traffic engineer either 
stating that the site distances are adequate or the fence should be removed. In either case we are putting it on 
the record that the city would work with the adjacent property owner to get that done but OMIC would have 
meet their condition by providing that comment from their traffic engineer. Adding that she is happy to make 
this revision which will be a total of three revisions and the staff report will be revised with today’s date.  
Stating that the revision will be on page 18 for number of parking spaces being provided and the other 
condition section 17.100.100 and last one for condition of approval #19. 

Chair Jensen closed the hearing, for the commissioners to begin their deliberations. 

Vice Chair Blank stated that he has gone through the packet, and they comply with everything and are 
willing to add the other revisions.  He appreciated their explanation of the purpose of their service and what 
they do that will be useful to our community as well. 

Commissioner Santiago agrees with Vice Chair Blank’s comments and City Planner Oliver Joseph’s 
comments and conditions.  Adding that personally she would like to see their future buildings integrate 
innovated green technologies and techniques to showcase what the future will bring. 

Vice Chair Blank added that he agrees it would be good if they could do that and recalls when the Wauna 
Credit Union was built here that they met the LEED certification, and they soon will be bidding for a new 
building location which he imagines they would continue to meet that certification in their new building so 
they could be an example in the community. And he thanked Al Peterson for bringing in the illustrations. 
Commissioner Shoemaker also thanked Al Peterson for bringing in the photos, he appreciates it.  He 
apologized to our virtual attendees who cannot see the images. 
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Al Peterson with Akaan said he would email us the images to share. 

Chair Jensen asked Al to email them to Liz and she’ll distribute it for us. 

Commissioner Shoemaker stated that this is very exciting since he knows this has been in the plans for a 
long a time with all the surveys and research.  

Vice Chair Blank added that for public knowledge he has been out there on that site for tours from the 
beginning and watched their progress.  Adding its very impressive what they are doing and trying to 
accomplish there. 

Chair Jensen asked City Planner Oliver Joseph if there is anything in the code about glare from the solar 
panels since they are close to the airport.  

City Planner Oliver Joseph replied yes, although typically it’s when it’s in closer vicinity to the airport. 

Chair Jensen asked City Engineer Negelspach, about the 50 employee parking estimation but the traffic 
generation is only based on 25. 

City Planner Oliver Joseph replied that it was 50 between both buildings, so the traffic generated on the new 
use is based on 25 employees in the new building. 

Commissioner Santiago asked if the 25 employees included students. 

Al Peterson with Akaan said the hearing is closed and asked if they wanted him to answer. 

City Planner Oliver Joseph replied to Commissioner Santiago that she did not know the answer to her 
question. 

Vice Chair Blank stated that he does understand that the students would be traveling between buildings just 
like any large campus. 

Chair Jensen stated that he does know that the parking standard is based on square footage, so it does take 
that into account. 

Commissioner Santiago asked if there was enough parking. 

City Planner Oliver Joseph replied that they are adequately parked there. 

Commissioner Shoemaker moved to approve the docket with the three revisions as discussed Commissioner 
Santiago second. Motion Passed 6-0. AYES: Chair Jensen, Commissioners Blank, Shoemaker, 

Bernhard, Santiago and Jacobs 

Chair Jensen congratulated the applicants. 

6.0 COMMUNICATIONS 
6.1 Calendar Check  

Chair Jensen went over the calendar. 

6.2 Commissioner Comments 
Vice Chair Blank appreciates having OMIC in our community. 

Chair Jensen agrees and looks forward to seeing their growth here. 
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6.3   Staff Comments 
City Planner Oliver Joseph gave updates on the Housing Needs Analysis and released the RFP for the 50- 
plan with proposals due Nov. 22nd.  Adding that this will be quite an endeavor.  

City Engineer Negelspach gave an updated about the multiple developments he’s reviewing and projects in 
construction. 

Vice Chair Blank asked City Engineer Negelspach if he’s seen any effects of Covid on these projects. 

City Engineer Negelspach replied that it has honestly created more work. 

City Planner Oliver Joseph added that the effect is the supply chain is impacted causing an increase in cost 
for materials.  Adding that nothing has slowed down for us. 

City Engineer Negelspach added that it seems to have put more focus on development than there was before.  
Adding that most consultants he has talked to have been busier than they have ever been in the past. 

Commissioner Santiago asked if they would be involved with the RFP for the 50-year. 

City Planner Oliver Joseph stated that they already have an established scoring methodology they use.  And 
will have a group of staff to review the RFPs and they have asked Paul Vogel from the Columbia Economic 
Team (CET) to be involved as an outside agency to assist with the selection process then it will be presented 
to City Council for their final decision.  

Commissioner Santiago asked about improving the electrical outlets at Veteran’s Park for future events. 

City Planner Oliver Joseph replied that she has heard of this and stated that would be a question for the 
Public Works Director as funding for that would come out of his Parks budget.  She could forward her 
comment to him as she is unsure if anyone is looking at budgeting for that and recommends that she 
discusses this at the EDC goal setting meeting.  

7.0 ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Jensen adjourned the meeting at 8:19 p.m. 

_______________________________ 
Chair Jensen  

Attest: _____________________________________ 
Elizabeth Happala, Office Administrator 
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Thompson Woods Subdivision 

CITY OF SCAPPOOSE STAFF REPORT 

Request: Approval of an application for Subdivision Tentative Plan approval to subdivide ~1.76-
acres into 9 residential lots.  

Location: The site is located northeast of the SE 6th and SE Elm Street intersection on property 
described as Columbia County Assessor Map numbers 3212-DD-07500, 3212-DD-07600, 
and 3212-DD-07900.  See attached Vicinity Map (Exhibit 1). 

Applicant: Creekwood Homes, Inc. 

Owner(s): J. Thompson, V. McKinney and P. Barichello (Tax Lots 7500 & 7900)
Clarissa Williams (Tax Lot 7600)

EXHIBITS 

1. Vicinity Map   (pg. 32)
2. Application and Narrative  (pg. 33)
3. Preliminary Subdivision Plans  (pg. 73-83)

A. Cover Sheet, P01
B. Existing Conditions, P02
C. Preliminary Subdivision Plat, P03
D. Preliminary Setbacks Plan, P04
E. Preliminary Demolition Plan, P05
F. Preliminary Grading and Erosion Plan, P06
G. Preliminary Street Plan, P07
H. Preliminary Street Profiles and Cross Section, P08
I. Preliminary Composite Utility Plan, P09
J. Future Connectivity Plan, P10
K. Preliminary Street Tree Plan, P11

4. Preliminary Stormwater Report, dated August 2021 (Appendices available upon request)
5. Geotechnical Report, dated June 9, 2021 (Appendices available upon request)
6. Transportation Analysis Letter, dated August 4, 2021
7. Comments from Scappoose Rural Fire Protection District, dated October28, 2021
8. Comments from Public Works Director, dated October 13, 2021
9. Comment from Columbia County Public Works, dated November 3, 2021
10. Comment from Scappoose School District, dated November 1, 2021
11. Comment from Columbia River PUD, dated November 2, 2021
12. Comment from Scappoose Drainage Improvement Company, dated November 2, 2021

Planning Commission Meeting ~ Nov. 18, 2021 Page 9 of 118

(pg. 84)
(pg. 90)

(pg. 104)
(pg. 111)

(pg. 112)

(pg. 114)
(pg. 115)

(pg. 116)

(pg. 113)



SB2-21        November 10, 2021 
Thompson Woods Subdivision 

2 

SUBJECT SITE 

• The subject site is ~1.76-acres, located northeast of the SE 6th and SE Elm Street intersection. The
site is designated Suburban Residential (SR) on the Comprehensive Plan Map and is zoned Moderate
Density Residential (R-4). Adjacent zoning is R-4 and Columbia County Single Family Residential (R-
10) to the north; Columbia County R-10 to the east; R-4 and Low Density Residential (R-1) to the
south; and R-1 to the west. All adjacent parcels are in residential use.

• The property consists of three legal lots of record and one of the lots, currently addressed as 33961
SE Elm Street (Tax Lot 7600), contains an existing single-family home, which is proposed to be
demolished as part of this project (see Exhibit 3E). The remaining two lots are vacant.

• The site slopes from west to east. According to FIRM (Federal Insurance Rate Map) panel
41009C0463D, the property is not within the 1% annual chance floodplain (commonly referred to as
the 100-year floodplain), nor does the property contain any wetlands, as confirmed by reviewing the
City’s Local Wetland Inventory Map.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

• In 1998, a larger tax lot, identified as Tax Lot 7800 on the Existing Conditions sheet (Exhibit 3B),
underwent a two-lot partition which resulted in Tax Lot 7900 being platted as well as providing a 46-
foot right of way dedication, referred to as SE 6th Street (see Exhibit 3B). This section of SE 6th Street
is off set from the existing section of SE 6th Street located southwest of this unimproved section of
right of way.

• In 2020, the City Council approved the Maple Street Cottage subdivision to be located directly to the
north of Tax Lot 7900. At that time, the City decided not to extend this portion of unimproved SE 6th

Street right of way to the north (through the Maple Street Cottage subdivision) since the offset
intersection would not function well to support a large volume of through traffic, and instead it was
determined that this short section of right of way would just support traffic to accommodate the
housing that abuts this section of right of way, which is proposed by this application to be 9 single
family homes. Additionally, the Conceptual Future Street Connection (Figure 12 from the 2016
Transportation System Plan) does not show this road connecting to the north for the previously
mentioned reason.

PROPOSED SUBDIVISION, STREET SYSTEM, AND RIGHT-OF-WAY DEDICATION 

• The applicant requests approval of an application to subdivide 1.76-acres into 9 single-family
residential lots, ranging in size from 5,000 sq. ft. to 10,635 sq. ft, and Tract A, which would support a
stormwater facility (see Exhibit 3C). Additionally, Tract B would be created to maintain existing
access to Tax Lots 7400 and 7700 (see Exhibit 3B). The site is located north of SE Elm Street, and
northeast of the SE 6th and SE Elm Street intersection.

• The lots would have frontage on one public street, SE 6th Street (see Exhibit 3C).

• As part of the previously mentioned minor partition approved in 1998, the owner dedicated 46-feet
of right of way for the offset section of SE 6th Street, which is less than the required right of way
width by current standards for a local street. This application depicts the required additional right of
way dedication of 8-feet along SE 6th Street to bring the total width to 54-feet, meeting the local
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street standard. The applicant is also depicting the required 10-foot right of way dedication along 
the SE Elm Street frontage to bring the total width of SE Elm Street to 30-feet, north of centerline 
(see Exhibit 3C). This is in conformance with SE Elm Street’s designation as a Neighborhood Route, 
which requires a 60-foot right of way width. 

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS & STREET IMPROVEMENTS 

• The applicant proposes interior street right-of-way widths of 54 feet (Exhibit 3C), which is consistent
with the City’s TSP (Transportation System Plan) for local residential streets. As seen on Exhibit 3G,
the majority of the new street within the subdivision will be improved to meet the City’s local street
standards, including a 32-foot paved width with curb and gutter, 5-foot sidewalks (on the frontage
represented by this application), and street trees.

• There are two existing fir trees to the southwest of the proposed road improvements (on Tax Lot
7800), as depicted on the Existing Conditions Plan, Exhibit 3B. The applicant has depicted the
provision of a small retaining wall to preserve the root zone of the trees and a reduced paved
section of 28-feet in the vicinity of the retaining wall. The Public Works Director submitted a
comment (Exhibit 8), stating that it appears that the trees are far enough away to allow the full
width paving and curb construction along the entire west side of the proposed street. Section
5.0015 of the PWDS (Public Works Design Standards) states that half-streets will only be approved
when the abutting or opposite frontage property is undeveloped, and the full improvement will be
provided with development of the abutting (upon right-of-way dedication) frontage property. Since
Tax Lot 7800 is already developed with a single-family residence and outbuildings, the City will
require, in the recommended conditions of approval, that the applicant construct the full paved
width of 32-feet for SE 6th Street, including curb and gutter. City staff discussed the legality of
working within the tree’s root zone with the City’s legal counsel and received guidance that the City
is within their right to require the full street width in this location.

• The applicant will be required to perform half-street improvements to SE Elm Street along the entire
frontage of Tract A, as partially depicted on the Preliminary Street Plan (Exhibit 3G) to ensure that
the road meets the PWDS (Public Works Design Standards) and the Transportation System Plan. The
applicant has requested to reduce the required half-street improvements to SE Elm Street including
the portion of Tract A frontage east of the service driveway, to avoid impacts to the existing tree
located on the neighboring property to the east. In consideration of the City’s requirement to
include that the entire portion of the Tract A frontage be fully improved such that the road meets
the PWDS and the Transportation System Plan, the developer will extend the street improvements
to the western edge of the service drive, at a minimum. If not feasible to complete the sidewalk to
the eastern property line (abutting Tax Lot 7700), the applicant will be required by the
recommended conditions of approval to provide funds in lieu of the cost of the remaining
improvements to be held by the City until such time that SE Elm Street is improved by Columbia
County. City staff recently met with the Public Works Director of Columbia County and learned that
the County plans to improve the north side of SE Elm Street, directly east of this subdivision in 2022.

• Access to the subdivision is via SE Elm Street, which is under the jurisdiction of Columbia County.
Columbia County Public Works submitted a referral comment (Exhibit 9) stating that the applicant is
required to meet the City of Scappoose’s standards for street improvements and storm drainage.
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Columbia County Public Works also stated that an access permit would be required for the new 
connection of SE 6th Street to SE Elm Street, which has been included in the recommended 
conditions of approval.  

• The applicant submitted a TAL (Transportation Analysis Letter) completed by Lancaster Mobley,
attached as Exhibit 6. The study estimated that the proposed 9-lot development would generate 84
daily trips, of which 7 would be during the morning peak hour and 9 would be during the evening
peak hour.

• As required, a safety analysis within ¼ mile of the subdivision was performed, including site
distance, crash data, street lighting, access spacing and on-site circulation and street connectivity to
adjacent parcels.

• The safety analysis, with the exception of site distance at the access point to SE Elm Street, met the
necessary standards as discussed in the TAL (Exhibit 6). The TAL identified vegetation that is
blocking the view when looking east of SE Elm Street at the point where SE 6th Street will connect
(See Figure 3 in Exhibit 6). This vegetation will be removed with the development of the subdivision,
which should alleviate the site distance issue.

PUBLIC UTILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

• Municipal water is available from an existing 8-inch PVC water main in SE Elm Street. The applicant
proposes to extend an 8-inch water main within the SE 6th Street right of way to the northern
project boundary and install laterals to serve each lot, as depicted on the Preliminary Composite
Utility Plan, attached as Exhibit 3I.

• Sanitary sewer is available via an existing 10-inch concrete mainline in SE Elm Street. The applicant
proposes to extend a sewer line within the SE 6th Street right of way to the northern project
boundary and install laterals to serve each lot, as depicted on the Preliminary Composite Utility Plan,
attached as Exhibit 3I.

• The applicant proposes that stormwater from the Thompson Woods subdivision would be managed
within a stormwater facility to be located within Tract A. Stormwater from the project site would be
directed to Tract A, would be detained for infiltration, with overflow directed to an existing 24-inch
HDPE storm main within SE Elm Street. The applicant has submitted a Preliminary Drainage Report,
attached as Exhibit 4.

STREET TREES & LANDSCAPING 

• The Scappoose Development Code requires street trees along all street frontages. The applicant has
submitted a Preliminary Street Tree Plan, attached as Exhibit 3K. As seen on the Preliminary Street
Tree Plan, the applicant proposes to plant 7 street trees along their project frontage. The applicant
is required by the recommended conditions of approval to submit a final street tree plan ensuring
conformance with Chapter 17.104 of the Scappoose Development Code and to plant the trees in
conformance with the requirements in Section 13.28.020, C of the Scappoose Municipal Code.

Planning Commission Meeting ~ Nov. 18, 2021 Page 12 of 118



SB2-21        November 10, 2021 
Thompson Woods Subdivision 

5 

PUBLIC & PRIVATE AGENCIES AND PUBLIC NOTICE 

• The City of Scappoose City Manager, Engineering, Building, Public Works, and Police Departments;
Columbia County Public Works; Scappoose Rural Fire Protection District; Scappoose School District;
Columbia River PUD; and SDIC (Scappoose Drainage Improvement Company) have been provided an
opportunity to review the proposal. Staff did not receive any objections from these agencies.
Comments are attached as Exhibits 7 - 12 and those issues applicable to the Planning Commission
have been included in the recommended conditions of approval.

• Notice of this request was mailed to property owners located within 200 feet of the subject site on
November 4, 2021. Notice was also posted on the property on November 2, 2021 and published in
the local newspaper on November 5, 2021. No comments were submitted by the public as of the
date of this staff report.

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The following sections of Title 17 of the Scappoose Municipal Code (Scappoose Development
Code) are applicable to this request:

Chapter 17.01 INTRODUCTION

17.01.060 Right-of-way dedications and improvements. Upon approval of any development
permit or any land use approval of any property which abuts or is served by an existing
substandard street or roadway, the applicant shall make the necessary right-of-way dedications
for the entire frontage of the property to provide for minimum right-of-way widths according to
the city’s public works design standards and shall improve the abutting portion of the street or
roadway providing access to the property in accordance with the standards in Chapter 17.154.

Finding: The applicant proposes to dedicate additional right of way along SE 6th Street and SE
Elm Street, as seen on Exhibit 3G, and to improve the roads in conformance with the standards
in 17.154 and the City’s Public Works Design Standard’s (which will be verified during
construction document review). Section 17.01.060 is satisfied.

Chapter 17.50 R-4 MODERATE DENSITY RESIDENTIAL

17.50.030 Permitted and Conditional Uses

Use 

Single-family detached residential dwelling […] Permitted outright 

 17.50.050 Dimensional requirements. 

Dimensional Requirements Requirement 
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Minimum lot area 

Single-family detached Five thousand (5,000) square feet outside the Scappoose Creek 
Flood Plain   

Minimum lot width Not be less than fifty feet, except the minimum lot width at front 
property line on the arc of an approved full cul-de-sac shall not be 
less than thirty feet  

Flag lots shall provide a minimum of twenty-five feet of frontage 
along a public right-of-way  

Minimum setback 

Front Yard Fifteen -feet 

Front of garages or carports Twenty feet from the property line where access occurs 

Side yard Total a minimum of fifteen feet with one setback not less 

than ten feet, which shall be on the street side for corner  

lots  

Rear yard Twenty feet 

Setbacks for accessory building 
behind a residence  

Side 

Rear 
Five feet each 

Five feet  

Maximum height  

Accessory Building 

Thirty-five feet  

Twenty-two feet 

Principal building per lot One 

Maximum building coverage Forty percent of the lot area 
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Finding: The subject site is zoned R-4 – Moderate Density Residential. The applicant proposes 
single-family residential lots ranging in size from 5,000 sq. ft. to 10,635 sq. ft, which meets the 
minimum requirement of 5,000 square feet (see Exhibit 3C). All of the proposed lots provide a 
minimum of 50-feet in width, with the exception of the flag lot, which meets the required 
minimum width of 25-feet. Conformance with the setback and lot coverage requirements will be 
determined at the time of building permit review for each lot. As discussed in Exhibit 2 and 
shown on the Preliminary Demolition Plan (Exhibit 3E), the existing house and outbuilding on 
Tax Lot 7600 will be removed as part of this project. Sections 17.50.030 and 17.50.050 are 
satisfied. 

Chapter 17.104 STREET TREES 

17.104.020 Applicability.  

A. The provisions of this chapter shall apply to all development as defined in Scappoose Municipal 
Code Chapter 17.26, Definitions, except a building permit to add to or remodel an existing
single- family residence.

B. All development shall be required to plant street trees. Street trees shall be defined as trees
located on land lying between the property lines on either side of all streets, avenues or public
rights-of-way within the city or within easements defined on a recorded plat as street tree
easements.

C. All street trees required under this chapter shall be subject to the requirements of Scappoose
Municipal Code Chapter 17.140 Public Land Tree Removal. (Ord. 659 §3 (part), 1997)

Finding: As seen on the Preliminary Street Tree Plan (Exhibit 3K), the applicant proposes to plant 
American Hophornbeam trees, from the approved street tree list. Section 17.104.020 is satisfied. 

17.104.040 Standards for street trees. 

A. Street trees shall be selected from the approved street tree list included as Appendix A of
the Scappoose Comprehensive Urban Forestry Plan.

B. At the time of planting, street trees shall not be less than ten feet high for deciduous trees
and five feet high for evergreen trees.

C. Spacing and minimum planting areas for street trees shall be as follows:
1. Street trees under twenty-five feet tall and less than sixteen feet wide at maturity shall be

spaced no further than fifteen feet apart in planting areas containing no less than sixteen
square feet of porous surface and not less than four feet wide;

2. Street trees under twenty-five feet tall and greater than sixteen feet wide at maturity shall
be spaced no further than twenty feet apart in planting areas containing no less than
sixteen square feet of porous surface and not less than four feet wide;

3. Street trees between twenty-five feet to forty feet tall and less than twenty-five feet wide
at maturity shall be spaced no greater than twenty-five feet apart in planting areas
containing no less than twenty-four square feet of porous surface and not less than six
feet wide;

4. Street trees between twenty-five feet to forty feet tall and greater than twenty-five feet
wide at maturity shall be spaced no greater than thirty feet apart in planting areas
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containing no less than twenty-four square feet of porous surface and not less than six 
feet wide; 

5. Street trees greater than forty feet tall at maturity shall be spaced no greater than forty 
feet apart in planting areas containing not less than thirty-six square feet of porous 
surface and not less than eight feet wide. 

D. Street trees located under or within ten feet of overhead utility lines shall be less than 
twenty-five feet tall at maturity. 

E. Street trees shall be planted in accordance with the requirements of Scappoose Municipal 
Code Section 13.28.010(C). 

 

Finding: The proposed trees, as previously stated, are on the approved street tree list. The 
applicant has indicated the spacing for each tree, based on the species and mature height, in 
accordance with the above standards, see Exhibit 3K. The recommended conditions of approval 
require the applicant to submit a final street tree planting plan ensuring conformance with 
Chapter 17.104 of the Scappoose Development Code and to plant the trees in conformance with 
the requirements in Section 13.28.020, C of the Scappoose Municipal Code. Section 17.104.040 is 
satisfied. 

CHAPTER 17.150 - LAND DIVISION:  SUBDIVISION 

17.150.020. General Provisions. 

[…] 

C. When subdividing tracts into large lots, the planning commission shall require that the lots be 
of such size and shape as to facilitate future re-division in accordance with the requirements of the 
zoning district and this title.  

Finding: The proposed subdivision does not create or plan to preserve any large lots which may 
be redivided in the future; therefore, this criterion does not apply. Section 17.150.020(C) is not 
applicable. 

D. Where landfill and/or development is allowed within and adjacent to the one-hundred-year 
floodplain, the city may require the dedication of sufficient open land area for a greenway 
adjoining and within the floodplain. This area shall include portions at a suitable elevation for the 
construction of a pedestrian/bicycle pathway within the floodplain.  

Finding: According to FIRM (Federal Insurance Rate Map) panel 41009C0463D, a portion of the 
property is in shaded zone X, meaning it is protected from the 1% annual chance floodplain 
(commonly referred to as the 100-year floodplain), by the levee. No portion of the subject site is 
within the regulated 100-year floodplain; therefore, this criterion is not applicable. Section 
17.150.020(D) is not applicable. 

E. All subdivision proposals shall have public utilities and facilities such as sewer, gas, electrical 
and water systems located to minimize flood damage and constructed according to public works 
design standards and specifications.  

Finding: Proposed public utilities are shown on Exhibit 3I. This exhibit illustrates the extent of all 
proposed new water, sanitary, and storm sewer utilities on site. The applicant will be required to 
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construct all utilities to the City’s Public Works Design Standards and Specifications. Section 
17.150.020(E) is satisfied. 

F. All subdivision proposals shall have adequate drainage provided to reduce exposure to flood
damage.

Finding: The applicant has submitted a Preliminary Stormwater Report for Thompson Woods 
Subdivision, attached as Exhibit 4. The report includes design assumptions, follows CWS standards 
and includes preliminary calculations for water quality and quantity controls. Stormwater from 
the public street would be collected via curb inlets and conveyed to the Tract A stormwater facility 
(see Exhibit 3I). A final stormwater report will be required prior to approval of the subdivision 
construction plans. The applicant has submitted a Geotechnical report (Exhibit 5) which states 
that the proposed construction is geotechnically feasible and provides recommendations on site 
preparation. Section 17.150.020(F) is satisfied. 

[…] 

H. All subdivision proposals shall include neighborhood circulation plans that conceptualize
future street plans and lot patterns to parcels within five hundred feet of the subject site.
Circulation plans address future vehicular/bicycle/pedestrian transportation systems including
bike lanes, sidewalks, bicycle/pedestrian paths, and destination points. A circulation plan is
conceptual in that its adoption does not establish a precise alignment.

Finding: The neighborhood circulation plan submitted by the applicant is attached as Exhibit 3J. 
The plan demonstrates that the site can be developed in a logical pattern that takes into account 
existing and future development on neighboring properties.  

In 2020, the City Council approved the Maple Street Cottage subdivision to be located directly to 
the north of Tax Lot 7900. At that time, the City decided not to plan for the extension of the 
unimproved SE 6th Street right of way within the subject site to the north (through the Maple 
Street Cottage subdivision) since the offset intersection would not function well to support a large 
volume of through traffic, and instead it was determined that this short section of right of way 
would just support traffic to accommodate the housing that abuts it, which is proposed to be 9 
single family homes. Additionally, the Conceptual Future Street Connection (Figure 12 from the 
2016 Transportation System Plan) does not show this road connecting to the north for the 
previously mentioned reason. Section 17.150.020(H) is satisfied. 

17.150.060 Approval standards--Tentative plan. A. The planning commission may approve, 
approve with conditions or deny a tentative plan based on the following approval criteria: 

1. The proposed tentative plan complies with the city’s comprehensive plan, the applicable
chapters of this title, the public works design standards, and other applicable ordinances and
regulations;

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

3. The streets and roads are laid out so as to conform to the plats of subdivisions and maps of
major partitions already approved for adjoining property as to width, general direction and
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in all other respects, including conformance with submitted neighborhood circulation plans, 
unless the city determines it is in the public interest to modify the street or road pattern; and 

4. An explanation has been provided for all public improvements. 

Finding: The proposed Preliminary Plat (Exhibit 3C) complies with the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
through its conformance with applicable standards of the Development Code, as detailed within 
the Findings of Fact. Review by the City Engineer and all referral agencies ensures compliance 
with the City’s Public Works Design Standards and Specifications and all other applicable 
regulations regarding street, sewer, water and all other public improvement configurations and 
construction materials, as well as private utilities. Appropriate conditions of approval detailing 
required improvements, and in particular, development of a street system satisfying the policies 
outlined within the Comprehensive Plan, Development Code, and Public Works Design 
Standards and Specifications, are included. Section 17.150.060(A, 1) is satisfied. 

The applicant has proposed “Thompson Woods” as the name for this subdivision. Prior to 
recording, the surveyor will need to confirm with the County Surveyor’s office that the 
subdivision name is acceptable. Section 17.150.060(A, 2) is satisfied. 

The applicant will improve the existing, previously platted right of way, which is in conformance 
with the previous minor partition. Section 17.150.060(A, 3) is satisfied. 

The applicant’s narrative and preliminary plans (Exhibits 2 & 3) sufficiently describe all required 
public improvements. Section 17.150.060(A, 4) is satisfied. 

Chapter 17.154 STREET AND UTILITY IMPROVEMENT STANDARDS 

17.154.030 Streets. A. No development shall occur unless the development has frontage or 
approved access to a public street: 

1. Streets within a development and streets adjacent to a development shall be improved in 
accordance with this title and the public works design standards and specifications. 

2. Any new street or additional street width planned as a portion of an approved street plan shall 
be dedicated and improved in accordance with this title and the public works design standards 
and specifications. 

[…] 

Finding: The site has frontage on SE Elm Street and SE 6th Street. Additional right of way width of 
8-feet along SE 6th Street and 10-feet along SE Elm Street is proposed for dedication, as seen on 
the Preliminary Plat (Exhibit 3C). The applicant is required to perform half-street improvements 
along the entire SE Elm Street frontage (Tract A) and full street improvements to the SE 6th 
Street right of way. The public street system is required to be improved in accordance with the 
Public Works Design Standards and Specifications, as specified in the recommended conditions 
of approval. All proposed lots within the subdivision have frontage on a public street. Section 
17.154.030(A) is satisfied. 

B. Rights-of-way shall be created through the approval of a final subdivision plat or major 
partition; however, the council may approve the creation of a street by acceptance of a deed, 
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provided that such street is deemed essential by the council for the purpose of general traffic 
circulation: 

[…] 

D. The location, width and grade of all streets shall conform to an approved street plan and shall
be considered in their relation to existing and planned streets, to topographic conditions, to
public convenience and safety, and in their appropriate relation to the proposed use of the land
to be served by such streets:

1. Street grades shall be approved by the public works director in accordance with the city’s
public works design standards; and

[…] 

3. New streets shall be laid out to provide reasonably direct and convenient routes for walking
and cycling within neighborhoods and accessing adjacent development.

E. The street right-of-way and roadway widths shall not be less than the minimum widths
described in the city’s public works design standards.

F. Where necessary to give access or permit a satisfactory future division of adjoining land,
streets shall be extended to the boundary lines of the tract to be developed. A reserve strip
across the end of a dedicated street shall be deeded to the city; and a barricade shall be
constructed at the end of the street by the property owners which shall not be removed until
authorized by the public works director, the cost of which shall be included in the street
construction cost.

Finding: The additional right of way width will be dedicated by the approval of the Final 
Subdivision Plat. The proposed streets will conform to the applicable City of Scappoose 
standards and specifications, which will be verified during construction document review. 
Section 17.154.030(B) is satisfied. 

The public streets will be designed to provide adequate street widths and grades to comply with 
the City’s Public Works Design Standards and Transportation System Plan. Pedestrian access will 
be provided via the construction of sidewalks within the subdivision (see Exhibit 3G) and along 
the SE Elm Street frontage. Section 17.154.030(D) is satisfied. 

The City’s Public Works Design Standards require public rights-of-way and paved roadways with 
curbs and sidewalks. SE 6th Street would have the required 54-feet of right of way for a Local 
Street, after the dedication by the applicant of an additional 8-feet. Likewise, SE Elm Street 
would have the required width of 30-feet north of centerline for a Neighborhood Route once 
the applicant dedicates the required 10-feet along SE Elm Street.  

The recommended conditions of approval require half-street improvements to the 
Neighborhood Route section for the north side of SE Elm Street along the frontage of the site. 
This shall include all subgrade improvements, curb and gutter, sidewalk, street trees, 
streetlights, signing and striping and paving to a 50-yr design life (perpetual pavement) to the 
centerline or 18-feet, whichever is greater.  
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The applicant has requested to reduce the required half-street improvements to SE Elm Street 
including the portion of Tract A frontage as depicted on the Preliminary Street Plan (Exhibit 3G), 
east of the service driveway, to avoid impacts to the existing tree located on the neighboring 
property to the east. In consideration of the City’s requirement to include that the entire 
portion of the Tract A frontage be fully improved such that the road meets the PWDS and the 
Transportation System Plan, the developer will extend the street improvements to the western 
edge of the service drive, at a minimum. If not feasible to complete the sidewalk to the eastern 
property line (abutting Tax Lot 7700), the applicant will be required by the recommended 
conditions of approval to provide funds in lieu of the cost of the remaining improvements to be 
held by the City until such time that SE Elm Street is improved by Columbia County. City staff 
recently met with the Public Works Director of Columbia County and learned that the County 
plans to improve the north side of SE Elm Street, directly east of this subdivision in 2022.  

The recommended conditions of approval also require construction of SE 6th Street including all 
subgrade improvements, curb and gutter, sidewalks, street trees, public utilities, streetlights, 
signing and striping and 32-feet of paving to a 50-yr design life (perpetual pavement). There are 
two existing fir trees to the southwest of the SE 6th Street proposed road improvements (on Tax 
Lot 7800), as depicted on the Existing Conditions Plan, Exhibit 3B. The applicant has depicted 
the provision of a small retaining wall to preserve the root zone of the trees and a reduced 
paved section of 28-feet in the vicinity of the retaining wall. The Public Works Director 
submitted a comment (Exhibit 8), stating that it appears that the trees are far enough away to 
allow the full width paving and curb construction along the entire west side of the proposed 
street. Section 5.0015 of the PWDS (Public Works Design Standards) states that half-street 
improvements will only be approved when the abutting or opposite frontage property is 
undeveloped, and the full improvement will be provided with development of the abutting 
(upon right-of-way dedication) frontage property. Since Tax Lot 7800 is already developed with 
a single-family residence and outbuildings, the City will require, in the recommended conditions 
of approval, that the applicant construct the full paved width of 32-feet for SE 6th Street, 
including curb and gutter, south to the intersection with SE Elm Street. City staff discussed the 
legality of working within the tree’s root zone with the City’s legal counsel and received 
guidance that the City is within their right to require the full street width in this location. 

 An eight 8- foot public utility easement (PUE) will be required abutting all rights-of-way for 
public utilities. Section 17.154.030(E) is satisfied. 

SE 6th Street is not planned to extend to the north, as previously discussed. No reserve strip is 
required as part of this subdivision. The recommended conditions of approval require the 
applicant to install a barricade at the northern terminus of SE 6th Street in accordance with 
MUTCD (Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices). Section 17.154.030(F) is satisfied. 

G. No street name shall be used which will duplicate or be confused with the names of existing
streets within the city’s urban growth boundary, except for extensions of existing streets. Street
names and numbers are subject to review and approval the Scappoose rural fire district.
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Finding: SE 6th Street (within the subject site) was previously dedicated as right of way as part of 
a 1998 minor partition. This section of SE 6th Street is offset from the existing length of SE 6th 
Street, located to the southwest of this site. Section 17.154.030(G) is satisfied. 

H. Concrete vertical curbs, curb cuts, wheelchair, bicycle ramps and driveway approaches shall
be constructed in accordance with standards specified in this chapter and the city’s public works
design standards. Concrete curbs and driveway approaches are required and shall be built to the
city’s configuration standards.

Finding: The recommended conditions of approval require all streets to be constructed to the 
standards detailed within the City’s Public Works Design Standards and Standard Specifications. 
Section 17.154.030(H) is satisfied. 

[…] 

O. The developer shall install all street signs, relative to traffic control and street names, as
specified by the public works director for any development. The cost of signs shall be the
responsibility of the developer.

P. Joint mailbox facilities shall be provided in all residential developments, with each joint
mailbox serving at least two dwelling units.

1. Joint mailbox structures shall be placed adjacent to roadway curbs;

2. Proposed locations of joint mailboxes shall be designated on a copy of the tentative plan, and
shall be approved by the U.S. Post Office prior to plan approval; and

3. Plans for the joint mailbox structures to be used shall be submitted for approval by the planner
prior to final approval.

[…] 

R. Street lights shall be installed in accordance with the city’s public works design standards.

Finding: The developer will incur the costs of all required traffic control devices and street signs. 
The conditions of approval require the applicant to install group mailbox facilities in 
coordination with the Scappoose Post Office. Streetlights will be installed in accordance with the 
City’s Public Works Design Standards and in coordination with the Columbia River PUD. Street 
name signs shall meet the applicable Public Works Design Standards. Section 17.154.030(O), (P, 
1-3), and R are satisfied by the conditions of approval.

S. A Transportation Impact Study (TIS) must be submitted with a land use application if the
conditions in (1) or (2) apply in order to determine whether conditions are needed to protect and
minimize impacts to transportation facilities, consistent with Section 660‐012‐0045(2)(b) and (e)
of the State Transportation Planning Rule.

   […] 
2. Applicability – TIS report. A TIS report shall be required to be submitted with a land use

application if the proposal is expected to involve one or more of the following: 
a. The proposed development would generate more than 10 peak hour trips or more than 100

daily trips. 
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b. The proposal is immediately adjacent to an intersection that is functioning at a poor level of
service, as determined by the city engineer. 

c. A new direct approach to US 30 is proposed.
d. A proposed development or land use action that the road authority states may contribute to

operational or safety concerns on its facility(ies). 
3. Consistent with the city’s Traffic Impact Study (TIS) Guidelines, the city engineer will determine 

the project study area, intersections for analysis, scenarios to be evaluated and any other pertinent 
information concerning the study and what must be addressed in either a TIS letter or a TIS report. 

4. Approval Criteria. When a TIS Letter or Report is required, a proposal is subject to the following 
criteria: 

a. The TIS addresses the applicable elements identified by the city engineer, consistent with the
Traffic Impact Study Guidelines; 

b. The TIS demonstrates that adequate transportation facilities exist to serve the proposed
development or, in the case of a TIS report, identifies mitigation measures that resolve identified 
traffic safety problems in a manner that is satisfactory to the city engineer and, when state 
highway facilities are affected, to ODOT;  

c. For affected non‐highway facilities, the TIS report establishes that mobility standards adopted
by the city have been met; and 

d. Proposed public improvements are designed and will be constructed consistent with Public
Works Design Standards and access standards in the Transportation System Plan. 

5. Conditions of Approval.
a. The city may deny, approve, or approve a proposal with conditions necessary to meet

operational and safety standards; provide the necessary right‐of‐way for improvements; and to 
require construction of improvements to ensure consistency with the future planned 
transportation system.  

b. Construction of off‐site improvements may be required to mitigate impacts resulting from
development that relate to capacity deficiencies and public safety; and/or to upgrade or construct 
public facilities to city standards.  

c. Improvements required as a condition of development approval, when not voluntarily
provided by the applicant, shall be roughly proportional to the impact of the development on 
transportation facilities. Findings in the development approval shall indicate how the required 
improvements directly relate to and are roughly proportional to the impact of development. 

Finding: The applicant submitted a TAL (Transportation Analysis Letter) completed by Lancaster 
Mobley, attached as Exhibit 6. The study estimated that the proposed 9-lot development would 
generate 84 daily trips, of which 7 would be during the morning peak hour and 9 would be 
during the evening peak hour.  

As required, a safety analysis within ¼ mile of the subdivision was performed, including site 
distance, crash data, street lighting, access spacing and on-site circulation and street 
connectivity to adjacent parcels.  

The safety analysis, with the exception of site distance at the access point to SE Elm Street, met 
the necessary standards as discussed in the TAL (Exhibit 6). The TAL identified vegetation that is 
blocking the view when looking east of SE Elm Street at the point where SE 6th Street will 
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connect (See Figure 3 in Exhibit 6). This vegetation will be removed with the development of the 
subdivision, which should alleviate the site distance issue.  

The applicant proposes to install a retaining wall to protect the root zone of the fir trees to the 
southwest of the SE 6th Street right of way. The TAL (Exhibit 6) includes a site distance exhibit 
which shows that the retaining wall is not proposed to interfere with the Vision Clearance Area 
at the intersection of SE 6th and SE Elm Street. The recommended conditions of approval require 
that the applicant ensure that the retaining wall remains outside of the Vision Clearance Area 
and that vegetation is removed to ensure adequate site distance is available at the access point 
to the subdivision at SE Elm Street and SE 6th Street. Section 17.154.030(S) is satisfied. 

17.154.040 Blocks. A. The length, width, and shape of blocks shall be designed with regard to 
providing adequate building sites for the use contemplated, consideration of needs for safe and 
convenient pedestrian and vehicular access and circulation and recognition of limitations and 
opportunities of topography. 

B. Except for arterial streets, no block face shall be more than five hundred and thirty (530) feet
in length between street corner lines and no block perimeter formed by the intersection of
pedestrian accessways and local, collector and arterial streets shall be more than one thousand
five hundred feet in length. If the maximum block length is exceeded, mid-block pedestrian and
bicycle accessways should be provided at spacing no more than 330 feet.

Finding: The applicant is not establishing a block length with this application and is instead 
constructing an existing section of unimproved right of way. The applicant’s neighborhood 
circulation plan, attached as Exhibit 3J, shows how surrounding parcels could develop efficiently 
and meet the required block length standards. Sections 17.154.040(A-B) are satisfied.  

17.154.050 Easements. A. Easements for sewers, drainage, water mains, electric lines or other 
public utilities shall be either dedicated or provided for in the deed restrictions, and where a 
subdivision is traversed by a watercourse, drainageway, channel or stream, there shall be 
provided a stormwater easement or drainage right-of-way conforming substantially with the 
lines of such watercourse and such further width as will be adequate for conveyance and 
maintenance. 

B. A property owner proposing a development shall make arrangements with the city, the
applicable district and each utility franchise for the provision and dedication of utility easements
necessary to provide full services to the development.

[…] 

17.154.070 Sidewalks. A. Sidewalks are required and shall be constructed, replaced or repaired in 
accordance with the city’s public works design standards. 

[…] 

Finding: The applicant is required to illustrate all existing and proposed easements on the Final 
Plat and to provide an 8-foot public utility easement adjacent to all rights-of-way. The applicant 
has depicted the provision of a 10-foot-wide drainage easement at the back of lots 1 – 5, which 
would direct stormwater to Tract A. Additionally, Tract B will encompass the previous flagpole 
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portion of Tax Lot 7500, which has an existing access easement to benefit Tax Lots 7700 and 
7400, which will remain (Exhibit 3C). A Homeowner’s Association is required to be established 
to maintain the stormwater facility in Tract A as well as the access drive in Tract B. 

The applicant is proposing to construct sidewalks along the frontage of the subject site on SE 6th 
Street and on SE Elm Street. The sidewalks along SE Elm Street would be required to terminate 
at the east end of the Tract A storm facility (Tax Lot 7700). If not feasible, the recommended 
conditions of approval require the applicant to provide funds in lieu of the cost of the remaining 
improvements (including sidewalks) to be held by the City until such time that the County 
proposes to complete SE Elm Street improvements. The applicant is required by the conditions 
of approval to comply with the Public Works Design standards. Sections 17.154.050 and 
17.154.070 are satisfied. 

17.154.090 Sanitary sewers. A. Sanitary sewers shall be installed to serve each new development 
and to connect developments to existing mains in accordance with the provisions set forth by the 
city’s public works design standards and the adopted policies of the comprehensive plan. 

B. The public works director shall approve all sanitary sewer plans and proposed systems prior to
issuance of development permits involving sewer service.

C. Proposed sewer systems shall include consideration of additional development within the area
as projected by the comprehensive plan and the wastewater treatment facility plan and
potential flow upstream in the sewer sub-basin.

D. Applications shall be denied by the approval authority where a deficiency exists in the existing
sewer system or portion thereof which cannot be rectified within the development and which if
not rectified will result in a threat to public health or safety, surcharging of existing mains, or
violations of state or federal standards pertaining to operation of the sewage treatment system.

Finding: As stated in the narrative (Exhibit 2), sanitary sewers adequate to serve the 
development are proposed by the applicant. The applicant proposes to install a new sewer 
mainline to the northern boundary of the subject site within the SE 6th Street right of way which 
would connect to the existing 10-inch concrete sewer main in SE Elm Street (Exhibit 3I). The 
applicant proposes to install laterals to serve each lot within the subdivision. The City Engineer 
would review all proposed plans for conformance with the Public Works Design Standards at the 
time of construction document review.  Section 17.154.090 is satisfied. 

17.154.100 Storm drainage. A. The planner and public works director shall issue permits only 
where adequate provisions for stormwater and floodwater runoff have been made, and: 

1. The stormwater drainage system shall be separate and independent of any sanitary sewerage
system.

2. Where possible, inlets shall be provided so surface water is not carried across any intersection
or allowed to flood any street.

3. Surface water drainage patterns shall be shown on every development proposal plan.

4. All stormwater analysis and calculations shall be submitted with proposed plans for public
works directors review and approval.
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5. All stormwater construction materials shall be subject to approval of the public works director. 

B. Where a subdivision is traversed by a watercourse, drainageway, channel or stream, there 
shall be provided a stormwater easement or drainage right-of-way conforming substantially with 
the lines of such watercourse and such further width as will be adequate for conveyance and 
maintenance. 

C. A culvert or other drainage facility shall, and in each case be, large enough to accommodate 
potential runoff from its entire upstream drainage area, whether inside or outside the 
development. The public works director shall determine the necessary size of the facility. 

D. Where it is anticipated by the public works director that the additional runoff resulting from 
the development will overload an existing drainage facility, the planner and engineer shall 
withhold approval of the development until provisions have been made for improvement of the 
potential condition or until provisions have been made for storage of additional runoff caused by 
the development. 

Finding: The applicant proposes that stormwater from the Thompson Woods subdivision would 
be managed within a stormwater facility to be located within Tract A. Stormwater from the 
project site would be directed to Tract A, would be detained for infiltration, with overflow 
directed to an existing 24-inch HDPE storm main within SE Elm Street. The applicant has 
submitted a Preliminary Drainage Report, attached as Exhibit 4. The SDIC (Scappoose Drainage 
Improvement Company) submitted a comment (Exhibit 12) requesting that the developer 
detain stormwater to accommodate the 100-year storm event. The PWDS (Public Words Design 
Standards) only requires detention of stormwater to accommodate the 25-year event. The City 
will request that the developer accommodate the SDIC and provide as much detention as 
reasonably practical; however, since this is not a requirement in the PWDS, it has not been 
made a condition of approval.  

Stormwater from the site must be managed in compliance with the Public Works Design 
Standards and state and federal regulations. All drainage facilities must be designed in 
conformance with APWA standards and reviewed and approved by the City Engineer. Section 
17.154.100 is satisfied. 

17.154.105 Water system. The planner and public works director shall issue permits only where 
provisions for municipal water system extensions have been made, and: 

A. Any water system extension shall be designed in compliance with the comprehensive plan 
existing water system plans. 

B. Extensions shall be made in such a manner as to provide for adequate flow and gridding of the 
system. 

C. The public works director shall approve all water system construction materials. 

Finding: Municipal water is available from an existing 8-inch PVC water main in SE Elm Street. 
The applicant proposes to extend an 8-inch water main within the SE 6th Street right of way to 
the northern project boundary and install laterals to serve each lot, as depicted on the 
Preliminary Composite Utility Plan, attached as Exhibit 3I.  
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The City Engineer would review all proposed plans for conformance with the Public Works 
Design Standards at the time of construction document review. Section 17.154.105 is satisfied. 

17.154.107 Erosion controls. A. Any time the natural soils are disturbed and the potential for 
erosion exists, measures shall be taken to prevent the movement of any soils off site. The public 
works director shall determine if the potential for erosion exists and appropriate control 
measures. 

B. The city shall use the city’s public works design standards as the guidelines for erosion control.

Finding: The applicant would need to conduct erosion control measures in accordance with the 
City’s Public Works Design Standards. Erosion control Best Management Practices, such as 
construction entrances, siltation fences, and other appropriate measures, as determined by the 
City and applicant during final engineering, will be implemented in accordance with City 
standards. The recommended conditions of approval require review by the City Engineer of all 
proposed plans. Section 17.154.107 is satisfied. 

17.154.120 Utilities. A. All utility lines including, but not limited to those required for electric, 
communication, lighting and cable television services and related facilities shall be placed 
underground, except for surface mounted transformers, surface mounted connection boxes and 
meter cabinets which may be placed above ground, temporary utility service facilities during 
construction, high-capacity electric lines operating at fifty thousand volts or above […] 

B. The applicant for a subdivision shall show on the development plan or in the explanatory
information, easements for all underground utility facilities […]

Finding: All new utility lines shall be placed underground. All private utilities will be 
underground in an 8-foot Public Utility Easement (PUE) behind the right-of-way line, as required 
by the recommended conditions of approval. The City Engineer would review all proposed plans. 
Section 17.154.120 is satisfied. 

Chapter 17.164 PROCEDURES FOR DECISION MAKING—LIMITED LAND USE DECISIONS 

17.164.110 Approval authority responsibilities. 
[…] 
B. The planning commission shall have the authority to approve, deny or approve with conditions
the following applications:
1. Subdivisions pursuant to Chapter 17.150;
[…]
D. The decision shall be based on the approval criteria set forth in Section 17.164.150.
[…]
17.164.150 Decision process. A. The decision shall be based on proof by the applicant that the
application fully complies with:
1. The city comprehensive plan; and
2. The relevant approval standards found in the applicable chapter(s) of this title and other
applicable implementing ordinances;
B. Consideration may also be given to: 1. Proof of a substantial change in circumstances; and 2.
Factual written statements from the parties, other persons and other governmental agencies
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relevant to the existing conditions, other applicable standards and criteria, possible negative or 
positive attributes of the proposal or factors in subsections (A) or (B) (1) of this section. 
 

Finding: The applicant has submitted an application for a Tentative Subdivision Plan on forms 
provided by the City of Scappoose, has paid the applicable land use fees, and the Planning 
Commission is following the correct procedures by the public meeting deliberation. Findings 
related to the approval criteria set forth in Section 17.164.150 have been addressed within the 
staff report. Sections 17.164.110 and 17.164.150 are satisfied. 

DECISION 

Based on the Findings of Fact and the materials submitted by the applicant, staff recommends that the 
Planning Commission APPROVE Docket # SB2-21 subject to the following: 

 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

PUBLIC UTILITIES/INFRASTRUCTURE  

1. That all streets, utilities, and other public infrastructure improvement plans shall be 
prepared by a registered professional engineer, licensed in the State or Oregon, and adhere 
to the applicable Scappoose Municipal Code, utility Master Plans, and the City of Scappoose 
Public Works Design Standards (PWDS). 

2. That prior to approval of final subdivision construction plans, detailed storm drainage, 
sanitary sewage collection, and water distribution plans, which incorporate the 
requirements of this land use decision, the City of Scappoose Municipal Code and the PWDS 
and Standard Specifications (current ODOT/APWA “Oregon Standard Specifications for 
Construction” and the current “Oregon Standard Drawings”), shall be submitted to, and 
approved by, the City Engineer and City Planner. In addition, the following shall occur: 

a. Obtain an NPDES permit from the Department of Environmental Quality and Grading 
Permit from the City of Scappoose, if applicable, prior to any earthwork. A copy of the 
approved NPDES permit shall be submitted to the City Engineer prior to approval of the 
Grading Permit for construction of the subdivision. Provide erosion control measures 
meeting the requirements of the City of Scappoose PWDS, Section 2.0051. For subdivision 
plats, temporary erosion control measures shall also be utilized by subsequent builders 
during construction of dwellings and other lot improvements. 

b. Provide stormwater conveyance, treatment and disposal for the proposed stormwater 
facility which meets the requirements of the City of Scappoose PWDS and subject to 
approval by the City Engineer. Clean Water Services (CWS) or City of Portland standards 
are acceptable treatment methods. The storm retention system shall be privately owned 
and maintained. The project engineer shall provide calculations demonstrating that the 
treatment and/or detention capacity of the proposed system is adequate.   

c. Construct 8-inch minimum water main to serve the subdivision. Extend water main line 
to the northern boundary of the development. Applicant shall install an 8-inch isolation 
valve and blow-off at the end of the water lines, as directed by the City Engineer, in 
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accordance with the Public Works Design Standards. Water lines shall be tested in 
accordance with the AWWA and the City of Scappoose PWDS. 

d. Provide computations to the City Engineer and Fire Chief demonstrating adequate 
domestic and fire flow for the subdivision. 

e. Provide sanitary sewers meeting the requirements of the City of Scappoose PWDS. 
Extend sanitary sewer main line to the northern boundary of the development. 
Following construction and paving, the existing sanitary sewer manhole and main line 
shall be vacuum, or pressure tested in accordance with the Public Works Design 
Standards.  

3. That easements and maintenance agreements which may be required by the PWDS or 
Scappoose Municipal Code for the provision, extension, and maintenance of utilities shall be 
submitted to the City Engineer for review and approval prior to filing the Final Plat. All public 
utilities that run across private property shall be within an exclusive public utility easement, 
as required by the PWDS, and in all cases shall be wide enough to allow construction and/or 
maintenance work to proceed within the easement limits. Any easements to allow access 
and maintenance of private drainage lines or other common elements and their associated 
appurtenances shall meet the applicable requirements of the developer and the Oregon 
Structural Specialty Code and Oregon Plumbing Specialty Code, whichever is greater.  

4. That combined public utility easements shall only be allowed with the consent of the City 
Engineer, and only when they are of sufficient width to allow work on any utility contained 
within the easement to be conducted within the easement limits. All required easements, 
including those for natural gas, cable, electric, and telephone shall be shown on the face of 
the Final Plat. All required public utilities shall be installed and accepted by the City or a 
performance bond shall be provided, prior to submitting the plat for City approval and 
recording.  

5. That all public utility services shall be extended to and through the property to points where 
a future extension may reasonably be expected prior to the issuance of building permits for 
individual residences (Public Works Design Standards Sections 3.0010 & 4.0010).  

6. That an 8-foot wide Public Utility Easement shall be located along the frontage of the street 
rights-of-way and be recorded as such on the Final Plat unless otherwise approved by the 
City Engineer. 

7. That prior to Final Plat approval, a hydraulic analysis and final storm drainage report shall be 
submitted which demonstrates to the satisfaction of the City Engineer that the site will not 
flood, nor cause increased flooding of adjacent properties either upstream or downstream. 
This includes analysis for design of infrastructure to adequately convey any future upstream 
basin area flows, in compliance with the PWDS. 

8. That the proposed storm facility (Tract A) and the access drive (Tract B) shall be designated 
as Tracts on the Final Plat, as applicable. The Tracts shall be privately held. An HOA 
(Homeowners Association) shall be formed for perpetual maintenance of the stormwater 
facilities, and the developer shall sign a stormwater access easement and covenant 
agreement with the City. The access drive shall also be maintained by the HOA, until such 
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time that it is deeded to an adjacent benefitting property owner in the future. The applicant 
shall submit a copy of the Homeowner’s Agreement and Codes, Covenants and Restrictions 
(CC&R’s) for the subdivision for review and comment by the City Planner and City Engineer 
and shall demonstrate that adequate funds will be collected for maintenance of the 
stormwater facility. The applicant shall install safety fencing along the perimeter of the 
stormwater tract, as applicable.  

STREET SYSTEM 

9. That the applicant shall provide half street improvements to the neighborhood route section
for the north side of SE Elm Street. Streets shall include all subgrade improvements, curb
and gutter, sidewalk, street trees (if no conflicts exist), streetlights, signing and striping and
paving to a 50-yr design life (perpetual pavement) to the centerline or 18-feet, whichever is
greater. The applicant shall improve the entire portion of Tract A frontage to the west edge
of the service drive, at a minimum. If not feasible to complete street improvements,
including sidewalks, to the east property line (abutting Tax Lot 7700), the applicant shall
provide funds in lieu of the cost of the remaining improvements to be held by the City until
such time that the County proposes to complete the SE Elm Street improvements. The fee
shall be paid to the City prior to final plat approval.

10. That the applicant will provide full street improvements to the local street section within a
54-foot right-of-way for SE 6th Street. SE 6th Street improvements shall include all subgrade
improvements, curb and gutter, sidewalk, street trees, public utilities, streetlights, signing
and striping and paving to a 50-yr design life (perpetual pavement) that is 32-ft wide. For the
southern portion of SE 6th Street near the fir trees on Tax Lot 7800, the applicant shall
provide 32-feet of paving and curb and gutter south, to the intersection with SE Elm Street.
The applicant shall verify that the proposed intersection aligns with SE Elm Street at an
angle between 70 and 90 degrees and that the curb returns have a minimum 20-ft radius, in
accordance with the PWDS.

11. That a barricade shall be installed at the edge of pavement at the northern terminus of SE
6th Street meeting the requirements of the current MUTCD.

12. The applicant shall ensure that the retaining wall remains outside of the Vision Clearance
Area and that vegetation is removed to ensure adequate site distance is available at the
access point to the subdivision at SE Elm Street and SE 6th Street, prior to final plat approval.

13. That the applicant shall obtain a Columbia County access permit for the new connection of
SE 6th Street to SE Elm Street and provide documentation of the permit prior to Notice to
Proceed is issued.

14. That all street improvements shall meet the requirements of the City of Scappoose Public
Works Design Standards, Transportation Master Plan, Storm Drain System Master Plan, and
Columbia County Road Department standards.

15. That following construction and prior to paving, the existing sanitary sewer manholes and
lines shall be mandrel, camera inspected, and once paved, vacuum tested in accordance with
the Public Works Design Standards.
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16. That the applicant shall be responsible for the installation of all streetlights, street name
signs, stop signs, stop bars, crosswalks, and any parking restriction signs or curb painting
delineating parking restriction, per the requirements of the Scappoose Public Works Design
Standards and Specifications, the current Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, the
Scappoose Rural Fire District Code and USPS.

FIRE AND LIFE SAFETY 

17. The applicant shall adhere to the Fire District’s comments (attached as Exhibit 7) ensuring
conformance with the Oregon Fire Code provisions, which will be verified during
construction document review.

18. Residential sprinklers are required for Lots 5 – 9, in lieu of providing a fire truck turnaround.
Per the Oregon Fire Code provisions, a note shall be included on the Final Plat noting which
lots the sprinklers must be provided to.

19. The applicant shall provide fire hydrants as required by the Scappoose Rural Fire
Department:

• Fire hydrants shall meet current City/Fire Department specifications which require an
internal Storz nozzle with pent nut cap. All hydrants and locations shall be approved by
the Fire Department prior to installation.

STREET TREES & LANDSCAPING 

20. That street trees shall be provided in the subdivision within the subject site along the SE 6th

Street frontage and recommend that an irrigation system be installed for use during the
establishment period.

21. The applicant shall submit a final landscaping plan conforming to the requirements of
Chapter 17.104 (Street Trees) of the Scappoose Development Code and shall install the
required trees with root guards to protect sidewalks. All street trees shall have a two-inch
minimum caliper and be spaced as appropriate for the selected species, as specified in the
approved Street Tree List (on file with the Planning Department). Street trees located under
or within ten feet of overhead utility lines shall be less than twenty-five feet tall at maturity.
All street trees shall be of good quality and shall conform to the American Standard for
Nursery Stock (ANSI Z60.1), as certified by a registered landscape architect licensed in the
state of Oregon. The City Planner reserves the right to reject any plant material that does
not meet this standard.

GEOTECHNICAL 

22. That the applicant shall provide a final Geotechnical report in accordance with the Public
Works Design Standards that conforms to the proposed design.

23. The applicant shall submit a review by the Geotechnical Engineer of record to verify
conformance of the final plan with the Geotechnical report and shall adhere to the
recommendations contained in the Geotechnical report.
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24. A Geotechnical Engineer registered to practice in the state of Oregon shall oversee earthwork
portions of the development.

MISCELLANEOUS 

25. The Final Plat shall demonstrate compliance with the dimensional requirements specified in
Section 17.50.050 of the Scappoose Municipal Code and that all applicable improvements
shown in the construction documents shall be referenced vertically to the NAVD 88 datum
and horizontally to the NAD 1983 HARN State Plane Oregon North FIPS 3601 (Intl Feet).

26. The applicant shall demolish the existing residence and outbuildings, in conformance with
the Demolition Plan (Exhibit 3E) prior to final plat approval, for the review and approval by
the Building Official and City Engineer.

27. That the developer shall enter into a construction improvement agreement with the City of
Scappoose for all public improvements. A performance bond of 110% of the Public Works
Construction costs shall be provided prior to the commencement of work.

28. That approval of a Tentative Plat will expire twelve (12) months after the date of the formal
notice of decision.

29. That the Final Plat shall conform to the requirements of ORS Chapter 92 (Subdivisions and
Partitions) and that it shall contain a note specifying that the plat is subject to the conditions
of approval as set forth in the Land Use Approval for Local File number SB2-21.

30. The applicant shall install locking cluster mailboxes to serve the development, subject to the
approval of the USPS Postmaster and City Engineer. The mailboxes shall comply with Section
17.154.030(P) of the Municipal Code, Chapter 11 of the Oregon Structural Specialty Code,
and U.S. Postal Service regulations.

31. The applicant shall furnish a full-size copy of the Final Subdivision Plat to the City of
Scappoose for review and approval. After City approval of the Final Plat, the Plat shall be
recorded with Columbia County and the applicant shall provide an electronic copy of the
recorded Final Plat to the City Planner.
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I. Executive Summary
Creekwood Homes, Inc. (Applicant) is submitting this application for a Preliminary Subdivision Plat for nine

lots intended for single-family detached residential homes.

This application includes nine residential lots, the construction of SE 6th Street, frontage improvements, 

dedication of additional right-of-way along the western edge of SE 6th Street and northern edge of SE Elm 

Street abutting the site, a stormwater facility (Tract A), and the preservation of an existing access 

easement benefitting Columbia County Assessor's Map 03 02 12DD, Lots 7400 and 7700. 

This application includes the City application forms, written materials, and preliminary plans necessary for 

City staff to review and determine compliance with the applicable approval criteria. The evidence is 

substantial and supports the City's approval of the application. 

II. Site Description/Setting
The three lots included in this application comprise a total area of ±1.76 acres. The lots are located

immediately north of SE Elm Street and south of the existing City of Scappoose corporate limits. The

unconstructed SE 6th Street right-of-way bisects the site, with Lot 7900 of Assessor's Map 33 02 12DD to

the west of SE 6th Street and Lots 7500 and 7600 of Assessor's Map 03 02 12DD to the east of SE 6th Street.

The lots are within the City of Scappoose corporate limits and are zoned Moderate Density Residential (R-

4). The project site is bordered to the north and east by properties zoned Single-Family Residential (R-10) 

by Columbia County and Moderate Density Residential (R-4) by the City of Scappoose. Properties to the 

south and west are generally zoned Low Density Residential (R-1) by the City of Scappoose. 

III. Applicable Review Criteria
This subdivision application involves the development of land for housing. ORS 197.307(4) states that a

local government may apply only clear and objective standards, conditions, and procedures regulating the

provision of housing, and that such standards, conditions, and procedures cannot have the effect, either

in themselves or cumulatively, of discouraging housing through unreasonable cost or delay. This

subdivision application involves a "limited land use application" as that term is defined in ORS 197.015

(12), as it involves a subdivision of property within an urban growth boundary.

Oregon Courts and the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA), have generally held that an approval standard 

is not clear and objective if it imposes on an applicant "subjective, value-laden analyses that are designed 

to balance or mitigate impacts of the development" (Rogue Valley Association of Realtors v. City of 

Ashland, 35 Or LUBA 139,158 [1998] aff'd, 158 Or App 1 [1999]). ORS 197.831 places the burden on local 

governments to demonstrate that the standards and conditions placed on housing applications can be 

imposed only in a clear and objective manner. While this application addresses all standards and 

conditions, the Applicant reserves the right to object to the enforcement of standards or conditions that 

are not clear and objective and does not waive its right to assert that the housing statutes apply to this 

application. [The exceptions in ORS 197.307(4)(a) and 197.307(5) do not apply to this application. ORS 

197.307(7)(a) is controlled by ORS 197.307(4)]. 

ORS 197.195(1) describes how certain standards can be applied to a limited land use application. The 

applicable land use regulations for this subdivision application are found in the Scappoose Land Use and 
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CITY OF SCAPPOOSE 

All City Offices Closed 

November 2021 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

1 
Work Session 6pm 

City Council 7pm 

2 3 4 5 6 

7 8 9 10 11
Veterans Day 
City offices closed 

12 13 

14 15 
Work Session 6pm 

City Council 7pm 

16 17 18 
EDC ~ noon 

100-year Celebration

ad-hoc committee 1pm

Park & Rec 6pm 

Planning Commission 7pm 

19 20 

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 

28 29 30 
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CITY OF SCAPPOOSE 

December 2021 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

1 2 3 4 

5 6 Council Work

Session 6pm 

City Council 

7pm 

7 8 9 10 11 

12 13 14 15 16 

EDC noon 

Park & Rec 

Committee 6pm 

17 18

19 20 21 22 23  Happy 

Holidays ~ 

City Offices 

closed 

24  Happy 

Holidays ~  

City Offices 

closed 

25 

26 27 28 29 30 
Happy Holidays ~ 

City Offices 

closed 

31 
Happy Holidays ~ 

City Offices 

closed 

January 1 
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