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City of McMinnville 
Planning Department 

231 NE Fifth Street 
McMinnville, OR  97128 

(503) 434-7311 
www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov 

 

 
STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE: July 23, 2019  
TO: Mayor and City Councilors 
FROM: Jamie Fleckenstein, Associate Planner 
SUBJECT: Oak Ridge Meadows Land-Use Applications - Ordinance Nos. 5065, 5069 and 5070.  

 
 PDA 3-18 (Amendment of Oak Ridge Planned Development), and  
 PDA 4-18 (Amendment of Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development), and 
 S 3-18 (Tentative Subdivision Plan, Oak Ridge Meadows). 

 
STRATEGIC PRIORITY & GOAL:   
 

 
OBJECTIVE:  Strategically plan for short and long-term growth 
and development that will create enduring value for the 
community. 

 
 
OBJECTIVE:  Collaborate to improve the financial feasibility of 
diverse housing development opportunities.   

 
 
Report in Brief:   
 
This is a public hearing for City Council to consider Ordinances 5065, 5069 and 5070, representing three 
land-use applications for the Oak Ridge Meadows housing development.  Two are amendments to 
existing planned developments approved in 2000 and 2005.  Both land-use decisions are still valid and 
have not expired.  The applicant, Premier Development LLC, would like to combine the last unbuilt phase 
of the Planned Development approved in 2000 with the unbuilt Planned Development approved in 2005 
to create one master planned development in order to improve connectivity, protect the floodplain and 
riparian corridor and provide better open space amenities for the neighborhood.  The third land-use 
application is a Tentative Subdivision Plan for the one resulting amended Planned Development.  The 
sum total of these land-use decisions would allow a 108 lot, single-family residential housing development 
on 35.47 acres of R-2 (low density residential) zoned land within the city limits.   
  

http://www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov/
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The land-use requests are summarized below: 
 
1) Ordinance No. 5065 would approve Planned Development Amendment PDA 3-18, removing 11.47 

acres of undeveloped land (Tax Lot R44170300) from the Oak Ridge Planned Development, (adopted 
by Ordinance No. 4722). 
 

2) Ordinance No. 5069 would approve Planned Development Amendment PDA 4-18, adding the 
11.47 acres of undeveloped land removed from the Oak Ridge Planned Development via PDA 3-18 
to the current 24 acre Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development (adopted by Ordinance No. 4822), 
Tax Lot R440700602, for a total of 35.47 acres, and approve the following amendments to the existing 
design and development standards of the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development.   

 
• That the average lot size shall be amended from 7,500 square feet to approximately 7,770 square 

feet. 
 

• That the setbacks be amended from: 
  

Setbacks Current Proposed 
Front Yard 20 feet 20 feet 
Side Yard Lots less than 6,000 square 

feet in area - 6 feet. 
All other lots – 7.5 feet. 

5 feet 

Exterior Side Yard 15 – 20 feet 10 feet 
Rear Yard 20 feet 20 feet 
Open Side of Garage 20 feet 20 feet 

 
• That side lot lines that do not run at right angles to the street upon which the lots face shall be 

allowed where necessary to respond to physical conditions of the site. 
 

• That the maximum block length be amended to 2,305 feet, with a maximum distance of 800 feet 
between pedestrian ways. 

 
• That a lot depth to width ratio exceed the recommended two (2) to one (1) ratio shall be allowed 

where necessary to respond to physical conditions of the site, not to exceed 2.75:1. 
 

• That a minimum 0.85 acre private active neighborhood park be provided and improved. 
 

• That a minimum 5.6 acre public open space greenway be dedicated and improved. 
 
3.) Ordinance No. 5070 would approve Tentative Subdivision Plan S 3-18, a 108 lot single-family 

residential subdivision, for the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development created by  
Ordinance No. 5069.   
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Background:   
 
These land-use requests were considered at a public hearing by the McMinnville Planning Commission 
on April 18, 2019 and May 16, 2019.  The public hearing was closed on May 16, 2019, following which 
the Planning Commission deliberated and then voted to recommend that the Council consider and 
approve the Planned Development requests and the Tentative Subdivision Plan subject to conditions 
outlined in Ordinances No. 5065, 5069 and 5070, based on the Findings of Fact, the Planning 
Commission’s Conclusionary Findings for Approval, and the materials submitted by the applicant.   
 
These land-use requests were then presented at the June 25, 2019 City Council meeting.  Following the 
staff report and consideration of the Planning Commission recommendations, the Council elected to hold 
a public hearing at the July 23, 2019 City Council meeting.  The public hearing was noticed on June 27th,, 
2019, and the record was re-opened. 
 
Per Oregon Revised Statute, ORS 227.178, the City of McMinnville needs to render a decision on these 
three land-use decisions within 120 days unless the applicant requests an extension.  The applicant 
submitted a request on March 1, 2019 to extend the 120 day decision timeframe for an additional 60 days 
and on June 5, 2019 for an additional 21 day extension, therefore the City’s final decision is subject to a 
201 day processing timeline, and a decision will need to be rendered by August 13, 2019 on all three 
land-use decisions.   
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The City Council’s decision may be appealed to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) within 
21 days of the date written notice of the City Council’s decision is mailed to parties who participated in 
the local proceedings and are entitled to notice as provided in ORS 197.620 and ORS 197.830, and 
Section 17.72.190 of the McMinnville Municipal Code. 
 
Discussion:  
 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing for the two Planned Development Applications (PDA 3-
18 and PDA 4-18), as well as the Tentative Subdivision (S 3-18) at their regular meeting on April 18, 
2019.  Fourteen written testimonies were received by the Planning Department prior to the public hearing.  
Several oral testimonies were provided during the April 18, 2019 public hearing, along with additional 
written testimony.  The testimonies provided were oppositional, and primarily focused on three issues:  
 

1. That development impacting wetlands should not be allowed by the City; 
2. That proposed development could cause increased downstream flooding; 
3. That anticipated traffic from the development (construction and new residents) would 

negatively impact surrounding neighborhoods until such time as a northerly extension of 
Shadden Drive was completed. 

 
Due to the length of the meeting and the amount of public interest, the Planning Commission voted to 
continue the public hearing to their May 16, 2019 regular meeting to provide additional opportunity for 
public testimony.  Between the April 18, 2019 public hearing and the continued hearing on May 16, 2019, 
the Planning Department received nineteen additional written testimonies with similar themes as prior 
testimonies – that the wetlands should not be allowed to be impacted, that the proposed development 
could cause increased downstream flooding, and that traffic generated by the proposed development 
would negatively impact the existing Oak Ridge residential development.  Included in the written 
testimony from opponents to the development, submitted in advance of the May 16, 2019 public hearing 
was a Hydrologic Analysis of Baker Creek, which concluded the current FEMA flood maps were in need 
of updating, and that the proposed development would not increase downstream flow. 
 
Additional public oral testimonies were provided at the continued hearing on May 16, 2019, along with 
rebuttal from the applicant.  Specifically, the applicant’s rebuttal called into question the methodology and 
data used in the hydrologic analysis, and referenced the Traffic Impact Analysis indicating the proposed 
and existing street network to be within City standards. The rebuttal also addressed the “Goal Post Rule”, 
the requirement that the rules and regulations in place at the time of application are the applicable criteria 
and standards the application is to be judged by.  This was relevant to the issue of FEMA floodmap 
accuracy raised by the hydrologic analysis, because even if the analysis did conclude flood maps were 
in need of updating, the standard by which the application is judged per MMC, Section 17.48.010, is the 
current, adopted floodplain mapping, FIRM Map panels, March 2, 2010. 
 
The public hearing was closed on May 16, 2019, following which the Planning Commission deliberated 
and discussed the public testimony.   
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TRAFFIC IMPACT: 
 
Many opponents testified that Pinot Noir cannot handle increased traffic as proposed:  The traffic 
impact analysis provided by the applicant indicates that Pinot Noir as built to the local street standards 
specified in the City of McMinnville’s 2010 Transportation System Plan will be able to handle the amount 
of traffic generated by 108 new homes without a secondary access to Baker Creek Road per the City of 
McMinnville’s adopted capacity standards of 1200 vehicle trips per day for local residential streets.  A 
condition of approval on the land-use decision caps the amount of dwelling units that will be permitted 
prior to Shadden Drive being built as a secondary public access to Baker Creek Road to 108 new dwelling 
units.  Planning Commissioners did not find the public testimony warranted changing the City’s findings.   
 

 
 
  

July 23, 2019 Update: 
 
On June 25th, 2019, City Council considered the Planning Commission recommendations, deliberated, 
and requested a public hearing on the matter.  The focus of public testimony and debate regarding 
the proposed Oak Ridge Meadows development remains centered on three main issues – impact to 
the wetlands, potential increases to downstream flooding, and the impact of the proposed 
development on the surrounding street network and transportation system.  Following the direction of 
City Council from the June 25, 2019 meeting, staff has been further researching the issues, and 
updated/new information is provided below, in update boxes similar to this one. 
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Many opponents testified that development should be limited based upon previous planned 
development limitations.  Previous limitations on how many homes could be built on the planned 
development reflected the need for a secondary emergency fire access.  This proposal provides that 
secondary emergency fire access with an easement over the future Shadden Drive on property owned 
by a neighboring property owner.  A condition of approval requires this easement prior to development.  
Planning Commissioners did not find the public testimony warranted changing the City’s findings.   
 
Many opponents testified that Pinehurst Drive should not dead-end at Les Toth’s property if Les 
Toth provided testimony that he never plans to develop the property.  Public testimony in opposition 
to the development expressed concern about the establishment of a road that terminated adjacent to a 
property that is not expected to develop under its current ownership.  The property to the east of the 
11.47 acre parcel, owned by Les Toth, is inside the Urban Growth Boundary, but outside City limits.  Mr. 
Toth provided testimony that he will not annex this parcel into the City to allow development.  However, 
because the land is inside the Urban Growth Boundary, the expectation is that it will urbanize within a 
given planning horizon, and the proposed extension of Pinehurst Drive to the property limits responds to 
this.  Previously, developments to the east of Toth’s property have extended streets (NW Merlot Drive 
and Pinehurst Drive) to the property line and terminated the road to plan for future access to the property.  
These future street connections, including the proposed extension of Pinehurst Drive through the Oak 
Ridge Meadows development would allow for future development if and/or when the property is urbanized 
and developed. 
 
McMinnville City Code for land divisions require that connecting streets be considered and platted to 
support future planned development within the city limits.  Planning Commissioners did not find the public 
testimony warranted changing the City’s findings.   
 
Many opponents testified that Pinot Noir Drive’s 
northern terminus is not wide enough to 
accommodate the traffic.  Public testimony raise the 
issue that at the current northerly terminus of Pinot Noir 
Drive, the width of the road is only 21 feet and the road 
was not built to standards that could accommodate any 
additional construction or residential resulting from new 
development.   However, a provision of the application 
is, and a condition of approval #21 of S 3-18 requires, 
the widening of Pinot Noir Drive from Blake Street north 
to the terminus from 21 feet to 28 feet, the current City 
standard for local residential streets.  The existing public 
right-of-way for Pinot Noir Drive is 50 feet, which will 
accommodate the widened cross-section of roadway.  
Planning Commissioners did not find the public 
testimony warranted changing the City’s findings, but 
added a condition of approval to S 3-18 to ensure this 
occurs.     
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July 23, 2019 Update 
 
TRAFFIC:   
 
Shadden Drive as “Primary” access for Development.  Opponents to the development 
have requested that the City of McMinnville mandate that Shadden Drive be identified as 
the “Primary” access street for the new development, and that the developers be required 
to develop Shadden Drive prior to any building permits being issued for the subdivision.   
 
However, Shadden Drive is not part of the development proposal, except to serve as a 
secondary emergency access route to the neighborhood, and the development as 
proposed meets the City of McMinnville’s adopted local street standards.   
 
Per long established case law, Nollan and Dolan, cities cannot exact an undue burden on 
local development unless a “nexus” in the regulations exist to justify the exaction.  In this 
case, the City of McMinnville would be requiring the developer to build approximately ½ 
mile of a local residential street to full street standards to accommodate a development that 
already meets the adopted Transportation System Plan street standards.   
 
Shadden Drive is a proposed street to serve a neighboring development, that is owned by a 
separate property owner (Stafford Land Company) and that will eventually connect with 
Pinehurst Drive as a secondary access to Oak Ridge Meadows when it is developed.   
 
Per Stafford Land Company’s land use application submitted on April 30, 2019, Stafford 
plans to build ½ of Shadden Drive with the first phase of their development, and the other 
½ of Shadden Drive with the last three phases of their development (there are ten phases 
in total).  They estimate that the last three phases of their development and the second ½ 
of Shadden Drive will be built between 5 – 10 years after starting their build-out.  Please 
see site plan below.   
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July 23, 2019 Update (cont’d): 
 
TRAFFIC:   
 
Shadden Drive as “Primary” access for Development (cont’d) 
 

 
Baker Creek North Planned Development, Stafford Land Company, Submitted April 30, 2019 
 
There has been some confusion about an email between Gordon Root of Stafford Land 
Company and Premier Development regarding the negotiation of an access agreement to 
build an emergency fire access road on the future right-of-way location of Shadden Drive.   
 
This email pertains to an emergency access route for fire and requires a less extensive 
build-out than a full street standard.   
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FLOODPLAIN: 
 
Many opponents testified that the development could harm the floodplain.  In the City of 
McMinnville, the floodplain is protected by a Floodplain Zone (MMC Chapter 17.48), and very limited 
development is allowed in the Floodplain Zone – this is the means in which the City protects the 
floodplain.  The Floodplain Zone incorporates the floodplain hazard area, including the 100 year 
floodplain, the floodway and the floodplain fringe per the illustration below.  Additionally, McMinnville City 
Code does not allow anything but low density residential development adjacent to the floodplain to further 
protect it.  This proposal not only does not develop in the floodplain but it also dedicates the entire 
floodplain to the City of McMinnville as a natural greenway park so that the city can maintain the land, 
thus protecting the floodplain and its associated riparian corridor.  In many historical developments, the 
floodplain is privately owned and often private land owners are inadvertently building fences, sheds and 
clearing brush in the floodplain impacting the capacity of the floodplain to manage water events.  
Additionally, all housing lots adjacent to the floodplain are larger lots to control the density of development 
adjacent to the floodplain.  Planning Commissioners did not find the public testimony warranted changing 
the City’s findings.   
 

FLOODWAY SCHEMATIC – Chapter 17.48 of the McMinnville City Code 
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Several opponents testified that the 2010 FEMA maps that the City of McMinnville relies on to 
define the Floodplain Zone are outdated and were erroneously calculated when they were updated 
in 2010, relying on old data and not updated data.   
 
FIRM panels (FEMA maps delineating floodplains) in Yamhill County were updated in 2010 as part of a 
state-wide effort to modernize and update FIRM maps.  Please see illustration below.  City staff worked 
with Department of Land Conservation and Development staff and FEMA staff for three years (2007-
2009) to provide updated “as-builts” for developments adjacent to the floodplains in McMinnville as part 
of the modernizing process.  
 
Final adoption of the updated maps were an amendment to the Development Code and adopted locally 
by the City of McMinnville with a public hearing process and then acknowledged by the Department of 
Land Conservation and Development.   
 
 

Oregon FIRM Map Modernization Plan 
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Friends of Baker Creek provided a hydrology report from PBS on May 8, 2019 and testified about it at 
the continued public hearing on May 16, 2019.   
 
The hydrology report submitted by PBS studied factors affecting the extents of the floodplain around 
Baker Creek, and concluded that the effective flood insurance rate maps are in need of revision, based 
on current data and methodology.  Several figures (see below) are provided in the report indicating the 
extent of the proposed 1% annual chance floodplain (100 year floodplain) that could be anticipated if the 
FEMA floodplain maps were updated.  The report indicated that based on the new study, the only lots 
that would be impacted by the new floodplain boundary would be Lots 34 and 35 (as numbered on 
Applicant’s Exhibit 6) south of the cul-de-sac, and Lots 41, 42, and 43 (as numbered on Applicant’s 
Exhibit 6), north of the cul-de-sac.  It appears that the southeasterly extension of Pinehurst Drive and the 
lots it would serve would not be impacted by the anticipated proposed floodplain. 
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Premier Development provided rebuttal testimony that the data used in the hydrology report, rainfall and 
survey data, was not McMinnville data and therefore the accuracy of the report was flawed.   
 
 

 

 
 

Rainfall Chart 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
Premier Development also provided testimony that they would conduct further research on the floodplain 
and that if it was discovered that the floodplain had expanded they would amend their subdivision plan 
per the following illustration which removes the five potentially impacted lots and transfers that density to 
make smaller lots along the western fringe of Pinehurst Drive overlooking the preserved wetland.  
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Planning Commissioners noted that the applicable zoning standards are those in effect at the time of 
application. Section 17.48010 of the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance establishes the area defined as the 
flood area zone: 
 

17.48.010 Established—Area included. In accordance with Section 17.09.010, all property within 
the corporate limits of the City lying within Special Flood Hazard Areas (100-year flood) identified 
by the Federal Insurance Administration in the report entitled “The Flood Insurance Study for 
Yamhill County, Oregon and Incorporated Areas,” (effective date March 2, 2010), and 
accompanying Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) is declared to be flood area zone property and 
subject to the requirements of this Chapter. (Ord. 4921 §4A, 2010; Ord. 4128 (part), 1981; Ord. 
3380 (part), 1968).   

 
Therefore, the decision must be based on current FEMA mapping, dated March 2, 2010 per the map 
below with the subject site outlined in red.  Planning Commissioners did not find the public testimony 
warranted changing the City’s findings.   
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Planning Commissioners also found that since the hydrology report and the revised site plan were 
entered into the record at the public hearing, they did not feel that there had been enough time to review 
the revised plan and wanted to leave it for future consideration. 
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July 23, 2019 Update 
 
FLOODPLAINS:   
 
Opponents provided testimony asserting that the City of McMinnville staff were not 
involved in the floodplain map update in 2010.  The City of McMinnville was contacted 
by FEMA in April, 2007, indicating that they would like to digitally update the floodplain 
maps for Yamhill County.  Lucy Falcy, Associate Planner for the City of McMinnville was 
appointed as the project manager to work with the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development and FEMA representatives under the direction of Doug Montgomery, 
Planning Director and Mike Bisset, City Engineer.  This was almost a three year process of 
information gathering and public process and on February 9, 2010, the McMinnville City 
Council adopted Ordinance No. 4921 as a result of the work.  This ordinance established 
how the City of McMinnville would manage its floodplains governed by Chapter 17.48 of the 
McMinnville City Code.  (Please see attached Ordinance No. 4921).  The recitals of the 
ordinance describe the process that the City undertook as part of the update (please see 
excerpts below).  The project files indicate the amount of correspondence and careful 
coordination that city staff conducted with both the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development and FEMA staff to ensure that the City of McMinnville was compliant with the 
program.  The resulting revisions to Chapter 17.48 of the McMinnville City Code is what 
governs this land-use decision.  (Please see attached Chapter 17.48 of the McMinnville 
City Code).   
 
Ordinance No. 4921, adopted by the McMinnville City Council on February 9, 2010. 
 

In 2007, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) advised the 
City of McMinnville that they intended to review the 1982 Flood Insurance 
Rate Maps (FIRM) that cover lands within the City and provide updated maps 
for our use in administering the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). In 
summary, these maps provide the location and elevation of the floodplains 
and floodways associated with the various waterways within our jurisdiction. 
Staff uses this information to advise residents, lending institutions, and other 
interested parties of the floodplain's location and to ensure that development 
within this area is consistent with the City's F-P Flood Area zone 
requirements. 
 
[….] 
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July 23, 2019 Update 
 
FLOODPLAINS (cont’d):   
 
Ordinance No. 4921, adopted by the McMinnville City Council on February 9, 2010. 
 

Staff has been working with FEMA since 2007 to help them update their flood 
maps in preparation for the March 2, 2010 date. This has involved providing 
FEMA with the City's elevation data, annexation and road map information, 
and several site-specific data sets. In April 2009, FEMA released their draft 
FIS and FIRM updates for City and public review. In May 2009, FEMA held an 
explanatory workshop for residents of Yamhill County at which staff was in 
attendance as well as an additional workshop for staff. The public voiced no 
concerns at that time. The official maps have been on file and available for 
public review at the Planning office since mid November 2009. During that 
time, there have been no inquiries from the public regarding the proposed 
amendments. 
 

Opponents provided testimony that the City of McMinnville’s Stormwater masterplan 
has contributed significantly to the flooding of the Baker Creek Basin:  New testimony 
received by the planning department raised concerns about the discharge of stormwater 
from recent development into Baker Creek.  The testimony claims that new developments 
discharging into Baker Creek upstream of the proposed development is causing increased 
downstream flooding, specifically after 2015.  The Storm Drainage Master Plan identifies a 
drainage basin generally north of Baker Creek Road and extending east of Westside 
Road.  No new developments within the Baker Creek drainage basin, or elsewhere, 
upstream of the Oak Ridge Meadows site are discharging stormwater into Baker Creek 
(See Attachment, Storm Drainage Email Communication).   The testimony further implies 
that Comprehensive Plan 142.00 is causing the increasing flooding.  Policy 142.00 reads, 
“The City of McMinnville shall insure that adequate storm water drainage is provided in 
urban developments through review and approval of storm drainage systems, and through 
requirements for connection to natural drainage ways, where required.”  This policy does 
not encourage unchecked discharge into natural drainage systems, but rather mandates 
standards and guidelines for the release of storm water into natural drainages, like Baker 
Creek.  These standards and guidelines are found in the Storm Drainage Master Plan.  The 
proposed Oak Ridge Meadows storm water system is designed to the standard 
that  discharge does not exceed pre-development levels, and would not contribute to 
downstream flooding. 
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July 23, 2019 Update (cont’d): 
FLOODPLAINS (cont’d):   
 
Opponents provided testimony that the City of McMinnville’s Stormwater masterplan 
has contributed significantly to the flooding of the Baker Creek Basin:  Attachment Q, 
an email dialogue between Mike Colvin, on the record opponent of the proposed land-use 
applications, and Mike Bisset, City of McMinnville Engineer, demonstrates that Mike Colvin 
misunderstood the stormwater conveyance plan for this area of the city.  Originally, Mike 
Colvin assumed that the new Baker Creek East and West Subdivisions, as well as Hill Road 
all drained into the Baker Creek Basin.  However, per Mike Bisset, City Engineer, there 
have been no new developments built since 2010 that drain to the Baker Creek basin.  
Below is a map that demonstrates constraints on the stormwater system.  Blue is not 
constrained, green is constrained, and red is most constrained. 
 

 
 
How to Respond to the Friends of Baker Creek Hydrology Report.  There are two 
things to consider when evaluating how to respond to the Friends of Baker Creek Hydrology 
Report – 1) validity of the report; 2) safety of built environment in floodplain; and 3) how 
much the City of McMinnville can require of the applicant as part of a land-use decision.   
 
Since the Friends of Baker Creek Hydrologic Analysis was submitted to the City of 
McMinnville on   , staff has consulted with the following individuals on how to incorporate 
the hydrology analysis into the land-use decision making process, and to ascertain whether 
or not there is anything that the city could do in regards to requiring a condition of approval 
for the development proposal that would respond to the concerns raised in the analysis.   
 

• Celinda Adair, CFM, National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) Coordinator, DLCD 
• Josha Crowley, PE, CFM, D.WRE. RSC Lead I STARR II, Region X Service Center 
• David M. Ratte, P.E., Regional Engineer, FEMA Region X 
• Roxanne Pilkenton, Floodplain Management Specialist, FEMA Region X 
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July 23, 2019 Update (cont’d): 
 
FLOODPLAINS (cont’d):   
How to Respond to the Friends of Baker Creek Hydrology Report (cont).  Celinda 
Adair is the National Flood Insurance Program Coordinator at the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development.  She works with FEMA on the risk mapping program for 
the State of Oregon and her position is partially grant funded to support cities manage their 
local floodplain management programs in accordance with local, state and federal 
regulations.   
 
Josha Crowley is an engineer contracted by the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development to help support their National Flood Insurance Program in coordination with 
FEMA.   
 
David Ratte is the lead regional engineer with floodplain mapping for Region X of FEMA, 
and Roxanne Pilkenton is their specialist to assist communities with floodplain 
management.   
 
Conclusions from discussions: 
 

• The FEMA Firm Panels from March 2, 2010 are the most updated FEMA maps for 
the City of McMinnville.   

 
• There are processes to update the FEMA floodplain maps – either comprehensively 

or site specific.  Site specific updates (Letters of Map Revisions – LOMRs) can be 
initiated by any one and is property specific.  Review is typically 6 – 8 months.  
Comprehensive city wide map updates are a much more detailed process and can 
typically take 2 – 5 years depending upon the resources.  The City of McMinnville 
applied for a FEMA grant to update its floodplain maps in collaboration with the 
Department of Geology and Minerals and Yamhill Council in 2018 as part of a 
Natural Hazards mapping update and was turned down due to limited resources and 
other communities with more pressing needs.  City staff is currently in dialogue with 
David Ratte of FEMA, Region X, to see if the City of McMinnville would be a 
candidate for the FEMA Cooperating Technical Partners Program (CTP), which is a 
partnership program with FEMA on floodplain management.  These discussions are 
very preliminary and will evolve over the next 12 months as staff learns more about 
the program, the benefits to the community and the obligations of the city to 
participate. 
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July 23, 2019 Update (cont’d): 
 
FLOODPLAINS (cont’d):   
How to Respond to the Friends of Baker Creek Hydrology Report (cont).   

• Josha Crowley reviewed the Baker Creek Hydrologic Analysis by PBS for the 
Friends of Baker Creek, dated May, 2019, and the PBS Rebuttal dated May 24, 
2019.  He found that although the Hydrologic Analysis was incomplete (it did not 
appear to include a symmetry analysis, an analysis of abrupt grade changes and an 
analysis of bridges and crossings) it did use an approved FEMA methodology.  He 
agrees with the conclusions of the Analysis that the data in the Yamhill County Flood 
Insurance Study from March 2, 2010 should be updated and that the flood risk may 
be understated, explaining that all data for waterways is old by the time it is utilized 
as waterways are continually evolving and that it is always good practice to update 
evaluations as often as possible, and that peak flow rates appear to have changed.  
He also conveyed that the Hydrologic Analysis was not enough information to 
prepare a MT-2 Application to request a Letter of Map Revision and that more 
analysis would need to be conducted including updating the model, completing the 
Hydrologic Analysis by providing a symmetry analysis, and an analysis of any 
bridges or crossings, and providing a Hydraulic Analysis.  The Hydrologic Analysis 
focuses on the rate and flow of water.  The Hydraulic Analysis determines flood 
elevations and floodways.   

 
• Although the Hydrologic Report provided by Friends of Baker Creek suggests that 

five lots of the proposed subdivision may be in an expanded floodplain, both the 
Department of Land Conservation and Development and FEMA were concerned that 
the City could not enforce any additional conditions on a land-use decision that is not 
supported by the current adopted ordinances.   

 
Validity of the Hydrologic Report – Per third party review (Crowley), the methodology 
employed by the Report, although not common, is an acceptable methodology for FEMA.  
The report though is still missing some components to serve as one of the two reports 
needed for a MT-2 Letter of Map Revision application.  With that said though, the third party 
review believes that the underlying assertions in the report are valid – ie that the data for 
the FEMA Firm Panels is outdated and should be updated. 
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July 23, 2019 Update (cont’d): 
 
FLOODPLAINS (cont’d):   
How to Respond to the Friends of Baker Creek Hydrology Report (cont).   
 
Safety of Built Environment in Floodplain – the City of McMinnville manages its floodplain 
by not allowing any development to occur in the Floodplain Zone.  However, construction is 
allowed in floodplains per state and federal regulations, it just needs to ensure that the 
lowest floor of the structure is above the base flood elevation.  Even if it is discovered 
through a more thorough analysis that the floodplain has expanded and that there are some 
proposed lots of the subdivision in the floodplain, the developer would still be able to 
develop those residential lots following approved floodplain development standards which 
would presumably prevent future flooding of the structure associated with the expanded 
floodplain.   
 
How Much the City of McMinnville Can Require of an Applicant as part of a Land-Use 
Decision – It is clear from the current City of McMinnville ordinances that the City of 
McMinnville does not allow development in the Floodplain Zone.  However, it is also clear 
from the current City of McMinnville ordinances that the Floodplain Zone is defined by the 
FEMA Firm Panels adopted on March 2, 2010.  Thus the city cannot tell the developer that 
they cannot develop on land that is not within the current City’s Floodplain Zone.  However, 
it is also clear that there is a reasonable assertion that the 1% floodplain may be larger than 
what is indicated on the FEMA Firm Panels, and that any structures built on those lots could 
be exposed to flooding.  It is in the developer’s best interest to conclude the study and 
determine if the floodplain base flood elevations have changed and then to build any 
structures on those lots to the standards of the Oregon Model Floodplain Code.   
 

Although the City of McMinnville cannot legally impose a condition of approval relative to 
this issue, the applicant could be asked if they agree to a condition of approval that reads 
per the following: 
 
Proposed Condition of Approval:  
 
“Prior to any building permits being issued, the applicant will submit a Letter of Map 
Revision to FEMA for the subject site, and if there are any lots within the proposed 
subdivision that are located in the base floodplain elevation, that any new 
construction will follow the provisions of Section 5 of the Oregon Model Flood 
Damage Prevention Ordinance, Modified, January 2014.”   
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July 23, 2019 Update (cont’d): 
 
FLOODPLAINS (cont’d):   
 
How to Respond to the Friends of Baker Creek Hydrology Report (cont).   
 

Sample Oregon Model Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance,  
Modified January, 2014.   
 
Section 5.0 – Provisions for Flood Hazard Reduction 
 
Residential Construction 
 
(1) New construction and substantial improvement of any residential structure 
shall have the lowest floor, including basement, elevated to a minimum of one 
foot above the base flood elevation. 
 
(2) Fully enclosed areas below the lowest floor that are subject to flooding are 
prohibited, or shall be designed to automatically equalize hydrostatic flood forces 
on exterior walls by allowing for the entry and exit of floodwaters. Designs for 
meeting this requirement must be either be certified by a registered professional 
engineer or architect or must meet or exceed the following minimum criteria: 
 
(i) A minimum of two openings having a total net area of not less than one 

square inch for every square foot of enclosed area subject to flooding shall 
be provided. 
 

(ii) The bottom of all openings shall be no higher than one foot above grade. 
 

(iii) Openings may be equipped with screens, louvers, or other coverings or 
devices provided that they permit the automatic entry and exit of floodwaters. 
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WETLANDS: 
 
Several opponents testified that the proposed development impacted 11.47 acres of wetlands.   
The number of 11.47 acres is the total size of the un-platted 4th phase of Oak Ridge, which is proposed 
by the applicant to be removed from the Oak Ridge Planned Development (PDA 3-18).  The Wetland 
Delineation Report provided by the applicant shows that the total wetland is approximately 3.09 acres of 
wetland of which 1.06 are impacted by the development.  Planning Commissioners did not find the public 
testimony warranted changing the City’s findings.   
 
Several opponents testified that the City of McMinnville should not allow the development to 
impact any wetlands.  Discussion was also held regarding the impact of the development on wetlands, 
and mitigation of the impacted wetlands, referencing the Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) 
permitting and wetland mitigation process and that the City of McMinnville defers regulatory authority of 
local wetlands and mitigation to DSL.  The City of McMinnville does not have a local wetland management 
program and relies on the Department of State Lands to delineate wetlands and approve or deny wetland 
mitigation plans.  Historically many housing developments within the city limits have been built on partially 
mitigated wetlands approved by the Department of State Lands balancing the type and amount of wetland 
impacted and the need for development within the city.  Baker Creek East, Hillside Subdivision, Brookside 
Subdivision, Kauer Addition, Cottonwood First Subdivision, Bixler Addition, and Crestbrook First Addition, 
among others, were constructed after completing DSL Removal-Fill permitting for work impacting 
wetlands and waters of the state, and mitigation of those impacts.  All subdivision approvals have 
conditions of approval requiring compliance with federal, state and local regulations, and require wetland 
delineation reports and mitigation plans approved by the Department of State Lands prior to starting 
construction if wetlands are suspected on the site.  Due to the city’s long tradition of relying on the 
Department of State Lands to manage the protection and potential mitigation of wetlands in the City of 
McMinnville and the historic precedent of allowing some wetland mitigation to support housing 
developments, Planning Commissioners did not find the public testimony warranted changing the City’s 
findings.   
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July 23, 2019 Update: 
 
Oregon Department of State Lands provided staff with an initial list from their internal 
database of development projects within the McMinnville city limits or municipally owned 
adjacent lands that successfully completed permitting for impact to wetlands and/or waters 
of the state and mitigation of those impacts. 
 
Subdivisions that received DSL permits for impact to wetlands and/or waters of the state, and 
mitigation of those impacts include: 

• Hillside  
• Brookside  
• Kauer Addition 
• Cottonwood First  
• Bixler Addition 
• Gerhard Addition 
• Crestbrook First Addition 
• Oak Ridge  
• Horizon Heights 

 
Commercial development that received DSL permits for impact to wetlands and/or waters of 
the state, and mitigation of those impacts includes: 

• Lowe’s 
• Forest Grove Lumber 

 
Municipal development that received DSL permits for impact to wetlands and/or waters of the 
state, and mitigation of those impacts includes: 

• McMinnville Water & Light (Tax Lots 2200, 2400, 2402 04S04W22) 
• McMinnville Municipal Airport 
• BPA/Westside Trail 
• City of McMinnville (Tax Lot 2301 04S04W20) 
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July 23, 2019 Update (cont’d): 
 
A map of properties/subdivisions where wetland impact mitigation was permitted by DSL is 
seen below (subdivisions and individual properties shown in green): 
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July 23, 2019 Update (cont’d): 
 
Several of these permitted wetland mitigations include examples of wetland impact and 
mitigation to accommodate residential development and public streets: 
 

Horizon Heights Subdivision – wetland area 

 
 

NW Horizon Drive – adjacent to wetlands 
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July 23, 2019 Update (cont’d): 
 

Bixler & Gerhard subdivisions 

 
 

NE Grandhaven Street – adjacent to wetlands 
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TREE PRESERVATION: 
 
Several opponents testified about their concerns regarding the preservation of trees on the site.  
As described in the application, the site features many mature native white oak trees, most in groves and 
some stand as isolated specimens.  Comprehensive Plan policy 80.00 reads “In proposed residential 
development distinctive or unique natural features such as wooded areas, isolated preservable trees and 
drainage swales shall be preserved wherever feasible.”  During public testimony, concern was expressed 
about a large tree near Lot 1, in the southeastern corner of the property.  Additionally, the application 
identifies a second large isolated white oak tree at Lot 54, straddling the property line between the subject 
site and the adjacent property to the south. Both trees appears to be in what would be the rear yard of a 
proposed single family residence on those lots. Condition 13 of PDA 4-18 states that removal of any tree 
greater than nine inches in diameter would require the approval of the Planning Director.  Together, with 
the flexibility to approve reduced setbacks provided in Condition 4 of PDA 4-18, the Planning Director 
has greater ability to preserve isolated preservable trees throughout the proposed development.  The 
application also addresses the preservation of native oak groves by proposing longer than normal lots 
around the perimeter of the property.   This lot configuration would allow building envelopes outside the 
proximity of the oak groves found on the slopes that define the outer boundaries of the property.  Planning 
Commissioners did not find the public testimony warranted changing the City’s findings.   
 

July 23, 2019 Update (cont’d): 
 

Crestbrook 1st Addition – fill to accommodate housing, cul-de-sac 
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The Planning Commission also had discussion about the community benefit of the proposed 
development compared to what is approved in the existing planned developments for the two parcels.  
Commissioners referenced the dedication of the 5.6 acre greenway which would be the first step in 
completing a larger vision of the Parks Master Plan, a Baker Creek greenway corridor extending from 
Tice Park to the Westside BPA Trail.   
 
The Planning Commission then voted on each land use request.  By a vote of 9-0, the Planning 
Commission voted to recommend that the Council consider and approve Planned Development 
Amendment PDA 3-18 subject to the conditions described in detail in Ordinance No. 5065.  By a vote of 
8-1, the Planning Commission voted to recommend that the Council consider and approve Planned 
Development Amendment PDA 4-18 subject to the conditions described in detail in Ordinance No. 5069.  
Additionally, the proposed subdivision (S 3-18) was approved by the Planning Commission by a vote of 
7-2, conditioned on final approval of the Planned Development Amendments by City Council. 
 
Following the May 16, 2019 Planning Commission meeting, flyers in opposition to the proposed Oak 
Ridge Meadows development citing concern over lack of affordable housing and loss of wetlands were 
posted on several public buildings, possibly leading to ex parte contact by one or more Councilors.  A 
copy of the flyer has officially been entered into the public record. 
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Supplemental Findings:  
 
July 23, 2019 Update: 
 
Following the decision by the Planning Commission to recommend that the Council approve the 
proposed Planned Development Amendment (PDA) and Subdivision applications, the applicant 
prepared Supplemental Findings for consideration by the Council to address evidence, argument and 
testimony considered by the Planning Commission prior to their making their decision (See attached 
Memorandum and Supplemental Findings).   
 
The purpose of the Supplemental Findings is to document the City’s treatment of matters raised after 
the preparation of the final staff report and findings document, but prior to the close of the public 
hearing.  The Supplemental Findings are not intended to present any new evidence, argument or 
testimony, and are simply intended to meet the City’s obligation to provide written findings to support 
the City’s decision.   
 
If the Council chooses to follow the Planning Commission’s recommendation to approve the PDA and 
Subdivision applications, the Council may elect to: 
 

• Adopt the findings of the Planning Commission standing alone; 
• Adopt the findings of the Planning Commission together with the Supplemental Findings 

prepared by the applicant; or 
• Adopt new findings prepared by staff and/or the applicant following its decision and presented 

to the Council at a subsequent meeting.” 
 
 
July 23, 2019 Update: 
 
NEW APPLICANT MATERIALS RECEIVED SINCE JUNE 25, 2019:  Following the re-opening of the 
record, the Planning Department has received new materials from the applicant in support of their 
material (See Attachments E-G Applicant Material Received). 
 
The applicant has submitted the following: 
Attachment E: Premier Development Response Letter – Letter received July 15, 2019 responding to 
information from opponents post-dating the Planning Commission’s recommendation of approval. 
 
Attachment F: Premier Development Response to PBS Letter – Letter received July 15, 2019, 
responding to the PBS rebuttal letter dated May 24, 2019 (received by the City June 18, 2019). 
 
Attachment G: Supplemental Traffic Evaluation – Memorandum received July 15, 2019, expanding 
the traffic analysis of the impact of the proposed development to additional intersections within the 
existing neighborhoods adjacent to Oak Ridge Meadows. 



Ordinance No. 5065 - PDA 3-18, Ordinance No. 5069 – PDA 4-18, Ordinance No. 5070 – S 3-18  

Attachments: 
Attachment A: Ordinance No. 5065 including: 
 Exhibit A – PDA 3-18 Decision Document 
Attachment B: Ordinance No. 5069 including: 
 Exhibit A – PDA 4-18 Decision Document 
Attachment C: Ordinance No. 5070 including 
 Exhibit A – S 3-18 Decision Document 
Attachment D: Memorandum and Supplemental Findings 
Attachment E - G: Applicant Materials Received  
Attachment H - N:  Public Testimony ReceivedAttachment : Ordinance No. 4921-Floodplain Ordinance 
Attachment P: McMinnville Municipal Code, Ch. 17.48 Floodplains 
Attachment Q: Storm Drainage Email Communication 
Attachment R: Oregon State Model Floodplain Code, modified January 2014 
 P a g e  | 31 

 
 

July 23, 2019 Update: 
 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY RECEIVED AFTER JUNE 25, 2019:  Following the reopening of the public 
record on June 27, 2019 in advance of the public hearing before City Council on July 23, 2019, the 
Planning Department received several new written testimonies for inclusion in the public record. 
 
On Tuesday, June 18, Mike Colvin met with Jeff Towery, City Manager, to provide written testimonies 
addressing concerns about flooding, accuracy of current FEMA FIRM panels, and vehicular access 
into the proposed development.  Also introduced at that meeting was a letter written by PBS 
Engineering, author of the Hydrologic Analysis of Baker Creek submitted into the record by Friends 
of Baker Creek, rebutting the applicant’s rebuttal testimony at the Planning Commission public 
hearing.  Following the reopening of the public record on June 27, 2019, these three testimonies were 
entered into the record, and are summarized below: 

PBS Engineering Rebuttal 
In a response to rebuttal testimony to the Baker Creek Hydrologic Analysis at the Planning 
Commission public hearing, PBS submitted clarification of issues raised by the applicant.  The 
conclusion of the PBS rebuttal is that the applicant’s testimony does not alter the conclusions 
of the initial report.  Conclusions of the Baker Creek Hydrologic Analysis include that the 
proposed development would not increase downstream flooding, and that the currently 
effective FEMA study does not accurately depict the floodplain. 
Towery Meeting – Flooding Testimony 
Mike Colvin provided eight exhibits in support of his concerns that the proposed Oak Ridge 
Meadows development would increase downstream flooding, specifically in the Crestbrook 
neighborhood to the east of the proposed subdivision.  Evidence contrary to the Baker Creek 
Hydrologic Analysis that concluded downstream flooding would not be significantly impacted 
by the proposed development was not provided. 
Towery Meeting – Shadden Access 
In the testimony provided by Mike Colvin regarding access to the proposed Oak Ridge 
Meadows development, Mr. Colvin addresses his concerns about the lack of full development 
of Shadden Drive as a public road for access to the proposed development.  Specifically, Mr. 
Colvin has concerns that Planning Commissioners were not provided all the information they 
needed to make an informed decision regarding the use of a Shadden Drive extension to 
access the proposed Oak Ridge Meadows development. 
Mr. Colvin alleged a pattern of deceit and dishonesty from Planning Department staff to 
deliberately misguide the Planning Commission and steer their vote, calling into question 
staff’s personal and professional integrity.  Staff would note that all questions of them were 
answered honestly and to the best of staff’s knowledge to provide factual information to the 
decision making body.  Furthermore, no attempt to hide information, avoid answering a 
question, or to be anything other than completely honest and forthcoming was made by staff. 
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY ITEMIZED:  All written public testimony received by the Planning Department has 
been provided in the City Council meeting materials, organized by the person(s)/organization entering 
the testimony into the record.  The intent of grouping testimony in this manner is to provide clarity about 
who provided testimony at what time, as multiple people(s)/organization(s) provided multiple testimonies 
over the course of two public hearings and the time leading up to them.  Submitted written public 
testimony includes the following: 
 

• Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive 
1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on increased risk 

of downstream flooding. 
2. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 

downstream flooding impact, loss of unique natural habitats that could be preserved as 
recreation/park space. 

3. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on impact of 
proposed public improvements on the wetlands. 

4. Letter - May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on impact of 
proposed development of traffic on Baker Creek Road. 

5. Letter - May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on Comprehensive 
Plan policies that do not support development on the 11.47 acre parcel and instead 
support it being left in a natural state for drainage and recreation. 

July 25, 2019 Update (cont’d): 
 
Planning staff often meets with developers when they are conceptualizing their projects and were 
involved in reviewing early concepts of both Premier’s Oak Ridge Meadows and Stafford’s Baker 
Creek North developments. If possible, staff works to coordinate efforts between adjoining 
developments within the parameters and boundaries of the federal, state and local regulations.  It is 
not unusual though for these concept plans to change, be refined or entirely redrawn based upon the 
developer’s due diligence.  Staff would never assume to represent the final product of a developer’s 
concept in a public meeting unless that concept has been legally submitted as a land-use application.   
 
In this case, as the two developers were working on their concept plans, staff encouraged an 
interconnected and coordinated transportation system that would function together.  The City was not 
involved in the negotiation of a private easement between private land owners, nor was the City 
involved in negotiating the uses allowed in that private easement.  Staff was not involved in any 
discussions about timing of build-out, etc.  At the time of the Planning Commission public hearing, 
Stafford Land Company had not submitted a land-use application for the anticipated Baker Creek 
North development.  All of which staff represented at the public hearing in response to Planning 
Commissioner questions.  When asked if the City could require that the developer build Shadden 
Drive as a local street to serve Oak Ridge Meadows, staff responded that the Planning Commission 
needed to have a finding which created a nexus for the requirement based upon city adopted 
standards.   
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6. Letter - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek 
Road, and calling on neighbors to submit testimony. 

7. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on a comparison 
of Comprehensive Plan polices as they relate to individual parcels of the overall proposed 
development.  
 

 
 

• Sandi Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive 
1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application stating that removal of the 

11.47 acre parcel from the Oak Ridge Planned would circumvent Oak Ridge CC&Rs, and 
that the proposed development is held to lesser standards than the current PDs. 

2. PowerPoint slides - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on 
extension of Pinehurst Drive to eastern property line, and potential impacts on 
downstream flooding. 
 

 
 
• Friends of Baker Creek, 501c3 Non-Profit, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on lack of two 
access points to proposed development. 

2. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on development in 
the wetland, emergency access to the development, retention of an isolated preservable 
tree, impact of park maintenance on HOA fees, development of the private active 
neighborhood park, Federal and State agency permitting, and FEMA floodplain mapping. 

3. PowerPoint slides - April 18, 2019 - used as imagery and talking points for several 
oppositional testimonies at the April 18, 2019 public hearing. 

4. Baker Creek Hydrologic Analysis (prepared by PBS Engineering for FoBC) – May 9, 2009 
– providing analysis indicated that FEMA floodplain maps are in need of revision, 
proposed development could occur in areas of flood risk but with FEMA designation, and 
that proposed development would not significantly increase downstream flow. 

July 25, 2019 Update: 
 

8. Letter – June 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based the timing of 
the development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek Road. 

9. Letter – June 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based potential for 
increased downstream flooding. 

 

July 25, 2019 Update: 
 

3. Letter – July 15, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application, citing the example of 
Johnson Creek in the Portland area. 
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5. Power Point slides - May 16, 2019 - used as imagery and talking points for several 
oppositional testimonies at the May 16, 2019 public hearing. 

 
 

• Steve and Catherine Olsen, 2650 NW Pinot Noir Drive 
1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on concerns of 

development in the wetland, increased traffic in the Oak Ridge developments, Great 
Neighborhood Principles, and Federal and State agency permitting, and FEMA floodplain 
mapping. 

2. Letter - May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application because of impact of the 
proposed development on traffic, public safety, and existing Oak Ridge CC&Rs, and the 
desire to preserve the 11.47 acre parcel as a nature preserve. 

3. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications and support for 
preserving 11.47 acre parcel as a nature preserve. 

 
• Rodney and Judy Pedersen, 2664 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on concerns of 
development in the wetland, steep slopes, construction access, potential loss of trees, and 
loss of lifestyle on Pinot Noir Drive. 

2. Letter - May 6, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on traffic impact to 
the surrounding neighborhoods, and the impact of development on the lifestyle of the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

3. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek 
Road. 

 
•  Tim and Margaret Roberts, 1069 NW Baker Crest Court 

1. Letter - April 15, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on concern for 
potential downstream flooding impact. 

  

July 25, 2019 Update: 
 

6. Testimony Binder – July 15, 2019 – A collection of testimony expressing opposition to the 
applications due to Pinehurst Drive, lack of Shadden Drive access, outdated FEMA maps, 
increased downstream flooding, updated Baker Creek hydrology, environmental impacts, 
and the Johnson Creek case study. 
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• Friends of Yamhill County, 501c3 Non-Profit, PO Box 1083, McMinnville 

1. Letter - April 15, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on impact to 
wetlands. 
 

• Yamhill Soil & Water Conservation District, 2200 SW 2nd Street 
1. Email - April 16, 2019 - expressing concern over the proposed development based on 

potential impacts to wetlands, and removal of vegetation along Baker Creek. 
 

• Jan and Randy Hartzell, 1093 NW Baker Crest Court 
1. Email - April 17, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 

downstream flooding impact and inaccurate FEMA maps. 
 

• Housing Land Advocates and Fair Housing Council of Oregon, 501c3 Non-Profit, 1221 SW 
Yamhill Street #305, Portland 

1. Letter - April 17, 2019 - expressing concern that Statewide Goal 10 findings had not been 
made, and the proposal not evaluated under the HNA and BLI. 

 
• Glen Westlund (no address provided) 

1. Email - April 18, 2019 - expressing concern over the proposed development based on 
potential impacts to wetlands and wildlife habitat. 

 
• Carmen Mendenhall, 2410 NW Zinfandel Loop 

1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on the impact of 
the proposed development on neighborhood livability. 

2. Email - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek 
Road, development impact to the Baker Creek riparian corridor, and loss of wetlands. 
 

 
 

• Gail Norby, 2840 NW Pinot Noir Drive 
1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential impact 

of traffic on neighborhood livability. 
  

July 25, 2019 Update: 
 

1. Email – July 15, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood, downstream flooding, and the inability to apply Great 
Neighborhood Principles. 
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• Scott Wellman, 2756 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential impact 
on wildlife habitat. 

2. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on loss of 
wetlands. 

 
• Bill Kabeiseman, Bateman Seidel (representing Friends of Baker Creek), 888 SW 5th Avenue, 

Suite 1250, Portland 
1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on impact on the 

wetlands that would be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan, that Ordinance 4845 
limits Oak Ridge Meadows to 76 lots, and that there is no approved wetland delineation 
or mitigation plan. 

2. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek 
Road, extension of Pinehurst Drive to eastern property line, potential impacts on 
downstream flooding, and loss of wetlands. 

 
• Valerie Kelly, McMinnville 

1. Email – April 22, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
downstream flooding impact and inaccurate FEMA maps. 

 
• Helen Bitar, 30500 SW Moriah Lane, Sheridan 

1. Email - May 6, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on loss of wetlands. 
 

• Michael and Sherill Roberts, 2812 NW Pinot Noir Drive  
1. Letter – May 7, 2019 - expressing concern for public safety and livability during 

construction of proposed development.  The testimony suggests requiring the 
improvement of Shadden Drive for construction access, and expediting the restriping 
project for Baker Creek Road. 

2. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing concern for public safety and livability during 
construction of proposed development.  The testimony suggests requiring the 
improvement of Shadden Drive for construction access, and expediting the restriping 
project for Baker Creek Road. 

 
• Rob Stephenson, 1081 NW Baker Crest Court 

1. Letter – May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
downstream flooding impact, and impact of the development on wetlands. 

 
• Les Toth, 2700 NW Pinehurst Drive 

1. Letter – May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on impact of 
proposed Pinehurst Drive on wetlands and adjacent property. 
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• Stephanie Rudolph, 2849 NW Pinot Noir Drive 
1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing concern about traffic impact on the existing 

neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek Road. 
 

• Melba Smith, 2780 NW Pinot Noir Drive 
1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 

on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek 
Road, and impact on existing streets. 

2. Photograph - May 16, 2019 - indicating extent development impact on existing wetlands. 
 

• Terry and Beth Uhrinak, 2731 NW Pinot Noir Drive 
1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 

on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek 
Road. 

 
• Anniedear Chappell, 1334 NW Zinfandel Court 

1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood. 

2. Email - May 14, 2019 - expressing concern over existing traffic systems and pedestrian 
safety in Oak Ridge neighborhood that would be compounded by new traffic. 

 
• Erin Stanton & Sarah Hadfield, 2687 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Email - May 14, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek 
Road, and calling on neighbors to submit testimony. 

 
• Steve and Sarah Fox, 2687 NW Oak Ridge Drive 

1. PowerPoint slides - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on 
traffic impact on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north 
of Baker Creek Road, and concern over previous land fill activity. 

 
• Ray and Nina Clevidence, 1493 NW Riesling Way,  

1. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek 
Road, and loss of wetlands. 

 
• Justin Maynard (submitted by Catherine Olsen), PBS Engineering, 415 W 6th Street, Vancouver, 

WA 
1. Letter - May 16, 2019 - summarizing the analysis and findings of the Baker Creek 

Hydrologic Analysis.  The analysis indicated that FEMA floodplain maps are in need of 
revision, and proposed development could occur in areas of flood risk but with FEMA 
designation. 
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• Unattributed (no name provided)
1. Letter - May 16, 2019 – provided at the public hearing - listing several Comprehensive

Plan policies related to natural features, transportation and traffic systems, and provision
of open space and natural areas.

2. Letter – May 18, 2019 – posted to several public buildings – expressing opposition to
proposed development based on lack of affordable housing and loss of wetlands.

Attachments: 
Attachment A: Ordinance No. 5065 including: 

Exhibit A – PDA 3-18 Decision Document 
Attachment B: Ordinance No. 5069 including: 

Exhibit A – PDA 4-18 Decision Document 
Attachment C: Ordinance No. 5070 including 

Exhibit A – S 3-18 Decision Document 
Attachment D:  Memorandum and Supplemental Findings 
Attachment E:  Premier Development Response Letter (Kellington Law Group, July 15, 2019) 
Attachment F:  Premier Development Response to PBS Letter (Westech Engineering) 
Attachment G:  Supplemental Traffic Evaluation (July 15, 2019) 
Attachment H:  Letter from PBS – Rebuttal of Applicant Rebuttal of Hydrologic Report 
Attachment I:  Mike Colvin to Jeff Towery – Meeting 06.18.19 
Attachment J:  Mike Colvin to Jeff Towery – Shadden Access, Meeting 06.18.19 
Attachment K:  Email from Rick and Linda Thomas, 07.14.19 
Attachment L:  Letter from Carmen Mendenhall, 07.15.19 
Attachment M:  Letter from Sandi Colvin, 07.15.19 
Attachment N:  Binder from Friends of Baker Creek, 07.15.19
Attachment O: Ordinance No. 4921-Floodplain Ordinance 

July 25, 2019 Update: 

1. Letter – June 18, 2019 – rebutting applicant’s rebuttal of the Baker Creek Hydrologic
Analysis, and confirming the conclusions of the report.

July 25, 2019 Update: 

• Rick and Linda Thomas, 2631 NW Merlot Drive,
1. Email – July 15, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact

on the existing neighborhood, outdated FEMA maps, and increased downstream
flooding.
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Attachment P: McMinnville Municipal Code, Ch. 17.48 Floodplains 
Attachment Q: Storm Drainage Email Communication 
Attachment R: Oregon State Model Floodplain Code, modified January 2014 
 
Fiscal Impact: 
 
None. 
 
 
Ordinance No. 5065 Alternative Courses of Action: 
 

1. Close the Public Hearing, Conduct a Second Reading of the Ordinance and vote to ADOPT 
Ordinance No. 5065, approving PDA 3-18 and adopting the Decision, Conditions of Approval, 
Findings of Fact and Conclusionary Findings, approving the land-use application. 

 
2. Close the Public Hearing, Conduct a Second Reading of the Ordinance and Vote NOT TO 

ADOPT Ordinance No. 5065, providing findings of fact based upon specific code criteria to deny 
the application in the motion to not approve Ordinance No. 5065, effectively denying the land-use 
application. 
 

3. Close the Public Hearing and Elect not to Conduct a Second Reading of the Ordinance, 
effectively not rendering a land-use decision within the governed timeframe, at which point the 
applicant’s proposal is by default approved.   

 
 
Ordinance No. 5065 Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommends that the Council adopt Ordinance No. 5065 which would approve PDA 3-18, subject 
to conditions of approval as recommended by the Planning Commission.   
 
“THAT BASED ON THE FINDINGS OF FACT, THE CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS FOR 
APPROVAL, AND THE MATERIALS SUBMITTED BY THE APPLICANT, I MOVE TO ADOPT 
ORDINANCE NO. 5065.” 
 
 
Ordinance No. 5069 Alternative Courses of Action: 
 

1. Close the Public Hearing, Conduct a Second Reading of the Ordinance and vote to ADOPT 
Ordinance No. 5069, approving PDA 4-18 and adopting the Decision, Conditions of Approval, 
Findings of Fact and Conclusionary Findings, approving the land-use application. 

 
2. Close the Public Hearing, Conduct a Second Reading of the Ordinance and Vote NOT TO 

ADOPT Ordinance No. 5069, providing findings of fact based upon specific code criteria to deny 
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the application in the motion to not approve Ordinance No. 5069, effectively denying the land-use 
application. 
 

3. Close the Public Hearing and Elect not to Conduct a Second Reading of the Ordinance, 
effectively not rendering a land-use decision within the governed timeframe, at which point the 
applicant’s proposal is by default approved.   

 
Ordinance No. 5069 Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommends that the Council adopt Ordinance No. 5069 which would approve PDA 4-18, subject 
to conditions of approval as recommended by the Planning Commission.   
 
“THAT BASED ON THE FINDINGS OF FACT, THE CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS FOR 
APPROVAL, AND THE MATERIALS SUBMITTED BY THE APPLICANT, I MOVE TO ADOPT 
ORDINANCE NO. 5069.” 
 
 
Ordinance No. 5070 Alternative Courses of Action: 
 

1. Close the Public Hearing, Conduct a Second Reading of the Ordinance and vote to ADOPT 
Ordinance No. 5070, approving S 3-18 and adopting the Decision, Conditions of Approval, 
Findings of Fact and Conclusionary Findings, approving the land-use application. 

 
2. Close the Public Hearing, Conduct a Second Reading of the Ordinance and Vote NOT TO 

ADOPT Ordinance No. 5070, providing findings of fact based upon specific code criteria to deny 
the application in the motion to not approve Ordinance No. 5070, effectively denying the land-use 
application. 
 

3. Close the Public Hearing and Elect not to Conduct a Second Reading of the Ordinance, 
effectively not rendering a land-use decision within the governed timeframe, at which point the 
applicant’s proposal is by default approved.   

 
 
Ordinance No. 5070 Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommends that the Council adopt Ordinance No. 5070 which would approve S 3-18, subject to 
conditions of approval as recommended by the Planning Commission.   
 
“THAT BASED ON THE FINDINGS OF FACT, THE CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS FOR 
APPROVAL, AND THE MATERIALS SUBMITTED BY THE APPLICANT, I MOVE TO ADOPT 
ORDINANCE NO. 5070.” 



ORDINANCE NO. 5065 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE NO. 4722 TO REMOVE 
APPROXIMATELY 11.47 ACRES FROM THE BOUNDARY OF THE OAK RIDGE PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICT. 

RECITALS: 

The Planning Department received an application (PDA 3-18) from Premier Development, 
LLC, property owner, requesting approval of a Planned Development Amendment to remove the 
unplatted fourth phase of the Oak Ridge phased subdivision (Tax Lot R441701300) from the 
boundary of the Oak Ridge Planned Development Overlay District adopted by Ordinance 4722; 
and 

The subject site is located north of Baker Creek Road and NW Pinot Noir Drive, south of Baker 
Creek, and is more specifically described as Tax Lot 1300, Section 17, T. 4 S., R 4 W., W.M.; and  

A public hearing before the McMinnville Planning Commission was held on April 18, 2019, 
after due notice had been provided in the local newspaper on April 9, 2019, and written notice had 
been mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the affected property; and  

At said public hearing, the application materials and a staff report were presented, and 
applicant and public testimony was received.  The Planning Commission voted to continue the 
public hearing; and   

The public hearing before the McMinnville Planning Commission was continued on May 16, 
2019, after due notice had been provided in the local newspaper on May 7, 2019; and 

At said public hearing, the application materials and a staff report were presented, and 
applicant and public testimony was received; and 

The Planning Commission, being fully informed about said request, found that the requested 
amendment conformed to the applicable Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, as well as the 
Planned Development Amendment review criteria listed in Section 17.74.070 of the McMinnville 
Municipal Code based on the material submitted by the applicant and the findings of fact and 
conclusionary findings for approval contained in Exhibit A; and 

The Planning Commission, by a vote of 9-0, recommended approval of said Planned 
Development Amendment to the Council; and 

The City Council having received the Planning Commission recommendation and staff report, 
and having deliberated, requested a public hearing; and 

A public hearing before the McMinnville City Council was held on July 23, 2019 after written 
notice had been mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the affected property on June 27, 2019; 
and 

At said public hearing, a staff report was presented, and applicant and public testimony 
was received; and having deliberated;  

NOW, THEREFORE, THE COMMON COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF MCMINNVILLE ORDAINS AS 
FOLLOWS:   

ATTACHMENT A
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1. That the Council adopts the Findings of Fact, Conclusionary Findings, Decision and
Conditions of Approval as documented in Exhibit A approving PDA 3-18; and 

2. That Section 3 of Ordinance 4722 is amended by adding the following:

6. That the subject site and property, Tax Lot R441701300, is removed from the
Oak Ridge Planned Development Overlay District, hereby adjusting the boundary
of the Planned Development Overlay District. All other standards and conditions
of approval adopted by Ordinance 4722 remain in effect exclusive of the 11.47
acres that are subject to this Planned Development Amendment application (the
unplatted fourth phase of Oak Ridge).

7. That Tax Lot R441701300 shall remain in the underlying R-2 zone when removed
from the boundary of the Oak Ridge Planned Development Overlay District until
such time that it is re-zoned.

3. That this Ordinance shall take effect 30 days after its passage by the City Council.

Passed by the Council this 23rd day of July 2019, by the following votes: 

Ayes:   _________________________________________________ 

Nays:   _________________________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

MAYOR 

Attest: Approved as to form: 

__________________________ ___________________________________ 
CITY RECORDER  CITY ATTORNEY 
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CITY OF MCMINNVILLE 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

231 NE FIFTH STREET 
MCMINNVILLE, OR  97128 

503-434-7311 
www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov 

DECISION, CONDITIONS, FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS FOR THE 
APPROVAL OF A PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AMENDEMENT TO REMOVE PROPERTY FROM AN 
EXISTING PLANNED DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICT AT R441701300.

DOCKET: PDA 3-18 (Planned Development Amendment) 

REQUEST: Approval to amend an existing Planned Development Overlay District to remove 
property from the Overlay District boundary.  The original Planned Development 
Overlay District was adopted in 2000 by Ordinance 4722. 

LOCATION: North and east of NW Pinot Noir Drive, south of Baker Creek (Tax Lot 1300, 
Section 17, T. 4 S., R 4 W., W.M.) 

ZONING: R-2 PD (Single Family Residential Planned Development) 

APPLICANT:  Premier Development, LLC (property owner) 

STAFF: Jamie Fleckenstein, PLA, Associate Planner 

DATE DEEMED 
COMPLETE: January 24, 2019 

HEARINGS BODY 
& ACTION: The McMinnville Planning Commission makes a recommendation for approval or 

denial to the City Council.   

HEARING DATE 
& LOCATION:  April 18, 2019, Civic Hall, 200 NE 2nd Street, McMinnville, Oregon, continued to 

May 16, 2019, Civic Hall, 200 NE 2nd Street, McMinnville, Oregon; 
July 23, 2019, Civic Hall, 200 NE 2nd Street, McMinnville Oregon 

PROCEDURE: An application for a Planned Development Amendment is processed in 
accordance with the procedures in Section 17.72.120 of the Zoning Ordinance.  
The application is reviewed by the Planning Commission in accordance with the 
quasi-judicial public hearing procedures specified in Section 17.72.130 of the 
Zoning Ordinance.   

CRITERIA: The applicable criteria for a Planned Development Amendment are specified in 
Section 17.74.070 of the Zoning Ordinance.  In addition, the goals, policies, and 
proposals in Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan are to be applied to all land 
use decisions as criteria for approval, denial, or modification of the proposed 
request.  Goals and policies are mandated; all land use decisions must conform 
to the applicable goals and policies of Volume II.  “Proposals” specified in Volume 

EXHIBIT A 

http://www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov/
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II are not mandated, but are to be undertaken in relation to all applicable land use 
requests. 

 
APPEAL: The Planning Commission makes a recommendation to the City Council, and the 

City Council makes the final decision.  The City Council’s decision may be 
appealed to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) within 21 days of 
the date written notice of the City Council’s decision is mailed to parties who 
participated in the local proceedings and entitled to notice and as provided in 
ORS 197.620 and ORS 197.830, and Section 17.72.190 of the McMinnville 
Municipal Code.  Per the applicant’s requests on March 1, 2019 to extend the 
120 day decision timeframe for an additional 60 days and on June 5, 2019 for an 
additional 21 day extension, the City’s final decision is subject to a 201 day 
processing timeline, and a decision will need to be rendered by August 13, 2019.    

 
COMMENTS: This matter was referred to the following public agencies for comment: 

McMinnville Fire Department, Police Department, Engineering Department, 
Building Department, Parks Department, City Manager, and City Attorney; 
McMinnville Water and Light; McMinnville School District No. 40; Yamhill County 
Public Works; Yamhill County Planning Department; Frontier Communications; 
Comcast; Northwest Natural Gas; and Oregon Department of State Lands.  Their 
comments are provided in this document. 

 
 
 
DECISION 
 
Based on the findings and conclusionary findings, the City Council APPROVES the Planned 
Development Amendment (PDA 3-18) subject to the conditions of approval provided in Section II 
of this document. 

 

////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////// 
 DECISION: APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS 
////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////// 
 
 
 
City Council:  Date:  
Scott Hill, Mayor of McMinnville 
 
 
Planning Commission:  Date:  
Roger Hall, Chair of the McMinnville Planning Commission 
 
  
Planning Department:   Date:    
Heather Richards, Planning Director 
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I.  APPLICATION SUMMARY: 
 
The applicant has provided extensive information in their application narrative and findings regarding 
the history of land use decisions for the subject site(s) and the request(s) under consideration.  City has 
found the information provided to accurately reflect the current Planned Development Amendment 
request and the relevant background, and excerpted portions are provided below to give context to the 
request, in addition to staff’s comments. 
 
Subject Property & Request 
 
The proposal is an application for a Planned Development Amendment (PDA 3-18) to amend the 
existing Oak Ridge Planned Development adopted by Ordinance 4722 to remove the unplatted fourth 
phase of the Oak Ridge phased subdivision (Tax Lot R441701300), approximately 11.47 acres, from 
the boundary of the Oak Ridge Planned Development Overlay District.   
 
A concurrent application for a Planned Development Amendment (PDA 4-18) requests to add the 
unplatted fourth phase of the Oak Ridge phased subdivision (Tax Lot R441701300), approximately 
11.47 acres, to the boundary of the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development Overlay District 
adopted in 2005 by Ordinance 4822, in addition to other zoning allowances.  The second Planned 
Development Amendment request (PDA 4-18) is a separate land-use decision and will be processed in 
a separate decision document.   
 
Also requested in conjunction with the two (2) Planned Development Amendments described above is 
approval of a Tentative Subdivision for the construction of a 108 lot single family residential subdivision, 
referred to as Oak Ridge Meadows.  Approval of the Tentative Subdivision request (S 3-18) would be 
conditioned upon the approval of the two (2) Planned Development Amendments being approved as 
requested.  The Tentative Subdivision Plan is a separate land-use decision and will be processed in a 
separate decision document.   
 
The subject site being considered in PDA 3-18, Tax Lot R441701300, is approximately 11.47 acres in 
size.  This parcel is identified as Residential on the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Map and is zoned 
R-2 PD (Single-Family Residential, Planned Development).  The site is generally located north of Baker 
Creek Road and the multi-phased Oak Ridge residential development, and south of Baker Creek and 
the Oak Ridge Meadows PD site, and is currently undeveloped.  See Vicinity Map (Figure 1) and 
Zoning Map (Figure 2) below. 
 
Excerpts from Land Use Application Narrative and Findings (a portion of the narrative also describes 
the characteristics of the adjacent 24 acre Oak Ridge Meadows site together with the 11.47 acre subject 
property): 
 

Baker Creek and its associated floodplain lie adjacent to the northern and a portion of the eastern 
edges of the site; other land to the east is identified as wetlands.  The southernmost edge of the site 
lies adjacent to the Oak Ridge 1st Addition and Oak Ridge 2nd Addition residential subdivisions, 
zoned R-2 PD subject to the Oak Ridge Planned Development Overlay adopted by Ordinance 4722.  
Land to the west is currently undeveloped and is owned by Stafford Land Company; future 
development of that land is anticipated to include additional residential, commercial and recreational 
uses.  Northwest of the site is the undeveloped land subject to the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned 
Development, zoned R-2 PD and the subject of the concurrent Planned Development Amendment 
request (PDA 4-18).   
 
The site exhibits two main topographic characteristics.  The central portion of the site, north of the 
existing temporary terminus of NW Pinot Noir Drive, is relatively flat.  Wrapping around this central 
area of the site to the west, north and east is a band of steeply sloping land beyond which can be 
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found generally level ground at many locations near the site’s edge.  Slopes within the site vary from 
near one percent in the central interior, to a 15 percent slope along the west boundary, and slopes 
ranging from between approximately 20 to 40 percent along the north and east edges.  The southern 
portion of the site, generally north and east of Oak Ridge 1st Addition and Oak Ridge 2nd Addition, 
exhibits slopes also reaching up to approximately 40 percent in some locations.  There are no 
structures or other improvements on this site.  While Oak trees are the most prevalent tree type 
found on the site, Fir, Cottonwood and Ash trees are also present.  Most of the tree cover exists 
along the steeper banks of the site’s perimeter in addition to a fairly defined smaller area located 
directly north of Oak Ridge 2nd Addition subdivision.  

 
Figure 1. Vicinity Map 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Oak Ridge P.D. boundary  
(Ord. 4722) 

Subject Site proposed for removal 
from Oak Ridge P.D.  

(Parcel R441701300) 

Oak Ridge Meadows P.D. 
boundary (Ord. 4822) 
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Figure 2. Zoning Map 

 
 
Background 
 
Excerpts from Land Use Application Narrative and Findings: 
 

The Oak Ridge and Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Developments (PDs) were approved by the 
McMinnville City Council on February 8, 2000 (Ordinance 4722) and April 12, 2005 (Ordinance 
4822), respectively, and remain in place and in force as no expiration dates of the Planned 
Development approvals were identified in either of the enacting ordinances. 
  
The R-2 PD zoned Oak Ridge tentative subdivision plan (S 6-99) was approved by the 
McMinnville Planning Commission as a three phase plan for a total of 107 residential lots with 
an average minimum lot size requirement of 7,000 square feet.  Through subsequent 
amendments to the approved tentative subdivision layout and phasing plan that were 
determined to be Minor Amendments and approved by the McMinnville Planning Director, three 
phases of the residential subdivision, totaling 82 lots averaging 7,387 square feet in size were 
eventually platted leaving a new fourth and final 11.47-acre phase unplatted.  North of Oak 
Ridge, the R-2 PD zoned Oak Ridge Meadows tentative subdivision plan (S 14-04), which did 
not include the unbuilt fourth phase of the adjacent Oak Ridge subdivision, was approved by the 
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McMinnville City Council as a two-phase subdivision with a total of 99 residential lots with an 
average minimum lot size requirement of 7,500 square feet. 
  
The last approved subdivision design that existed to implement Ordinance 4822 showed that 
the intersection of Pinot Noir Drive and Pinehurst Drive (which was needed to enable the 
construction of the southerly portion of Pinehurst Drive and “A” Court (Exhibit 4) as part of the 
fourth phase of the Oak Ridge subdivision) was last approved by the City Council as being 
located within the Oak Ridge Meadows tentative subdivision plan and within the Oak Ridge 
Meadows Planned Development boundary (ZC 12-04/S 14-04).  Following this approval, 
Premier Development filed an appeal with the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) on 
the decision.  At issue was Condition of Approval number five (5) of Ordinance 4822 related to 
a limitation on the number of lots allowed within the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision until such 
time that NW Pinehurst Drive was extended southward to connect to Baker Creek Road.  LUBA 
acted to remand the decision back to the City Council.  The Council held a public hearing as 
directed by the remand and concluded to adopt additional findings in support of their April 
decision to adopt Ordinance 4822.  This action was then memorialized by the adoption of such 
additional findings as referenced in Ordinance 4845 (Exhibit 5) which the Council approved on 
March 14, 2006. The Council’s approval of the S 14-04 tentative subdivision plan, including the 
locating of the intersection of Pinot Noir Drive and Pinehurst Drive within the Oak Ridge 
Meadows Planned Development site, remained unchanged through the subsequent Land Use 
Board of Appeals (LUBA) remand (LUBA 2005-065) of the City’s approval of ZC 12-04/S 14-04.   
  
Apart from the Council’s approvals of ZC 12-04 and S 14-04, the connecting roadway segment 
of Pinot Noir Drive necessary to enable access to the Oak Ridge Meadows site, and the location 
of the afore mentioned Pinot Noir Drive and Pinehurst Drive intersection, yet remained a part of 
the earlier Oak Ridge tentative subdivision plan and Planned Development boundary approvals. 
This resulted in a situation where neither of the two adjacent subdivisions could be constructed 
without the prior completion of a portion of the other.  Had the economy not convulsed as it did 
for a number of years, this situation would not have been a concern as the adjacent subdivision 
phases, although located within different Planned Development boundaries, could have been 
developed simultaneously and the noted street improvements effectively constructed 
concurrently and seamlessly.  

 
Summary of Criteria & Issues 
 
Generally, the purpose of a planned development is to provide greater flexibility and greater freedom of 
design in the development of land than may be possible under strict interpretation of the provisions of 
the zoning ordinance. Further, the purpose of a planned development is to encourage a variety in the 
development pattern of the community; encourage mixed uses in a planned area; encourage 
developers to use a creative approach and apply new technology in land development; preserve 
significant man-made and natural features; facilitate a desirable aesthetic and efficient use of open 
space; and create public and private common open spaces. A planned development is not intended to 
be simply a guise to circumvent the intent of the zoning ordinance. 
 
The application (PDA 3-18) is subject to Planned Development Amendment review criteria in Section 
17.74.070 of the Zoning Ordinance.  An amendment to an existing planned development may be either 
major or minor. Minor changes to an adopted site plan may be approved by the Planning Director. Major 
changes to an adopted site plan shall be processed in accordance with Section 17.72.120. The goals 
and policies in Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan are also independent approval criteria for all land 
use decisions. 
 
Review criteria for Planned Development Amendments refer to the “plan, “development”, or “proposed 
development” that results from the requested Planned Development Amendment.  In the case of the 
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requested Planned Development Amendment (PDA 3-18), there is no plan, development, or proposed 
development in association with the specific request.  The specific request of PDA 3-18 is the removal 
of the subject site, an undeveloped property, from the boundary of an existing Planned Development 
Overlay District, and not to consider any proposed development of that property. 
 
The applicant is also requesting approval of a second Planned Development Amendment (PDA 4-18) 
and Tentative Subdivision Plan (S 3-18).  It is in these concurrent requests that a proposed development 
including the subject property is described.  The second Planned Development Amendment and 
Tentative Subdivision Plan are separate land-use decisions and will be processed in a separate 
decision documents.   
 
The requested Planned Development Amendment (PDA 3-18) is driven by the special physical 
conditions of the previously approved subdivisions for the Oak Ridge and Oak Ridge Meadows planned 
developments.  The approved plans required simultaneous construction to allow street connections and 
access through one development into the other.  The extension of Pinot Noir Drive through the Oak 
Ridge 4th Phase was necessary to access the Oak Ridge Meadows site, and the intersection of Pinot 
Noir Drive and Pinehurst Drive within the Oak Ridge Meadows development was necessary to access 
the majority of lots in the Oak Ridge 4th Phase.  See Oak Ridge Meadows Tentative Subdivision Plan 
(2005) (Figure 3). The proposed Oak Ridge Meadows and Oak Ridge Phase 4 subdivisions were not 
platted or constructed, and each tentative subdivision approval has expired.  To restart the development 
of the two lots as once envisioned, two separate subdivision requests under two separate planned 
development overlays would need to occur. 
 

Figure 3. Oak Ridge Meadows Tentative Subdivision Plan (2005) 

 
 
This applicant’s overall proposal, which includes two (2) planned development amendment requests 
and a tentative subdivision requests, seeks to achieve the intended development pacing envisioned for 
the Oak Ridge Fourth Phase and Oak Ridge Meadows subdivisions by bringing the two adjacent 
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undeveloped parcels of land together under one Planned Development Amendment approval and 
construct both of the afore mentioned street improvements as part of Phase 1 of the proposed tentative 
residential subdivision plan.  The first step in this process is the removal of the subject property from 
the Oak Ridge Planned Development Overlay District. 
 
Removal of the subject property from the Oak Ridge Planned Development Overlay District does not 
alter the function of the already constructed first three phases of the Oak Ridge Planned Development.  
The applicant has demonstrated a special physical condition of the Planned Development that the 
amendment request would help alleviate.  Furthermore, a development plan is not part of this specific 
request, and future development plans for the subject site will be reviewed against applicable criteria at 
that time.  Overall, the criteria for Planned Development Amendment approval are satisfied by this 
proposal. 
 
 
II.  CONDITIONS: 
 

1. That Ordinance 4722 is amended to remove the subject site and property, Tax Lot R441701300, 
from the Oak Ridge Planned Development Overlay District, hereby adjusting the boundary of 
the Planned Development Overlay District.  All other standards and conditions of approval 
adopted by Ordinance 4722 remain in effect exclusive of the 11.47 acres that are subject to this 
Planned Development Amendment application (the unplatted fourth phase of Oak Ridge).  
 

2. That Tax Lot R441701300 shall remain in the underlying R-2 zone when removed from the 
boundary of the Oak Ridge Planned Development Overlay District until such time that it is re-
zoned. 

 
 
III.  ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. PDA 3-18 Application and Attachments (on file with the Planning Department) 
2. PDA 3-18 Application – Supplemental Materials 

a. Errata Memorandum, April 17, 2019, Ron Pomeroy, Navigation Land Use Consulting 
(representing Premier Development) (on file with the Planning Department) 

b. Wetland Delineation Report, Pacific Habitat Services (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

3. Public Notices (on file with the Planning Department) 
4. Agency Comments (on file with the Planning Department) 
5. Testimony Received (on file with the Planning Department) 

a. Public Testimony 
i. Steve and Catherine Olsen, 2650 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 10, 

2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
ii. Rodney and Judy Pedersen, 2664 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 10, 

2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
iii. Sandi Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 10, 2019 (on file 

with the Planning Department) 
iv. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 10, 2019 (on file 

with the Planning Department) 
v. Friends of Baker Creek, 501-3C (submitted by Mike Colvin), Letter received April 

10, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
vi. Friends of Baker Creek, 501-3C, Letter received April 10, 2019 (on file with the 

Planning Department) 
vii. Tim and Margaret Roberts, 1069 NW Baker Crest Court, Letter received April 15, 

2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
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viii. Friends of Yamhill County, Email received April 15, 2019 (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

ix. Yamhill Soil & Water Conservation District, Email received April 16, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

x. Jan and Randy Hartzell, 1093 NW Baker Crest Court, Email received April 17, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xi. Housing Land Advocates and Fair Housing Council of Oregon, Letter received 
April 17, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xii. Glen Westlund, Email received April 18, 2019 (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

xiii. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 18, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xiv. Carmen Mendenhall, 2410 NW Zinfandel Loop, Letter received April 18, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xv. Friends of Baker Creek, PowerPoint slides received April 18, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xvi. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 18, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xvii. Gail Norby, 2840 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 18, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xviii. Scott Wellman, 2756 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 18, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xix. Bill Kabeiseman, Bateman Seidel, Letter received April 18, 2019 (on file with the 
Planning Department) 

xx. Valerie Kelly, McMinnville, Email received April 22, 2019 (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

xxi. Helen Bitar, 30500 SW Moriah Lane, Sheridan, Email received May 6, 2019 (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

xxii. Rodney and Judy Pedersen, 2664 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 6, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxiii. Michael and Sherill Roberts, 2812 NW Pinot Noir Drive,Letter received on May 
7, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxiv. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 8, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xxv. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 8, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xxvi. Steve and Catherine Olson, 2650 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 8, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxvii. Rob Stephenson, 1081 NW Baker Crest Court, Letter received May 8, 2019 (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

xxviii. Baker Creek Hydrologic Analysis, PBS Engineering (prepared for Friends of 
Baker Creek), received May 8, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxix. Les Toth, 2700 NW Pinehurst Drive, Letter received May 13, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xxx. Stephanie Rudolph, 2849 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 13, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxi. Rodney Pedersen, 2664 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 13, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxii. Melba Smith, 2780 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 13, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xxxiii. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 13, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 
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xxxiv. Terry and Beth Uhrinak, 2731 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 13, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxv. Anniedear Chappell, 1334 NW Zinfandel Court, Email received on May 13, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxvi. Erin Stanton & Sarah Hadfield, 2687 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 
14, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxvii. Anniedear Chappell, 1334 NW Zinfandel Court, Email received on May 14, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxviii. Carmen Mendenhall, 2410 NW Zinfandel Loop, Letter received May 16, 2019 (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

xxxix. Scott Wellman, 2756 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 16, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xl. Steve and Sarah Fox, 2687 NW Oak Ridge Drive, PowerPoint slides received 
May 16, 2019  (on file with the Planning Department) 

xli. Catherine Olsen, 2650 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 16, 2019  (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

xlii. Ray and Nina Clevidence, 1493 NW Riesling Way, Letter received May 16, 2019  
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xliii. Bill Kabeiseman, Bateman Seidel, Letter received May 16, 2019  (on file with the 
Planning Department) 

xliv. Friends of Baker Creek, PowerPoint slides received April 18, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xlv. Sandi Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, PowerPoint slides received May 16, 
2019  (on file with the Planning Department) 

xlvi. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 16, 2019  (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xlvii. Michael and Sherill Roberts, 2812 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 16, 
2019  (on file with the Planning Department) 

xlviii. Unattributed, Letter received May 16, 2019  (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

xlix. Justin Maynard, PBS (submitted by Catherine Olsen), 415 W 6th Street, 
Vancouver, WA, Letter received May 16, 2019  (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

l. Melba Smith, 2780 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Photograph received May 16, 2019  (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

li. Unattributed, Letter received May 18, 2019  (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

lii. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received June 18, 2019  (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

liii. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received June 18, 2019  (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

liv. Justin Maynard, PBS (submitted by Catherine Olsen), 415 W 6th Street, 
Vancouver, WA, Letter received June 18, 2019  (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

lv. Rick and Linda Thomas, 2631 NW Merlot Drive, Email received July 14, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

lvi. Sandi Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received July 15, 2019  (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

lvii. Carmen Mendenhall, 2410 NW Zinfandel Loop, Email received July 15, 2019 (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

lviii. Friends of Baker Creek, Testimony binder received July 15, 2019 (on file with the 
Planning Department) 

b. Applicant Rebuttal Testimony 
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i. Premier Development, 1312 NE Highway 99W, Frequently Asked Questions 
received May 3, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

ii. Lacy Brown, DKS Associates (representing Premier Development), 117 
Commercial Street NE, Suite 310, Salem, Supplemental Traffic Evaluation Memo 
received May 9, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

iii. Wendie Kellington, Kellington Law Group (representing Premier Development), 
PO Box 159, Lake Oswego, OR, Letter received May 15, 2019 (on file with the 
Planning Department) 

iv. Ron Pomeroy, Navigation Land Use Consulting (representing Premier 
Development), PO Box 1514, McMinnville, Memorandum received May 15, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

v. Wendie Kellington, Kellington Law Group (representing Premier Development), 
PO Box 159, Lake Oswego, OR, Thalweg Comparison Chart received May 16, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

vi. Wendie Kellington, Kellington Law Group (representing Premier Development), 
PO Box 159, Lake Oswego, OR, Precipitation Chart received May 16, 2019 (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

vii. Lacy Brown, DKS Associates (representing Premier Development), 117 
Commercial Street NE, Suite 310, Salem, Supplemental Traffic Evaluation 
received July 15, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

viii. Josh Wells, Westech Engineering, Inc. (representing Premier Development), 
3841 Fairview Industrial Drive SE, Suite 100, Salem, OR, Letter received July 15, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

ix. Wendie Kellington, Kellington Law Group (representing Premier Development), 
PO Box 159, Lake Oswego, OR, Letter received July 15, 2019 (on file with the 
Planning Department) 

c. Staff Memorandums 
i. Planning Department Staff, Memorandum in response to News-Register articles, 

April 17, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
ii. Planning Department Staff, Memorandum in response to written testimony, April 

17, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
iii. Planning Department Staff, Memorandum in response to written testimony, May 

15, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
6. PDA 3-18, PDA 4-18, S 3-18 Staff Memorandum, April 17, 2019 and Staff Report, April 18, 2019 

(on file with the Planning Department) 
7. PDA 3-18, PDA 4-18, S 3-18 Staff Report, May 16, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

 
 
IV.  COMMENTS: 
 
Agency Comments 
This matter was referred to the following public agencies for comment:  McMinnville Fire Department, 
Police Department, Parks and Recreation Department, Engineering and Building Departments, City 
Manager, and City Attorney, McMinnville School District No. 40, McMinnville Water and Light, Yamhill 
County Public Works, Yamhill County Planning Department, Recology Western Oregon, Frontier 
Communications, Comcast, Northwest Natural Gas, and the Oregon Department of State Lands.  The 
following comments were received: 
 

 McMinnville Engineering Department 
 
Staff Comment: Comments provided by the Engineering Department are not relevant to this 
Planned Development Amendment application, and can be found in the Decision Document for 
Tentative Subdivision S 3-18, to which they are applicable. 



--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Ordinance No. 5065 (PDA 3-18)  Page 14 of 31 

 
 McMinnville Fire Department 

 
We have no comments on these amendments. 
 

 McMinnville Parks and Recreation Department 
 
Staff Comment: Comments provided by the Parks and Recreation Department are not relevant 
to this Planned Development Amendment application, and can be found in the Decision 
Documents for Planned Development PDA 4-18 and Tentative Subdivision S 3-18, to which they 
are applicable. 
 

 McMinnville Public Works Department 
 

Staff Comment: Comments provided by the Public Works Department are not relevant to this 
Planned Development Amendment application, and can be found in the Decision Document for 
Planned Development Amendment PDA 4-18 and Tentative Subdivision S 3-18, to which they 
are applicable. 

 
 McMinnville Water and Light 

 
MW&L has no issues with these submittals. 
 
Please note that the submitted preliminary water plan is not approved and will need to follow 
MW&L approval process. Please contact MW&L for a Design Application and fees for this 
project. 
 

 Oregon Department of State Lands 
 

The Department had a permit for the earlier construction along Pinot Noir, which required 
mitigation. The mitigation failed. The permittee submitted a wetland delineation in 1999. 
Because of the number of years and changes to the landscape since the delineation, the 
Department would require a new delineation to review before an application is submitted. 
 
During the removal-fill application review, the Department looks for an applicant to have avoided 
or minimized the impacts to wetlands and waters, which may result in changes to the layout. 

 
Public Comments 
Notice of this request was mailed to property owners located within 300 feet of the subject site.  Notice 
of the public hearing was also provided in the News Register on Tuesday, April 9, 2019.  As of the date 
Planning Commission public hearing on May 16, 2019, fifty one (51) written public testimonies had been 
received by the Planning Department from twenty nine (29) entities. 
 

 Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive 
1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on increased risk 

of downstream flooding. 
2. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 

downstream flooding impact, loss of unique natural habitats that could be preserved as 
recreation/park space. 

3. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on impact of 
proposed public improvements on the wetlands. 

4. Letter - May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on impact of 
proposed development of traffic on Baker Creek Road. 
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5. Letter - May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on Comprehensive 
Plan policies that do not support development on the 11.47 acre parcel and instead 
support it being left in a natural state for drainage and recreation. 

6. Letter - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, and calling on neighbors to submit testimony. 

7. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on a comparison 
of Comprehensive Plan polices as they relate to individual parcels of the overall 
proposed development.  

8. Letter – June 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based the timing of 
the development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek Road. 

9. Letter – June 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based potential for 
increased downstream flooding. 

 
 Sandi Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application stating that removal of 
the 11.47 acre parcel from the Oak Ridge Planned would circumvent Oak Ridge CC&Rs, 
and that the proposed development is held to lesser standards than the current PDs. 

2. PowerPoint slides - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on 
extension of Pinehurst Drive to eastern property line, and potential impacts on 
downstream flooding. 

3. Letter – July 15, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application, citing the example of 
Johnson Creek in the Portland area. 

 
 Friends of Baker Creek, 501c3 Non-Profit, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on lack of two 
access points to proposed development. 

2. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on development 
in the wetland, emergency access to the development, retention of an isolated 
preservable tree, impact of park maintenance on HOA fees, development of the private 
active neighborhood park, Federal and State agency permitting, and FEMA floodplain 
mapping. 

3. PowerPoint slides - April 18, 2019 - used as imagery and talking points for several 
oppositional testimonies at the April 18, 2019 public hearing. 

4. Baker Creek Hydrologic Analysis (prepared by PBS Engineering for FoBC) – May 9, 
2009 – providing analysis indicated that FEMA floodplain maps are in need of revision, 
proposed development could occur in areas of flood risk but with FEMA designation, and 
that proposed development would not significantly increase downstream flow. 

5. Power Point slides - May 16, 2019 - used as imagery and talking points for several 
oppositional testimonies at the May 16, 2019 public hearing. 

6. Testimony Binder – July 15, 2019 – A collection of testimony expressing opposition to 
the applications due to Pinehurst Drive, lack of Shadden Drive access, outdated FEMA 
maps, increased downstream flooding, updated Baker Creek hydrology, environmental 
impacts, and the Johnson Creek case study. 

 
 Steve and Catherine Olsen, 2650 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on concerns of 
development in the wetland, increased traffic in the Oak Ridge developments, Great 
Neighborhood Principles, and Federal and State agency permitting, and FEMA 
floodplain mapping. 

2. Letter - May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application because of impact of the 
proposed development on traffic, public safety, and existing Oak Ridge CC&Rs, and the 
desire to preserve the 11.47 acre parcel as a nature preserve. 
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3. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications and support for 
preserving 11.47 acre parcel as a nature preserve. 

 
 Rodney and Judy Pedersen, 2664 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on concerns of 
development in the wetland, steep slopes, construction access, potential loss of trees, 
and loss of lifestyle on Pinot Noir Drive. 

2. Letter - May 6, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on traffic impact to 
the surrounding neighborhoods, and the impact of development on the lifestyle of the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

3. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road. 

 
  Tim and Margaret Roberts, 1069 NW Baker Crest Court 

1. Letter - April 15, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on concern for 
potential downstream flooding impact. 

 
 Friends of Yamhill County, 501c3 Non-Profit, PO Box 1083, McMinnville 

1. Letter - April 15, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on impact to 
wetlands. 

 
 Yamhill Soil & Water Conservation District, 2200 SW 2nd Street 

1. Email - April 16, 2019 - expressing concern over the proposed development based on 
potential impacts to wetlands, and removal of vegetation along Baker Creek. 

 
 Jan and Randy Hartzell, 1093 NW Baker Crest Court 

1. Email - April 17, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
downstream flooding impact and inaccurate FEMA maps. 

 
 Housing Land Advocates and Fair Housing Council of Oregon, 501c3 Non-Profit, 1221 SW 

Yamhill Street #305, Portland 
1. Letter - April 17, 2019 - expressing concern that Statewide Goal 10 findings had not been 

made, and the proposal not evaluated under the HNA and BLI. 
 

 Glen Westlund (no address provided) 
1. Email - April 18, 2019 - expressing concern over the proposed development based on 

potential impacts to wetlands and wildlife habitat. 
 

 Carmen Mendenhall, 2410 NW Zinfandel Loop 
1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on the impact of 

the proposed development on neighborhood livability. 
2. Email - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 

on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, development impact to the Baker Creek riparian corridor, and loss of 
wetlands.  

3. Email – July 15, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood, downstream flooding, and the inability to apply Great 
Neighborhood Principles. 

 
 Gail Norby, 2840 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
impact of traffic on neighborhood livability. 
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 Scott Wellman, 2756 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
impact on wildlife habitat. 

2. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on loss of 
wetlands. 

 
 Bill Kabeiseman, Bateman Seidel (representing Friends of Baker Creek), 888 SW 5th Avenue, 

Suite 1250, Portland 
1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on impact on the 

wetlands that would be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan, that Ordinance 4845 
limits Oak Ridge Meadows to 76 lots, and that there is no approved wetland delineation 
or mitigation plan. 

2. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, extension of Pinehurst Drive to eastern property line, potential impacts on 
downstream flooding, and loss of wetlands. 

 
 Valerie Kelly, McMinnville 

1. Email – April 22, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
downstream flooding impact and inaccurate FEMA maps. 

 
 Helen Bitar, 30500 SW Moriah Lane, Sheridan 

1. Email - May 6, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on loss of wetlands. 
 

 Michael and Sherill Roberts, 2812 NW Pinot Noir Drive  
1. Letter – May 7, 2019 - expressing concern for public safety and livability during 

construction of proposed development.  The testimony suggests requiring the 
improvement of Shadden Drive for construction access, and expediting the restriping 
project for Baker Creek Road. 

2. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing concern for public safety and livability during 
construction of proposed development.  The testimony suggests requiring the 
improvement of Shadden Drive for construction access, and expediting the restriping 
project for Baker Creek Road. 

 
 Rob Stephenson, 1081 NW Baker Crest Court 

1. Letter – May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
downstream flooding impact, and impact of the development on wetlands. 

 
 Les Toth, 2700 NW Pinehurst Drive 

1. Letter – May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on impact of 
proposed Pinehurst Drive on wetlands and adjacent property. 

 
 Stephanie Rudolph, 2849 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing concern about traffic impact on the existing 
neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek Road. 

 
 Melba Smith, 2780 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, and impact on existing streets. 

2. Photograph - May 16, 2019 - indicating extent development impact on existing wetlands. 
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 Terry and Beth Uhrinak, 2731 NW Pinot Noir Drive 
1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 

on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road. 

 
 Anniedear Chappell, 1334 NW Zinfandel Court 

1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood. 

2. Email - May 14, 2019 - expressing concern over existing traffic systems and pedestrian 
safety in Oak Ridge neighborhood that would be compounded by new traffic. 

 
 Erin Stanton & Sarah Hadfield, 2687 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Email - May 14, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, and calling on neighbors to submit testimony. 

 
 Steve and Sarah Fox, 2687 NW Oak Ridge Drive 

1. PowerPoint slides - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on 
traffic impact on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north 
of Baker Creek Road, and concern over previous land fill activity. 

 
 Ray and Nina Clevidence, 1493 NW Riesling Way,  

1. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, and loss of wetlands. 

 
 Justin Maynard (submitted by Catherine Olsen), PBS Engineering, 415 W 6th Street, Vancouver, 

WA 
1. Letter - May 16, 2019 - summarizing the analysis and findings of the Baker Creek 

Hydrologic Analysis.  The analysis indicated that FEMA floodplain maps are in need of 
revision, and proposed development could occur in areas of flood risk but with FEMA 
designation. 

2. Letter – June 18, 2019 – rebutting applicant’s rebuttal of the Baker Creek Hydrologic 
Analysis, and confirming the conclusions of the report. 

 
 Rick and Linda Thomas, 2631 NW Merlot Drive,  

1. Email – July 15, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood, outdated FEMA maps, and increased downstream 
flooding. 

 
 Unattributed (no name provided) 

1. Letter - May 16, 2019 – provided at the public hearing - listing several Comprehensive 
Plan policies related to natural features, transportation and traffic systems, and provision 
of open space and natural areas. 

2. Letter – May 18, 2019 – posted to several public buildings – expressing opposition to 
proposed development based on lack of affordable housing and loss of wetlands. 

 
 
V.  FINDINGS OF FACT - PROCEDURAL FINDINGS: 
 
1. The applicant held a neighborhood meeting in accordance with Section 17.72.095 of the Zoning 

Ordinance on July 26, 2018. 
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2. The property owner, Premier Development, LLC, submitted the Planned Development 
Amendment application (PDA 3-18) on October 24, 2018. 
 

3. The application was deemed complete on January 24, 2019. 
 

4. After planning staff requested clarification on a couple of items, the applicant submitted a revised 
application on March 28, 2019. 
 

5. The applicant provided written notice requesting a 60 day extension of the 120 day land use 
decision time limit on March 1, 2019 to July 23, 2019.   

 
6. Notice of the application was referred to the following public agencies for comment in 

accordance with Section 17.72.120 of the Zoning Ordinance:  McMinnville Fire Department, 
Police Department, Parks and Recreation Department, Engineering and Building Departments, 
City Manager, and City Attorney, McMinnville School District No. 40, McMinnville Water and 
Light, Yamhill County Public Works, Yamhill County Planning Department, Recology Western 
Oregon, Frontier Communications, Comcast, Northwest Natural Gas, Oregon Department of 
State Lands.   
 
Comments received from agencies are addressed in the Decision Document.   

 
7. Notice of the application and the April 18, 2019 Planning Commission public hearing was mailed 

to property owners within 300 feet of the subject property in accordance with Section 17.72.120 
of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

8. Notice of the application and the April 18, 2019 Planning Commission public hearing was 
published in the News Register on Tuesday, April 9, 2019, in accordance with Section 17.72.120 
of the Zoning Ordinance.   

 
9. On April 18, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the 

request.  The Planning Commission continued the public hearing to May 16, 2019. 
 

10. Notice of the May 16, 2019 Planning Commission continued public hearing was published in the 
News Register on Tuesday, May 7, 2019, in accordance with Section 17.72.120 of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 

11. On May 16, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the 
request. 
 

12. On June 5, 2019, the applicant provided written notice requesting a 21 day extension of the land 
use decision time limit on March 1, 2019.  The land use decision time limit now expires on August 
13, 2019. 
 

13. On June 25, 2019, City Council considered the Planning Commision’s recommendation, and 
requested a public hearing. 
 

14. Notice of the July 23, 2019 City Council public hearing was mailed to property owners within 
300 feet of the subject property in accordance with Section 17.72.120 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
 
VI. FINDINGS OF FACT - GENERAL FINDINGS: 
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1. Location:   Generally north and east of NW Pinot Noir Drive, south of Baker Creek (Tax Lot 
1300, Section 17, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M.) 
 

2. Size:  11.47 acres. 
 

3. Comprehensive Plan Map Designation:  Residential 
 

4. Zoning:   R-2 PD (Single Family Residential Planned Development) 
  

5. Overlay Zones/Special Districts:  None 
 

6. Current Use:  Undeveloped 
 

7. Inventoried Significant Resources: 
a. Historic Resources:  None 
b. Other:  Wetlands 

 
8. Other Features:  The site is level at the existing terminus of Pinot Noir Drive, then slopes steeply 

downhill to the northeast, towards Baker Creek.  Mature native oak trees are found on the uphill 
portion of the site, and wetlands are found on the lower portion of the site. 
  

9. Utilities: 
a. Water:  Water service is available to the property. 
b. Electric:  Power service is available to the property. 
c. Sewer:  Sanitary sewer service is available to the property.     
d. Stormwater:  A storm water facility serving the Oak Ridge development is in the northeast 

corner the subject site.  A storm drain easement provides storm sewer access for that facility. 
e. Other Services:   Other utility services are available to the property.  Northwest Natural Gas 

and Comcast is available to serve the site.   
 

10. Transportation:  No streets or public rights-of-way exist within the subject site.  NW Pinot Noir 
Drive is classified as a Local Residential Street in the Transportation System Plan (TSP).  The 
street terminates at the property line of the subject property.  At its termination, NW Pinot Noir 
Drive has a curb-to-curb dimension of 21 feet. 
 
 

VII.  CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS: 
 
The Conclusionary Findings are the findings regarding consistency with the applicable criteria for the 
application. The applicable criteria for a Planned Development Amendment are specified in Section 
17.74.070 of the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
In addition, the goals, policies, and proposals in Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan are to be applied 
to all land use decisions as criteria for approval, denial, or modification of the proposed request.  Goals 
and policies are mandated; all land use decisions must conform to the applicable goals and policies of 
Volume II.  “Proposals” specified in Volume II are not mandated, but are to be undertaken in relation to 
all applicable land use requests.   
 
Comprehensive Plan Volume II: 
The following Goals, Policies, and Proposals from Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan provide criteria 
applicable to this request: 
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The implementation of most goals, policies, and proposals as they apply to this application are 
accomplished through the provisions, procedures, and standards in the city codes and master plans, 
which are sufficient to adequately address applicable goals, polices, and proposals as they apply to this 
application.   
 
The following additional findings are made relating to specific Goals and Policies:   
 
GOAL V 2:  TO PROMOTE A RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PATTERN THAT IS LAND 

INTENSIVE AND ENERGY-EFFICIENT, THAT PROVIDES FOR AN URBAN LEVEL OF 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SERVICES, AND THAT ALLOWS UNIQUE AND INNOVATIVE 
DEVELOPMENT TECHNIQUES TO BE EMPLOYED IN RESIDENTIAL DESIGNS. 

 
Planned Development Policies 
 
Policy 72.00 Planned developments shall be encouraged as a favored form of residential 

development as long as social, economic, and environmental savings will accrue to the 
residents of the development and the city.  

 
Policy 73.00 Planned residential developments which offer a variety and mix of housing types and 

prices shall be encouraged.  
 
Policy 74.00 Distinctive natural, topographic, and aesthetic features within planned developments 

shall be retained in all development designs.  
 
Policy 75.00 Common open space in residential planned developments shall be designed to directly 

benefit the future residents of the developments. When the open space is not 
dedicated to or accepted by the City, a mechanism such as a homeowners association, 
assessment district, or escrow fund will be required to maintain the common area.  

 
Policy 76.00 Parks, recreation facilities, and community centers within planned developments shall 

be located in areas readily accessible to all occupants.  
 
Policy 77.00 The internal traffic system in planned developments shall be designed to promote safe 

and efficient traffic flow and give full consideration to providing pedestrian and bicycle 
pathways.  

 
Policy 78.00 Traffic systems within planned developments shall be designed to be compatible with 

the circulation patterns of adjoining properties. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  The seven Planned Development policies listed immediately 
above have already been met by this proposal in that these policies having already been 
determined to be met by evidence of the City Council’s previous adoption of Ordinance 4722 
and Ordinance 4822 for what is now the subject site.  This current proposal also seeks to amend 
Ordinance 4722 by making its boundary smaller by removing its undeveloped portion of land for 
placement within the boundary of the adjacent Planned Development area currently represented 
by Ordinance 4822, but not compromise Ordinance 4722’s compliance with these policies.  This 
proposal also seeks to amend Ordinance 4822 to include this referenced land area, and in other 
specific ways stated within this proposal, that will continue compliance with these policies.  The 
additional findings provided below further support and demonstrate compliance with McMinnville 
Planned Development policies listed above in addition to the findings relied on by the City in the 
adoption of Ordinances 4722 and 4822.   
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In discussion with the McMinnville Planning Department, it has been made clear that the intent 
of Policies 72.00 and 74.00 is essentially to address the potential impact of the proposal on 
future residents of the development and the city relative to Oregon Planning Goal 5 (Open 
Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas and Natural Resources).  In addressing these policies it is 
helpful to observe that the larger lots in this phased development plan are generally proposed 
to be located around much of the perimeter of the site to allow for reasonably sized building 
envelopes to be located on the upper portions of those lots and thereby preserve and retain the 
natural slope and existing tree cover that will make up the extended backyard areas of many of 
these lots.  This intentional design to achieve slope preservation complements the proposed 
adjacent public dedication of the approximately 5.6 acres of open greenspace located beyond 
the toe of the slope that exists around the perimeter of much of this planned development. 
Additionally, the creation of the approximately 0.85-acre active private neighborhood park to be 
created by Premier Development and maintained by a Homeowners Association will preserve 
an additional number of the mature Oak trees that exist on the site.  Of great environmental, 
neighborhood and community importance is the afore mentioned approximately 5.6 acres of 
public open space located along the southern edge of Baker Creek to be dedicated to the City 
by Premier Development, LLC.  This large greenway open-space will be improved with a bark 
chip pedestrian walking trail, as recommended by the McMinnville Parks and Recreation 
Department, and will be accessed by three additional public pedestrian trail heads beginning at 
the edge of their adjacent public rights-of-way.  Both of these different types of open space areas 
(the active private neighborhood park and the public greenway) are new to this development 
proposal and were not part of either of the two Planned Development/Subdivision proposals that 
were previously reviewed by and approved by the McMinnville City Council for this site.  These 
open spaces will provide a unique natural environmental resource and a recreational benefit to 
the residents of this development.  Creation of a Homeowner’s Association to administer 
neighborhood covenants, codes and restrictions (CC&Rs) are recommended to be a condition 
of approval of this proposal.   
  
In addition to the findings of the ordinances referenced above, Policy 73.00 is also satisfied by 
this proposal in that a wide range of lot sizes (4,950 square feet to 14,315 square feet in size) 
and configurations have been designed to provide a much greater choice of lot size and price 
point, and therefore a wider variation of housing size, design and cost, than found in most other 
approved neighborhoods in McMinnville.   The chosen arrangement of these varying lot sizes in 
this proposal is intentional, partially based on topography and our desire to preserve natural site 
habitat features.  Another driving reason for the proposed lot variation and arrangement of lots 
is our goal of arranging housing opportunities in a cohesive manner throughout the development 
that is both internally harmonious within the development site and is equally sensitive to and 
respectful of the sizes of nearby existing lots of the adjacent neighborhood. Exhibit 9 (Preliminary 
Subdivision Plat) is provided to assist with viewing the description of this lot arrangement in a 
spatial form.  We have also prepared and provided Exhibit 10 (Oak Ridge Meadows Lot Sizes 
and Averages) to assist in identifying the square footage areas of individual lots to further 
demonstrate the proposal’s sensitivity to existing adjacent lot sizes found within the abutting 
neighborhood as well as the topography and environmental features of the site. So while the 
more moderately sized and smaller lots tend to be more centrally located within the 
development, this arrangement is far from exclusive and results in a complementary blending of 
similarly sized lots with nearby lots presently located in the adjacent Oak Ridge development. 
 
Policies 75.00 and 76.00 are satisfied for reasons provided in Conclusionary Finding for 
Approval Number 4 above relative to the previously described range and location of both private 
and common open spaces. 
 
Policies 77.00 and 78.00 are satisfied by this proposal in that the proposed street network 
complies with current adopted City public street standards and the requirements of the adopted 
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McMinnville Transportation System Plan and will be constructed according to all applicable 
standards and requirements as amended by approval of this request in order to promote safe 
and efficient traffic flow for vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists compatible with adjacent 
development as required by the City. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 1.  The proposed Planned Development Amendment 
would result in the removal of the subject site from the Oak Ridge Planned Development Overlay 
District, which was previously found to be consistent with applicable Comprehensive Plan goals 
and policies.  The Planned Development Amendment, as it is solely the removal of the 
undeveloped subject site from a larger Overlay District, does not result in any change to the 
previously developed phases of the Planned Development.  Previous phases of the Oak Ridge 
development were built in compliance to the requirements established by Ordinance 4722, and 
removal of the undeveloped fourth phase does not change that.  A condition of approval is 
included to ensure that all other standards and conditions of approval adopted by Ordinance 
4722 in the approval of the original Planned Development Overlay District would remain in effect. 

 
GOAL X 1: TO PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT IN THE LAND USE 

DECISION MAKING PROCESS ESTABLISHED BY THE CITY OF McMINNVILLE. 
 
GOAL X 2:  TO MAKE EVERY EFFORT TO ENGAGE AND INCLUDE A BROAD CROSS SECTION 

OF THE COMMUNITY BY MAINTAINING AN ACTIVE AND OPEN CITIZEN 
INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM THAT IS ACCESSIBLE TO ALL MEMBERS OF THE 
COMMUNITY AND ENGAGES THE COMMUNITY DURING DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPLEMENTATION OF LAND USE POLICIES AND CODES. 

 
Policy 188.00 The City of McMinnville shall continue to provide opportunities for citizen involvement in 

all phases of the planning process.  The opportunities will allow for review and comment 
by community residents and will be supplemented by the availability of information on 
planning requests and the provision of feedback mechanisms to evaluate decisions and 
keep citizens informed. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  Goals X 1, X 2, and Policy 188.00 are satisfied in that the City of 
McMinnville has adopted a Neighborhood Meeting program that requires applicants of most 
types of land use applications to hold at least one public Neighborhood Meeting prior to submittal 
of a land use application; this is further addressed under findings relative to McMinnville Zoning 
Ordinance Section 17.72.095, below.  Additionally, the City of McMinnville continues to provide 
opportunities for the public to review and obtain copies of the application materials and 
completed staff report prior to the McMinnville Planning Commission and/or McMinnville City 
Council review of the request at an advertised public hearing.  All members of the public with 
standing are afforded the opportunity to provide testimony and ask questions as part of the 
public review and hearing process.  
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The process for a planned development amendment provides an 
opportunity for citizen involvement throughout the process through the neighborhood meeting 
provisions, the public notice, and the public hearing process.  Throughout the process, there are 
opportunities for the public to review and obtain copies of the application materials and the 
completed staff report prior to the advertised public hearing(s).  All members of the public have 
access to provide testimony and ask questions during the public review and hearing process. 

 
McMinnville Zoning Ordinance 
The following Sections of the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance (Ord. No. 3380) provide criteria applicable 
to the request: 
 
17.74.070.  Planned Development Amendment – Review Criteria.   
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17.74.070 Planned Development Amendment - Review Criteria. An amendment to an existing planned 
development may be either major or minor. Minor changes to an adopted site plan may be approved 
by the Planning Director. Major changes to an adopted site plan shall be processed in accordance with 
Section 17.72.120, and include the following:  

 An increase in the amount of land within the subject site;  
 An increase in density including the number of housing units;  
 A reduction in the amount of open space; or  
 Changes to the vehicular system which results in a significant change to the location of streets, 

shared driveways, parking areas and access.  
An amendment to an existing planned development may be authorized, provided that the proposal 
satisfies all relevant requirements of this ordinance, and also provided that the applicant demonstrates 
the following: 
 
17.74.070(A). There are special physical conditions or objectives of a development which the 
proposal will satisfy to warrant a departure from the standard regulation requirements;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  While much of this information was previously described and 
discussed in the Findings provided above, it is important to also discuss here in order to help 
satisfy this criterion for approval of a Planned Development Amendment request.  The last 
approved subdivision design that existed to implement Ordinance 4822 showed that the 
intersection of NW Pinot Noir Drive and NW Pinehurst Drive (which was needed to enable the 
construction of  the southerly portion of Pinehurst Drive and “A” Court (Exhibit 4) as part of the 
fourth phase of the Oak Ridge subdivision) was last approved by the City Council as being 
located within the Oak Ridge Meadows tentative subdivision plan and within the Oak Ridge 
Meadows Planned Development boundary (ZC 12-04/S 14-04).  Following this approval, 
Premier Development filed an appeal with the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) on 
the decision.  At issue was Condition of Approval number five (5) of Ordinance 4822 related to 
a limitation on the number of lots allowed within the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision until such 
time that NW Pinehurst Drive was extended southward to connect to Baker Creek Road.  LUBA 
remanded the decision back to the City Council.  The Council held a public hearing as directed 
by the remand and concluded to adopt additional findings in support of their April decision to 
adopt Ordinance 4822. This action was then memorialized by the adoption of such additional 
findings as referenced in Ordinance 4845 (Exhibit 5) which the Council approved on March 14, 
2006.  The Council’s approval of the S 14-04 tentative subdivision plan, including the locating of 
this intersection within the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development site, remained 
unchanged through the subsequent Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) remand (LUBA 2005-
065) of the City’s approval of ZC 12-04/ S 14-04.    
 
Apart from the Council’s approvals of ZC 12-04 and S 14-04, the connecting roadway segment 
of Pinot Noir Drive necessary to enable access to the Oak Ridge Meadows site, and the location 
of the afore mentioned Pinot Noir Drive and Pinehurst Drive intersection, yet remained as part 
of the earlier Oak Ridge tentative subdivision plan and Planned Development boundary 
approvals.  This resulted in a situation where, essentially, neither of the two adjacent 
subdivisions could be constructed without the prior completion of a portion of the other.  Had the 
economy not convulsed as it did for a number of years, this would not have been a concern as 
the adjacent subdivision phases, although located within different Planned Development 
boundaries, could have been developed simultaneously and the noted street improvements 
effectively constructed concurrently and seamlessly.      
 
This current proposal seeks to achieve that intended development pacing by bringing the two 
adjacent undeveloped parcels of land together under one Planned Development Amendment 
approval and construct both of the afore mentioned street improvements as part of Phase 1 of 
the proposed tentative residential subdivision plan.   
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While Premier Development is requesting specific modifications to the existing Oak Ridge 
Meadows Planned Development ordinance (Ordinance 4822) conditions of approval, it is 
instructive and relevant to note the change in total number of lots within the combined Oak Ridge 
and Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development sites.  Oak Ridge was originally approved to 
allow the platting of a maximum of 107 lots in three phases.  Through subdivision amendments 
to that plan, including subdivision phasing, that were approved by the McMinnville Planning 
Director a total of 82 lots were ultimately platted in three phases leaving an additional new fourth 
unplatted phase with the theoretical opportunity to realize the platting of up to the remaining 
maximum of 25 additional lots. Subsequently, the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development 
was approved supporting a two-phased subdivision proposing the platting of a maximum of 99 
lots.  Together, these two Planned Developments, if fully realized, would have resulted in the 
platting of 206 total lots.  The current proposal is for approval of a Planned Development 
supporting a tentative subdivision plan for the platting of 108 lots.  Adding the 82 currently platted 
lots to the 108 proposed lots yields a new combined total of 190 residential lots which is 16 lots 
less than the 206 lots which were once envisioned and conceptually approved for this area.  
When reviewing the original approved Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision plan and comparing it 
to the current proposal it is clear that the overall reduction of lots that were once envisioned and 
tentatively approved has in large part been the result of a number of factors.  In particular, 
shifting of NW Pinehurst Drive a bit westward to attain additional tree retention, the currently 
proposed creation of a 0.85-acre active private neighborhood park within Phase 1 of the 
subdivision, the proposed dedication of 5.6-acres of public greenspace around the site 
perimeter; this larger proposed public open space dedication has resulted in the loss of the 
“double-row” of lots that were once to be located along the western-most edge of the subdivision 
and to be accessed by a series of private easements.     
 
In order for this current development proposal to move forward, it is necessary that the area 
representing the 11.47-acre unplatted fourth phase of the Oak Ridge subdivision be removed 
from Planned Development area of Ordinance 4722 and added to the existing 24-acre Oak 
Ridge Meadows Planned Development area.   This action and approval of the requested 
modifications Ordinance 4822 as articulated above will help Premier Development achieve the 
special objectives of the proposed subdivision and which warrant departure from standard 
regulation requirements.      
 
Part of Premier Development’s vision and proposal for this site is achieved by the “trade-offs” 
attainable through the Planned Development and Planned Development Amendment 
processes.  Primary to the enabling of the proposed development plan is the ability to receive 
approval of available flexibility in the City’s standards regarding lots with side lot lines that do 
not all run perpendicularly to the right-of-way and also regarding instances where the lot depth 
to width ratio exceeds the desired 2:1 ratio of 17.53.105.  In addition to setback adjustments 
noted above, Premier Development requests these allowances due to the unique shape, 
topography and other previously noted challenges of the site in addition to their desire to design 
a residential subdivision proposal that provides a wide range of residential lot sizes to enhance 
residential market choice and also provides significant recreation amenities (both passive and 
active) to the neighborhood and the broader community.  Further responses to be incorporated 
here as part of this Finding are found in Finding of Fact 5 relative to Policies 72.00-78.00. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  Special physical conditions exist that warrant the departure from the 
regulation requirements of the Planned Development Overlay District adopted by Ordinance 
4722 for the Oak Ridge development.  This is due to the fact that 1999 and 2005 approvals of 
the proposed Oak Ridge and Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision street networks contemplated 
concurrent or simultaneous construction of the two adjacent subdivisions, neither of which could 
be constructed without completion of a portion of the other.   Both tentative subdivision plans 
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were made a part of the zone and made binding on the property owner and developer.  The 
concurrent or simultaneous construction of the two approved subdivisions did not occur due to 
economic recession, and the tentative subdivision approvals for Oak Ridge Phase 4 and Oak 
Ridge Meadows have since expired.  The plans, though, remain a part of the zone.  Any 
development plan of the subject site is therefore necessarily dependent on the development of 
the adjacent Oak Ridge Meadows property.  The removal of Parcel R441701300 from the 
boundary of the Oak Ridge Planned Development Overlay District would help alleviate this 
special physical condition for any future development plan by removing it from a binding site 
plan, thereby reducing its co-dependence on construction of an adjacent development under 
different planned development overlay requirements. 
 

17.74.070(B).  Resulting development will not be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan 
objectives of the area;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  When the Planning Commission received an application from 
Premier Development in October of 1999 (CPA 10-99/ZC 19-99/S 6-99), a thorough review of 
applicable Comprehensive Plan policies followed in order for the Planning Commission to reach 
a recommendation for approval to the City Council of these comprehensive plan and zone 
change amendment requests. The City Council’s approval of those requests was memorialized 
through their adoption of Ordinance 4722 in February 2000.  The development resulting from 
these approved requests now exists as three platted and fully developed residential 
subdivisions; Oak Ridge, Oak Ridge First Addition and Oak Ridge Second Addition.  The 
currently requested removal of the subject 11.47 undeveloped acres from the boundary of this 
approved Planned Development (ZC 19-99) will not cause any inconsistency between those 
existing subdivisions and the conditions of approval of Ordinance 4722 or the Comprehensive 
Plan objectives for this area.  Additionally, there is found no Comprehensive Plan Policy 
inconsistency by including the subject acreage within the boundary of the adjacent Planned 
Development (Ordinance 4822).  Removal of the subject 11.47 acres from the Oak Ridge 
Planned Development area does not place any of the three existing phases of the Oak Ridge 
development in conflict with any of the requirements of Ordinance 4722 or other such 
development related permits subsequently approved.    
 
Further responses to this criterion relative to the proposal’s compliance with the Comprehensive 
Plan objectives for the area, and to be incorporated here as part of this Finding, are as articulated 
in Section V - Conclusionary Findings for Approval, Finding 5, above. 
    
FINDING:  SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 1.  No development is proposed to accommodate 
the removal of Parcel R441701300 from the boundary of the Oak Ridge Planned Development 
overlay, established by Ordinance 4722.  Any future development of the subject site would be 
subject to review under all applicable Comprehensive Plan objectives of the area at that time.  
Removal of the subject site from the Planned Development Overlay District would not cause any 
inconsistency between the existing Oak Ridge subdivision phases and Comprehensive Plan 
goals and objectives or Ordinance 4722.  A condition of approval is included to ensure that all 
other standards and conditions of approval adopted by Ordinance 4722 in the approval of the 
original Oak Ridge Planned Development Overlay District would remain in effect.  
 

17.74.070(C).  The development shall be designed so as to provide for adequate access to and 
efficient provision of services to adjoining parcels;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  The existing developed portion of the Oak Ridge Planned 
Development was designed and constructed to meet all applicable municipal requirements and 
to provide for adequate access and service provision to and through the planned neighborhoods.  
The current temporary terminus of NW Pinot Noir Drive, located at the northern end of the Oak 
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Ridge Second Addition subdivision, is proposed to continue northward to serve what was once 
approved to be the fourth phase of Oak Ridge and the first phase of Oak Ridge Meadows further 
to the north. Approval of this requested Planned Development Amendment to allow the removal 
of the remaining undeveloped 11.47 acres of the Oak Ridge Planned Development site from this 
Planned Development boundary and, concurrently, approving its inclusion in the Oak Ridge 
Meadows Planned Development site will allow this northerly extension of NW Pinot Noir Drive 
as was previously envisioned and planned.  The existing adjacent developed residential 
neighborhoods will not be negatively affected by allowing this undeveloped land to be located 
within the boundary of an amended boundary of an adjacent Planned Development as adequate 
access to and the provision of sufficient services to adjoining parcels will continue.    
  
As noted above in these Findings, the proposed street pattern provides a safe, interconnected 
and efficient network of residential accessibility to serve the proposed and adjacent existing 
residential neighborhoods.  The one cul-de-sac street in this plan is proposed in response to the 
noted existence of an adjacent wetland and the unique shape this portion of the site where 
provision of a through-street is not possible.  There are no arterial or collector streets within or 
adjacent to this development site.  The proposed street system is designed to promote a balance 
of safe and efficient movement of vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles as required by the 
McMinnville TSP and is augmented for pedestrians through the provision of additional walking 
paths within and surrounding the proposed development.  Vehicular access to the adjacent 
street system promotes safe street connectivity to the surrounding transportation network.    
 
A Transportation Impact Study for this Oak Ridge Meadows proposal has been completed by 
the transportation planning and transportation engineering firm DKS and is attached to this 
proposal (Exhibit 28).  In sum, this Study concludes that an evaluation of the livability of 
neighborhood streets, as defined by the volume of traffic the streets were designed to handle 
(1,200 vehicles per day), confirmed that the Oak Ridge Meadows development is not expected 
to have an adverse impact on the existing neighborhood streets inclusive of the intersections of 
Baker Creek Road and NW Pinot Noir Drive, NW Oak Ridge Drive and NW Merlot Drive.  
Further, that both the Interim Build and Full Build of Oak Ridge Meadows, as proposed, will 
continue to operate well under-capacity and will meet City of McMinnville safe operating 
standards.  Please refer to Exhibit 28 for additional detail.  
 
The need for a temporary emergency-only access to support this proposal was addressed above 
relative to Policy 132.32.00 and Policy 155.00.  This temporary emergency only access roadway 
will also aid in reducing emergency vehicle response times as it can provide a more direct route 
to some portions of Phase I until such time that it is replaced with a dedicated fully improved 
local public street across adjacent land.  Additionally, travel speeds within this site are based on 
an adopted street classification scheme identified in the adopted McMinnville TSP.  All streets 
in the proposed development are designed as local streets and, as such, are limited to a legal 
vehicular travel speed of 25 miles per hour as are the local streets in the adjacent residential 
neighborhoods.  This residential vehicle speed limitation and the adopted local street design 
standards have been successful in McMinnville in mitigating neighborhood issues related to 
noise, pedestrian and bicycle movement, and aesthetics as evidenced in the adjacent residential 
neighborhoods; the closest being the adjacent multi-phased Oak Ridge neighborhood.   
  
Further responses relative to the specific street design standards are found in Section V - 
Conclusionary Findings for Approval, Findings of Fact 6, above. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  No development is proposed to accommodate the removal of Parcel 
R441701300 from the boundary of the Oak Ridge Planned Development overlay, established 
by Ordinance 4722.  Any future development of the subject site would be subject to review under 
all applicable review criteria at that time. 
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17.74.070(D).  The plan can be completed within a reasonable period of time;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  Premier Development intends to begin work on the proposed Oak 
Ridge Meadows residential subdivision as soon as permitting is issued and reasonable weather 
allows, and plans to continue work through platting as an estimated five-year plan; targeted 
platting of Phase 1 is approximately two years and the targeted platting of Phase 2 would occur 
in approximately three subsequent years for a total of an estimated five years afforded to achieve 
the platting of both phases.  This criterion is satisfied. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 2.  No development plan is proposed to 
accommodate the removal of Parcel R441701300 from the boundary of the Oak Ridge Planned 
Development overlay, established by Ordinance 4722.  The timeliness of future development of 
the subject site would be subject to review under all applicable review criteria at that time. 
 
Furthermore, completion of the Oak Ridge Planned Development has not happened within a 
reasonable amount of time.  Again, this is due to the fact that 1999 and 2005 approvals of the 
proposed Oak Ridge and Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision street networks created a situation 
where neither of the two adjacent subdivisions could be constructed without the concurrent or 
simultaneous completion of a portion of the other.   Both tentative subdivision plans were made 
a part of the zone and made binding on the property owner and developer.  The concurrent or 
simultaneous construction of the two approved subdivisions did not occur due to economic 
recession, and the tentative subdivision approvals for Oak Ridge Phase 4 and Oak Ridge 
Meadows have since expired.  The plans, though, remain a part of the zone.  Any development 
plan of the subject site is therefore necessarily dependent on the development of the adjacent 
Oak Ridge Meadows property.  The removal of Parcel R441701300 from the boundary of the 
Oak Ridge Planned Development Overlay District would help facilitate timely completion of any 
future development plan by removing it from a binding site plan. 
 

17.74.070(E).  The streets are adequate to support the anticipated traffic, and the development 
will not overload the streets outside the planned area;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  Premier Development plans to continue the local street network 
through the proposed Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development area as a natural and logical 
extension of that developed to serve the three existing phases of the adjacent Oak Ridge 
Planned Development area.  This proposed street design is very similar to the street design of 
the previous subdivision approvals supported by the adoptions of Ordinances 4722 and 4822.  
In this current application, all proposed streets will be public and will be developed to public 
standards.  It is also pertinent to note that during the time that the existing phases of the adjacent 
Oak Ridge development were constructed and platted, public local street design required a 26-
foot wide paved section.  This standard has since been modified by Council action to require a 
28-foot wide paved section for local public residential streets which is the standard that Premier 
Development proposes for all such streets within this two-phase residential subdivision.   
 
Regarding anticipated traffic, the McMinnville City Council adopted the City of McMinnville 
Transportation System Plan (TSP) in 2010.  As part of the TSPs modeling analysis, the site of 
this application was assumed to build out to the residential density of its underlying R-2 zone.  
The TSP notes no traffic volume capacity issues or unsafe road or intersection conditions 
resulting from that assumption and modeling.  As Ordinance 4822 limits the average minimum 
lot size in the original Oak Ridge Meadows site to no less than 7,500 square feet, and Premier 
Development proposes to comply with this requirement (Ordinance 4822, Condition of Approval 
2) for the requested expanded Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development area, the resulting 
density, and associated vehicle trip generation, is less than was anticipated and modeled in the 
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McMinnville TSP adopted by the City Council.  Additionally, as the tentative subdivision plan 
described above proposes 16 lots less than was once envisioned and conceptually approved 
for this area, the currently proposed single-family residential development plan will also generate 
fewer vehicle trips than anticipated by the earlier approvals.    
 
As addressed in the Findings for Circulation Policies in Finding of Fact 5 above, a Transportation 
Impact Study for this Oak Ridge Meadows proposal has been completed by the transportation 
planning and transportation engineering firm DKS and is attached to this proposal (Exhibit 28).  
In sum, this Study concludes that the proposed development is anticipated to result in the 
following impacts:  
 

• The development will consist of 108-unit single family homes. The ultimate 
buildout of the site includes a connection to NW Baker Creek Road via an extension 
of NW Shadden Drive. In the interim, the development will be accessed via NW Pinot 
Noir Drive, NW Oak Ridge Drive, and Merlot Drive.  
 
• The development is expected to generate 80 (20 in, 60 out) AM peak hour trips, 
107 (67 in, 40 out) PM peak hour trips, and 1,020 daily trips.  
 
• Intersection operations during the Interim Build and Full Build of Oak Ridge 
Meadows will continue to operate well under-capacity and will meet City of 
McMinnville operating standards. The addition of Oak Ridge Meadows traffic will not 
have a significant impact on the operations or delay experienced at the intersections 
of NW Baker Creek Road/NW Oak Ridge Drive and NW Baker Creek Road/Merlot 
Drive.  
 
• An evaluation of the livability of neighborhood streets, as defined by the volume 
of traffic the streets were designed to handle (1,200 vpd), confirmed that the Oak 
Ridge Meadows development is not expected to have an adverse impact on the 
existing neighborhood streets.  
 

Please refer to the Oak Ridge Meadows Transportation Impact Study (Exhibit 28) for additional 
detail.  
 
The following component of this Finding is found at the Fining provided at 132.32.00 and is also 
relevant here.  As there is only one public street connection currently in place to serve the two-
phased Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision, a temporary emergency-only access will be required 
in order to exceed the 30 unsprinkled home limitation described above.  This emergency access, 
which will be placed in an easement, will be graded and finished with compacted rock to 
applicable standards and extend northward from the intersection of NW Shadden Drive and NW 
Baker Creek Road, across land currently owned by Stafford Land Company, to the southern 
edge of the Oak Ridge Meadows site at a point between proposed Lots 55 and 56 (Exhibit 26).  
[It is possible that this temporary emergency-only access may be shorter in length under a 
potential scenario described by Gordon Root of Stafford Land Company in an email where 
Stafford Land Company agrees to the granting of this temporary easement (Exhibit 27).] This 
temporary emergency-only accessway would then proceed northward on Premier 
Development’s site along the proposed Phase 2 alignment of NW Pinehurst Drive to its 
intersection with “A” Street and then proceed generally eastward along the proposed “A” Street 
alignment to an alignment even with the proposed western edge of Lot 25 which is to be the 
westernmost lot along “A” Street in Phase I of the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision.  Fire 
Department approved gates would be located at both ends of this compacted gravel emergency-
only accessway as directed by the McMinnville Fire Department.  The McMinnville Fire 
Department has stated that, if such gates needed to be locked, they would be so with Fire 
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Department approved locks.  At such time that this adjacent land is to develop, this easement 
would then be revoked and public right-of-way be dedicated and improved to City standards 
providing a permanent second public street connection to the Oak Ridge Meadows 
development.  This criterion is satisfied.     
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The subject site is undeveloped and no streets or public rights-of-way 
are located on the site.  Therefore, the removal of Parcel R441701300 from the boundary of the 
Oak Ridge Planned Development overlay would not impact the streets in the Oak Ridge planned 
development, or elsewhere.  Any streets proposed to support future development of the subject 
site would be subject to review under all applicable review criteria at that time. 

 

17.74.070(F).  Proposed utility and drainage facilities are adequate for the population densities 
and type of development proposed;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  Responses to the criteria relative to the proposed utility and 
drainage facilities to serve this proposed development, and relevant associated modifications to 
Ordinance 4822, are found under the Section V - Conclusionary Findings for Approval, Finding 
6, above.  This criterion is satisfied.     
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  No utility or drainage facilities are proposed to accommodate the 
removal of Parcel R441701300 from the boundary of the Oak Ridge Planned Development 
overlay, established by Ordinance 4722.  Any future utility or drainage facilities proposed to 
support future development of the subject site would be subject to review under all applicable 
review criteria at that time. 
 

17.74.070(G).  The noise, air, and water pollutants caused by the development do not have an 
adverse effect upon surrounding areas, public utilities, or the city as a whole.  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  The effects on noise, air and water pollutants anticipated to be 
caused by this development have already been addressed through the prior review of more 
impactful development proposals (e.g., a greater number of proposed residential lots)  for this 
site and the Council’s related supportive approval of Ordinances 4722 and 4822.  This current 
proposal impacts the site and adjacent neighborhoods to a lesser degree than the combined 
effect of the earlier subdivision approvals due to the current proposal to plat 16 fewer single-
family residential lots than was originally proposed and approved for the Oak Ridge and Oak 
Ridge Meadows sites.  The anticipated pollutant impact of this current plan is also lessened by 
Premier Development’s proposal to provide both an approximately 0.85-acre active private 
neighborhood park and dedicate approximately 5.6-acres of open space to the public for use as 
preserved greenway along the south side of Baker Creek.  Additionally, the majority of the 
existing wetlands on the site will be preserved and these wetlands and their supported wildlife 
can be viewed and enjoyed for extended lengths of time by residents’ use of the benches 
proposed to be installed by Premier Development along the lower, eastern portion NW Pinehurst 
Drive as previously described. Further discussion of noise, air, and water pollutants potentially 
caused by the proposed development is found in findings presented above.  This criterion is 
satisfied.     
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The removal of Parcel R441701300 from the boundary of the Oak 
Ridge Planned Development overlay, established by Ordinance 4722, would not create any 
noise, air, or water pollutants that would have an adverse effect on the surrounding areas, public 
utilities, or the city as a whole.  Any future development of the site would be subject to review 
under all applicable land use criteria at that time.  
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ORDINANCE NO. 5069 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE OAK RIDGE MEADOWS PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ADOPTED 
BY ORDINANCE 4822 TO ADD PROPERTY TO THE BOUNDARY OF THE EXISTING OAK RIDGE 
MEADOWS PLANNED DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICT; ALLOW FOR LOT SIZE 
AVERAGING; ALLOW FOR MODIFIED SETBACKS; ALLOW FOR SOME LOTS WITH SIDE LOT 
LINES ORIENTED OTHER THAN AT RIGHT ANGLES TO THE STREET UPON WHICH THE LOTS 
FACE; ALLOW FOR SOME LOTS TO EXCEED THE RECOMMENDED LOT DEPTH TO WIDTH 
RATIO; ALLOW SOME BLOCK LENGTHS TO EXCEED THE RECOMMENDED MAXIMUM BLOCK 
LENGTH STANDARD; ALLOW FOR THE DESIGNATION OF AN APPROXIMATELY 0.85-ACRE 
ACTIVE PRIVATE NEIGHBORHOOD PARK; AND, ALLOW FOR DEDICATION OF AN 
APPROXIMATELY 5.6-ACRE PUBLIC OPEN-SPACE GREENWAY DEDICATION ALONG BAKER 
CREEK. 

RECITALS: 

The Planning Department received an application (PDA 4-18) from Premier Development, 
LLC, property owner, requesting approval of a Planned Development Amendment to add property 
to the boundary of the existing Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development Overlay District, 
adopted by Ordinance 4822; allow for lot size averaging; allow for modified setbacks; allow for 
some lots with side lot lines oriented other than at right angles to the street upon which the lots 
face; allow for some lots to exceed the recommended lot depth to width ratio; allow some block 
lengths to exceed the recommended maximum block length standard; allow for the designation of 
an approximately 0.85-acre active private neighborhood park; and, allow for dedication of an 
approximately 5.6-acre public open-space greenway dedication along Baker Creek; and 

The subject site is located generally north of Baker Creek Road and NW Pinot Noir Drive, south 
of Baker Creek (Tax Lot 1300, Section 17, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M. and Tax Lot 602, Section 7, T. 4 S., 
R. 4 W., W.M.); and  

A public hearing before the McMinnville Planning Commission was held on April 18, 2019, 
after due notice had been provided in the local newspaper on April 9, 2019, and written notice had 
been mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the affected property; and  

At said public hearing, the application materials and a staff report were presented, and 
applicant and public testimony was received.  The Planning Commission voted to continue the 
public hearing; and   

The public hearing before the McMinnville Planning Commission was continued on May 16, 
2019, after due notice had been provided in the local newspaper on May 7, 2019; and 

At said public hearing, the application materials and a staff report were presented, and 
applicant and public testimony was received; and 

The Planning Commission, being fully informed about said request, found that the requested 
amendment conformed to the applicable Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, as well as the 
Planned Development Amendment review criteria listed in Section 17.74.070 of the McMinnville 
Municipal Code based on the material submitted by the applicant and the findings of fact and 
conclusionary findings for approval contained in Exhibit A; and 

The Planning Commission, by a vote of 8-1, recommended approval of said Planned 

ATTACHMENT B
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Development Amendment to the Council; and 

The City Council having received the Planning Commission recommendation and staff report, 
and having deliberated, requested a public hearing; and 

A public hearing before the McMinnville City Council was held on July 23, 2019 after written 
notice had been mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the affected property on June 27, 2019; 
and 

At said public hearing, a staff report was presented, and applicant and public testimony was 
received; and having deliberated;  

NOW, THEREFORE, THE COMMON COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF MCMINNVILLE ORDAINS AS 
FOLLOWS:   

1. That the Council adopts the Findings of Fact, Conclusionary Findings, Decision and
Conditions of Approval as documented in Exhibit A approving PDA 4-18; and 

2. That the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development is amended as follows:

1. That the decision for approval of Planned Development Amendment (PDA 4-18)
is not rendered, and does not take effect, until and unless the Planned
Development Amendment (PDA 3-18) is approved by the City Council.

2. That the Oak Ridge Meadows Tentative Subdivision plan shall be placed on file
with the Planning Department and become a part of this planned development
zone and binding on the developer.  The developer will be responsible for
requesting approval of the Planning Commission for any major change in the
details of the adopted site plan.  Minor changes to the details of the adopted plan
may be approved by the Planning Director.  It shall be the Planning Director’s
decision as to what constitutes a major or minor change.  An appeal from a ruling
by the Planning Director may be made only to the Planning Commission.  Review
of the Planning Director’s decision by the Planning Commission may be initiated
at the request of any one of the Commissioners.

3. That the average lot size within the Oak Ridge Meadow subdivision shall be
approximately 7,770 square feet.

4. That setbacks for the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision shall be as follows:

Front Yard:  20 feet  
Side Yard:   5 feet  
Exterior Side Yard:  10 feet 
Rear Yard:  20 feet  
Open side of garage:  20 feet 

The Planning Director is authorized to permit reductions to these setback 
standards as may be necessary to provide for the retention of trees greater than 
nine (9) inches in diameter measured at 4.5 feet above grade. In no case, 
however, may the rear yard setback be reduced to less than five (5) feet, or the 
exterior side yard setback to less than ten (10) feet without approval of the 
Planning Commission pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 17.74 (Variance). 
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A request to adjust the setbacks for these lots shall be accompanied by a building 
plan for the subject site that clearly indicates the location of existing trees.  Trees 
to be retained shall be protected during all phases of home construction. 

5. That lot side lines that do not run at right angles to the street upon which the lots
face shall be allowed where necessary to respond to physical conditions of the
site.

6. That a maximum lot depth to width ratio of 2.75 to 1 shall be allowed where
necessary to respond to physical conditions of the site.

7. That a maximum block length of approximately 2,305 feet shall be allowed.  In
no case shall the length between a street corner intersection and a pedestrian
way, or between two consecutive pedestrian ways, on the same side of the street
exceed 800 feet.

8. That an active private neighborhood park, a minimum of 0.85 acres in area, be
provided in the first phase of development.  The active private neighborhood park
shall provide active and passive recreation opportunities, and a pedestrian path
providing through-block connectivity.

9. That a public open-space greenway along the length of Baker Creek, a minimum
of 5.6 acres in area, be dedicated to the City.  The public greenway shall generally
follow Baker Creek and its drainages along the perimeter of the site so the
greenway can connect to any future public open space along the Baker Creek
greenway to the east and west of the site.  A minimum of three (3) publically
dedicated pedestrian/bicycle access ways from the public street network to the
greenway and a bark chip bicycle/pedestrian trail throughout the greenway shall
be provided, constructed to City specifications.  Public pedestrian/bicycle access
ways, from the public right-of-way to the rear lot line of adjacent lots, shall be 20
feet in width, with a 10 foot wide multi-use path built to City specifications to be
provided by the City to the developer/property owner with a five foot buffer on
each side, and minimum of (1) public pedestrian/bicycle access way shall be
improved to accommodate maintenance vehicles.  The public pedestrian/bicycle
access ways will be designed to accommodate two-way bicycle and pedestrian
traffic, and constructed for sustainability, durability, low-cost maintenance and
easy access to the greenway trail. A development plan for the greenway with the
trail system and the access ways shall be submitted to the City for review and
approval of design and engineering prior to construction. The greenway, all
pedestrian/bicycle access ways, and trails shall be maintained by a Homeowner’s
Association (HOA) until 2032, at which time all maintenance responsibilities shall
be transferred to the City.  An agreement between the HOA and the City shall be
signed memorializing the responsibilities of the HOA and the City.

10. That the majority of delineated wetland be preserved, and a minimum of two (2)
wetland viewing areas that are accessible with seating be provided adjacent to
the wetlands outside the common open space Tract 1. The developer and the
Homeowner’s Association shall enter into a Revocable License Agreement with
the City to establish and maintain wetland viewing areas in the right-of-way that
are accessible, meet city specifications and are maintained by the developer and
Homeowner’s Association.

11. That the final wetland delineation and report from Pacific Habitat Services, Inc.
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be provided to the Division of State Lands (DSL) for review and approval. 
Additionally, that a wetland mitigation plan be approved by DSL prior to issuance 
of construction permits. The City of McMinnville shall require evidence of 
compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal standards and regulations 
for wetland mitigation. 

12. That a tree inventory and arborist’s report be provided to the Planning Director
for review and approval prior to the removal of any tree greater than nine (9)
inches in diameter at breast height (DBH) measured 4.5 feet above ground.  The
inventory and report shall include trees at least nine (9) inches DBH in areas of
the site which may be impacted by the construction of streets, utilities, future
residences, public and private park improvements, or other improvements.  The
inventory and report shall be provided prior to the prior to the release of
construction or building permits within the planned area.

13. That existing trees with trunks wholly or partially within the planned area and
greater than nine (9) inches DBH (Diameter at Breast Height) shall not be
removed by the applicant without prior review and written approval by the
Planning Director pursuant to Chapter 17.58 of the Zoning Ordinance.  Trees
greater than nine inches DBH will not be approved for removal unless a certified
arborist determines that they are diseased, dying, or dead or the developer
demonstrates that practical development of an approved lot, or required public
improvements (i.e. streets, sidewalks, and public utilities), will adversely impact
the survival of such tree or trees.  In addition, all trees that are not to be removed
shall be protected during the construction of all public improvements and
residential development in the approved subdivision.  A plan for such tree
protection approved by the Planning Director shall be submitted with construction
and/or building permit applications prior to release of construction or building
permits within the subject site.

14. That a temporary emergency-only access be provided to serve the Oak Ridge
Meadows development.  The temporary emergency-only access shall be placed
in an easement and will be graded and finished with compacted rock to applicable
standards, and extend northward from the intersection of NW Shadden Drive and
NW Baker Creek Road.  At such time that the adjacent land is developed, the city
intends to require the owner/developer of the adjacent land to dedicate sufficient
public right-of-way and to establish a public city street on the owner/developer’s
property that provides an adequate vehicular connection to and between the
southwesterly temporary terminus of NW Pinehurst Drive on the subject property
and NW Baker Creek Road that adjoins such adjacent property.  When such
street is constructed by the adjacent property owner/developer and dedicated to
the city as a public street, then the City shall require the developer of this adjacent
property to dissolve this easement in favor of the subject property having
unrestricted rights to access and use such public street connection on, to, and
through the adjacent property.

15. That the proposed subdivision be limited to 108 dwelling units, in any combination
of dwelling units allowed in the underlying zone, until such time that a second
permanent improved street connection provides access to the proposed
subdivision.

16. That lots with less than 40 feet of street frontage shall be alley loaded.
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17. That, prior to issuance of residential building permits, the applicant shall submit
a residential Architectural Pattern Book to the Planning Director for review and
approval.  The purpose of the Architectural Pattern Book is to provide an
illustrative guide for residential design in the Oak Ridge Meadows development.
This book will contain architectural elevations, details, materials and colors of
each building type.  In order to protect property values, front entries will need to
be clearly defined, at least two material types will need to be used on the front
elevations, driveways should be adjacent to each other to enhance opportunities
for front yards and landscaping, and a variety of color schemes should be used
throughout the development that are distinctly different from each other but
enhance each other.

At a minimum, the Architectural Pattern Book shall contain sections addressing:

a) Style and Massing
b) Quality and Type of Exterior Materials
c) Front Porches / Entry Areas
d) Roof Design and Materials
e) Exterior Doors and Windows
f) Garage Door Types
g) Exterior Lighting
h) Sample Exterior Colors

18. In order to eliminate a cookie-cutter stylization of the neighborhood, no same
home design shall be built in adjacency to another, including both sides of the
street.

3. That Ordinance 4822 is repealed in its entirety, including repealing Ordinance 4845
that provided amended findings for Ordinance 4822.

4. That this Ordinance shall take effect 30 days after its passage by the City Council.

Passed by the Council this 23rd day of July 2019, by the following votes: 

Ayes:   _________________________________________________ 

Nays:   _________________________________________________ 

___________________________________ 

MAYOR 

Attest: Approved as to form: 

__________________________ ___________________________________ 
CITY RECORDER  CITY ATTORNEY 
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CITY OF MCMINNVILLE 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

231 NE FIFTH STREET 
MCMINNVILLE, OR  97128 

503-434-7311 
www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov 

DECISION, CONDITIONS, FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS FOR THE 
APPROVAL OF A PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AMENDEMENT TO ADD PROPERTY TO THE 
BOUNDARY OF AN EXISTING PLANNED DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICT; ALLOW FOR 
LOT SIZE AVERAGING; ALLOW FOR MODIFIED SETBACKS; ALLOW FOR SOME LOTS WITH 
SIDE LOT LINES ORIENTED OTHER THAN AT RIGHT ANGLES TO THE STREET UPON WHICH 
THE LOTS FACE; ALLOW FOR SOME LOTS TO EXCEED THE RECOMMENDED LOT DEPTH TO 
WIDTH RATIO; ALLOW SOME BLOCK LENGTHS TO EXCEED THE RECOMMENDED MAXIMUM 
BLOCK LENGTH STANDARD; ALLOW FOR THE DESIGNATION OF AN APPROXIMATELY 0.85-
ACRE ACTIVE PRIVATE NEIGHBORHOOD PARK; AND, ALLOW FOR DEDICATION OF AN 
APPROXIMATELY 5.6-ACRE PUBLIC OPEN-SPACE GREENWAY DEDICATION ALONG BAKER 
CREEK.

DOCKET: PDA 4-18 (Planned Development Amendment) 

REQUEST: Approval to amend the existing Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development 
(Ordinance 4822) to add the unplatted fourth phase of the Oak Ridge phased 
subdivision to the boundary of the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development; 
allow for lot size averaging; allow for modified setbacks; allow for some lots with 
side lot lines oriented other than at right angles to the street upon which the lots 
face; allow for some lots to exceed the recommended lot depth to width ratio; 
allow some block lengths to exceed the recommended maximum block length 
standard; allow for the designation of an approximately 0.85-acre active private 
neighborhood park; and, allow for dedication of an approximately 5.6-acre public 
open-space greenway dedication along Baker Creek. 

LOCATION: Generally north of Baker Creek Road and NW Pinot Noir Drive, south of Baker 
Creek (Tax Lot 1300, Section 17, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M. and Tax Lot 602, Section 
7, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M.) 

ZONING: R-2 PD (Single Family Residential Planned Development) 

APPLICANT:  Premier Development, LLC (property owner) 

STAFF: Jamie Fleckenstein, PLA, Associate Planner 

DATE DEEMED 
COMPLETE: January 24, 2019 

HEARINGS BODY 
& ACTION: The McMinnville Planning Commission makes a recommendation for approval or 

denial to the City Council.   

EXHIBIT A 

http://www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov/
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HEARING DATE  
& LOCATION:  April 18, 2019, Civic Hall, 200 NE 2nd Street, McMinnville, Oregon, continued to  
 May 16, 2019, Civic Hall, 200 NE 2nd Street, McMinnville, Oregon; 
 July 23, 2019, Civic Hall, 200 NE 2nd Street, McMinnville Oregon 
 
PROCEDURE: An application for a Planned Development Amendment is processed in 

accordance with the procedures in Section 17.72.120 of the Zoning Ordinance.  
The application is reviewed by the Planning Commission in accordance with the 
quasi-judicial public hearing procedures specified in Section 17.72.130 of the 
Zoning Ordinance.   

 
CRITERIA: The applicable criteria for a Planned Development Amendment are specified in 

Section 17.74.070 of the Zoning Ordinance.  In addition, the goals, policies, and 
proposals in Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan are to be applied to all land 
use decisions as criteria for approval, denial, or modification of the proposed 
request.  Goals and policies are mandated; all land use decisions must conform 
to the applicable goals and policies of Volume II.  “Proposals” specified in Volume 
II are not mandated, but are to be undertaken in relation to all applicable land use 
requests. 

 
APPEAL: The Planning Commission makes a recommendation to the City Council, and the 

City Council makes the final decision.  The City Council’s decision may be 
appealed to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) within 21 days of 
the date written notice of the City Council’s decision is mailed to parties who 
participated in the local proceedings and entitled to notice and as provided in 
ORS 197.620 and ORS 197.830, and Section 17.72.190 of the McMinnville 
Municipal Code.  Per the applicant’s requests on March 1, 2019 to extend the 
120 day decision timeframe for an additional 60 days and on June 5, 2019 for an 
additional 21 day extension, the City’s final decision is subject to a 201 day 
processing timeline, and a decision will need to be rendered by August 13, 2019.    

   
COMMENTS: This matter was referred to the following public agencies for comment: 

McMinnville Fire Department, Police Department, Engineering Department, 
Building Department, Parks Department, City Manager, and City Attorney; 
McMinnville Water and Light; McMinnville School District No. 40; Yamhill County 
Public Works; Yamhill County Planning Department; Frontier Communications; 
Comcast; Northwest Natural Gas; and Oregon Department of State Lands.  Their 
comments are provided in this document. 
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DECISION 
 
Based on the findings and conclusionary findings, the City Council APPROVES the Planned 
Development Amendment (PDA 4-18) subject to the conditions of approval provided in Section II 
of this document.   

 

////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////// 
 DECISION: APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS 
////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////// 
 
 
 
City Council:  Date:  
Scott Hill, Mayor of McMinnville 
 
 
Planning Commission:  Date:  
Roger Hall, Chair of the McMinnville Planning Commission 
 
  
Planning Department:   Date:    
Heather Richards, Planning Director 
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I.  APPLICATION SUMMARY: 
 
The applicant has provided extensive information in their application narrative and findings regarding 
the history of land use decisions for the subject site(s) and the request(s) under consideration.  City has 
found the information provided to accurately reflect the current Planned Development Amendment 
request and the relevant background, and excerpted portions are provided below to give context to the 
request, in addition to staff’s comments. 
 
Subject Property & Request 
 
The application (PDA 4-18) is a request for a Planned Development Amendment to add the unplatted 
fourth phase of the Oak Ridge phased subdivision (Tax Lot R441701300), approximately 11.47 acres, 
to the boundary of the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development Overlay District adopted in 2005 by 
Ordinance 4822.  Additionally, other zoning allowances are requested, including requests to allow for 
lot size averaging; allow for modified setbacks; allow for some lots with side lot lines oriented other than 
at right angles to the street upon which the lots face; allow for some lots to exceed the recommended 
lot depth to width ratio; and allow some block lengths to exceed the recommended maximum block 
length standard.  The requested Planned Development Amendment would also allow for the designation 
of an approximately 0.85-acre active private neighborhood park; and, allow for dedication of an 
approximately 5.6-acre public open-space greenway dedication along Baker Creek. 
 
A concurrent application for a Planned Development Amendment (PDA 3-18) requests to amend the 
existing Oak Ridge Planned Development adopted by Ordinance 4722 to remove the unplatted fourth 
phase of the Oak Ridge phased subdivision (Tax Lot R441701300) from the boundary of the Oak Ridge 
Planned Development Overlay District. Planned Development Amendment (PDA 3-18) is a separate 
land-use decision and will be processed in a separate decision document.   
 
Also requested in conjunction with the two (2) Planned Development Amendments described above is 
approval of a Tentative Subdivision for the construction of a 108 lot single family residential subdivision, 
referred to as Oak Ridge Meadows.  Approval of the Tentative Subdivision request (S 3-18) would be 
conditioned upon the approval of the two (2) Planned Development Amendments being approved as 
requested.  The Tentative Subdivision Plan is a separate land-use decision and will be processed in a 
separate decision document.   
 
Excerpts from Land Use Application Narrative and Findings: 

The subject site is approximately 35.47 acres in size and is comprised of two adjacent parcels 
of land, both of which are located within the city limits of McMinnville; R4417 01300 
(approximately 11.47 acres in size) and R4407 00602 (approximately 24 acres in size).  Both of 
these parcels are identified as Residential on the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Map.  These 
two parcels are each zoned R-2 PD (Single-Family Residential, Planned Development).  The 
site is generally located north of Baker Creek Road and the multi-phased Oak Ridge residential 
development, and south of Baker Creek.  
 
Baker Creek and its associated floodplain lie adjacent to the northern and a portion of the 
eastern edges of the site; other land to the east is identified as wetlands.  The southernmost 
edge of the site lies adjacent to the Oak Ridge 1st Addition and Oak Ridge 2nd Addition 
residential subdivisions.  Land to the west is currently undeveloped and is owned by Stafford 
Land Company; future development of that land is anticipated to include additional residential, 
commercial and recreational uses.    
 
The site exhibits two main topographic characteristics.  The central portion of the site, north of 
the existing temporary terminus of NW Pinot Noir Drive, is relatively flat.  Wrapping around this 
central area of the site to the west, north and east is a band of steeply sloping land beyond which 
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can be found generally level ground at many locations near the site’s edge.  Slopes within the 
site vary from near one percent in the central interior, to a 15 percent slope along the west 
boundary, and slopes ranging from between approximately 20 to 40 percent along the north and 
east edges.  The southern portion of the site, generally north and east of Oak Ridge 1st Addition 
and Oak Ridge 2nd Addition, exhibits slopes also reaching up to approximately 40 percent in 
some locations.  There are no structures or other improvements on this site.  While Oak trees 
are the most prevalent tree type found on the site, Fir, Cottonwood and Ash trees are also 
present.  Most of the tree cover exists along the steeper banks of the site’s perimeter in addition 
to a fairly defined smaller area located directly north of Oak Ridge 2nd Addition subdivision. 

 
See Vicinity Map (Figure 1) and Zoning Map (Figure 2) below. 
 

Figure 1. Vicinity Map 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Parcel R441701300 

Oak Ridge Meadows P.D. 
boundary (Ord. 4822) 

Parcel R440700602 
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Figure 2. Zoning Map 

 
 
Background 
 
Excerpts from Land Use Application Narrative and Findings: 
 

The Oak Ridge and Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Developments (PDs) were approved by the 
McMinnville City Council on February 8, 2000 (Ordinance 4722) and April 12, 2005 (Ordinance 
4822), respectively, and remain in place and in force as no expiration dates of the Planned 
Development approvals were identified in either of the enacting ordinances. 
  
The R-2 PD zoned Oak Ridge tentative subdivision plan (S 6-99) was approved by the 
McMinnville Planning Commission as a three phase plan for a total of 107 residential lots with 
an average minimum lot size requirement of 7,000 square feet.  Through subsequent 
amendments to the approved tentative subdivision layout and phasing plan that were 
determined to be Minor Amendments and approved by the McMinnville Planning Director, three 
phases of the residential subdivision, totaling 82 lots averaging 7,387 square feet in size were 
eventually platted leaving a new fourth and final 11.47-acre phase unplatted.  North of Oak 
Ridge, the R-2 PD zoned Oak Ridge Meadows tentative subdivision plan (S 14-04), which did 
not include the unbuilt fourth phase of the adjacent Oak Ridge subdivision, was approved by the 
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McMinnville City Council as a two-phase subdivision with a total of 99 residential lots with an 
average minimum lot size requirement of 7,500 square feet. 
 
The last approved subdivision design that existed to implement Ordinance 4822 showed that 
the intersection of Pinot Noir Drive and Pinehurst Drive (which was needed to enable the 
construction of the southerly portion of Pinehurst Drive and “A” Court (Exhibit 4) as part of the 
fourth phase of the Oak Ridge subdivision) was last approved by the City Council as being 
located within the Oak Ridge Meadows tentative subdivision plan and within the Oak Ridge 
Meadows Planned Development boundary (ZC 12-04/S 14-04).  Following this approval, 
Premier Development filed an appeal with the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) on 
the decision.  At issue was Condition of Approval number five (5) of Ordinance 4822 related to 
a limitation on the number of lots allowed within the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision until such 
time that NW Pinehurst Drive was extended southward to connect to Baker Creek Road.  LUBA 
acted to remand the decision back to the City Council.  The Council held a public hearing as 
directed by the remand and concluded to adopt additional findings in support of their April 
decision to adopt Ordinance 4822.  This action was then memorialized by the adoption of such 
additional findings as referenced in Ordinance 4845 (Exhibit 5) which the Council approved on 
March 14, 2006. The Council’s approval of the S 14-04 tentative subdivision plan, including the 
locating of the intersection of Pinot Noir Drive and Pinehurst Drive within the Oak Ridge 
Meadows Planned Development site, remained unchanged through the subsequent Land Use 
Board of Appeals (LUBA) remand (LUBA 2005-065) of the City’s approval of ZC 12-04/S 14-04.   
  
Apart from the Council’s approvals of ZC 12-04 and S 14-04, the connecting roadway segment 
of Pinot Noir Drive necessary to enable access to the Oak Ridge Meadows site, and the location 
of the afore mentioned Pinot Noir Drive and Pinehurst Drive intersection, yet remained a part of 
the earlier Oak Ridge tentative subdivision plan and Planned Development boundary approvals. 
This resulted in a situation where neither of the two adjacent subdivisions could be constructed 
without the prior completion of a portion of the other.  Had the economy not convulsed as it did 
for a number of years, this situation would not have been a concern as the adjacent subdivision 
phases, although located within different Planned Development boundaries, could have been 
developed simultaneously and the noted street improvements effectively constructed 
concurrently and seamlessly. This current proposal seeks to achieve that intended development 
pacing by bringing the two adjacent undeveloped parcels of land together under one Planned 
Development Amendment approval and construct both of the afore mentioned improvements as 
part of Phase 1 of the currently proposed tentative residential subdivision plan. 

 
The existing Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development adopted by Ordinance 4822 in 2005, the 
subject of the requested Planned Development Amendment, contains the following conditions: 
 

1. That the Oak Ridge Meadow subdivision tentative plan (or such plan as it may be revised by 
conditions for approval of this development) be placed on file with the Planning Department 
and that it become a part of the zone and binding on the property owner and developer. 

 
   That the developer is responsible for requesting approval of the Planning Commission for any 

major change of the details of the adopted plan.  Minor changes to the details of the adopted 
plan may be approved by the Planning Director.  It shall be the Planning Director’s decision 
as to what constitutes a major or minor change.  An appeal from a ruling by him may be made 
only to the Commission.  Review of the Planning Director’s decision by the Planning 
Commission may be initiated at the request of any one of the Commissioners. 

 
2. That the average lot size within the Oak Ridge Meadow subdivision shall be 7,500 square 

feet. 
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3. That setbacks for the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision are as follows: 
a. Front Yard: 20 feet 
b. Side Yard: (Lots less than 6,000 square feet in area): 6 feet 
c. Side Yard (all other lots): 7.5 feet 
d. Exterior Side Yard (Lots 40, 45, 46, 52, 54, and 55): 15 feet 
e. Exterior Side Yard (all other lots): 20 feet 
f. Rear Yard: 20 feet 
g. Open side of garage: 20 feet 
 

The Planning Director is authorized to permit reductions or increases to these setback 
standards as may be necessary to provide for the retention of trees greater than nine (9) 
inches in diameter measured at 4.5 feet above grade.  In no case, however, may the rear 
yard setback or the side yard setback be reduced to less than five feet, or the exterior side 
yard setback to 15 feet, or the distance from the property line to the front opening of a garage 
to less than 18 feet without approval of the Planning Commission pursuant to the 
requirements of Chapter 17.69 (Variance).  A request to adjust the setbacks for these lots 
shall be accompanied by a building plan for the subject site that clearly indicates the location 
of existing trees.  Trees to be retained shall be protected during all phases of home 
construction. 

 
4. That existing trees greater than nine inches DBH (Diameter at breast height) shall not be 

removed without prior review and written approval of the Planning Director.  In addition, all 
trees shall be protected during home construction.  A plan for such protection must be 
submitted with the building permit application and must meet with the approval of the 
Planning Director prior to the release of construction or building permits within the subject 
site. 
 

5.  That the number of lots allowed within the Oak Ridge Meadow subdivision shall be limited to 
a maximum of 76 lots.  Additional lots may be permitted consistent with the submitted 
tentative plan upon the completion and acceptance of public street improvements to City 
standards that extend south from Pinehurst Drive (as labeled on the applicant’s submitted 
tentative subdivision plan) and connect to Baker Creek Road. 

 
Summary of Criteria & Issues 
 
The application (PDA 4-18) is subject to Planned Development Amendment review criteria in Section 
17.74.070 of the Zoning Ordinance.  An amendment to an existing planned development may be either 
major or minor. Minor changes to an adopted site plan may be approved by the Planning Director. Major 
changes to an adopted site plan shall be processed in accordance with Section 17.72.120. The goals 
and policies in Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan are also independent approval criteria for all land 
use decisions.  
 
The specific review criteria for Planned Development Amendments in Section 17.74.070 of the 
McMinnville Zoning Ordinance require the applicant to demonstrate that: 
 

A. There are special physical conditions or objectives of a development which the proposal will 
satisfy to warrant a departure from the standard regulation requirements; 
 

B. Resulting development will not be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan objectives of 
the area;  

 
C. The development shall be designed so as to provide for adequate access to and efficient 

provision of services to adjoining parcels;  
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D. The plan can be completed within a reasonable period of time; 

  
E. The streets are adequate to support the anticipated traffic, and the development will not 

overload the streets outside the planned area; 
  

F. Proposed utility and drainage facilities are adequate for the population densities and type of 
development proposed;  

 
G. The noise, air, and water pollutants caused by the development do not have an adverse 

effect upon surrounding areas, public utilities, or the city as a whole. 
 

The applicant has provided extensive narrative and findings to support the request for a Planned 
Development Amendment based on their proposed additional benefits to the community that would be 
provided through the amendment.  These will be discussed in detail in Section VII (Conclusionary 
Findings) below. 
 
Generally, the purpose of a planned development is to provide greater flexibility and greater freedom of 
design in the development of land than may be possible under strict interpretation of the provisions of 
the zoning ordinance. Further, the purpose of a planned development is to encourage a variety in the 
development pattern of the community; encourage mixed uses in a planned area; encourage 
developers to use a creative approach and apply new technology in land development; preserve 
significant man-made and natural features; facilitate a desirable aesthetic and efficient use of open 
space; and create public and private common open spaces.  A planned development is not intended to 
be simply a guise to circumvent the intent of the zoning ordinance. 
 
Consideration of a planned development request includes weighing the additional benefits provided to 
the development and city as a whole through the planned development process that go above and 
beyond what would be provided through a standard subdivision application against the zoning 
departures requested.  It should be noted that the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance does not contain 
mechanisms to achieve the many of the additional benefits possible through Planned Development 
outside of that process.  Each of the applicant’s requested amendments to Ordinance 4822 is directly 
related to a stated purpose of a planned development, and demonstrate special physical conditions or 
objectives of a development which the proposal would satisfy to warrant a departure from the standard 
regulation requirements: 
 

1. The addition of the unplatted fourth phase of the Oak Ridge subdivision to the Oak Ridge 
Meadows Planned Development Overlay boundary will allow efficient use of open space, 
greater freedom in the development of the land, and allow for the preservation of significant 
natural features (wetlands) on the property.  Additionally, a portion the property would be 
established as a private neighborhood park for the benefit of the community. 
 

2. Requested lot size averaging would allow flexibility and variety in the development pattern 
of the community.  A wider variety of lot sizes would increase the type of housing products 
and price points to be made available. 

 
3. The request to modify setbacks would support the flexibility and variety in the development 

provided by varied lot sizes.  A provision would allow for the adjustment of setbacks on a lot 
by lot basis to preserve significant trees. 

 
4. A request to allow side lot lines at non-90 degree angles would allow flexibility to employ a 

creative design and development approach in response to unique geographic features of 
the subject site. 
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5. A request to allow lots with larger than standard depth to width ratio would allow preservation 

of natural features (significant trees and slopes) by allowing uniquely shaped lots in 
ecologically sensitive areas with buildable area away from sensitive natural features. 

 
6. Allowing longer than standard block lengths would allow flexibility in the design and 

development of the land by letting the design respond to unique geographic features of the 
subject site. 

 
7. Establishment of a private park in the development would encourage mixed use in the 

planned area and create a private common open space. 
 

8. Dedication of a public greenway park would encourage mixed use in the planned area and 
create a public common open space. 

 
Overall, the proposed planned development amendment would provide additional benefits to the 
community and the City as a whole that are above and beyond what would be provided through a 
traditional subdivision application and strict interpretation of the zoning ordinance. The proposal would 
provide greater flexibility and greater freedom of design in the development of land; encourage a variety 
in the development pattern of the community; encourage mixed uses in a planned area; encourage 
developers to use a creative approach in land development; preserve significant man-made and natural 
features; facilitate a desirable aesthetic and efficient use of open space; and create public and private 
common open spaces.   
 
It should be noted that if this planned development amendment is not approved, the provisions of 
Ordinance 4822 are still binding on the site.  A development proposal could be made that meets the 
conditions of the existing planned development overlay.  Ordinance 4822, as it currently exists, does 
not include parcel R441701300, or provisions to require private and/or public open space. 
 
 
II.  CONDITIONS: 
 

1. That the decision for approval of Planned Development Amendment (PDA 4-18) is not rendered, 
and does not take effect, until and unless the Planned Development Amendment (PDA 3-18) is 
approved by the City Council. 
 

2. That the Oak Ridge Meadows Tentative Subdivision plan shall be placed on file with the 
Planning Department and become a part of this planned development zone and binding on the 
developer.  The developer will be responsible for requesting approval of the Planning 
Commission for any major change in the details of the adopted site plan.  Minor changes to the 
details of the adopted plan may be approved by the Planning Director.  It shall be the Planning 
Director’s decision as to what constitutes a major or minor change.  An appeal from a ruling by 
the Planning Director may be made only to the Planning Commission.  Review of the Planning 
Director’s decision by the Planning Commission may be initiated at the request of any one of 
the Commissioners. 
 

3. That the average lot size within the Oak Ridge Meadow subdivision shall be approximately 7,770 
square feet.  
 

4. That setbacks for the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision shall be as follows:  
 

Front Yard:  20 feet  
Side Yard:   5 feet  
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Exterior Side Yard:  10 feet 
Rear Yard:  20 feet  
Open side of garage:  20 feet  
 

The Planning Director is authorized to permit reductions to these setback standards as may be 
necessary to provide for the retention of trees greater than nine (9) inches in diameter measured 
at 4.5 feet above grade. In no case, however, may the rear yard setback be reduced to less than 
five (5) feet, or the exterior side yard setback to less than ten (10) feet without approval of the 
Planning Commission pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 17.74 (Variance).  A request to 
adjust the setbacks for these lots shall be accompanied by a building plan for the subject site 
that clearly indicates the location of existing trees.  Trees to be retained shall be protected during 
all phases of home construction. 

 
5. That lot side lines that do not run at right angles to the street upon which the lots face shall be 

allowed where necessary to respond to physical conditions of the site. 
 

6. That a maximum lot depth to width ratio of 2.75 to 1 shall be allowed where necessary to respond 
to physical conditions of the site. 
 

7. That a maximum block length of approximately 2,305 feet shall be allowed.  In no case shall the 
length between a street corner intersection and a pedestrian way, or between two consecutive 
pedestrian ways, on the same side of the street exceed 800 feet.   

 
8. That an active private neighborhood park, a minimum of 0.85 acres in area, be provided in the 

first phase of development.  The active private neighborhood park shall provide active and 
passive recreation opportunities, and a pedestrian path providing through-block connectivity.  
 

9. That a public open-space greenway along the length of Baker Creek, a minimum of 5.6 acres in 
area, be dedicated to the City.  The public greenway shall generally follow Baker Creek and its 
drainages along the perimeter of the site so the greenway can connect to any future public open 
space along the Baker Creek greenway to the east and west of the site.  A minimum of three (3) 
publically dedicated pedestrian/bicycle access ways from the public street network to the 
greenway and a bark chip bicycle/pedestrian trail throughout the greenway shall be provided, 
constructed to City specifications.  Public pedestrian/bicycle access ways, from the public right-
of-way to the rear lot line of adjacent lots, shall be 20 feet in width, with a 10 foot wide multi-use 
path built to City specifications to be provided by the City to the developer/property owner with 
a five foot buffer on each side, and minimum of (1) public pedestrian/bicycle access way shall 
be improved to accommodate maintenance vehicles.  The public pedestrian/bicycle access 
ways will be designed to accommodate two-way bicycle and pedestrian traffic, and constructed 
for sustainability, durability, low-cost maintenance and easy access to the greenway trail. A 
development plan for the greenway with the trail system and the access ways shall be submitted 
to the City for review and approval of design and engineering prior to construction. The 
greenway, all pedestrian/bicycle access ways, and trails shall be maintained by a Homeowner’s 
Association (HOA) until 2032, at which time all maintenance responsibilities shall be transferred 
to the City.  An agreement between the HOA and the City shall be signed memorializing the 
responsibilities of the HOA and the City.   
 

10. That the majority of delineated wetland be preserved, and a minimum of two (2) wetland viewing 
areas that are accessible with seating be provided adjacent to the wetlands outside the common 
open space Tract 1. The developer and the Homeowner’s Association shall enter into a 
Revocable License Agreement with the City to establish and maintain wetland viewing areas in 
the right-of-way that are accessible, meet city specifications and are maintained by the 
developer and Homeowner’s Association. 
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11. That the final wetland delineation and report from Pacific Habitat Services, Inc. be provided to 

the Division of State Lands (DSL) for review and approval.  Additionally, that a wetland mitigation 
plan be approved by DSL prior to issuance of construction permits. The City of McMinnville shall 
require evidence of compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal standards and 
regulations for wetland mitigation. 
 

12. That a tree inventory and arborist’s report be provided to the Planning Director for review and 
approval prior to the removal of any tree greater than nine (9) inches in diameter at breast height 
(DBH) measured 4.5 feet above ground.  The inventory and report shall include trees at least 
nine (9) inches DBH in areas of the site which may be impacted by the construction of streets, 
utilities, future residences, public and private park improvements, or other improvements.  The 
inventory and report shall be provided prior to the prior to the release of construction or building 
permits within the planned area. 

 
13. That existing trees with trunks wholly or partially within the planned area and greater than nine 

(9) inches DBH (Diameter at Breast Height) shall not be removed by the applicant without prior 
review and written approval by the Planning Director pursuant to Chapter 17.58 of the Zoning 
Ordinance.  Trees greater than nine inches DBH will not be approved for removal unless a 
certified arborist determines that they are diseased, dying, or dead or the developer 
demonstrates that practical development of an approved lot, or required public improvements 
(i.e. streets, sidewalks, and public utilities), will adversely impact the survival of such tree or 
trees.  In addition, all trees that are not to be removed shall be protected during the construction 
of all public improvements and residential development in the approved subdivision.  A plan for 
such tree protection approved by the Planning Director shall be submitted with construction 
and/or building permit applications prior to release of construction or building permits within the 
subject site.   

 
14. That a temporary emergency-only access be provided to serve the Oak Ridge Meadows 

development.  The temporary emergency-only access shall be placed in an easement and will 
be graded and finished with compacted rock to applicable standards, and extend northward from 
the intersection of NW Shadden Drive and NW Baker Creek Road.  At such time that the 
adjacent land is developed, the city intends to require the owner/developer of the adjacent land 
to dedicate sufficient public right-of-way and to establish a public city street on the 
owner/developer’s property that provides an adequate vehicular connection to and between the 
southwesterly temporary terminus of NW Pinehurst Drive on the subject property and NW Baker 
Creek Road that adjoins such adjacent property.  When such street is constructed by the 
adjacent property owner/developer and dedicated to the city as a public street, then the City 
shall require the developer of this adjacent property to dissolve this easement in favor of the 
subject property having unrestricted rights to access and use such public street connection on, 
to, and through the adjacent property. 
 

15. That the proposed subdivision be limited to 108 dwelling units, in any combination of dwelling 
units allowed in the underlying zone, until such time that a second permanent improved street 
connection provides access to the proposed subdivision.   
 

16. That lots with less than 40 feet of street frontage shall be alley loaded. 
 

17. That, prior to issuance of residential building permits, the applicant shall submit a residential 
Architectural Pattern Book to the Planning Director for review and approval.  The purpose of the 
Architectural Pattern Book is to provide an illustrative guide for residential design in the Oak 
Ridge Meadows development.  This book will contain architectural elevations, details, materials 
and colors of each building type.  In order to protect property values, front entries will need to 
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be clearly defined, at least two material types will need to be used on the front elevations, 
driveways should be adjacent to each other to enhance opportunities for front yards and 
landscaping, and a variety of color schemes should be used throughout the development that 
are distinctly different from each other but enhance each other.  

 
At a minimum, the Architectural Pattern Book shall contain sections addressing:  

 
i) Style and Massing  
j) Quality and Type of Exterior Materials  
k) Front Porches / Entry Areas  
l) Roof Design and Materials  
m) Exterior Doors and Windows  
n) Garage Door Types  
o) Exterior Lighting  
p) Sample Exterior Colors  

 
18. In order to eliminate a cookie-cutter stylization of the neighborhood, no same home design shall 

be built in adjacency to another, including both sides of the street.  
 

19. That Planned Development Ordinance No. 4822 is repealed in its entirety. 
 
 
III.  ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. PDA 4-18 Application and Attachments (on file with the Planning Department) 
2. PDA 4-18 Application – Supplemental Materials 

a. Errata Memorandum, April 17, 2019, Ron Pomeroy, Navigation Land Use Consulting 
(representing Premier Development) (on file with the Planning Department) 

b. Wetland Delineation Report, Pacific Habitat Services (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

3. Public Notices (on file with the Planning Department) 
4. Agency Comments (on file with the Planning Department) 
5. Testimony Received (on file with the Planning Department) 

a. Public Testimony 
i. Steve and Catherine Olsen, 2650 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 10, 

2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
ii. Rodney and Judy Pedersen, 2664 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 10, 

2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
iii. Sandi Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 10, 2019 (on file 

with the Planning Department) 
iv. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 10, 2019 (on file 

with the Planning Department) 
v. Friends of Baker Creek, 501-3C (submitted by Mike Colvin), Letter received April 

10, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
vi. Friends of Baker Creek, 501-3C, Letter received April 10, 2019 (on file with the 

Planning Department) 
vii. Tim and Margaret Roberts, 1069 NW Baker Crest Court, Letter received April 15, 

2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
viii. Friends of Yamhill County, Email received April 15, 2019 (on file with the Planning 

Department) 
ix. Yamhill Soil & Water Conservation District, Email received April 16, 2019 (on file 

with the Planning Department) 
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x. Jan and Randy Hartzell, 1093 NW Baker Crest Court, Email received April 17, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xi. Housing Land Advocates and Fair Housing Council of Oregon, Letter received 
April 17, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xii. Glen Westlund, Email received April 18, 2019 (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

xiii. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 18, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xiv. Carmen Mendenhall, 2410 NW Zinfandel Loop, Letter received April 18, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xv. Friends of Baker Creek, PowerPoint slides received April 18, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xvi. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 18, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xvii. Gail Norby, 2840 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 18, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xviii. Scott Wellman, 2756 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 18, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xix. Bill Kabeiseman, Bateman Seidel, Letter received April 18, 2019 (on file with the 
Planning Department) 

xx. Valerie Kelly, McMinnville, Email received April 22, 2019 (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

xxi. Helen Bitar, 30500 SW Moriah Lane, Sheridan, Email received May 6, 2019 (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

xxii. Rodney and Judy Pedersen, 2664 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 6, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxiii. Michael and Sherill Roberts, 2812 NW Pinot Noir Drive,Letter received on May 
7, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxiv. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 8, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xxv. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 8, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xxvi. Steve and Catherine Olson, 2650 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 8, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxvii. Rob Stephenson, 1081 NW Baker Crest Court, Letter received May 8, 2019 (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

xxviii. Baker Creek Hydrologic Analysis, PBS Engineering (prepared for Friends of 
Baker Creek), received May 8, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxix. Les Toth, 2700 NW Pinehurst Drive, Letter received May 13, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xxx. Stephanie Rudolph, 2849 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 13, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxi. Rodney Pedersen, 2664 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 13, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxii. Melba Smith, 2780 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 13, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xxxiii. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 13, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xxxiv. Terry and Beth Uhrinak, 2731 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 13, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxv. Anniedear Chappell, 1334 NW Zinfandel Court, Email received on May 13, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 
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xxxvi. Erin Stanton & Sarah Hadfield, 2687 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 
14, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxvii. Anniedear Chappell, 1334 NW Zinfandel Court, Email received on May 14, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxviii. Carmen Mendenhall, 2410 NW Zinfandel Loop, Letter received May 16, 2019 (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

xxxix. Scott Wellman, 2756 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 16, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xl. Steve and Sarah Fox, 2687 NW Oak Ridge Drive, PowerPoint slides received 
May 16, 2019  (on file with the Planning Department) 

xli. Catherine Olsen, 2650 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 16, 2019  (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

xlii. Ray and Nina Clevidence, 1493 NW Riesling Way, Letter received May 16, 2019  
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xliii. Bill Kabeiseman, Bateman Seidel, Letter received May 16, 2019  (on file with the 
Planning Department) 

xliv. Friends of Baker Creek, PowerPoint slides received April 18, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xlv. Sandi Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, PowerPoint slides received May 16, 
2019  (on file with the Planning Department) 

xlvi. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 16, 2019  (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xlvii. Michael and Sherill Roberts, 2812 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 16, 
2019  (on file with the Planning Department) 

xlviii. Unattributed, Letter received May 16, 2019  (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

xlix. Justin Maynard, PBS (submitted by Catherine Olsen), 415 W 6th Street, 
Vancouver, WA, Letter received May 16, 2019  (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

l. Melba Smith, 2780 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Photograph received May 16, 2019  (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

li. Unattributed, Letter received May 18, 2019  (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

lii. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received June 18, 2019  (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

liii. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received June 18, 2019  (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

liv. Justin Maynard, PBS (submitted by Catherine Olsen), 415 W 6th Street, 
Vancouver, WA, Letter received June 18, 2019  (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

lv. Rick and Linda Thomas, 2631 NW Merlot Drive, Email received July 14, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

lvi. Sandi Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received July 15, 2019  (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

lvii. Carmen Mendenhall, 2410 NW Zinfandel Loop, Email received July 15, 2019 (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

lviii. Friends of Baker Creek, Testimony binder received July 15, 2019 (on file with the 
Planning Department) 

b. Applicant Rebuttal Testimony 
i. Premier Development, 1312 NE Highway 99W, Frequently Asked Questions 

received May 3, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
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ii. Lacy Brown, DKS Associates (representing Premier Development), 117 
Commercial Street NE, Suite 310, Salem, Supplemental Traffic Evaluation Memo 
received May 9, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

iii. Wendie Kellington, Kellington Law Group (representing Premier Development), 
PO Box 159, Lake Oswego, OR, Letter received May 15, 2019 (on file with the 
Planning Department) 

iv. Ron Pomeroy, Navigation Land Use Consulting (representing Premier 
Development), PO Box 1514, McMinnville, Memorandum received May 15, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

v. Wendie Kellington, Kellington Law Group (representing Premier Development), 
PO Box 159, Lake Oswego, OR, Thalweg Comparison Chart received May 16, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

vi. Wendie Kellington, Kellington Law Group (representing Premier Development), 
PO Box 159, Lake Oswego, OR, Precipitation Chart received May 16, 2019 (on 
file with the Planning Department)  

vii. Lacy Brown, DKS Associates (representing Premier Development), 117 
Commercial Street NE, Suite 310, Salem, Supplemental Traffic Evaluation 
received July 15, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

viii. Josh Wells, Westech Engineering, Inc. (representing Premier Development), 
3841 Fairview Industrial Drive SE, Suite 100, Salem, OR, Letter received July 15, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

ix. Wendie Kellington, Kellington Law Group (representing Premier Development), 
PO Box 159, Lake Oswego, OR, Letter received July 15, 2019 (on file with the 
Planning Department) 

c. Staff Memorandums 
i. Planning Department Staff, Memorandum in response to News-Register articles, 

April 17, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
ii. Planning Department Staff, Memorandum in response to written testimony, April 

17, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
iii. Planning Department Staff, Memorandum in response to written testimony, May 

15, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
6. PDA 3-18, PDA 4-18, S 3-18 Staff Memorandum, April 17, 2019 and Staff Report, April 18, 2019 

(on file with the Planning Department) 
7. PDA 3-18, PDA 4-18, S 3-18 Staff Report, May 16, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

 
 
IV.  COMMENTS: 
 
Agency Comments 
This matter was referred to the following public agencies for comment:  McMinnville Fire Department, 
Police Department, Parks and Recreation Department, Engineering and Building Departments, City 
Manager, and City Attorney, McMinnville School District No. 40, McMinnville Water and Light, Yamhill 
County Public Works, Yamhill County Planning Department, Recology Western Oregon, Frontier 
Communications, Comcast, Northwest Natural Gas, Oregon Department of State Lands.  The following 
comments were received: 
 

 McMinnville Engineering Department 
 
Staff Comment: Comments provided by the Engineering Department are not relevant to this 
Planned Development Amendment application, and can be found in the Decision Document for 
Tentative Subdivision 3-18, to which they are applicable. 
 

 McMinnville Fire Department 
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We have no comments on these amendments. 
 

 McMinnville Parks and Recreation Department 
 
The comments below are in response to the request for comments for the Planned Development 
Amendment application to amend the existing Oak Ridge Planned Development. 
 
The McMinnville Comprehensive Plan includes the following provisions: 
 
159.00 The City of McMinnville’s Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan shall serve 
to identify future needs of the community, available resources, funding alternatives, and priority 
projects. (Ord. 4796, October 14, 2003) 
 
163.00 The City of McMinnville shall continue to require land, or money in lieu of land, from new 
residential developments for the acquisition and/or development of parklands, natural areas, 
and open spaces. 
 
163.05 The City of McMinnville shall locate future community and neighborhood parks above 
the boundary of the 100-year floodplain. Linear parks, greenways, open space, trails, and 
special use parks are appropriate recreational uses of floodplain land to connect community and 
other park types to each other, to neighborhoods, and services, provided that the design and 
location of such uses can occur with minimum impacts on such environmentally sensitive lands. 
(Ord. 4840, January 11, 2006) 
 
Comment: Per the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Policy #163.05 the City should locate 
greenways and trails in the floodplain to connect community and other park types to each other. 
The proposed dedication of a trail that connects Tice Park to a potential future park and/or the 
BPA trail appears to satisfy this criterion. 
 
164.00 The City of McMinnville shall continue to acquire floodplain lands through the provisions 
of Chapter 17.53 (Land Division Standards) of the zoning ordinance and other available means, 
for future use as natural areas, open spaces, and/or parks. 
 
Comment: Per the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Policy #164.00, the City shall continue to 
acquire floodplain lands through the provisions of Chapter 17.53 (Land Division Standards) of 
the zoning ordinance and other available means, for future use as natural areas, open spaces, 
and/or parks. The proposed floodplain land to be dedicated to the city for a natural trail and 
greenway system along Baker Creek appears to satisfy this criterion. 
 
166.00 The City of McMinnville shall recognize open space and natural areas, in addition to 
developed park sites, as necessary elements of the urban area. 
 
167.00 The City of McMinnville shall encourage the retention of open space and scenic areas 
throughout the community, especially at the entrances to the City. 
 
168.00 Distinctive natural features and areas shall be retained, wherever possible, in future 
urban developments. 
 
Comment: Per the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Policy #166.00 and #168.00, the city 
should recognize and retain distinctive natural features and areas in future urban developments. 
Baker Creek and its associated riparian environment is a natural feature in the proposed Oak 
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Ridge Meadows Subdivision and the proposed dedication of this land to the city for a trail 
appears to satisfy this criterion. 
 
170.05 For purposes of projecting future park and open space needs, the standards as 
contained in the adopted McMinnville Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan shall be 
used. (Ord. 4796, October 14, 2003) 
 
Comment: Per the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Policy #170.05, the City should use the 
standards in the McMinnville Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan, which are as 
follows: 
 
The McMinnville 1999 Parks Master Plan contains the following relevant recommendations: 

 Develop special use parks to protect and highlight unique natural areas and to respond 
to the particular recreation needs of McMinnville residents; 

 Protect natural areas and stream corridors by acquiring greenways along creeks and the 
Yamhill river; 

 Provide public access to natural areas and trail-related recreation by developing trails 
through greenways and in natural areas. (p. 38) 

 
Comment: Table 10 of the Parks Master Plan outlines underserved areas in our City related to 
parks, this property can be found in planning area 3 and specifically recommends acquiring a 
greenway “along Baker Creek connecting Tice/BPA Easement” as a first tier priority for the 
action plan. The Master Plan Map shows a multi-purposed trail along Baker Creek in this general 
area which is reflected in the development proposal, therefore this element of the Parks Master 
Plan appears to be met by the application as proposed. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please let me know if you have any further questions 
or need anything additional from the Parks and Recreation Department. 

 
 McMinnville Public Works Department 

 
Parks: 
1. It is my understanding that this application seeks to add a private .85 acre “nature park”, and 

a 5.6 acre public greenway space.  The narrative and included maps indicate that the public 
open space would essentially follow Baker Creek around the perimeter of the 
subdivision.  The narrative notes that the concept includes pedestrian trails with chipped 
material proposed for surfacing.  It appears the proposed public park lies in the floodplain 
area. 
a. While we recognize the value of such open space, and the opportunity for future 

connections along Baker Creek, our position remains that the Public Works Division is 
not in a position to take on additional public parkland and the associated maintenance 
costs and responsibilities at this time.  The recent “add-back” funding proposal for parks 
maintenance was intended to allow the Division to begin to restore service levels to pre-
2013 levels, begin to address maintenance backlogs and to include maintenance costs 
for the planned NW Neighborhood park.   The addition of new lands at this point, 
especially in light of the fact we are adding the NW park, will result in negative service 
level impacts at existing facilities.   Based on those concerns, our recommendation 
would be that the proposed greenway remain privately owned until such time that 
resources are available to maintain and operate it as public open space. 

b. The site as proposed would present significant challenges to get equipment and or 
vehicles in to perform maintenance. 
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c. The proposal notes that chipped trails would be provided for both the private and public 
parks.  Such a surface would not be accessible, and I don’t believe it would meet either 
PROWAG or ADAAG requirements.  

d. The proposal shows only two access points to the proposed greenway.  Whether the 
greenway is public or private, we might suggest considering additional entry points to 
improve access.  

 
 McMinnville Water and Light 

 
MW&L has no issues with these submittals. 
 
Please note that the submitted preliminary water plan is not approved and will need to follow 
MW&L approval process. Please contact MW&L for a Design Application and fees for this 
project. 
 

 Oregon Department of State Lands 
 

The Department had a permit for the earlier construction along Pinot Noir, which required 
mitigation. The mitigation failed. The permittee submitted a wetland delineation in 1999. 
Because of the number of years and changes to the landscape since the delineation, the 
Department would require a new delineation to review before an application is submitted. 
 
During the removal-fill application review, the Department looks for an applicant to have avoided 
or minimized the impacts to wetlands and waters, which may result in changes to the layout. 

 
Public Comments 
Notice of this request was mailed to property owners located within 300 feet of the subject site.  Notice 
of the public hearing was also provided in the News Register on Tuesday, April 9, 2019.  As of the date 
Planning Commission public hearing on May 16, 2019, fifty one (51) written public testimonies had been 
received by the Planning Department from twenty nine (29) entities. 
 

 Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive 
1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on increased risk 

of downstream flooding. 
2. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 

downstream flooding impact, loss of unique natural habitats that could be preserved as 
recreation/park space. 

3. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on impact of 
proposed public improvements on the wetlands. 

4. Letter - May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on impact of 
proposed development of traffic on Baker Creek Road. 

5. Letter - May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on Comprehensive 
Plan policies that do not support development on the 11.47 acre parcel and instead 
support it being left in a natural state for drainage and recreation. 

6. Letter - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, and calling on neighbors to submit testimony. 

7. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on a comparison 
of Comprehensive Plan polices as they relate to individual parcels of the overall 
proposed development.  

8. Letter – June 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based the timing of 
the development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek Road. 
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9. Letter – June 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based potential for 
increased downstream flooding. 

 
 Sandi Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application stating that removal of 
the 11.47 acre parcel from the Oak Ridge Planned would circumvent Oak Ridge CC&Rs, 
and that the proposed development is held to lesser standards than the current PDs. 

2. PowerPoint slides - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on 
extension of Pinehurst Drive to eastern property line, and potential impacts on 
downstream flooding. 

3. Letter – July 15, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application, citing the example of 
Johnson Creek in the Portland area. 
 

 
 Friends of Baker Creek, 501c3 Non-Profit, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on lack of two 
access points to proposed development. 

2. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on development 
in the wetland, emergency access to the development, retention of an isolated 
preservable tree, impact of park maintenance on HOA fees, development of the private 
active neighborhood park, Federal and State agency permitting, and FEMA floodplain 
mapping. 

3. PowerPoint slides - April 18, 2019 - used as imagery and talking points for several 
oppositional testimonies at the April 18, 2019 public hearing. 

4. Baker Creek Hydrologic Analysis (prepared by PBS Engineering for FoBC) – May 9, 
2009 – providing analysis indicated that FEMA floodplain maps are in need of revision, 
proposed development could occur in areas of flood risk but with FEMA designation, and 
that proposed development would not significantly increase downstream flow. 

5. Power Point slides - May 16, 2019 - used as imagery and talking points for several 
oppositional testimonies at the May 16, 2019 public hearing. 

6. Testimony Binder – July 15, 2019 – A collection of testimony expressing opposition to 
the applications due to Pinehurst Drive, lack of Shadden Drive access, outdated FEMA 
maps, increased downstream flooding, updated Baker Creek hydrology, environmental 
impacts, and the Johnson Creek case study. 
 

 
 Steve and Catherine Olsen, 2650 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on concerns of 
development in the wetland, increased traffic in the Oak Ridge developments, Great 
Neighborhood Principles, and Federal and State agency permitting, and FEMA 
floodplain mapping. 

2. Letter - May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application because of impact of the 
proposed development on traffic, public safety, and existing Oak Ridge CC&Rs, and the 
desire to preserve the 11.47 acre parcel as a nature preserve. 

3. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications and support for 
preserving 11.47 acre parcel as a nature preserve. 

 
 Rodney and Judy Pedersen, 2664 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on concerns of 
development in the wetland, steep slopes, construction access, potential loss of trees, 
and loss of lifestyle on Pinot Noir Drive. 
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2. Letter - May 6, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on traffic impact to 
the surrounding neighborhoods, and the impact of development on the lifestyle of the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

3. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road. 

 
  Tim and Margaret Roberts, 1069 NW Baker Crest Court 

1. Letter - April 15, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on concern for 
potential downstream flooding impact. 

 
 Friends of Yamhill County, 501c3 Non-Profit, PO Box 1083, McMinnville 

1. Letter - April 15, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on impact to 
wetlands. 

 
 Yamhill Soil & Water Conservation District, 2200 SW 2nd Street 

1. Email - April 16, 2019 - expressing concern over the proposed development based on 
potential impacts to wetlands, and removal of vegetation along Baker Creek. 

 
 Jan and Randy Hartzell, 1093 NW Baker Crest Court 

1. Email - April 17, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
downstream flooding impact and inaccurate FEMA maps. 

 
 Housing Land Advocates and Fair Housing Council of Oregon, 501c3 Non-Profit, 1221 SW 

Yamhill Street #305, Portland 
1. Letter - April 17, 2019 - expressing concern that Statewide Goal 10 findings had not been 

made, and the proposal not evaluated under the HNA and BLI. 
 

 Glen Westlund (no address provided) 
1. Email - April 18, 2019 - expressing concern over the proposed development based on 

potential impacts to wetlands and wildlife habitat. 
 

 Carmen Mendenhall, 2410 NW Zinfandel Loop 
1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on the impact of 

the proposed development on neighborhood livability. 
2. Email - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 

on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, development impact to the Baker Creek riparian corridor, and loss of 
wetlands.  

3. Email – July 15, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood, downstream flooding, and the inability to apply Great 
Neighborhood Principles. 
 

 
 Gail Norby, 2840 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
impact of traffic on neighborhood livability. 

 
 Scott Wellman, 2756 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
impact on wildlife habitat. 

2. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on loss of 
wetlands. 
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 Bill Kabeiseman, Bateman Seidel (representing Friends of Baker Creek), 888 SW 5th Avenue, 

Suite 1250, Portland 
1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on impact on the 

wetlands that would be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan, that Ordinance 4845 
limits Oak Ridge Meadows to 76 lots, and that there is no approved wetland delineation 
or mitigation plan. 

2. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, extension of Pinehurst Drive to eastern property line, potential impacts on 
downstream flooding, and loss of wetlands. 

 
 Valerie Kelly, McMinnville 

1. Email – April 22, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
downstream flooding impact and inaccurate FEMA maps. 

 
 Helen Bitar, 30500 SW Moriah Lane, Sheridan 

1. Email - May 6, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on loss of wetlands. 
 

 Michael and Sherill Roberts, 2812 NW Pinot Noir Drive  
1. Letter – May 7, 2019 - expressing concern for public safety and livability during 

construction of proposed development.  The testimony suggests requiring the 
improvement of Shadden Drive for construction access, and expediting the restriping 
project for Baker Creek Road. 

2. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing concern for public safety and livability during 
construction of proposed development.  The testimony suggests requiring the 
improvement of Shadden Drive for construction access, and expediting the restriping 
project for Baker Creek Road. 

 
 Rob Stephenson, 1081 NW Baker Crest Court 

1. Letter – May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
downstream flooding impact, and impact of the development on wetlands. 

 
 Les Toth, 2700 NW Pinehurst Drive 

1. Letter – May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on impact of 
proposed Pinehurst Drive on wetlands and adjacent property. 

 
 Stephanie Rudolph, 2849 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing concern about traffic impact on the existing 
neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek Road. 

 
 Melba Smith, 2780 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, and impact on existing streets. 

2. Photograph - May 16, 2019 - indicating extent development impact on existing wetlands. 
 

 Terry and Beth Uhrinak, 2731 NW Pinot Noir Drive 
1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 

on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road. 

 
 Anniedear Chappell, 1334 NW Zinfandel Court 
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1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood. 

2. Email - May 14, 2019 - expressing concern over existing traffic systems and pedestrian 
safety in Oak Ridge neighborhood that would be compounded by new traffic. 

 
 Erin Stanton & Sarah Hadfield, 2687 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Email - May 14, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, and calling on neighbors to submit testimony. 

 
 Steve and Sarah Fox, 2687 NW Oak Ridge Drive 

1. PowerPoint slides - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on 
traffic impact on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north 
of Baker Creek Road, and concern over previous land fill activity. 

 
 Ray and Nina Clevidence, 1493 NW Riesling Way,  

1. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, and loss of wetlands. 

 
 Justin Maynard (submitted by Catherine Olsen), PBS Engineering, 415 W 6th Street, Vancouver, 

WA 
1. Letter - May 16, 2019 - summarizing the analysis and findings of the Baker Creek 

Hydrologic Analysis.  The analysis indicated that FEMA floodplain maps are in need of 
revision, and proposed development could occur in areas of flood risk but with FEMA 
designation.  

2. Letter – June 18, 2019 – rebutting applicant’s rebuttal of the Baker Creek Hydrologic 
Analysis, and confirming the conclusions of the report. 
 

 Rick and Linda Thomas, 2631 NW Merlot Drive,  
1. Email – July 15, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 

on the existing neighborhood, outdated FEMA maps, and increased downstream 
flooding. 

 
 Unattributed (no name provided) 

1. Letter - May 16, 2019 – provided at the public hearing - listing several Comprehensive 
Plan policies related to natural features, transportation and traffic systems, and provision 
of open space and natural areas. 

2. Letter – May 18, 2019 – posted to several public buildings – expressing opposition to 
proposed development based on lack of affordable housing and loss of wetlands. 

 
 
V.  FINDINGS OF FACT - PROCEDURAL FINDINGS: 
 
1. The applicant held a neighborhood meeting in accordance with Section 17.72.095 of the Zoning 

Ordinance on July 26, 2018. 
 

2. The property owner, Premier Development, LLC, submitted the Planned Development 
Amendment application (PDA 4-18) on October 24, 2018. 
 

3. The application was deemed complete on January 24, 2019. 
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4. After planning staff requested clarification on a couple of items, the applicant submitted a revised 
application on March 28, 2019. 
 

5. The applicant provided written notice requesting a 60 day extension of the 120 day land use 
decision time limit on March 1, 2019 to July 23, 2019.   

 
6. Notice of the application was referred to the following public agencies for comment in 

accordance with Section 17.72.120 of the Zoning Ordinance:  McMinnville Fire Department, 
Police Department, Parks and Recreation Department, Engineering and Building Departments, 
City Manager, and City Attorney, McMinnville School District No. 40, McMinnville Water and 
Light, Yamhill County Public Works, Yamhill County Planning Department, Recology Western 
Oregon, Frontier Communications, Comcast, Northwest Natural Gas, Oregon Department of 
State Lands.   
 
Comments received from agencies are addressed in the Decision Document.   

 
7. Notice of the application and the April 18, 2019 Planning Commission public hearing was mailed 

to property owners within 300 feet of the subject property in accordance with Section 17.72.120 
of the Zoning Ordinance on Friday, March 29, 2019. 
 

8. Notice of the application and the April 18, 2019 Planning Commission public hearing was 
published in the News Register on Tuesday, April 9, 2019, in accordance with Section 17.72.120 
of the Zoning Ordinance.   

 
9. On April 18, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the 

request.  The Planning Commission continued the public hearing to May 16, 2019. 
 

10. Notice of the May 16, 2019 Planning Commission continued public hearing was published in the 
News Register on Tuesday, May 7, 2019, in accordance with Section 17.72.120 of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 

11. On May 16, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the 
request. 
 

12. On June 5, 2019, the applicant provided written notice requesting a 21 day extension of the land 
use decision time limit on March 1, 2019.  The land use decision time limit now expires on August 
13, 2019. 
 

13. On June 25, 2019, City Council considered the Planning Commision’s recommendation, and 
requested a public hearing. 
 

14. Notice of the July 23, 2019 City Council public hearing was mailed to property owners within 
300 feet of the subject property in accordance with Section 17.72.120 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

 
 

VI. FINDINGS OF FACT - GENERAL FINDINGS: 
 
1. Location:   Generally north of Baker Creek Road and NW Pinot Noir Drive, south of Baker Creek 

(Tax Lot 1300, Section 17, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M. and Tax Lot 602, Section 7, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., 
W.M.) 
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2. Size:  Approximately 35.47 acres. 
 

3. Comprehensive Plan Map Designation:  Residential 
 

4. Zoning:   R-2 PD (Single Family Residential Planned Development) 
  

5. Overlay Zones/Special Districts:  None 
 

6. Current Use:  Undeveloped 
 

7. Inventoried Significant Resources: 
a. Historic Resources:  None 
b. Other:  Wetlands 

 
8. Other Features:  The site is level at the existing terminus of Pinot Noir Drive, then slopes steeply 

downhill to the west, north, and east, towards Baker Creek.  Mature native oak trees are found 
on the uphill portion of the site and sloped, and wetlands are found on the lower southeast 
portion of the site. 
  

9. Utilities: 
a. Water:  Water service is available to the subject site. 
b. Electric:  Power service is available to the subject site. 
c. Sewer:  Sanitary sewer service is available to the subject site.     
d. Stormwater:  A storm water facility serving the Oak Ridge development is in the northeast 

corner R441701300.  A storm drain easement provides storm sewer access for that facility. 
e. Other Services:   Other utility services are available to the subject site.  Northwest Natural 

Gas and Comcast is available to serve the site.   
 

10. Transportation:  No streets or public rights-of-way exist within the subject site.  NW Pinot Noir 
Drive is classified as a Local Residential Street in the Transportation System Plan (TSP) and 
terminates at the property line of the subject site.  At its termination, NW Pinot Noir Drive has a 
curb-to-curb dimension of 21 feet. 

 
 
VII.  CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS: 
 
The Conclusionary Findings are the findings regarding consistency with the applicable criteria for the 
application. The applicable criteria for a Planned Development Amendment are specified in Section 
17.74.070 of the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
In addition, the goals, policies, and proposals in Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan are to be applied 
to all land use decisions as criteria for approval, denial, or modification of the proposed request.  Goals 
and policies are mandated; all land use decisions must conform to the applicable goals and policies of 
Volume II.  “Proposals” specified in Volume II are not mandated, but are to be undertaken in relation to 
all applicable land use requests.   
 
Volume I Background Element is the main body or text of the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan.  
Included in this volume are all the inventories and research documentation on which the goals and 
policies were based.  The requirements of the statewide goals for inventory information and land use 
related projections (e.g. population and housing) are also contained in this volume. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Volume I: 
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The following citation from Volume I Background Element of the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan is 
applicable to the request: 
 
Chapter V. Housing and Residential Development–Land Use Controls–Planned Developments: 
 
The planned development (PD) is a method by which creative, large-scale development of land is 
encouraged for the collective benefit of the area’s future residents. [...] As written, the planned 
development provisions are intended to provide specific benefits to a development (e.g., developed 
parks, retention of unique natural areas, etc.).  [...] It is important that the City continue to scrutinize 
planned development designs to insure that amenities are being provided in excess of what is normally 
required.” 
 
4.   Future planned developments should be carefully scrutinized to insure that there are trade-offs 

favorable to the community when zoning ordinance requirements are varied.  Those trade-offs 
should not just include a mixture of housing types. 

 
ADDITIONAL DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Two specific areas of concern were examined by the Citizens’ Advisory Committee’s subcommittees in 
relation to residential development designs. 
 
Pedestrian paths (sidewalks) are required by ordinance to be constructed in all new residential 
developments.  Bike paths, however, have only been constructed in a few selected areas.  The City 
should encourage the development of bike paths and foot paths to activity areas, such as parks, 
schools, and recreation facilities, in all development designs. 
 
The incorporation of solar access review into the land division ordinance received favorable reaction.  
Such review could require that all subdivision designs seek to maximize access to the sun through 
orientation of both streets and lots.  This requirement has been used in other cities without causing 
major development problems.  By orienting streets and lots towards the optimal access to the sun, the 
City would not be requiring the installation of active solar energy systems, but would instead encourage 
and allow the use of both passive and active solar systems.  The large size of future areas proposed 
for residential development further enhances the applicability of this design requirement in McMinnville. 
 
Based on the information presented on residential development design considerations, the City finds 
that:  

1. A minimum level of public facilities and services including, but not limited to, sanitary sewer, storm 
drainage systems, water services, and improved streets should continue to be required for all 
residential developments.  The standards for these facilities and services should be periodically 
examined to insure the services are commensurate with, but do not exceed, the density of 
development projected.    

2. Open space is required in all residential developments in several ways. Traditional zoning setbacks 
reserve a large portion of each individual lot for potential open space. [..]  

3. Parkland requirements in the land division ordinance provide for either the dedication of parkland to 
the public or payment of money in lieu of land to develop the city park system.  The requirements 
of the ordinance need to be examined to see that all future residential developments, including 
mobile home parks and newly created parcels through partitioning, contribute equitably to the park 
program.  

4. The incorporation of solar access review into the land division ordinance should be undertaken.  
Such review would require the orientation of streets and lots towards the sun in a manner which 
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would best utilize access to solar energy. The requirement should not be designed to lessen the 
density of development available on any parcel of land.  

5. The City should encourage the provision of bike and foot paths within residential developments to 
connect to public and/or private parks, or recreation facilities and to connect to any paths which 
currently abut the land. 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  This proposal meets the intent of this portion of Volume I of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  This is evident, in part, by the prior City Council approvals of Ordinances 
4722 and 4822 which were based on observations and findings of fact that are reflected in their 
respective public records.  Since the Council’s approval of Ordinance 4722, all but 11.47 acres 
of that Planned Development area has residentially developed through three separate phases 
(Oak Ridge, Oak Ridge First Addition and Oak Ridge Second Addition residential subdivisions). 
Approving this proposal to remove the undeveloped 11.47 acres from this Planned Development 
boundary and add it to the boundary of the adjacent approved Planned Development area 
represented by Ordinance 4822 will not affect the three existing developed phases of the Oak 
Ridge subdivisions’ continued compliance with this portion of Volume I of the Comprehensive 
Plan or the existing applicable conditions of approval of Ordinance 4722.  Additionally, approval 
of this proposal will allow Premier Development the ability to continue moving forward toward 
developing a phased residential neighborhood offering a mix of residential lot sizes which will 
result in a range of housing options being made available at varying market price points which 
was the original intent embodied by the City’s prior approvals of both Ordinances 4722 and 4822 
and their associated phased subdivision approvals.   
 
Further, this proposal meets the intent of criterion 1 of this portion of Volume I of the 
Comprehensive Plan in that all requisite public facilities and services shall be sufficiently 
provided to adequately serve this site and the proposed development as articulated further in 
additional Findings provided below.  The standards for these facilities and services are 
periodically examined and amended by the City.    
 
As described by criteria 2 and 3 above, the open space provided by this proposed tentative 
subdivision plan is comprised of the “traditional zoning setbacks” which “reserve a large portion 
of each individual lot for potential open space.” as stated in this criterion.   Additionally, for the 
collective benefit of area residents, open space is proposed in three forms by this proposal in 
addition to that provided by zoning setbacks as described by the Comprehensive Plan Volume 
I Section cited above: 1) a protected wetland area along the eastern edge of the site; 2) an 
approximately 0.85 acre active private neighborhood park internal to the development site; and, 
3) an approximately 5.6-acre open space greenway located around the majority of the site’s 
perimeter which is proposed to be publicly dedicated along with two of the three connecting 
pedestrian access paths; the pathway located along the south edge of Lot 56 is intended to be 
temporary as described further below in these Findings.  Premier Development proposes that 
the forthcoming Homeowner’s Association for this development will be responsible for full 
maintenance responsibilities of the entirety of the publicly dedicated greenway path and its 
access paths until the year 2032 at which time all such maintenance responsibilities shall 
become the full responsibility of the City in perpetuity; the pedestrian pathway to be created by 
easement along the southern portion of Lot 56 is to be temporary, the maintenance of which will 
not be transferred to the City, and will be eliminated at such time as described in more detail in 
Findings provided above.  The protected wetland mentioned above is located along the eastern 
edge of the site and, except for mitigation areas which shall be addressed further below in these 
findings, will remain in their natural state.  
 
Relative to Ordinance 4822, wetlands affected by the pending construction of the affecting 
portion of NW Pinehurst Drive were sufficiently mitigated as required by the Declaration of 
Covenants and Restrictions for the Oak Ridge Wetland Mitigation Site (Exhibit 8).  Since that 
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time, a new wetland analysis has been commissioned with the results of an updated wetland 
delineation depicted on the Overall Subdivision Layout (Exhibit 6) as well as on numerous other 
Exhibits included with this submittal.  Additional wetland discussion is provided in the findings 
below and is also herein incorporated at this point.  
 
Regarding parks and greenways, based on Table 1 of McMinnville’s adopted McMinnville Parks, 
Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan, Mini Parks/ Playlots range from 2,500 square feet to 
one acre in size and are provided at a ratio of one such park per 1,000 anticipated residents 
based on Table 2 of that same Plan.  Premier development proposes the construction of 108 
single-family residential homes on this site which results in far fewer than the 1,000 resident 
threshold established in Table 2 of that Plan.  At approximately 0.85 acres in size, the active 
private neighborhood park is size-appropriate for this anticipated population while, for example, 
neighborhoods located adjacent to and near this site to the south and east have provided no 
such park of any size to serve their neighborhood populations.  Premier Development supports 
the installation of picnic tables, a trash can and active permanent child-appropriate play 
equipment for the enjoyment of residents on a portion of the upland area of the active private 
neighborhood park.  Additionally, the proposed Oak Ridge Meadows development is located 
within one-half mile from the specialty park to be proposed as part of the adjacent Stafford Land 
Planned Development to the west.  The McMinnville Planning Department has already clearly 
communicated to Premier Development that this forthcoming specialty park will provide the 
necessary level of service benchmark of every residence within this Oak Ridge Meadows 
proposal being within one-half mile of a neighborhood park as identified in the McMinnville 
Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan.       
 
Both of the park/open spaces proposed by Premier Development will be developed with 
pedestrian trails.  The pedestrian pathway planned to extend through the private active 
neighborhood park connecting NW Pinot Noir Drive and NW Pinehurst Drive will further enhance 
pedestrian mobility throughout this development beyond the standard, and required, network of 
public sidewalks found in most other residential developments.  This proposal, through the 
proposed arrangement of park spaces, will afford pedestrians the ability to enjoy continuous 
access from the active private neighborhood park entrance on NW Pinot Noir Drive through to 
NW Pinehurst Drive and, then by walking northward along the public sidewalk for approximately 
300 feet, be able to move along the access walkway leading from NW Pinehurst Drive and enjoy 
the walking trail winding its way through the entire greenway that will wrap the neighborhood all 
the way to its southwestern-most corner.  Two additional public access points to the greenway 
path to be located along the south side of Lot 56 and between Lots 75 and 76 will afford the 
public multiple access points to this greenway and allow this greenway to be experienced 
through pathway segments of different lengths.  Additionally, the southwestern edge of this 
public pedestrian greenway path along the edge of the Oak Ridge Meadows development will 
have the opportunity of being extended as a pedestrian access feature as part of the future 
development of adjacent land to the south and west which is currently owned by Stafford Land 
Company.   Additional commensurate park fees-in-lieu-of dedication shall also be assessed to 
the developer by the City if still deemed necessary following the public greenway park 
dedication.  
 
Regarding criterion 4 above, while the City does not currently have a specific, adopted solar 
access code, Section 17.53.101(A)(3) (Streets – General) of the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance 
speaks to maximizing the “potential for unobstructed solar access to all lots or parcels.”  Also 
that “streets providing direct access to abutting lots shall be laid out to run in a generally east-
west direction to the maximum extent feasible, within the limitations of existing topography, the 
configuration of the site, predesigned future street locations, existing street patterns of adjacent 
development, and the preservation of significant natural features.”  Additionally, that “the east-
west orientation of streets shall be integrated into the design.”  The proposed phased tentative 
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subdivision plan complies with this Comprehensive Plan Volume I criterion and Section 
17.53.101(A)(3) of the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance in that this plan proposes to align the site’s 
new internal local public streets in an east-west orientation to the maximum extent feasible given 
the limitations of existing topography, the configuration of the site, predesigned future street 
locations, existing street patterns of adjacent development, and the preservation of significant 
natural features noted in this criterion (Exhibit 11 – Subdivision Layout With Contours). 
Opportunities for an alternative street layout would lead to less efficient use of the site and likely 
result in compromised street connectivity opportunities and lessening of solar access to future 
homesites.  The proposed street layout promotes compliant street intersection alignments and 
increased local street connectivity.  To the extent physically possible, given the site size, shape 
and street connection design standards, the proposed lots are provided the potential for 
unobstructed solar access to the maximum extent feasible.  Therefore, these criteria have been 
satisfied.    
 
Relative to criterion 5 and in addition to the construction of public sidewalks within this phased 
Planned Development subdivision proposal as required by City standards, pedestrian mobility 
is further enhanced by the provision of both private and public pathways to be provided through 
the two separate park spaces to be provided as part of this residential development to enhance 
pedestrian mobility within this neighborhood and provide pedestrian accesses at multiple points 
to the first piece of the McMinnville Baker Creek Greenway System to be dedicated to the public 
by a land owner.  This criterion has also been met. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  Relative to Planned Developments Criterion 4, the requested planned 
development amendment would provide trade-offs favorable to the community in return for 
variance from zoning ordinance requirements.  The previously approved Planned Development 
Ordinance No. 4822 had provisions for the protection and retention of significant trees found on 
the site.  In addition to strengthening the tree protections in the planned development 
amendment, the applicant is offering to provide approximately 6.45 acres of public and private 
open space to benefit the community and City as a whole, as well as other community amenities 
such as preservation of on-site wetlands, and proposed public wetland viewing areas.  Park 
maintenance for the public open space would be the initial responsibility of the Homeowner’s 
Association, addressing City park maintenance shortfall concerns and allowing the first phase 
of a larger Baker Creek greenway envisioned in the Parks and Open Space Master Plan to come 
online and benefit the community. The applicant is also proposing that an Architectural Pattern 
Book be approved to guide the design and development of homes in Oak Ridge Meadows.  This 
would help provide variety in a cohesive manner to the housing types that would be proposed.  
In exchange, the applicant is requesting several departures from the underlying zoning, 
including modifications to the average lot size, setbacks, lot layout, and block length.  It should 
be noted that each of these requests does not only benefit the applicant.  Findings have been 
provided that show how the zoning departures are in response to physical conditions of the site, 
and the departures would allow development of the site to better accommodate the unique 
physical conditions and natural features found on the site.  In sum, these trade-offs would 
provide additional benefit favorable to the community. 
 
The City concurs with the applicant’s findings relative to Additional Design Considerations 
Criteria 1 through 5, but notes that while wetland mitigation was completed based on prior 
development plans, the Department of State Lands provided comments indicating the previously 
completed wetland mitigation has failed.  The City of McMinnville would require evidence of 
compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal standards and regulations for wetland 
mitigation. 
 

Comprehensive Plan Volume II: 



--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Ordinance No. 5069 (PDA 4-18)   Page 36 of 83 

The following Goals, Policies, and Proposals from Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan provide criteria 
applicable to this request: 
 
The implementation of most goals, policies, and proposals as they apply to this application are 
accomplished through the provisions, procedures, and standards in the city codes and master plans, 
which are sufficient to adequately address applicable goals, polices, and proposals as they apply to this 
application.   
 
The following additional findings are made relating to specific Goals and Policies:   
 
GOAL II 1: TO PRESERVE THE QUALITY OF THE AIR, WATER, AND LAND RESOURCES 

WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA. 
 
Policy 2.00 The City of McMinnville shall continue to enforce appropriate development controls on 

lands with identified building constraints, including, but not limited to, excessive slope, 
limiting soil characteristic, and natural hazards. 

 
Policy 5.00 The quality of the air resources in McMinnville shall be measured by the standards 

established by the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission and the Federal 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

 
Policy 9.00 The City of McMinnville shall continue to designate appropriate lands within its corporate 

limits as “floodplain” to prevent flood induced property damages and to retain and protect 
natural drainage ways from encroachment by inappropriate uses. 

 
Policy 12.00 The City of McMinnville shall insure that the noise compatibility between different land 

uses is considered in future land use decisions and that noise control measures are 
required and instituted where necessary. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal II 1 and Policies 2.00, 5.00, 9.00 and 12.00 are satisfied by 
this proposal in that no development is proposed on lands with identified building constraints 
such as excessive slope, limiting soil characteristic(s) and/or natural hazards; wetlands and 
wetland mitigation shall be discussed further in findings provided below.  Any and all 
infrastructure and right-of-way improvements shall be designed, proposed, reviewed and 
permitted as per standards and requirements administered and supported by the City of 
McMinnville.  While there are no residential development requirements or standards addressing 
the quality of air resources in McMinnville, the City is cognizant of standards established by the 
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission and the Federal EPA as they relate to impactful 
commercial or industrial uses within the city. 
 
Additionally, there are no lands being proposed for development that are identified as Floodplain 
on the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Map or as being located within zone AE of the 
associated Federal Emergency Management Association (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
(FIRM); any storm drainage outfall as described further in the application shall only occur as 
reviewed and permitted by the City of McMinnville Engineering Department inclusive of any 
additional review or permitting as directed by the City.  Noise compatibility between adjacent 
single-family residential developments is established in that there are no adopted policies that 
address adjacent same-type development as being potentially noise incompatible.  The intent 
of this proposal is to allow the creation of single-family residential development to be located 
adjacent to existing single-family residential development and is therefore not an incompatible 
proposed use. 
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FINDING: SATISFIED.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings, and adds that the City of 
McMinnville would require evidence of compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal 
standards and regulations relating to development controls on lands with identified building 
constraints, including but not limited to, excessive slope, limiting soil characteristics, natural 
hazards, and wetlands. 

 
GOAL V 1: TO PROMOTE DEVELOPMENT OF AFFORDABLE, QUALITY HOUSING FOR ALL 

CITY RESIDENTS. 
 
Policy 58.00 City land development ordinances shall provide opportunities for development of a 

variety of housing types and densities. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal V 1 and Policy 58.00 are met by this proposal in that a range 
of residential lot sizes are proposed that will provide opportunity for development of a variety of 
housing sizes and densities.  The existing Planned Development (Ordinance 4822) requires a 
minimum average minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet which Premier Development is not 
proposing to amend.  While this currently required average minimum lot size is 500 square feet 
larger than that required of the adjacent multi-phased Oak Ridge Planned Development 
(Ordinance 4722), and by the base standards of the R-2 zone, Premier Development is 
supportive of the City Council’s prior decision for the Oak Ridge Meadows site and has 
incorporated that minimum average lot size requirement into this current proposal; and also 
within each individual phase of this proposed two phase subdivision (a spreadsheet has been 
prepared showing the proposed sizes of each lot in each subdivision phase (Exhibit 10).  The 
existing Planned Development condition establishing an average minimum lot size allows for 
the provision of a range of lot sizes within the development area which adds to the variety of 
housing opportunities to be made available within the community. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings.  The proposed planned 
development amendment would allow an average minimum lot size of approximately 7,770 
square feet.  Lot size averaging allows variety in the size of lots, and therefore variety in the 
housing products and localized densities within the overall planned area.  The overall density of 
the planned development would meet the requirements of the underlying R-2 zone. 

 
GOAL V 2:  TO PROMOTE A RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PATTERN THAT IS LAND 

INTENSIVE AND ENERGY-EFFICIENT, THAT PROVIDES FOR AN URBAN LEVEL OF 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SERVICES, AND THAT ALLOWS UNIQUE AND INNOVATIVE 
DEVELOPMENT TECHNIQUES TO BE EMPLOYED IN RESIDENTIAL DESIGNS. 

 
Policy 68.00  The City of McMinnville shall encourage a compact form of urban development by 

directing residential growth close to the city center and to those areas where urban 
services are already available before committing alternate areas to residential use. 

 
Policy 71.00 The City of McMinnville shall designate specific lands inside the urban growth boundary 

as residential to meet future projected housing needs.  Lands so designated may be 
developed for a variety of housing types.  All residential zoning classifications shall be 
allowed in areas designated as residential on the Comprehensive Plan Map. 

 
Westside Density Policy 
 
Policy 71.01 The City shall plan for development of the property located on the west side of the city 

that is outside of planned or existing transit corridors (1/4 mile either side of the route) to 
be limited to a density of six units per acre. It is recognized that it is an objective of the 
City to disperse multiple family units throughout the community. In order to provide higher 
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density housing on the west side, sewer density allowances or trade-offs shall be allowed 
and encouraged. (Ord. 4961, January 8, 2013; Ord.4796, October 14, 2003)  

 

Policy 71.06 Low Density Residential Development (R-1 and R-2) Low-density residential 
development should be limited to the following:  

 
1. Areas which are committed to low density development and shown on the buildable 

lands inventory as “developed” land;  
 
2. Areas where street facilities are limited to collector and local streets;  
 
3. Areas with mapped development limitations such as steep slopes, floodplains, stream 

corridors, natural drainageways, and wetlands; and  
 

4. Areas with limited capacity for development identified in approved facility master 
plans, including sanitary sewer, water, drainage, and transportation facilities. (Ord. 
4796, October 14, 2003)  

 
Policy 71.08 Slightly higher densities (R-2) should be permitted on lands that exhibit the above-listed 

characteristics (Policy 71.06), and following factors or areas:  
 

1. The capacity of facilities and services;  
 
2. Within one mile of existing or planned transit;  
 
3. Lower sloped areas within the West Hills;  
 
4. Riverside South area (lands more than 500 feet from planned and existing heavy 

industrial lands);  
 
5. Proximity to jobs, commercial areas, and public facilities and services, should be 

zoned for smaller lots; and  
 
6. Proximity to and having potential impact upon identified floodplains and other 

environmentally sensitive areas (the higher the potential impact, the lower the allowed 
density). (Ord. 4796, October 14, 2003)  

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal V 2 and Policies 68.00, 71.00, 71.01, 71.05, 71.06 (1-4), and 
71.08 (1-6)  are met by this proposal in that the two requested Planned Development 
Amendment requests are processed as zone changes in McMinnville and are binding on the 
sites.  The subject site is identified as Residential on the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Map 
and carries zoning designations R-2 PD set by the previous approvals of Ordinances 4722 and 
4822.  Approval of these proposed Planned Development Amendment requests and phased 
subdivision plan will result in this site retaining an R-2 PD zoning designation and a new, binding, 
development plan memorialized by adoption of a new ordinance.  The resulting R-2 PD 
designation of this site is a zoning designation allowed and supported by the Residential 
designation of the site on the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Map.  
   
This proposal provides a range of residential single-family lot sizes thereby promoting an 
energy-efficient and land intensive development pattern.  This proposal encourages both social 
and environmental benefits by planning for residential lots of various sizes in a cohesive 
arrangement of opportunities throughout the development.  While the more moderate and 
smaller lots tend to be more centrally located within the development, this arrangement is far 
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from exclusive and results in a complementary blending of similarly sized lots with the lots 
nearby in the adjacent Oak Ridge development (please refer to the more detailed description of 
this lot arrangement found in Section IV above as additional support in satisfying these policies).  
The resultant lot sizes and dimensions that are proposed to be located around the perimeter of 
the site allow for reasonable sized building envelopes to be located on the upper portions of 
each lot and thereby preserve the natural slope and tree cover that will make up the extended 
backyard areas of some of these lots.  Retention of the existing natural downslope surface 
drainage capacity is preserved by the proposed public dedication of the approximately 5.6 acres 
of open greenspace located at the toe of the slope that exists around the perimeter of much of 
this planned development site.  The site contains a wetland on its eastern side which eliminates 
that land from being developed.  Premier Development also proposes the creation of an 
approximately 0.85-acre active private neighborhood park, to be maintained by a Homeowner’s 
Association to be created by Premier Development, which will preserve a number of the mature 
Oak trees that exist on that site.  Both of these open space areas are new to this development 
proposal and were not part of that which was previously supported and approved by the 
McMinnville City Council. These open spaces are unique and innovative to McMinnville prior 
residential planning approvals and will be a unique natural environmental resource and a 
recreational benefit to the residents of this development and other neighborhoods.    

While not close to McMinnville’s urban center, the subject site is located in an area already 
committed to low density residential development and served by access to an adjacent local 
street network.  City services can be extended from adjacent development sufficient to 
adequately accommodate and serve this proposal.  Planned public transit is shown well within 
the one-mile requirement of the site and is identified as Conceptual Bus Route 2 on Figure 5-6 
of the adopted McMinnville Transit Feasibility Study shown below.  

 

In addition, land comprising the entirety of the subject site is currently zoned R-2 PD. This 
proposal does not exceed a residential density of 6 dwelling units per acre and so does not 
exceed maximum allowable density of the underlying R-2 zone of this site.  This proposed 
subdivision, and each of the two individual phases of the proposed subdivision, also complies 
with Condition of Approval 2 of Ordinance 4822 (Exhibit 2) which states “That the average lot 
size within the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision shall be 7,500 square feet.”  -  While this 
Condition uses common McMinnville Planning Department, Planning Commission and City 
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Council parlance of the time stating that the average lot size shall be 7,500 square feet, it is 
established as understood to mean an average minimum lot size of the stated figure.  This intent 
and understanding is evident by the legal platting and subsequent build-out of numerous 
residential Planned Development approvals over the decades relying on such conditions to 
mean an average minimum lot size.  If, however, the McMinnville Planning Department, 
Planning Commission and/or City Council determines that it is uncomfortable with this practice 
of the adopted language meaning an average minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet, then 
Premier Development requests that Condition of Approval 2 of Ordinance 4822 be modified to 
refer to an average minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet in place of the current language 
referring to an average lot size of 7,500 square feet. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  The subject site of the Planned Development Amendment request is 
designated Residential on the Comprehensive Plan map and is in an area where urban services 
are already available.  The proposed Planned Development Amendment would allow 
development of the land to provide a variety of housing types through the lot size averaging 
provision of the planned development.  The proposed planned development density of 108 
dwelling units on 35.47 acres is below the six unit per acre limit established by the Westside 
Density Policy.  Because the site has mapped development limitations such as steep slopes, 
floodplains, and wetlands, and street facilities limited to local streets, the low-density residential 
development supported by the Planned Development Amendment is appropriate.  The proposed 
Planned Development Amendment would help achieve buildable land planned and zoned for 
residential housing, helping to meet McMinnville’s housing needs.    

 
Planned Development Policies 
 
Policy 72.00 Planned developments shall be encouraged as a favored form of residential 

development as long as social, economic, and environmental savings will accrue to the 
residents of the development and the city.  

 
Policy 73.00 Planned residential developments which offer a variety and mix of housing types and 

prices shall be encouraged.  
 
Policy 74.00 Distinctive natural, topographic, and aesthetic features within planned developments 

shall be retained in all development designs.  
 
Policy 75.00 Common open space in residential planned developments shall be designed to directly 

benefit the future residents of the developments. When the open space is not dedicated 
to or accepted by the City, a mechanism such as a homeowners association, 
assessment district, or escrow fund will be required to maintain the common area.  

 
Policy 76.00 Parks, recreation facilities, and community centers within planned developments shall 

be located in areas readily accessible to all occupants.  
 
Policy 77.00 The internal traffic system in planned developments shall be designed to promote safe 

and efficient traffic flow and give full consideration to providing pedestrian and bicycle 
pathways.  

 
Policy 78.00 Traffic systems within planned developments shall be designed to be compatible with 

the circulation patterns of adjoining properties. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: The seven Planned Development policies listed immediately 
above have already been met by this proposal in that these policies having already been 
determined to be met by evidence of the City Council’s previous adoption of Ordinance 4722 
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and Ordinance 4822 for what is now the subject site.  This current proposal also seeks to amend 
Ordinance 4722 by making its boundary smaller by removing its undeveloped portion of land for 
placement within the boundary of the adjacent Planned Development area currently represented 
by Ordinance 4822, but not compromise Ordinance 4722’s compliance with these policies.  This 
proposal also seeks to amend Ordinance 4822 to include this referenced land area, and in other 
specific ways stated within this proposal, that will continue compliance with these policies.  The 
additional findings provided below further support and demonstrate compliance with McMinnville 
Planned Development policies listed above in addition to the findings relied on by the City in the 
adoption of Ordinances 4722 and 4822. 
   
In discussion with the McMinnville Planning Department, it has been made clear that the intent 
of Policies 72.00 and 74.00 is essentially to address the potential impact of the proposal on 
future residents of the development and the city relative to Oregon Planning Goal 5 (Open 
Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas and Natural Resources).  In addressing these policies it is 
helpful to observe that the larger lots in this phased development plan are generally proposed 
to be located around much of the perimeter of the site to allow for reasonably sized building 
envelopes to be located on the upper portions of those lots and thereby preserve and retain the 
natural slope and existing tree cover that will make up the extended backyard areas of many of 
these lots.  This intentional design to achieve slope preservation complements the proposed 
adjacent public dedication of the approximately 5.6 acres of open greenspace located beyond 
the toe of the slope that exists around the perimeter of much of this planned development. 
Additionally, the creation of the approximately 0.85-acre active private neighborhood park to be 
created by Premier Development and maintained by a Homeowners Association will preserve 
an additional number of the mature Oak trees that exist on the site.  Of great environmental, 
neighborhood and community importance is the afore mentioned approximately 5.6 acres of 
public open space located along the southern edge of Baker Creek to be dedicated to the City 
by Premier Development, LLC.  This large greenway open-space will be improved with a bark 
chip pedestrian walking trail, as recommended by the McMinnville Parks and Recreation 
Department, and will be accessed by three additional public pedestrian trail heads beginning at 
the edge of their adjacent public rights-of-way.  Both of these different types of open space areas 
(the active private neighborhood park and the public greenway) are new to this development 
proposal and were not part of either of the two Planned Development/Subdivision proposals that 
were previously reviewed by and approved by the McMinnville City Council for this site.  These 
open spaces will provide a unique natural environmental resource and a recreational benefit to 
the residents of this development.  Creation of a Homeowner’s Association to administer 
neighborhood covenants, codes and restrictions (CC&Rs) are recommended to be a condition 
of approval of this proposal.    

In addition to the findings of the ordinances referenced above, Policy 73.00 is also satisfied by 
this proposal in that a wide range of lot sizes (4,950 square feet to 14,315 square feet in size) 
and configurations have been designed to provide a much greater choice of lot size and price 
point, and therefore a wider variation of housing size, design and cost, than found in most other 
approved neighborhoods in McMinnville.   The chosen arrangement of these varying lot sizes in 
this proposal is intentional, partially based on topography and our desire to preserve natural site 
habitat features.  Another driving reason for the proposed lot variation and arrangement of lots 
is our goal of arranging housing opportunities in a cohesive manner throughout the development 
that is both internally harmonious within the development site and is equally sensitive to and 
respectful of the sizes of nearby existing lots of the adjacent neighborhood. Exhibit 9 
(Preliminary Subdivision Plat) is provided to assist with viewing the description of this lot 
arrangement in a spatial form.  We have also prepared and provided Exhibit 10 (Oak Ridge 
Meadows Lot Sizes and Averages) to assist in identifying the square footage areas of individual 
lots to further demonstrate the proposal’s sensitivity to existing adjacent lot sizes found within 
the abutting neighborhood as well as the topography and environmental features of the site. So 
while the more moderately sized and smaller lots tend to be more centrally located within the 
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development, this arrangement is far from exclusive and results in a complementary blending of 
similarly sized lots with nearby lots presently located in the adjacent Oak Ridge development.    

Policies 75.00 and 76.00 are satisfied for reasons provided in Conclusionary Finding for 
Approval Number 4 above relative to the previously described range and location of both private 
and common open spaces.   

Policies 77.00 and 78.00 are satisfied by this proposal in that the proposed street network 
complies with current adopted City public street standards and the requirements of the adopted 
McMinnville Transportation System Plan and will be constructed according to all applicable 
standards and requirements as amended by approval of this request in order to promote safe 
and efficient traffic flow for vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists compatible with adjacent 
development as required by the City. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITIONS 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13.  The proposed 
Planned Development Amendment is consistent with the Planned Development policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Policy 72.00 echoes language found in Oregon Planning Goal 5 
regarding the analysis of economic, social, and environmental consequences that could result 
from a decision to allow a use conflicting with natural resources, scenic and historic areas, and 
open spaces.  The policy encourages the use of Planned Developments when economic, social, 
and environmental savings accrue to the City.  The proposed provision of improved open spaces 
(public and private) and the protection of natural resources on the site would meet the intention 
of this policy.  Public and private parks within the planned development would provide social 
and recreation opportunities that would not otherwise exist but for the planned development 
process.  Economic savings for the City would be realized through the arrangement for private 
maintenance of public open space until 2032.  Environmental savings would be accrued through 
a number of elements of the Planned Development Amendment, including protection of a large 
area of delineated wetland, strengthened protections on significant trees, and requested zoning 
departures that would reduce development on areas of steep slopes.  The use of lot size 
averaging would allow lot sizes ranging from 4,950 to 14,315 square feet and a variety of 
housing types appropriate to the varied lot sizes.  The subject site contains many natural, 
topographic, and aesthetic features that the proposed planned development amendment would 
retain and protect.  Requested zoning departures are designed to encourage development of 
the site that would be sensitive to existing slopes, significant trees, and wetlands that are found 
on the site.  As discussed above, parks and recreation facilities are proposed in the Planned 
Development Amendment. A public open space greenway would be dedicated, yet maintained 
by the Homeowner’s Association until 2032, when maintenance responsibilities would be 
transferred to the City.  The private active neighborhood park and other common open space 
amenities, such as wetland viewing areas, that are proposed would be maintained by the 
Homeowner’s Association in perpetuity.  All the parks and recreation facilities are located to be 
readily accessible to all occupants of the planned area and community.  Internal traffic systems 
would be built to City standards.  The Department of Public Works provided commentary 
regarding challenges in providing universal access and maintenance access into the public 
open-space greenway.  It appears that the slope of the public access between Lots 42 and 43 
may be of a grade low enough to allow an accessible surface into the greenway for public 
accessibility and maintenance vehicles.  The street network would to be compatible with existing 
and anticipated circulation patterns of adjoining properties with the condition of approval limiting 
the number of dwelling units allowed in the planned development until a second street 
connection provides access to the development and reduces traffic volume on NW Pinot Noir 
Drive. 

 
Residential Design Policies 
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Policy 79.00 The density allowed for residential developments shall be contingent on the zoning 
classification, the topographical features of the property, and the capacities and 
availability of public services including but not limited to sewer and water. Where 
densities are determined to be less than that allowed under the zoning classification, the 
allowed density shall be set through adopted clear and objective code standards 
enumerating the reason for the limitations, or shall be applied to the specific area through 
a planned development overlay. Densities greater than those allowed by the zoning 
classification may be allowed through the planned development process or where 
specifically provided in the zoning ordinance or by plan policy. (Ord. 4796, October 14, 
2003) 

 
Policy 80.00 In proposed residential developments, distinctive or unique natural features such as 

wooded areas, isolated preservable trees, and drainage swales shall be preserved 
wherever feasible. 

 
Policy 81.00 Residential designs which incorporate pedestrian and bikeway paths to connect with 

activity areas such as schools, commercial facilities, parks, and other residential areas, 
shall be encouraged. 

 
Policy 82.00 The layout of streets in residential areas shall be designed in a manner that preserves 

the development potential of adjacent properties if such properties are recognized for 
development on the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Map. 

 
Policy 83.00 The City of McMinnville shall review the design of residential developments to insure site 

orientation that preserves the potential for future utilization of solar energy. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policies 79.00, 80.00, 81.00, 82.00 and 83.00 are met by this 
proposal in that the overall residential density, while compliant with the underlying R-2 zoning 
requirements, is set by the existing Planned Development which governs the minimum density 
of the majority of this site (Ordinance 4822, Condition 2). Premier Development is not proposing 
to modify that condition of approval and has designed this current development to respect and 
implement that condition. Similarly, Condition 3 of Ordinance 4722 also sets the density 
minimum for the currently unbuilt, 4th phase of the Oak Ridge development.  This proposed Oak 
Ridge Meadows phased development plan has been designed to comply with each of these 
area-related density minimums relative to both Ordinance 4722 and 4822 in addition to 
complying with the R-2 density minimum of the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance for the entire site.  
As part of this proposed development, the natural drainage and most of the wetland features 
are proposed to be preserved as previously described in this application and as shown on the 
attached exhibits; for additional graphic and design information related to site topography, 
natural features, site drainage, and related street profiles, please refer to Exhibits 7, 11, and 29 
– 45 (Exhibit 32 is a Streets Sheet Key for the related Street Plan & Profile Exhibits that follow).    
In addition to preservation of natural drainage and other site and project elements addressed 
above, Policy 80.00 speaks of the preservation of isolated preservable trees.  This is particularly 
relevant to this development proposal in that there is an Oak tree with an approximately 66-inch 
diameter trunk located along the south edge of Lot 54 in Phase II of the proposed subdivision.  
The center of the trunk of this large Oak tree sits approximately 1.15 feet south of the 
southernmost edge of Premier Development’s property and some 364-feet east of the subject 
site’s southwestern corner.  Premier Development endeavors and proposes to protect and 
maintain the health of this Oak tree during all phases of development including during the 
construction of this lot’s future home.  However, as the majority of this tree is not located on 
Premier Development’s property, Premier Development does not maintain complete control of 
this situation. Regarding tree protection on the Oak Ridge Meadows site, Condition of Approval 
4 of Ordinance 4822 addresses existing trees greater than 9 inches DBH. 
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Specifically:  
 

“That existing trees greater than nine inches DBH (diameter at breast height) shall not 
be removed without prior review and written approval by the Planning Director.  In 
addition, all trees shall be protected during home construction.  A plan for such protection 
must be submitted with the building permit application and must meet with the approval 
of the Planning Director prior to release of construction or building permits within the 
subject site.”    

 
To address the desire to protect this above referenced large Oak tree, Premier Development 
proposes that Condition of Approval 4 of Ordinance 4822 be modified by the City in such a way 
to provide for the sufficient protection of this “shared” tree throughout the infrastructure and 
platting phase of this development and through initial home construction on this lot as far as 
practicable.  
 
Additionally, Premier Development requests that approval of the two-phased subdivision 
proposal be conditioned to require that an arborist’s inventory and report be provided to the 
Planning Director for review and approval prior to the removal of any tree greater than nine 
inches DBH located in those areas of the site which may be impacted by the construction of 
streets, utilities, and future residences.  It is proposed that such inventory and report be provided 
prior to the issuance of permits for the construction of the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision. -- A 
copy of the 1999 arborist’s report for Oak Ridge is attached to this proposal for reference (Exhibit 
46) as it provides a tree inventory for the portion of the subject site generally characterized as 
the fourth phase of the Oak Ridge development.  However, as this report is now 20 years old, 
Premier is recommending that this area representing the fourth phase of the Oak Ridge 
subdivision be included as part of the new arborist’s analysis area.    
 
In addition to findings provided supportive of the adoption of Ordinances 4722 and 4822, the 
following additional findings are also provided relative to Policies 81.00 and 82.00.  The 
submitted street layout proposes to connect with the existing surrounding street network and 
provide for the ability to access other adjacent undeveloped land to serve future potential 
development proposals (Exhibit 6).  This is accomplished by the proposed street layout in two 
ways. 
 
First, by the construction of NW Pinehurst Drive to the eastern extent of the site and then to be 
temporarily terminated with a street barricade and appropriate signage as directed and required 
by the McMinnville Engineering Department. This temporary terminus would then allow for the 
future extension of SW Pinehurst Drive to serve and connect to property to the east.  Second, 
by the construction of NW Pinehurst Drive to the southwestern-most extent of the site (between 
proposed lots 55 and 56 of Phase 2).  This temporary terminus would then allow for the future 
extension of SW Pinehurst Drive to serve and connect to property to the south.  Additionally, a 
temporary emergency-only compacted gravel access easement is being proposed on adjacent 
land to meet Fire Department requirements as an interim measure to provide secondary 
emergency-only access to this site until such time that a full public street improvement across 
that adjacent land replaces this access’s temporary construction.  This easement is relevant to 
the Findings presented here for these policies and is further addressed below at Findings 
132.32.00 and 155.00 and such is also herein incorporated in this current Finding.  
 
Dedication and construction of this local street network will provide required mobility 
opportunities for automobiles, as well as for pedestrians and bicyclists (particularly through the 
provision of public sidewalks built to public standards and through the provision of both private 
and public pathways leading to and through the open spaces provided as part of this 
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development proposal) in addition to providing public connection opportunities to undeveloped 
areas to the west and to the east.    
 
The City’s transportation design and construction standards and requirements have been 
adopted to satisfy and implement this and other related Comprehensive Plan policies addressed 
in these findings, and to preserve and enhance livability in McMinnville.  Through this proposal’s 
compliance and implementation of these applicable policies, standards and requirements and 
those applicable portions of the City’s adopted Transportation System Plan as addressed by this 
proposal and these findings of fact, this Policy is satisfied. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITIONS 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13. The City concurs 
with the applicant’s findings, but notes that a condition of approval would establish the average 
lot size to be approximately 7,770 square feet, instead of the current planned development 
requirement of an average lot size of 7,500 square feet, which has been interpreted to mean an 
average lot size that is a minimum of 7,500 square feet.  The proposed development responds 
to density requirements of the underlying R-2 zone and existing planned development, as well 
as topographical features of the property with lots that average approximately 7,770 square feet 
in area. 

 
Urban Policies 
 
Policy 99.00 An adequate level of urban services shall be provided prior to or concurrent with all 

proposed residential development, as specified in the acknowledged Public Facilities 
Plan. Services shall include, but not be limited to:  

 
1. Sanitary sewer collection and disposal lines. Adequate municipal waste treatment 

plant capacities must be available.  
 
2. Storm sewer and drainage facilities (as required).  
 
3. Streets within the development and providing access to the development, improved 

to city standards (as required).  
 
4. Municipal water distribution facilities and adequate water supplies (as determined by 

City Water and Light). (as amended by Ord. 4796, October 14, 2003)  
 
5. Deleted as per Ord. 4796, October 14, 2003.  

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As provided on the submitted Overall Utility Plan (Exhibit 7), the 
Detention Pond Grading Plan (Exhibit 29) and as represented in the Toth Sanitary Sewer 
Easement (Exhibit 25), Policy 99.00 (1-5) is met by this proposal as adequate levels of sanitary 
sewer collection, storm sewer and drainage facilities, municipal water distribution systems and 
supply, and proposed street systems (additional street system detail provided elsewhere within 
these collective findings) within the development either presently serve or can be made available 
to adequately serve the site.  Additional overall site grading information is also provided on 
Exhibits 30 and 31.  The Water Reclamation Facility has the capacity to sufficiently 
accommodate flow resulting from development of this site. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITION #15. The City concurs with the applicant’s findings, 
and adds that the proposed street access for the proposed development is adequate based on 
the Traffic Impact Analysis provided. The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) provides analysis, and 
includes a project impact summary with conclusions on page 12, which demonstrate this 
criterion is satisfied with conditions.  With a condition to limit the total number of dwelling units 
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to 108 before the opening of Shadden Drive, this criterion is satisfied.  The intersection diagram 
and tables below show the traffic volumes at the different intersections.   The findings from the 
TIA are summarized below. 
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Average Daily Weekday Traffic - Before Opening Shadden Connection  
 ADT (inbound and outbound) PM Peak Estimate 
Location Existin

g 
New Combine

d 
Existin
g 

Ne
w 

Combine
d 
(in/out) 

A 
(Existing 
+ 100% of 
new) 

180 1,02
0 

1,200 18 107 125 
(76/44) 

B  (70% of 
exist.,  
and 70% 
of new) 

126 714 840 13 75 88 (55/33)  

C  (30% 
exist., 
and 30% 
of new) 

54 306 360 5 32 37 (23/14) 

D 440 714 1,154 44 75 119 
(75/44) 

E 320 306 626 32 32 64 (40/24) 
F 
(Shadden
) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
Average Daily Weekday Traffic - After Opening Shadden Connection  

 ADT (inbound and outbound) PM Peak Estimate 
Location Existing New Combined Existing New Combined 

(in/out) 
A 
(existing, 
and  20% 
of new) 

180 204 384 18 21 38 (24/14) 

B  (70% 
of exist., 
and 14% 
of new) 

126 143 269 13 14 27 (17/10) 

C  (30% 
of exist., 
and 6% 
of new) 

54 61 115 5 6 12 (8/4) 

D 440 143 583 44 14 58 (37/21) 
E 320 61 381 32 6 38 (24/14) 
F 
(Shadden 
- 80% of 
new) 

0 816 816 0 81 81 (51/30) 
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Chapter 3 of the Traffic Impact Analysis evaluates traffic impacts using the following measures.   
 
 Volume to Capacity Ratio (v/C ratio) 
 Level of Service (LOS) 
 Neighborhood Livability Evaluation 
 
The analysis evaluates traffic impacts before and after the opening of Shadden Drive.   
 
Volume to Capacity Ratio (V/C Ratio) and Level of Service (LOS) 
 For v/c ratio, the City’s operating standard is a v/c ratio of <0.9.   
 
 For LOS, the City does not have an operating standard.  The LOS categories A through F are 

described in Chapter 2 of the TIA.  LOS A through C indicate conditions where traffic moves 
without significant delay over periods of peak hour travel demand.   

 
 Table 5 addresses v/c ratio and LOS before the opening of Shadden Drive.  The v/c ratios are 

substantially below the 0.9 v/c ratio for the two study intersections for both am and pm peak 
hour.  Neither exceeds a v/c ratio of 0.31.  The LOS is “C” for the two study intersections for 
both am and pm peak hour.   

 
 Table 6 addresses v/c ratio and LOS after the opening of Shadden Drive.  The v/c ratios are 

substantially below the 0.9 v/c ratio for the two study intersections for both am and pm peak 
hour.  Neither exceeds a v/c ratio of 0.17.  The LOS at NW Oak Ridge Dr/NW Baker Creek Rd 
is “C” for both am and pm peak hour.  The LOS at Merlot Drive/NW Baker Creek Rd is “C” for 
the am peak hour and “B” for the PM peak hour.     

 
Neighborhood Livability Evaluation 
The evaluation was based on the City’s design capacity of 1,200 vehicles per day for local residential 
streets.  During the interim condition, there would be one location that would experience 1,200 ADT 
during the interim condition upon full build-out of the subdivision prior to the opening of Shadden 
Drive.  The 1,200 trips are distributed to two streets immediately south of that intersection.  

 
GOAL VI 1: TO ENCOURAGE DEVELOPMENT OF A TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM THAT 

PROVIDES FOR THE COORDINATED MOVEMENT OF PEOPLE AND FREIGHT IN A 
SAFE AND EFFICIENT MANNER. 

 
Streets 
 
Policy 117.00 The City of McMinnville shall endeavor to insure that the roadway network provides safe 

and easy access to every parcel. 
 
Policy 118.00 The City of McMinnville shall encourage development of roads that include the following 

design factors:  
 

1. Minimal adverse effects on, and advantageous utilization of, natural features of the 
land. 
 

2. Reduction in the amount of land necessary for streets with continuance of safety, 
maintenance, and convenience standards. 
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8. Emphasis placed on existing and future needs of the area to be serviced. The function of the 
street and expected traffic volumes are important factors.  

 
9. Consideration given to Complete Streets, in consideration of all modes of transportation (public 

transit, private vehicle, bike, and foot paths). (Ord.4922, February 23, 2010)  
 

Policy 119.00  The City of McMinnville shall encourage utilization of existing transportation corridors, 
wherever possible, before committing new lands. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  Goal VI 1 and Policies 117.00, 118.00 (1-5) and 119.00 are 
satisfied by this proposal in that each of the proposed lots will abut public streets developed to 
City standards with adequate capacity to safely accommodate the expected trip generation 
resulting from this development.  Local residential streets proposed within the development will 
connect at intersections and provide street stubs to adjacent land where appropriate.  One cul-
de-sac street is proposed due to the presence of adjacent wetlands and the configuration of the 
site in that location.  The proposed street design will have minimal adverse effects on, and 
promotes advantageous utilization of, natural features of the land.  In particular, the site’s steep 
slopes are being avoided for purposes of right-of-way dedication and development, a large area 
of the site is identified as wetland and protected as depicted in Exhibits 6 and 8, and other low-
lands are being utilized to create a public open space along the Baker Creek greenway.  Much 
of the natural tree cover on the site will be retained and will generally exist as downslope 
backyard areas for some of the future residences.  While wetland mitigation is anticipated to 
account for the construction of certain lower elevation portions of NW Pinehurst Drive, the 
proposed Fire Truck turn-around near the eastern end of NW Pinehurst Drive, and 
encroachment on some of the lower-lying proposed residential lots, this mitigation is the minimal 
amount possible in order to preserve the wetland features of the land as much as possible while 
still allowing economic use of the land to help meet McMinnville’s identified housing needs. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITION #15. The City concurs with the applicant’s findings, 
and adds that the proposed street access for the proposed development is adequate based on 
the Traffic Impact Analysis provided. The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) provides analysis, and 
includes a project impact summary with conclusions on page 12, which demonstrate this 
criterion is satisfied with conditions.  With a condition to limit the total number of dwelling units 
to 108 before the opening of Shadden Drive, this criterion is satisfied.  The intersection diagram 
and tables below show the traffic volumes at the different intersections.   The findings from the 
TIA are summarized below. 
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Average Daily Weekday Traffic - Before Opening Shadden Connection  
 ADT (inbound and outbound) PM Peak Estimate 
Location Existin

g 
New Combine

d 
Existin
g 

Ne
w 

Combine
d 
(in/out) 

A 
(Existing 
+ 100% of 
new) 

180 1,02
0 

1,200 18 107 125 
(76/44) 

B  (70% of 
exist.,  
and 70% 
of new) 

126 714 840 13 75 88 (55/33)  

C  (30% 
exist., 
and 30% 
of new) 

54 306 360 5 32 37 (23/14) 

D 440 714 1,154 44 75 119 
(75/44) 

E 320 306 626 32 32 64 (40/24) 
F 
(Shadden
) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
Average Daily Weekday Traffic - After Opening Shadden Connection  

 ADT (inbound and outbound) PM Peak Estimate 
Location Existing New Combined Existing New Combined 

(in/out) 
A 
(existing, 
and  20% 
of new) 

180 204 384 18 21 38 (24/14) 

B  (70% 
of exist., 
and 14% 
of new) 

126 143 269 13 14 27 (17/10) 

C  (30% 
of exist., 
and 6% 
of new) 

54 61 115 5 6 12 (8/4) 

D 440 143 583 44 14 58 (37/21) 
E 320 61 381 32 6 38 (24/14) 
F 
(Shadden 
- 80% of 
new) 

0 816 816 0 81 81 (51/30) 
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Chapter 3 of the Traffic Impact Analysis evaluates traffic impacts using the following measures.   
 
 Volume to Capacity Ratio (v/C ratio) 
 Level of Service (LOS) 
 Neighborhood Livability Evaluation 
 
The analysis evaluates traffic impacts before and after the opening of Shadden Drive.   
 
Volume to Capacity Ratio (V/C Ratio) and Level of Service (LOS) 
 For v/c ratio, the City’s operating standard is a v/c ratio of <0.9.   
 
 For LOS, the City does not have an operating standard.  The LOS categories A through F are 

described in Chapter 2 of the TIA.  LOS A through C indicate conditions where traffic moves 
without significant delay over periods of peak hour travel demand.   

 
 Table 5 addresses v/c ratio and LOS before the opening of Shadden Drive.  The v/c ratios are 

substantially below the 0.9 v/c ratio for the two study intersections for both am and pm peak 
hour.  Neither exceeds a v/c ratio of 0.31.  The LOS is “C” for the two study intersections for 
both am and pm peak hour.   

 
 Table 6 addresses v/c ratio and LOS after the opening of Shadden Drive.  The v/c ratios are 

substantially below the 0.9 v/c ratio for the two study intersections for both am and pm peak 
hour.  Neither exceeds a v/c ratio of 0.17.  The LOS at NW Oak Ridge Dr/NW Baker Creek Rd 
is “C” for both am and pm peak hour.  The LOS at Merlot Drive/NW Baker Creek Rd is “C” for 
the am peak hour and “B” for the PM peak hour.     

 
Neighborhood Livability Evaluation 
The evaluation was based on the City’s design capacity of 1,200 vehicles per day for local residential 
streets.  During the interim condition, there would be one location that would experience 1,200 ADT 
during the interim condition upon full build-out of the subdivision prior to the opening of Shadden 
Drive.  The 1,200 trips are distributed to two streets immediately south of that intersection.  

 
 

Policy 122.00 The City of McMinnville shall encourage the following provisions for each of the three 
functional road classifications.  

 
3. Local Streets 

–Designs should minimize through-traffic and serve local areas only.  
–Street widths should be appropriate for the existing and future needs of the area.  
–Off-street parking should be encouraged wherever possible. 
–Landscaping should be encouraged along public rights-of-way.  

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  Policy 122.00 is satisfied by this proposal in that the proposed 
street design is comprised of local residential streets that will serve the local area only. The 
street widths (a 28-foot wide paved section within a 50-foot wide right-ofway) is appropriate for 
both the existing and future needs of this development site and adjacent residential 
development.  Off-street parking shall be provided at 200% the requirement found in the 
McMinnville Zoning Ordinance as described further below in these findings.  Landscaping shall 
also be provided as approved by the Landscape Review Committee’s forthcoming approval of 
a tree planting plan along both sides of all proposed rights-of-way. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED. The City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 
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Parking 
 
Policy 126.00  The City of McMinnville shall continue to require adequate off-street parking and loading 

facilities for future developments and land use changes.  
 
Policy 127.00  The City of McMinnville shall encourage the provision of off-street parking where 

possible, to better utilize existing and future roadways and rights-of-way as 
transportation routes. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policies 126.00 and 127.00 are satisfied by this proposal in that 
offstreet parking will be required for all single-family residences as specified by the McMinnville 
Zoning Ordinance.  Such off-street parking (a minimum of two onsite parking spaces for each 
residence as per 17.60.060(A)(5) of the McMinnville zoning ordinance) shall be required of each 
single-family residence as a condition of building permit approval.  It is also Premier 
Development’s intent to provide four paved off-street parking spaces for each residence which 
is at a level that is 200% of what is required by the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED. The City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
Bike Paths 
 
Policy 130.00  The City of McMinnville shall encourage implementation of the Bicycle System Plan that 

connects residential areas to activity areas such as the downtown core, areas of work, 
schools, community facilities, and recreation facilities. (Ord.4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
Policy 131.00 The City of McMinnville shall encourage development of bicycle and footpaths in scenic 

and recreational areas as part of future parks and activities. 
 
Policy 132.00  The City of McMinnville shall encourage development of subdivision designs that include 

bike and foot paths that interconnect neighborhoods and lead to schools, parks, and 
other activity areas. (Ord. 4922, February 23, 2010; Ord. 4260, August 2, 1983) 

 
Policy 132.15 The City of McMinnville shall require that all new residential developments such as 

subdivisions, planned developments, apartments, and condominium complexes provide 
pedestrian connections with adjacent neighborhoods. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policies 130.00, 131.00, 132.00 and 132.15 are satisfied by this 
proposal in that the public sidewalks that will be constructed as part of the required street 
improvements will provide pedestrian connections within and beyond this subdivision. 
 
A meandering pedestrian pathway will also provide pedestrian access traversing the proposed 
active private neighborhood park that will connect NW Pinot Noir Drive with the lower elevation 
of NW Pinehurst Drive for the enjoyment of residents and enhanced pedestrian mobility within 
the neighborhood.  This pathway will also provide an alternative opportunity to gain access to 
the NW Pinehurst Drive entry point of the open space greenway trail that will encircle most of 
the perimeter of the Oak Ridge Meadows development.  Two other additional public access 
pathways to this greenway will also be provided; one to be provided along the south side of Lot 
56 and the other to be located between Lots 75 and 76.  This greenway path will also provide a 
future opportunity to extend and continue through adjacent residential land to the west when 
that land develops.    
 
Public streets designed to implement the requirements of the Bicycle System Plan (Chapter 6) 
of the McMinnville Transportation System Plan (TSP) provide for enhanced bicycle connection 
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of residential areas to activity areas such as the downtown core, areas of work, schools, 
community facilities, and recreation facilities.  These design elements of the Bicycle System 
Plan are specifically applicable to collector and arterial streets and, as identified in Exhibit 2-4 
of the TSP (Complete Street Design Standards) not part of the street design standards of either 
Neighborhood Connectors or Local Residential streets.  Exhibit 2-4 (provided below and also 
available on the City of McMinnville website) of the McMinnville TSP also states that bike 
facilities are noted as being Shared Lanes for Neighborhood Connector and Local Residential 
streets; all of the streets designed and proposed as part of this development plan are identified 
as Local Residential streets and will accommodate bike facilities in the form of Shared Lanes.  
By designing and constructing the proposed local residential streets to the applicable 
requirements of the TSP’s Complete Streets Design Standards, and as evidenced by the 
Findings presented above, these Policies have been met.   

 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED. The City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
Connectivity and Circulation 
 
Policy 132.26.05  New street connections, complete with appropriately planned pedestrian and bicycle 

features, shall be incorporated in all new developments consistent with the Local 
Street Connectivity map. (Ord. 4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policy 132.26.05 is satisfied by this proposal in that the new street 
connections and associated pedestrian and bicycle features provided in this proposal and its 
exhibits are consistent with the applicable local street connectivity elements outlined in the 
McMinnville Transportation System Plan (TSP) and administered by the City. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED. The City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
Supportive of General Land Use Plan Designations and Development Patterns 
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Policy 132.27.00  The provision of transportation facilities and services shall reflect and support the 
land use designations and development patterns identified in the McMinnville 
Comprehensive Plan. The design and implementation of transportation facilities and 
services shall be based on serving current and future travel demand—both short-
term and long-term planned uses. (Ord. 4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policy 132.27.00 is satisfied by this proposal in that the proposed 
street design reflects and supports the Residential land use designation of the site as identified 
on the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Map and urban development patterns within the 
surrounding area identified by elements of the Comprehensive Plan identified and addressed 
within this application.  The proposed transportation facilities and services are appropriate to 
serve the needs of the proposed development and are supportive of adjacent neighborhoods as 
determined by the City’s adopted standards identified in this application, findings and exhibits. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED. The City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
Public Safety 
 
Policy 132.32.00  The safe, rapid movement of fire, medical, and police vehicles shall be an integral 

part of the design and operation of the McMinnville transportation system. (Ord. 
4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policy 132.32.00 is satisfied by this proposal in two ways as 
addressed above in these findings.  First, by the construction of NW Pinehurst Drive to the 
eastern extent of the site and then temporarily terminated with a street barricade and appropriate 
signage as directed and required by the McMinnville Engineering Department.  A temporary 
turn-around found to be acceptable to the McMinnville Engineering and Planning Departments 
and the McMinnville Fire Department, would be provided near this terminus and along the north 
side of NW Pinehurst Drive (Exhibits 6, 9 and 47 in particular).  This temporary terminus would 
then allow for the future extension of SW Pinehurst Drive to serve and connect to property to 
the east.  Second, by the construction of NW Pinehurst Drive to the southwestern-most extent 
of the site (between proposed lots 55 and 56 of Phase 2).   This temporary terminus would then 
allow for the future extension of SW Pinehurst Drive to serve and connect to property to the 
south. 
 
Due to this site currently being served by only one public street, an additional access is required 
by Fire Department standards to support the development process as described below.  The 
McMinnville Fire Code Applications Guide states, in part:  
 

Multiple Access Roads:  Developments of one and two family dwellings where the number 
of dwelling units exceeds 30, [..] shall be provided with not less than two approved means 
of access.  Exceptions may be allowed for approved automatic sprinkler systems.   

 
Premier Development proposes to comply with the McMinnville Fire Department’s application of 
this standard and provide approved automatic sprinkler systems in residences in Phase 1 
sufficient to remain in compliance with this standard. 
 
Additionally, as there is only one public street connection currently in place to serve the two-
phased Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision, a temporary emergency only access will be required 
in order to exceed the 30 unsprinkled home limitation described above.  This emergency access, 
which will be placed in an easement, will be graded and finished with compacted rock to 
applicable standards and extend northward from the intersection of NW Shadden Drive and NW 
Baker Creek Road, across land currently owned by Stafford Land Company, to the southern 
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edge of the Oak Ridge Meadows site at a point between proposed Lots 55 and 56 (Exhibit 26).  
[It is possible that this temporary emergency-only access may be shorter in length under a 
scenario described by Gordon Root of Stafford Land Company in an email where Stafford Land 
Company agrees to the granting of this temporary easement (Exhibit 27).]  This temporary 
emergency-only accessway would then proceed northward on Premier Development’s site 
along the proposed Phase 2 alignment of NW Pinehurst Drive to its intersection with “A” Street 
and then proceed generally eastward along the proposed “A” Street alignment to an alignment 
even with the proposed western edge of Lot 25 which is to be the westernmost lot along “A” 
Street in Phase I of the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision.  Fire Department approved gates 
would be located at both ends of this compacted gravel emergency-only accessway as directed 
by the McMinnville Fire Department.  The McMinnville Fire Department has stated that, if such 
gates needed to be locked, they would be so with Fire Department approved locks.  At such 
time that this adjacent land is to develop, this easement would then be revoked and public right-
of-way be dedicated and improved to City standards providing a permanent second public street 
connection to the Oak Ridge Meadows development.  This easement is relevant to the Findings 
presented here for this policy and its description and relevance is also hereby, with this 
reference, incorporated in the Finding for Policy 155.00.  
 
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 14.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings, 
and a condition of approval is included to require a temporary, emergency only access as 
proposed. 

 
Livability 
 
Policy 132.35.00  Transportation facilities in the McMinnville planning area shall be, to the degree 

possible, designed and constructed to mitigate noise, energy consumption, and 
neighborhood disruption, and to encourage the use of public transit, bikeways, 
sidewalks, and walkways. (Ord. 4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  Policy 132.35.00 is satisfied by this proposal in that the City’s 
transportation design and construction standards and requirements have been adopted to 
satisfy and implement this and other related Comprehensive Plan policies and to preserve and 
enhance livability in McMinnville.  Through this proposal’s compliance and implementation of 
these standards and requirements and those applicable portions of the City’s adopted 
Transportation System Plan as addressed by this proposal and these findings of fact, this Policy 
is satisfied. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 15. A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) for the proposed 
development provided a Neighborhood Livability Evaluation.  The TIA states: 
 

“The livability of a street is generally determined by key factors such as vehicle speeds 
and volumes as related to pedestrian safety, bicycle safety and other vehicle movements 
along a neighborhood street. The City of McMinnville has not adopted or proposed a 
livability standard to measure the livability of local streets through neighborhoods, but 
the City has adopted a design capacity of 1,200 vehicles per day (vpd) on local 
neighborhood streets. In addition, other cities around the country have used 
Neighborhood Traffic Management Plans that trigger mitigation efforts when the average 
daily traffic (ADT) exceeds 1,000 vpd. While there is no specific volume threshold to 
indicate when the livability of the neighborhood has been reduced, these design 
standards provide a reasonable threshold.” 
 

The analysis indicates the addition of 108 proposed single-family lots in a subdivision with 
initially only one improved street access would push the volume of traffic on the immediately 
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adjacent local residential street (NW Pinot Noir Drive, northwest of Oak Ridge Drive) to its 
maximum threshold (1,200 vpd) it was designed to carry.  The TIA shows that until a second, 
permanent improved street connection provides access to the proposed subdivision, the traffic 
generated by 108 single-family dwelling units would increase the vpd on the northwest portion 
of NW Pinot Noir Drive to its 1,200 vehicle limit.  The TIA uses 108 single-family dwelling units 
(one dwelling unit per lot) as a basis for its average daily trip generation.  However, two-family 
dwellings and accessory dwelling units are also permitted uses in the underlying R-2 zone.  
Should a lot(s) be developed with a two-family dwelling or an ADU, the increased daily trips from 
that additional dwelling units would push the volume of traffic carried by NW Pinot Noir Drive 
over its design limit of 1,200 vpd.  Therefore, a condition of approval is included to limit 
development of the proposed subdivision to 108 dwelling units, in any combination of dwelling 
units allowed in the underlying zone, until such time that a second permanent improved street 
connection provides access to the proposed subdivision. 

 
Circulation  
 
Policy 132.41.00  Residential Street Network – A safe and convenient network of residential streets 

should serve neighborhoods. When assessing the adequacy of local traffic 
circulation, the following considerations are of high priority:  

 
1. Pedestrian circulation;  
 
2. Enhancement of emergency vehicle access;  
 
3. Reduction of emergency vehicle response times;  
 
4. Reduction of speeds in neighborhoods;, and  
 
5. Mitigation of other neighborhood concerns such as safety, noise, and aesthetics. 

(Ord. 4922, February 23, 2010)  
 
Policy 132.41.05 Cul-de-sac streets in new development should only be allowed when connecting 

neighborhood streets are not feasible due to existing land uses, topography, or other 
natural and physical constraints. (Ord. 4922, February 23, 2010)  

 
Policy 132.41.20 Modal Balance – The improvement of roadway circulation must not impair the safe 

and efficient movement of pedestrians and bicycle traffic. (Ord. 4922, February 23, 
2010)  

 
Policy 132.41.25 Consolidate Access – Efforts should be made to consolidate access points to 

properties along major arterial, minor arterial, and collector roadways. (Ord. 4922, 
February 23, 2010) 

  
Policy 132.41.30 Promote Street Connectivity – The City shall require street systems in subdivisions 

and development that promote street connectivity between neighborhoods. (Ord. 
4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policies 132.41.00(1-5), 132.41.05, 132.41.20, 132.41.25 and 
132.41.30 are satisfied by this request in that the proposed street pattern provides a safe, 
interconnected and efficient network of residential accessibility to serve the proposed and 
adjacent existing residential neighborhoods.  The one cul-de-sac street in this plan is proposed 
in response to the noted existence of an adjacent wetland and the unique shape this portion of 
the site where provision of a through-street is not possible.  There are no arterial or collector 
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streets within or adjacent to this development site.  The proposed street system is designed to 
promote a balance of safe and efficient movement of vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles as 
required by the McMinnville TSP and is augmented for pedestrians through the provision of 
additional walking paths within and surrounding the proposed development.  Vehicular access 
to the adjacent street system promotes safe street connectivity to the surrounding transportation 
network.  
   
A Transportation Impact Study for this Oak Ridge Meadows proposal has been completed by 
the transportation planning and transportation engineering firm DKS and is attached to this 
proposal (Exhibit 28).  In sum, this Study concludes that the proposed development is 
anticipated to result in the following impacts:  
 

• The development will consist of 108-unit single family homes. The ultimate 
buildout of the site includes a connection to NW Baker Creek Road via an extension 
of NW Shadden Drive. In the interim, the development will be accessed via NW Pinot 
Noir Drive, NW Oak Ridge Drive, and Merlot Drive.  
 
• The development is expected to generate 80 (20 in, 60 out) AM peak hour trips, 
107 (67 in, 40 out) PM peak hour trips, and 1,020 daily trips.  

 
• Intersection operations during the Interim Build and Full Build of Oak Ridge 
Meadows will continue to operate well under-capacity and will meet City of 
McMinnville operating standards. The addition of Oak Ridge Meadows traffic will not 
have a significant impact on the operations or delay experienced at the intersections 
of NW Baker Creek Road/NW Oak Ridge Drive and NW Baker Creek Road/Merlot 
Drive.  

 
• An evaluation of the livability of neighborhood streets, as defined by the volume 
of traffic the streets were designed to handle (1,200 vpd), confirmed that the Oak 
Ridge Meadows development is not expected to have an adverse impact on the 
existing neighborhood streets.  

 
Please refer to the Oak Ridge Meadows Transportation Impact Study (Exhibit 28) for additional 
detail.  
 
The need for a temporary emergency-only access to support this proposal was addressed above 
relative to Policy 132.32.00 and is addressed below relative to Policy 155.00.  This temporary 
emergency only access roadway will also aid in reducing emergency vehicle response times as 
it can provide a more direct route to some portions of Phase I until such time that it is replaced 
with a dedicated fully improved local public street across adjacent land.  Additionally, travel 
speeds within this site are based on an adopted street classification scheme identified in the 
adopted McMinnville TSP.  All streets in the proposed development are designed as local streets 
and, as such, are limited to a legal vehicular travel speed of 25 miles per hour as are the local 
streets in the adjacent residential neighborhoods.  This residential vehicle speed limitation and 
the adopted local street design standards have been successful in McMinnville in mitigating 
neighborhood issues related to noise, pedestrian and bicycle movement, and aesthetics as 
evidenced in the adjacent residential neighborhoods; the closest being the adjacent multi-
phased Oak Ridge neighborhood. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 15.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings, 
with the exception that full development of the proposed 108 lots may have an adverse effect, 
should that full development include two-family dwellings or accessory dwelling units, which are 
permitted uses in the underlying zone.  The Traffic Impact Analysis shows that the addition of 
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108 proposed single-family lots in a subdivision with initially only one improved street access 
would push the volume of traffic on the immediately adjacent local residential street (NW Pinot 
Noir Drive, northwest of Oak Ridge Drive) to its maximum threshold (1,200 vpd) it was designed 
to carry.  The TIA shows that until a second, permanent improved street connection provides 
access to the proposed subdivision, the traffic generated by 108 single-family dwelling units 
would increase the vpd on the northwest portion of NW Pinot Noir Drive to its 1,200 vehicle limit.  
The TIA uses 108 single-family dwelling units (one dwelling unit per lot) as a basis for its average 
daily trip generation.  However, two-family dwellings and accessory dwelling units are also 
permitted uses in the underlying R-2 zone.  Should a lot(s) be developed with a two-family 
dwelling or an ADU, the increased daily trips from that additional dwelling units would push the 
volume of traffic carried by NW Pinot Noir Drive over its design limit of 1,200 vpd.  Therefore, to 
mitigate other neighborhood concerns such as safety, noise, and aesthetics, a condition of 
approval is included to limit development of the proposed subdivision to 108 dwelling units, in 
any combination of dwelling units allowed in the underlying zone, until such time that a second 
permanent improved street connection provides access to the proposed subdivision.   

 
Environmental Preservation 
 
Policy 132.46.00 Low impact street design, construction, and maintenance methods should be used 

first to avoid, and second to minimize, negative impacts related to water quality, air 
quality, and noise in neighborhoods. (Ord. 4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policy 132.46.00 is satisfied by the proposal in that the street 
design, construction and maintenance methods required by the City were adopted to, in part, 
implement each element of this policy.  These design, construction and maintenance methods 
administered by the City are satisfied as demonstrated in this proposal and as will be adhered 
to through the balance of the design, construction, inspection and approval process prior to the 
platting of this phased subdivision.    
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings.  Additionally, the 
proposed street layout is designed to avoid or minimize impact on geographical and 
environmental features found on site, including mature tree stands, steep slopes, and wetlands.  
Where proposed streets do impact these features, the impact is the minimal amount necessary 
to provide required street access and connectivity to proposed lots and adjacent parcels.  
Mitigation of wetlands impacted by street construction would be required by the Department of 
State Lands, who maintains regulatory authority over delineated wetlands.  All proposed streets 
would be required to meet City standards. 

 
Policy 132.46.05 Conservation – Streets should be located, designed, and improved in a manner that 

will conserve land, materials, and energy. Impacts should be limited to the minimum 
necessary to achieve the transportation objective. (4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: This Policy is satisfied through this proposal’s compliance with the 
applicable elements of the McMinnville Transportation System Plan and the McMinnville Zoning 
Ordinance as addressed in these findings of fact and attached Exhibits.  The streets are 
proposed to be located in an efficient manner as described in this proposal and designed in a 
manner compliant with all City requirements for local residential streets as shown in the attached 
Exhibits. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings.  Additionally, the 
proposed street layout is designed to avoid or minimize impact on geographical and 
environmental features found on site, including mature tree stands, steep slopes, and wetlands.  
Where proposed streets do impact these features, the impact is the minimal amount necessary 
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to provide required street access and connectivity to proposed lots and adjacent parcels.  
Mitigation of wetlands impacted by street construction would be required by the Department of 
State Lands, who maintains regulatory authority over delineated wetlands.  All proposed streets 
would be required to meet City standards. 

 
Pedestrian Programs 
 
Policy 132.54.00 Promoting Walking for Health and Community Livability – The City will encourage 

efforts that inform and promote the health, economic, and environmental benefits of 
walking for the individual and McMinnville community. Walking for travel and 
recreation should be encouraged to achieve a more healthful environment that 
reduces pollution and noise to foster a more livable community. (Ord. 4922, February 
23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policy 132.54.00 is satisfied by this proposal in that, with its 
approval, the City will have demonstrated support and encouragement for efforts that promote 
the health, economic and environmental benefits of walking for the individuals as well as for the 
greater McMinnville community.  This would be achieved by the City’s receipt of a 5.6 acre public 
open-space greenway dedication improved with a walking path as well as supporting the 
creation of an active private neighborhood park to be provided with a curvilinear walking path 
connecting two neighborhood streets and the establishment of permanent child appropriate play 
features.  The development of the greenway pedestrian path will occur proportionally with the 
completion of Phase 1 and Phase 2 of this development prior to platting; Premier Development 
recommends that this commensurate phasing of the greenway path improvement be made a 
condition of approval of this request.  This municipal endorsement of the creation of these open 
spaces not only promotes walking for health and community livability, but also helps to preserve 
a more healthy environment by preserving natural elements both within and surrounding this 
residential development proposal. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITIONS 8, 9. The City concurs with the applicant’s findings, 
and notes that conditions of approval requiring public and private open space as proposed have 
been included. 

 
GOAL VII 1: TO PROVIDE NECESSARY PUBLIC AND PRIVATE FACILITIES AND UTILITIES AT 

LEVELS COMMENSURATE WITH URBAN DEVELOPMENT, EXTENDED IN A 
PHASED MANNER, AND PLANNED AND PROVIDED IN ADVANCE OF OR 
CONCURRENT WITH DEVELOPMENT, IN ORDER TO PROMOTE THE ORDERLY 
CONVERSION OF URBANIZABLE AND FUTURE URBANIZABLE LANDS TO URBAN 
LANDS WITHIN THE McMINNVILLE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY. 

 
Sanitary Sewer System 
 
Policy 136.00 The City of McMinnville shall insure that urban developments are connected to the 

municipal sewage system pursuant to applicable city, state, and federal regulations. 
 
Policy 139.00 The City of McMinnville shall extend or allow extension of sanitary sewage collection 

lines within the framework outlined below: 
 

1. Sufficient municipal treatment plant capacities exist to handle maximum flows of 
effluents.  

 
2. Sufficient trunk and main line capacities remain to serve undeveloped land within the 

projected service areas of those lines.  
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3. Public water service is extended or planned for extension to service the area at the 

proposed development densities by such time that sanitary sewer services are to be 
utilized.  

 
4. Extensions will implement applicable goals and policies of the comprehensive plan.  

 
Storm Drainage 
 
Policy 142.00 The City of McMinnville shall insure that adequate storm water drainage is provided in 

urban developments through review and approval of storm drainage systems, and 
through requirements for connection to the municipal storm drainage system, or to 
natural drainage ways, where required. 

 
Policy 143.00 The City of McMinnville shall encourage the retention of natural drainage ways for storm 

water drainage. 
 
Water System 
 
Policy 144.00 The City of McMinnville, through McMinnville Water and Light, shall provide water 

services for development at urban densities within the McMinnville Urban Growth 
Boundary. 

 
Policy 145.00 The City of McMinnville, recognizing McMinnville Water and Light as the agency 

responsible for water system services, shall extend water services within the framework 
outlined below:  
1. Facilities are placed in locations and in such a manner as to insure compatibility with 

surrounding land uses.  
 

2. Extensions promote the development patterns and phasing envisioned in the 
McMinnville Comprehensive Plan.  

 
3. For urban level developments within McMinnville, sanitary sewers are extended or 

planned for extension at the proposed development densities by such time as the 
water services are to be utilized. 

 
4. Applicable policies for extending water services, as developed by the City Water and 

Light Commission, are adhered to. 
 
Policy 147.00  The City of McMinnville shall continue to support coordination between city departments, 

other public and private agencies and utilities, and McMinnville Water and Light to insure 
the coordinated provision of utilities to developing areas. The City shall also continue to 
coordinate with McMinnville Water and Light in making land use decisions. 

 
Water and Sewer – Land Development Criteria 
 
Policy 151.00 The City of McMinnville shall evaluate major land use decisions, including but not limited 

to urban growth boundary, comprehensive plan amendment, zone changes, and 
subdivisions using the criteria outlined below:  

 
1. Sufficient municipal water system supply, storage and distribution facilities, as 

determined by McMinnville Water and Light, are available or can be made available, 
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to fulfill peak demands and insure fire flow requirements and to meet emergency 
situation needs. 
 

2. Sufficient municipal sewage system facilities, as determined by the City Public Works 
Department, are available, or can be made available, to collect, treat, and dispose of 
maximum flows of effluents.  

 
3. Sufficient water and sewer system personnel and resources, as determined by 

McMinnville Water and Light and the City, respectively, are available, or can be made 
available, for the maintenance and operation of the water and sewer systems.  

 
4. Federal, state, and local water and waste water quality standards can be adhered to. 

 
5. Applicable policies of McMinnville Water and Light and the City relating to water and 

sewer systems, respectively, are adhered to.  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal VII 1 and Policies 136.00, 139.00 (1-4), 142.00, 143.00, 
144.00, 145.00 (1-4), 147.00 and 151.00 (1-5) are satisfied by the request as adequate levels 
of sanitary sewer collection, storm sewer and drainage facilities, municipal water distribution 
systems and supply, and energy distribution facilities, either presently serve or can be made 
available to serve the site.  Additionally, the Water Reclamation Facility has the capacity to 
accommodate flow resulting from development of this site.  The City’s administration of all 
municipal water and sanitary sewer systems guarantee adherence to federal, state, and local 
quality standards.  The City of McMinnville is required to continue to support coordination 
between City departments, other public and private agencies and utilities, and McMinnville 
Water and Light to insure the coordinated provision of utilities to developing areas and in making 
land-use decisions. Additionally, the subject site will be converted in an orderly manner to 
urbanizable standards through the coordinated extension and provision of utilities and services 
(in particular, Exhibits 7, 25 and 29), and as conditioned through approval of this phased 
development proposal. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
Police and Fire Protection 
 
Policy 153.00 The City shall continue coordination between the planning and fire departments in 

evaluating major land use decisions. 
 
Policy 155.00 The ability of existing police and fire facilities and services to meet the needs of new 

service areas and populations shall be a criterion used in evaluating annexations, 
subdivision proposals, and other major land use decisions. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policies 153.00 and 155.00 are satisfied in that emergency service 
departments will be provided the opportunity to review this proposal.  Additionally, all emergency 
services will have direct public street access to every lot within the proposed two-phased 
tentative subdivision plan on streets designed to meet all applicable City of McMinnville 
requirements. 
 
Since this Planned Development Amendment application requests to amend Ordinance 4822, 
it is important to identify all such proposed amendments. Relative to Policy 155.00, Condition of 
Approval 5 of Ordinance 4822 currently states:  
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“That the number of lots allowed within the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision shall be 
limited to a maximum of 76 lots.  Additional lots may be permitted consistent with the 
submitted tentative plan upon the completion and acceptance of public street 
improvements to City standards that extend south from Pinehurst Drive (as labeled on 
the applicant’s submitted tentative subdivision plan) and connect to Baker Creek Road.”  

 
With this current proposal, Premier Development offers a more achievable and timely alternative 
which complies with the Fire Department’s unsprinkled dwelling unit limitation relative to 
emergency vehicle access requirements.  Specifically, and as noted in the Finding provided 
above at 132.32.00 and incorporated into this Finding by this reference, Premier Development 
proposes utilization of a temporary emergency-only access which will be placed in an easement 
and will be graded and finished with compacted rock to applicable standards and extend 
northward from the intersection of NW Shadden Drive and NW Baker Creek Road, across land 
currently owned by Stafford Land Company, to the southern edge of the Oak Ridge Meadows 
site at a point between proposed Lots 55 and 56 (Exhibit 26).  [It is possible that this temporary 
emergency-only access may be shorter in length under a potential scenario described by 
Gordon Root of Stafford Land Company in an email where Stafford Land Company agrees to 
the granting of this temporary easement (Exhibit 27).]  This temporary emergency-only 
accessway would then proceed northward on Premier Development’s site along the proposed 
Phase 2 alignment of NW Pinehurst Drive to its intersection with “A” Street and then proceed 
generally eastward along the proposed “A” Street alignment to the western edge of Lot 25 which 
is to be the westernmost lot along “A” Street in Phase I of the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision.  
Fire Department approved gates would be located at both ends of this compacted gravel 
emergency-only accessway as directed by the McMinnville Fire Department.  The McMinnville 
Fire Department has stated that, if such gates needed to be locked, they would be so with Fire 
Department approved locks.  At such time that this adjacent land is to develop, this easement 
would then be revoked and public right-of-way be dedicated and improved to City standards 
providing a permanent second public street connection to the Oak Ridge Meadows 
development.  This easement is relevant to the Findings presented here for this policy and its 
description and relevance is also hereby, with this reference, incorporated in the Finding for 
Policy 132.32.00.  
 
Premier Development requests that the City modify Condition of Approval 5 of Ordinance 4822 
to require provision of the currently described and proposed temporary emergency-only access 
easement in place of the secondary access requirement as currently stated by the condition.  
 
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 14.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings, 
and a condition of approval is included to require a temporary emergency-only access until such 
time that a permanent, improved street is built and provides a second vehicular access to the 
proposed development. 

 
Parks and Recreation 
 
GOAL VII 3:  TO PROVIDE PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES, OPEN SPACES, AND SCENIC 

AREAS FOR THE USE AND ENJOYMENT OF ALL CITIZENS OF THE COMMUNITY. 
 
Policy 163.00 The City of McMinnville shall continue to require land, or money in lieu of land, from new 

residential developments for the acquisition and/or development of parklands, natural 
areas, and open spaces. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal VII 3 and Policy 163.00 are satisfied in that park fees shall 
be paid for each housing unit at the time of the building permit application as required by 
McMinnville Ordinance 4282, as amended.  These fees may be offset in part or in total by 
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Premier Development’s receipt of park SDC credits made available by way of their forthcoming 
public dedication of the approximately 5.6-acre openspace greenway park within this planned 
development area. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
Policy 163.05 The City of McMinnville shall locate future community and neighborhood parks above 

the boundary of the 100-year floodplain. Linear parks, greenways, open space, trails, 
and special use parks are appropriate recreational uses of floodplain land to connect 
community and other park types to each other, to neighborhoods, and services, provided 
that the design and location of such uses can occur with minimum impacts on such 
environmentally sensitive lands. (Ord. 4840, January 11, 2006) 

 
Policy 166.00 The City of McMinnville shall recognize open space and natural areas, in addition to 

developed park sites, as necessary elements of the urban area. 
 
Policy 167.00 The City of McMinnville shall encourage the retention of open space and scenic areas 

throughout the community, especially at the entrances to the City.  
Policy 168.00 Distinctive natural features and areas shall be retained, wherever possible, in future 

urban developments. 
  
Policy 169.00 Drainage ways in the City shall be preserved, where possible, for natural areas and open 

spaces and to provide natural storm run-offs. 
 
Policy 170.05 For purposes of projecting future park and open space needs, the standards as 

contained in the adopted McMinnville Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan 
shall be used. (Ord. 4796, October 14, 2003) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policies 163.05, 166.00, 167.00, 168.00, 169.00 and 170.05 are 
satisfied by this proposal in that an approximately 5.6 acre public open-space greenway park is 
proposed to be dedicated by Premier Development for the use and enjoyment of the public.  
This greenway park is located around the west, north and most of the east perimeter of the site.  
In discussion regarding this project’s proposed park spaces with the McMinnville Parks and 
Recreation Department, it was requested by the Department that this greenway be improved 
with a habitat friendly bark-chip trail similar in design and width to the greenway trail located 
along the Joe Dancer Park’s South Yamhill River edge.  The existing ability of this linear 
greenway to accommodate natural storm run-off will be retained and will be further supported 
by the proposed storm drainage system that will be designed and installed within the public right-
of-way; additionally, and as shown on the submitted Overall Utility Plan, a ten-foot wide public 
storm easement is proposed to be created along the full distance of the southern property 
boundary of Lot 79, then transitioning to a rip-rap channel to be installed within the greenway.  
Additional stormwater detention is proposed along the site’s eastern edge beyond the proposed 
cul-de-sac street (see Exhibits 6 and 29).  
 
The City’s receipt of this greenway park dedication is an important first step for the City of 
McMinnville as it will be the City’s first acquisition of public greenway space along Baker Creek 
toward implementing its aspiration of acquiring public open space along the Baker Creek 
greenway connecting Tice Park to the BPA recreational trail and even beyond to the City’s 
western urban edge.  This dedication will preserve important natural open space, scenic areas 
and distinctive natural features along this greenway.  Discussions in May of 2018 with the 
Planning Department resulted in direction from the Department that the City is requesting to 
have this land dedicated and improved to provide a public trail system at this site.  Additionally, 
that the City is interested in the public dedication of the land necessary for that trail system, both 
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along Baker Creek and on the western side of the property, to connect to a proposed trail system 
to be dedicated by Stafford Land on adjacent property to the west as part of their forthcoming 
development proposal for that site.  Premier Development welcomes this direction and clarity 
from the City, and supports the Planning and Park Departments’ guidance and is proud to 
dedicate this land and provide the requested improvement for public enjoyment of the natural 
greenway along this portion of Baker Creek.    
   
The McMinnville Parks and Recreation Department, relying on guidance provided in the 
McMinnville Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan, also supports Premier 
Development’s proposal to create the approximately 0.85 acre active private neighborhood park 
as part of Phase I of this subdivision.  This active private neighborhood park will also be 
improved with a pedestrian pathway connecting NW Pinot Noir Drive with the lower elevation of 
NW Pinehurst Drive to the east and with the installation of permanent child-appropriate play 
equipment on the upland portion of the park.  Both of these parks will preserve existing tree 
cover as much as practicable and as recommended by a certified arborist report and found 
acceptable by the McMinnville Planning Director. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITIONS 8, 9.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings, 
and conditions of approval have been included to require public and private open space as 
described and proposed. 

 
Energy Conservation 
 
GOAL VIII 1:  TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE ENERGY SUPPLIES, AND THE SYSTEMS NECESSARY 

TO DISTRIBUTE THAT ENERGY, TO SERVICE THE COMMUNITY AS IT EXPANDS. 
 
Energy Supply Distribution 
 
Policy 173.00 The City of McMinnville shall coordinate with McMinnville Water and Light and the 

various private suppliers of energy in this area in making future land use 
decisions.  

 
Policy 177.00 The City of McMinnville shall coordinate with natural gas utilities for the extension of 

transmission lines and the supplying of this energy resource.  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal VIII 1 and Policies 173.00 and 177.00 are satisfied in that 
McMinnville Water and Light and Northwest Natural Gas will be provided opportunity to review 
and comment regarding this proposal prior to the issuance of the Planning Department’s staff 
report. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED. The City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
GOAL VIII 2:  TO CONSERVE ALL FORMS OF ENERGY THROUGH UTILIZATION OF LAND USE 

PLANNING TOOLS. 
 
Policy 178.00 The City of McMinnville shall encourage a compact urban development pattern to 

provide for conservation of all forms of energy. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal VIII 2 and Policy 178.00 are satisfied by the request as the 
development proposes a compact form of urban development allowing smaller lots where 
possible and larger lots as dictated by the site shape and topography.  The average minimum 
lot size of this proposal is slightly greater than the average minimum lot size of 7,500 square 
feet (Exhibit 10) as specified by Condition of Approval 2 of Ordinance 4822 (Exhibit 2).  Utilities 
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presently abut the site and can be extended in a cost effective and energy efficient manner 
commensurate with this proposal and as shall be required by an approved phasing plan. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED. The City concurs with the applicant’s findings, but notes that a condition 
of approval amends the previously approved average lot size of 7,500, which was interpreted to 
mean average minimum lot size, to the proposed average lot size of approximately 7,770 square 
feet. 

 
GOAL IX 1: TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE LANDS TO SERVICE THE NEEDS OF THE PROJECTED 

POPULATION TO THE YEAR 2023, AND TO ENSURE THE CONVERSION OF THESE 
LANDS IN AN ORDERLY, TIMELY MANNER TO URBAN USES. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal IX 1 is satisfied in that the subject site is located within both 
the McMinnville urban growth boundary and the McMinnville city limits and so identified for urban 
development according to adopted applicable goals, policies, standards and requirements.  All 
urban services are currently available and adjacent to the site making the conversion of this site 
to urban uses orderly and timely. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED. The City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
GOAL X 1: TO PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT IN THE LAND USE 

DECISION MAKING PROCESS ESTABLISHED BY THE CITY OF McMINNVILLE. 
 
GOAL X 2:  TO MAKE EVERY EFFORT TO ENGAGE AND INCLUDE A BROAD CROSS SECTION OF 

THE COMMUNITY BY MAINTAINING AN ACTIVE AND OPEN CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 
PROGRAM THAT IS ACCESSIBLE TO ALL MEMBERS OF THE COMMUNITY AND 
ENGAGES THE COMMUNITY DURING DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF 
LAND USE POLICIES AND CODES. 

 
Policy 188.00 The City of McMinnville shall continue to provide opportunities for citizen involvement in 

all phases of the planning process.  The opportunities will allow for review and comment 
by community residents and will be supplemented by the availability of information on 
planning requests and the provision of feedback mechanisms to evaluate decisions and 
keep citizens informed. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  Goals X 1, X 2, and Policy 188.00 are satisfied in that the City of 
McMinnville has adopted a Neighborhood Meeting program that requires applicants of most 
types of land use applications to hold at least one public Neighborhood Meeting prior to submittal 
of a land use application; this is further addressed under findings relative to McMinnville Zoning 
Ordinance Section 17.72.095, below.  Additionally, the City of McMinnville continues to provide 
opportunities for the public to review and obtain copies of the application materials and 
completed staff report prior to the McMinnville Planning Commission and/or McMinnville City 
Council review of the request at an advertised public hearing.  All members of the public with 
standing are afforded the opportunity to provide testimony and ask questions as part of the 
public review and hearing process. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The process for a planned development amendment provides an 
opportunity for citizen involvement throughout the process through the neighborhood meeting 
provisions, the public notice, and the public hearing process.  Throughout the process, there are 
opportunities for the public to review and obtain copies of the application materials and the 
completed staff report prior to the advertised public hearing(s).  All members of the public have 
access to provide testimony and ask questions during the public review and hearing process. 

 
McMinnville Zoning Ordinance 
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The following Sections of the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance (Ord. No. 3380) provide criteria applicable 
to the request: 
 
Chapter 17.03.  General Provisions 
 
17.03.020 Purpose.  The purpose of this ordinance is to encourage appropriate and orderly physical 
development in the City through standards designed to protect residential, commercial, industrial, and 
civic areas from the intrusions of incompatible uses; to provide opportunities for establishments to 
concentrate for efficient operation in mutually beneficial relationship to each other and to shared 
services; to provide adequate open space, desired levels of population densities, workable relationships 
between land uses and the transportation system, and adequate community facilities; to provide 
assurance of opportunities for effective utilization of the land resource; and to promote in other ways 
public health, safety, convenience, and general welfare. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Section 17.03.020 is satisfied by this request for the reasons 
enumerated in Conclusionary Findings for Approval No. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 above. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The purpose of the Zoning Ordinance would be met by the proposal as 
described in Conclusionary Findings. 

 
Chapter 17.15.  R-2 Single-Family Residential Zone 
 
17.15.010 Permitted Uses.  In an R-2 zone, the following uses and their accessory uses are 
permitted:   
 

A. Site built single-family dwelling [..] 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: This criterion is satisfied as Premier Development proposes to 
construct only site built single-family detached dwellings within this phased subdivision. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings.  The City also notes that 
permitted uses in the R-2 zone also include two-family dwellings, single-family common wall 
dwellings, and accessory dwelling units.  Compliance with the Lot Sales policy of the 
Comprehensive Plan will allow lots to be purchased and developed by others besides Premier 
Development. 

 
17.15.030 Lot Size.  In an R-2 zone, the lot size shall not be less than seven thousand square 
feet except as provided in Section 17.15.010 (C) of this ordinance.  (Ord. 4128 (part), 1981; Ord. 
3380 (part), 1968). 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: This criterion is satisfied as the subject site is currently governed 
by Planned Development Ordinances 4722 and 4822 which both support and allow lot size 
averaging within the subject site.  This subdivision application is being submitted concurrent with 
requests to modify Ordinances 4722 and 4822 as described above while retaining the existing 
authorization of lot size averaging. 
 
The current average minimum lot size for a portion of the subject site is 7,000 square feet as 
conditioned by Ordinance 4722 and the current average minimum lot size for the balance of this 
site is 7,500 square feet as conditioned by Ordinance 4822.  This currently proposed two-phased 
residential subdivision exceeds these requirements for the subject site as well as within each of 
the two individual proposed phases of this subdivision (Exhibit 10).  As the proposed average 
minimum lot sizes described are greater than the 7,000 square foot minimum lot size required 
by 17.15.030, this criterion has been satisfied. -- Section 17.15.010(C) referenced by this 
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standard speaks only to single-family common-wall dwellings and is not applicable as no single-
family common-wall dwellings are proposed as part of this development. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 3.  A condition of approval of the planned 
development amendment defines the average lot size to be approximately 7,770 square feet 
per the applicant’s proposal.  As the average lot size is greater than the 7,000 square foot 
minimum lot size required in the underlying R-2 zone, the planned development amendment is 
consistent with the lot size requirements. 

 
17.15.040 Yard Requirements.  In an R-2 zone, each lot shall have yards of the following size unless 
otherwise provided for in Section 17.54.050:  

A. A front yard shall not be less than twenty feet;  
B. A rear yard shall not be less than twenty feet;  
C. A side yard shall not be less than seven and one-half feet, except an exterior side yard on the 

street side of a corner lot shall be not less than twenty feet. (Ord. 4912 §3, 2009; Ord. 4128 
(part), 1981; Ord. 3380 (part), 1968).  

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: This criterion is satisfied as the subject site is currently governed 
by Ordinances 4722 and 4822 which both support and allow amended setbacks for certain lots 
and amended setbacks for lots in certain circumstances.  Approval of these setback adjustments 
were based on sensitivity to existing tree locations, the natural topography and shape of the site, 
and Premier Development’s proposal to provide homes on lots of varying sizes and 
configurations to provide a wider range of choice in the residential market than would be found 
in a standard residential subdivision.  As this application proposes to incorporate the 
undeveloped fourth phase of the Oak Ridge Planned Development area into the Oak Ridge 
Meadows Planned Development area, Premier Development requests modifications to 
Condition of Approval 3 of Ordinance 4822.  As currently adopted, Condition of Approval 3 of 
Ordinance 4822 states:   
  

“That setbacks for the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision are as follows:  
• Front Yard:  20 feet  
• Side Yard:  (Lots less than 6,000 square feet in area):  6 feet  
• Side Yard (all other lots):  7.5 feet  
• Exterior Side Yard (Lots 40, 45, 46, 52, 54, and 55):  15 feet  
• Exterior Side Yard (all other lots):  20 feet  
• Rear Yard:  20 feet  
• Open side of garage:  20 feet  
 

The Planning Director is authorized to permit reductions or increases to these setback 
standards as may be necessary to provide for the retention of trees greater than nine (9) 
inches in diameter measured at 4.5 feet above grade. In no case, however, may the rear 
yard setback or the side yard setback be reduced to less than five feet, or the exterior 
side yard setback to 15 feet, or the distance from the property line to the front opening 
of a garage to less than 18 feet without approval of the Planning Commission pursuant 
to the requirements of Chapter 17.69 (Variance). A request to adjust the setbacks for 
these lots shall be accompanied by a building plan for the subject site that clearly 
indicates the location of existing trees. Trees to be retained shall be protected during all 
phases of home construction.”  
 

For those same reasons noted in reference to the adoption of Condition of Approval 3 of 
Ordinance 4822, specifically, sensitivity to existing tree locations, the natural topography and 
shape of the site, and Premier Development’s proposal to provide homes on lots of varying sizes 
and configurations to provide a wider range of choice in the residential market, and as further 
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articulated in these conclusionary Findings, Premier Development proposes that Condition 3 of 
Ordinance 4822 be modified as follows; this recommended condition of approval retains the 
same Planning Director setback modification authority as currently exists in Condition of 
Approval 5 of Ordinance 4722 and Condition of Approval 3 of Ordinance 4822 except that 
Premier Development is no longer desiring to retain the previously allowed Planning Director 
authority to reduce the setback to the open side of a garage to 18 feet as is currently allowed by 
Ordinance 4822:  
 

“That setbacks for the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision shall be as follows:  
• Front Yard:  20 feet  
• Side Yard:   5 feet  
• Exterior Side Yard:  10 feet   
• Rear Yard:  20 feet  
• Open side of garage:  20 feet  

The Planning Director is authorized to permit reductions or increases to these setback 
standards as may be necessary to provide for the retention of trees greater than nine (9) 
inches in diameter measured at 4.5 feet above grade. In no case, however, may the rear 
yard setback be reduced to less than five feet, or the exterior side yard setback to less 
than 10 feet without approval of the Planning Commission pursuant to the requirements 
of Chapter 17.74 (Variance).  A request to adjust the setbacks for these lots shall be 
accompanied by a building plan for the subject site that clearly indicates the location of 
existing trees.  Trees to be retained shall be protected during all phases of home 
construction.”  

 
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 4. The City concurs with the applicant’s findings.  A 
condition of approval has been included to amend the required setbacks, and would allow 
flexibility for the preservation of significant trees found on individual lots. 

 
17.15.060  Density requirements.   In an R-2 zone, the lot area per family shall not be less than seven 
thousand square feet, except that the lot area for two-family corner lots and common wall, single-family 
corner lots shall not be less than eight thousand square feet for two families.  This requirement does 
not apply to accessory dwelling units. (Ord. 4796 §1(b), 2003; Ord. 4128 (part), 1981; Ord. 3380 (part), 
1968). 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: The tentative phased subdivision plan submitted with this 
application proposes an average minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet as required by Ordinance 
4822 and which surpasses that required by Ordinance 4722 and by 17.15.060 of the McMinnville 
Zoning Ordinance.  The tentative subdivision plan also proposes lot size averaging as described 
and supported by the findings provided addressing Section 17.15.030, above and findings 
previously provided supporting the adoption of Ordinances 4722 and 4822.  This proposed 
average minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet for this site also satisfies this standard with the 
proposed modifications to Planned Development Ordinance 4822. 
Therefore, this criterion is met. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  The total square foot average for all 108 lots in the applicant’s proposed 
tentative subdivision plan is approximately 7,770 square feet.  This overall average lot size is 
consistent with the density requirements of the underlying R-2 zone and the existing planned 
development overlays. 
 

Chapter 17.51.  Planned Development Overlay 
 
17.51.010  Purpose.  The purpose of a planned development is to provide greater flexibility and greater 
freedom of design in the development of land than may be possible under strict interpretation of the 
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provisions of the zoning ordinance. Further, the purpose of a planned development is to encourage a 
variety in the development pattern of the community; encourage mixed uses in a planned area; 
encourage developers to use a creative approach and apply new technology in land development; 
preserve significant man-made and natural features; facilitate a desirable aesthetic and efficient use of 
open space; and create public and private common open spaces. A planned development is not 
intended to be simply a guise to circumvent the intent of the zoning ordinance. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Section 17.51.010 is satisfied by the request in that the applicant 
proposes a development plan to provide for single-family residential lots displaying a range of 
lot sizes, varied lot characteristics and that would be available at various price points.  Premier 
Development also proposes adjustments to lot setbacks and allowances to exceed both the 
preferred lot depth-to-width ratio, allowances for some lots to have side lot lines oriented other 
than at right angles to the street upon which the lots front, and block length standards as further 
addressed in these conclusionary findings for approval. While these adjustments are requested, 
Premier Development also proposes to preserve significant natural features, facilitate a 
desirable aesthetic and efficient use of open space, and create public greenspace and private 
active open spaces for the benefit of the neighborhood and the greater community primarily by 
providing an approximately 0.85-acre active private neighborhood park and an approximately 
5.6-acre open-space greenway to be dedicated to the public along the site’s Baker Creek edge 
and extending further to the south along the site’s western edge.   Preservation of the majority 
of wetlands along the site’s eastern edge is also provided as part of this development proposal 
along with wetland mitigation in some areas.  Additional tree protection is also proposed through 
Premier Development’s proposal to submit a tree survey prepared by a certified arborist that will 
be instrumental to tree preservation on individual lots.  This application of balancing adjustments 
to standards in exchange for public benefits is allowed and encouraged to be supported through 
the Planned Development Amendment application and review process.  Beyond the provision 
of public sidewalks as part of the pedestrian network within the public street system as described 
in the Comprehensive Plan addressed in other Findings above, Premier Development also 
proposes to extend pedestrian pathways through the entirety of both of the offered park spaces 
to aid in enhancing pedestrian mobility and both active and passive recreational opportunities 
within the area.  
 
To provide assured variety in house plans and front façade treatment viewable from public 
rights-of-way, Premier Development offers a specific design amenity to further address the 
portion of the Planned Development purpose statement “A planned development is not intended 
to be simply a guise to circumvent the intent of the zoning ordinance.”  Specifically, Premier 
Development proposes to create and provide an Architectural Pattern Book of specific design 
elements to be used in the construction of the residences for the two-phased residential 
development.  This Architectural Pattern Book will result in a more pedestrian friendly 
streetscape for the proposed development to help set a new residential aesthetic above that 
found in other portions of the urban area and to help visually blend these residences in with 
those of the adjacent established residential neighborhoods.  Premier Development offers the 
following two conditions to achieve this vision and requests that they be made conditions of 
approval of this proposal.  
 

That, prior to issuance of residential building permits, the applicant shall submit a 
residential Architectural Pattern Book to the Planning Director for review and approval.  
The purpose of the Architectural Pattern Book is to provide an illustrative guide for 
residential design in the Oak Ridge Meadows development.  This book will contain 
architectural elevations, details, materials and colors of each building type.  The 
dominant building style for residences in the area identified in the Oak Ridge Meadows 
subdivision tentative plan can be best described as generally Northwest Craftsman or 
English Cottage style dwelling.  In order to protect property values, front entries will need 
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to be clearly defined, at least two material types will need to be used on the front 
elevations, driveways should be adjacent to each other to enhance opportunities for front 
yards and landscaping, and a variety of color schemes should be used throughout the 
development that are distinctly different from each other but enhance each other.  
 
At a minimum, the Architectural Pattern Book shall contain sections addressing:  
 

a) Style and Massing  
b) Quality and Type of Exterior Materials  
c) Front Porches / Entry Areas  
d) Roof Design and Materials  
e) Exterior Doors and Windows  
f) Garage Door Types  
g) Exterior Lighting  
h) Sample Exterior Colors  
   

And,   
 
In order to eliminate a cookie-cutter stylization of the neighborhood, no same home 
design shall be built in adjacency to another, including both sides of the street.  

 
Premier Development is pleased to suggest that these conditions be made binding with the 
approval of this proposal.  With that however, it is also instructive to note that without approval 
of a Planned Development application request or a request to amend an existing Planned 
Development, the City does not currently have the authority to require such design standards of 
residential subdivision development as the means to do so do not otherwise exist within 
McMinnville’s regulatory authority.  This further highlights the value of the interplay and 
balancing of public and private benefits woven into the Planned Development and Planned 
Development Amendment review processes and is, in part, why Comprehensive Plan Policy 
72.00 states that Planned Developments shall be encouraged as a favored form of residential 
development as long as social, economic, and environmental savings will accrue to the residents 
of the development and the city. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 16, 17.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings.  
The proposed conditions described above to require an Architectural Pattern Book and 
elimination of cookie cutter stylization would help facilitate a desirable aesthetic in the planned 
development, and have been included as conditions of approval. 

 
17.51.020  Standards and requirements. The following standards and requirements shall govern 
the application of a planned development in a zone in which it is permitted:  

A. The principal use of land in a planned development shall reflect the type of use indicated on 
the comprehensive plan or zoning map for the area. Accessory uses within the development 
may include uses permitted in any zone, except uses permitted only in the M-2 zone are 
excluded from all other zones. Accessory uses shall not occupy more than twenty-five 
percent of the lot area of the principal use;  

B. Density for residential planned development shall be determined by the underlying zone 
designations. (Ord. 4128 (part), 1981; Ord. 3380 (part), 1968).  

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Section 17.51.020 (A-B) is satisfied by the request in that Premier 
Development proposes a development type (Single-Family detached residential dwelling) 
consistent with the residential zoning indicated on the comprehensive plan map and zoning map 
as well as Chapter 17.15 of the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance.  While Sub B of this standard 
states that the density of the residential planned development shall be determined by the 
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underlying zone designations, Condition of Approval 2 of Ordinance 4822 sets the average 
minimum lot size as being 7,500 square feet for its associated portion of the site which is slightly 
less dense than the maximum density that could be theoretically achieved on otherwise 
unencumbered and fully developable R-2 zoned land.  Premier Development is not proposing 
to modify this condition (Condition 2) of Ordinance 4822 and has designed this proposal to 
maximize the unique topography and shape of the site and to honor the standing 7,500 square 
foot average minimum lot size requirement.  This Finding is additionally supported by Findings 
provided in Section 5, above. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings, but notes that a condition 
of approval would amend the 7,500 square foot average lot size set by Ordinance 4822 to the 
approximately 7,770 square foot average lot size proposed in the tentative subdivision request. 

 
17.51.030  Procedure. The following procedures shall be observed when a planned development 
proposal is submitted for consideration:  

C. The Commission shall consider the preliminary development plan at a meeting at which 
time the findings of persons reviewing the proposal shall also be considered. In reviewing 
the plan, the Commission shall need to determine that:  

1. There are special physical conditions or objectives of a development which the 
proposal will satisfy to warrant a departure from the standard regulation 
requirements;  

2. Resulting development will not be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan 
objectives of the area;  

3. The development shall be designed so as to provide for adequate access to and 
efficient provision of services to adjoining parcels;  

4. The plan can be completed within a reasonable period of time;  
5. The streets are adequate to support the anticipated traffic, and the development 

will not overload the streets outside the planned area;  
6. Proposed utility and drainage facilities are adequate for the population densities 

and type of development proposed;  
7. The noise, air, and water pollutants caused by the development do not have an 

adverse effect upon surrounding areas, public utilities, or the city as a whole;  
  

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Section 17.51.030 is satisfied by the request in that there are 
physical site conditions (e.g., shape and topography) and design objectives of this proposal 
(creation of an active private neighborhood park and a large public open-space greenway 
dedication, in addition to providing a wide range of lot sizes to enhance market choice) that 
warrant a departure from standard regulation requirements and that necessitate modification of 
Planned Development Ordinances 4722 and 4822 that currently govern the site.  This proposal 
helps to enact the intended residential density of Ordinance 4822 and the comprehensive plan 
objectives for this area and can be completed within a reasonable period of time; targeted 
platting of Phase 1 is approximately two years and the targeted platting of Phase 2 would occur 
in approximately three subsequent years for a total of an estimated five years afforded to achieve 
the platting of both phases.  Designed to meet and implement adopted City standards, the 
proposed local street network is safe and adequate to support anticipated traffic which can also 
be sufficiently accommodated and supported by the surrounding existing street network (Exhibit 
28).  Adequate access to and efficient provision of services to adjoining parcels will also be 
provided by extending streets and utilities to the edges of the site for future extension to serve 
adjacent lands to the east and south (Exhibits 6, 7 and 11); a temporary compacted gravel 
emergency-only access roadway and easement is also proposed as addressed above in Finding 
of Fact No. 5.  Public utility and drainage facilities currently exist adjacent to the site and have 
the capacity to adequately be extended to and sufficiently serve the proposed population density 
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and single-family detached residential development represented by this proposal and as 
represented in the attached Exhibits (inclusive of Exhibits 7, 8, 25 and 29) and addressed further 
in findings provided below.  As this site is designated Residential on the McMinnville 
Comprehensive Plan Map and R-2 PD on the McMinnville Zoning Map, and this proposed 
development complies with all applicable Comprehensive Plan purpose statements, policies, 
goals, requirements, standards and guidelines as provided in these conclusionary Findings of 
Fact, there are no indications that the proposal will have an adverse effect due to pollutants on 
surrounding areas, public utilities or the City as a whole. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  Section 17.51.030 is satisfied in that the Commission would have 
reviewed the preliminary development plan and findings at a meeting.  Discussion of the criteria 
listed in subsection C is provided below, as those criteria are the review criteria for a Planned 
Development Amendment, as found in 17.74.070 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
17.53.103  Blocks. 
1. General.  The length, width, and shape of blocks shall take into account the need for adequate lot 

size and street width and shall recognize the limitations of the topography.  
 

2. Size.  No block shall be more than 400 feet in length between street corner lines or have a block 
perimeter greater than 1,600 feet unless it is adjacent to an arterial street, or unless the topography 
or the location of adjoining streets justifies an exception.  The recommended minimum length of 
blocks along an arterial street is 1,800 feet. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on the tentative subdivision plans, the planned street 
alignment requires, in some cases, blocks that exceed 400 hundred feet in length due to the 
topography and the physical configuration of the site, as well as the street pattern of an adjacent 
platted neighborhood.  Given these site factors, Premier Development has configured the 
proposed local street plan to be as close to the recommended standard as possible.  The 
proposed street pattern and resulting block lengths are very similar that previously approved by 
the City Council to implement the Ordinance 4822 Planned Development.    
Block Length exceeding 400 feet in length:   

 
1) NW Pinehurst Drive from “A” Court to its temporary southeastern terminus;  
2) NW Pinot Noir Drive from NW Blake Street to “A” Street;  
3) “A” Street along its northern edge from its intersections with NW Pinot Noir Drive and 

NW Pinehurst Drive;   
4) “B” Street from its intersections with NW Pinot Noir Drive and NW Pinehurst Drive;  
5) NW Pinehurst Drive from its intersection with the east end of “C” Street to its intersection 

with the west end of “C” Street.  
 

There are no connecting blocks that exceed 1,600 feet in perimeter length. Therefore this 
requirement is met.  
   
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 7.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings with 
regard to the topographical and geographical limitations found on the site.  The City further finds 
that an exception to the standard maximum block length is warranted due to the topographical, 
geographical, and physical limitations of the site.  The site is bounded to the north and east by 
McMinnville city limits, and steep slopes define the perimeter of the northern parcel of the subject 
site.  As such, there is no opportunity a connecting street to penetrate any block created along 
the perimeter of the northern parcel (NW Pinehurst Drive from its southwestern terminus to “A” 
Court).  Additionally, the southeastern portion of the subject site is also bounded by city limits.  
Buildable land in the southeastern portion of the site is limited to area defined to the north and 
east by delineated wetlands, and to the south and west by steep slopes and previously built 
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residential development.  Development of a street network in the planned development that 
would provide connectivity and access to adjacent lots would necessarily create a long block 
(NW Pinehurst Drive from “A” Court to its southeastern terminus) without opportunity for a 
connecting street to penetrate said block.  Other block lengths identified as exceeding the 
standard are in response to the geographical and physical limitations of the site.  Therefore, a 
condition of approval allowing a maximum block length of approximately 2,305 feet (the 
maximum length of the block from NW Pinehurst Drive from its southwestern terminus to “A” 
Court, around the northern peninsula of the site). 
 

3. Easements. 
3. Pedestrian ways.  When desirable for public convenience, safety, or travel, pedestrian ways not 

less than 10 (ten) feet in width may be required to connect to cul-de-sacs, to pass through 
unusually long or oddly shaped blocks, to connect to recreation or public areas such as schools, 
or to connect to existing or proposed pedestrian ways. (Ord. 4922, §4B, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on the proposed tentative plans, a 10-foot wide 
pedestrian access path is proposed to be provided connecting NW Pinot Noir Drive to NW 
Pinehurst Drive through the approximately 0.85 acre active private neighborhood park.  An 
additional 10-foot wide public pedestrian path is proposed to be provided along the length of the 
approximately 5.6-acre public greenway which will encircle the subject site and lead to the site’s 
southwestern most point west of Lot 56.  The pathway to be located within this greenway area 
is proposed to be improved with a bark chip trail as recommended by the McMinnville Parks 
Department as previously described.  Three pedestrian access pathways are also proposed to 
be provided to access this open-space greenway and are to be located between Lots 42 and 
43, between Lots 75 and 76, and along the south side of Lot 56 (which will be temporary in 
nature until such time that the public pathway, previously described, in the forthcoming Stafford 
Land development adjacent to the west is completed).  There are no other public amenities 
(schools, etc.) for Premier Development to serve with a pedestrian way adjacent to this 
development.  Therefore, this criterion is met. 
   
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITIONS 7, 8. The site exhibits limiting geographical, 
topographical, and physical characteristics that warrant block lengths in excess of the 
recommended standard.  Because unusually long blocks would be allowed, particularly along 
the northern perimeter of the site adjacent to a public open space, and between the previously 
built Oak Ridge residential development and the wetland open space tract, it is desirable for 
public convenience, safety, and travel, for the developer to provide pedestrian ways not less 
than 10 feet in width to pass through the unusually long blocks described above.  The active 
private neighborhood park is proposed to have a pedestrian path that connects Pinot Noir Drive 
to Pinehurst Drive through the unusually long block.  Other opportunities to lessen the block 
length do not exist to the southeast due to the full development of the Oak Ridge subdivisions.  
Therefore, a condition of approval requiring this through-block connectivity through the Private 
Active Neighborhood Park has been included.  Additionally, a condition of approval requiring 
pedestrian ways provided at a maximum spacing of approximately 800 feet would provide 
multiple points of through-block connectivity from Pinehurst Drive to the proposed public 
greenway trail system.  This is desirable for public convenience, safety, and travel to connect to 
the proposed greenway recreation area, a major feature of the planned development area. 

 
17.74.070.  Planned Development Amendment – Review Criteria.  An amendment to an existing 
planned development may be either major or minor. Minor changes to an adopted site plan may be 
approved by the Planning Director. Major changes to an adopted site plan shall be processed in 
accordance with Section 17.72.120, and include the following:  

 An increase in the amount of land within the subject site;  
 An increase in density including the number of housing units;  
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 A reduction in the amount of open space; or  
 Changes to the vehicular system which results in a significant change to the location of streets, 

shared driveways, parking areas and access.  
An amendment to an existing planned development may be authorized, provided that the proposal 
satisfies all relevant requirements of this ordinance, and also provided that the applicant demonstrates 
the following: 
 
17.74.070(A). There are special physical conditions or objectives of a development which the 
proposal will satisfy to warrant a departure from the standard regulation requirements;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  While much of this information was previously described and 
discussed in the Findings provided above, it is important to also discuss here in order to help 
satisfy this criterion for approval of a Planned Development Amendment request.  The last 
approved subdivision design that existed to implement Ordinance 4822 showed that the 
intersection of NW Pinot Noir Drive and NW Pinehurst Drive (which was needed to enable the 
construction of  the southerly portion of Pinehurst Drive and “A” Court (Exhibit 4) as part of the 
fourth phase of the Oak Ridge subdivision) was last approved by the City Council as being 
located within the Oak Ridge Meadows tentative subdivision plan and within the Oak Ridge 
Meadows Planned Development boundary (ZC 12-04/S 14-04).  Following this approval, 
Premier Development filed an appeal with the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) on 
the decision.  At issue was Condition of Approval number five (5) of Ordinance 4822 related to 
a limitation on the number of lots allowed within the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision until such 
time that NW Pinehurst Drive was extended southward to connect to Baker Creek Road.  LUBA 
remanded the decision back to the City Council.  The Council held a public hearing as directed 
by the remand and concluded to adopt additional findings in support of their April decision to 
adopt Ordinance 4822. This action was then memorialized by the adoption of such additional 
findings as referenced in Ordinance 4845 (Exhibit 5) which the Council approved on March 14, 
2006.  The Council’s approval of the S 14-04 tentative subdivision plan, including the locating of 
this intersection within the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development site, remained 
unchanged through the subsequent Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) remand (LUBA 2005-
065) of the City’s approval of ZC 12-04/ S 14-04.    
 
Apart from the Council’s approvals of ZC 12-04 and S 14-04, the connecting roadway segment 
of Pinot Noir Drive necessary to enable access to the Oak Ridge Meadows site, and the location 
of the afore mentioned Pinot Noir Drive and Pinehurst Drive intersection, yet remained as part 
of the earlier Oak Ridge tentative subdivision plan and Planned Development boundary 
approvals.  This resulted in a situation where, essentially, neither of the two adjacent 
subdivisions could be constructed without the prior completion of a portion of the other.  Had the 
economy not convulsed as it did for a number of years, this would not have been a concern as 
the adjacent subdivision phases, although located within different Planned Development 
boundaries, could have been developed simultaneously and the noted street improvements 
effectively constructed concurrently and seamlessly.      
 
This current proposal seeks to achieve that intended development pacing by bringing the two 
adjacent undeveloped parcels of land together under one Planned Development Amendment 
approval and construct both of the afore mentioned street improvements as part of Phase 1 of 
the proposed tentative residential subdivision plan.   
 
While Premier Development is requesting specific modifications to the existing Oak Ridge 
Meadows Planned Development ordinance (Ordinance 4822) conditions of approval, it is 
instructive and relevant to note the change in total number of lots within the combined Oak Ridge 
and Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development sites.  Oak Ridge was originally approved to 
allow the platting of a maximum of 107 lots in three phases.  Through subdivision amendments 
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to that plan, including subdivision phasing, that were approved by the McMinnville Planning 
Director a total of 82 lots were ultimately platted in three phases leaving an additional new fourth 
unplatted phase with the theoretical opportunity to realize the platting of up to the remaining 
maximum of 25 additional lots. Subsequently, the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development 
was approved supporting a two-phased subdivision proposing the platting of a maximum of 99 
lots.  Together, these two Planned Developments, if fully realized, would have resulted in the 
platting of 206 total lots.  The current proposal is for approval of a Planned Development 
supporting a tentative subdivision plan for the platting of 108 lots.  Adding the 82 currently platted 
lots to the 108 proposed lots yields a new combined total of 190 residential lots which is 16 lots 
less than the 206 lots which were once envisioned and conceptually approved for this area.  
When reviewing the original approved Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision plan and comparing it 
to the current proposal it is clear that the overall reduction of lots that were once envisioned and 
tentatively approved has in large part been the result of a number of factors.  In particular, 
shifting of NW Pinehurst Drive a bit westward to attain additional tree retention, the currently 
proposed creation of a 0.85-acre active private neighborhood park within Phase 1 of the 
subdivision, the proposed dedication of 5.6-acres of public greenspace around the site 
perimeter; this larger proposed public open space dedication has resulted in the loss of the 
“double-row” of lots that were once to be located along the western-most edge of the subdivision 
and to be accessed by a series of private easements.     
 
In order for this current development proposal to move forward, it is necessary that the area 
representing the 11.47-acre unplatted fourth phase of the Oak Ridge subdivision be removed 
from Planned Development area of Ordinance 4722 and added to the existing 24-acre Oak 
Ridge Meadows Planned Development area.   This action and approval of the requested 
modifications Ordinance 4822 as articulated above will help Premier Development achieve the 
special objectives of the proposed subdivision and which warrant departure from standard 
regulation requirements.     
  
Part of Premier Development’s vision and proposal for this site is achieved by the “trade-offs” 
attainable through the Planned Development and Planned Development Amendment 
processes.  Primary to the enabling of the proposed development plan is the ability to receive 
approval of available flexibility in the City’s standards regarding lots with side lot lines that do 
not all run perpendicularly to the right-of-way and also regarding instances where the lot depth 
to width ratio exceeds the desired 2:1 ratio of 17.53.105.  In addition to setback adjustments 
noted above, Premier Development requests these allowances due to the unique shape, 
topography and other previously noted challenges of the site in addition to their desire to design 
a residential subdivision proposal that provides a wide range of residential lot sizes to enhance 
residential market choice and also provides significant recreation amenities (both passive and 
active) to the neighborhood and the broader community.  Further responses to be incorporated 
here as part of this Finding are found in Finding of Fact 5 relative to Policies 72.00-78.00. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  As stated in the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance, the purpose of a 
planned development is to provide greater flexibility and greater freedom of design in the 
development of land than may be possible under strict interpretation of the provisions of the 
zoning ordinance. Further, the purpose of a planned development is to encourage a variety in 
the development pattern of the community; encourage mixed uses in a planned area; encourage 
developers to use a creative approach and apply new technology in land development; preserve 
significant man-made and natural features; facilitate a desirable aesthetic and efficient use of 
open space; and create public and private common open spaces.  A planned development is 
not intended to be simply a guise to circumvent the intent of the zoning ordinance. 
 
Consideration of a planned development request includes weighing the additional benefits 
provided to the development and city as a whole through the planned development process that 
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go above and beyond what would be provided through a standard subdivision application 
against the zoning departures requested.  It should be noted that the McMinnville Zoning 
Ordinance does not contain mechanisms to achieve the many of the additional benefits possible 
through Planned Development outside of that process.  Each of the applicant’s requested 
amendments to Ordinance 4822 is directly related to a stated purpose of a planned 
development, and demonstrate special physical conditions or objectives of a development which 
the proposal will satisfy to warrant a departure from the standards established in Ordinance 
4822 and the underlying R-2 zone. 
 
The addition of the unplatted fourth phase of the Oak Ridge subdivision to the Oak Ridge 
Meadows Planned Development Overlay boundary will allow efficient use of open space, greater 
freedom in the development of the land, and allow for the preservation of significant natural 
features (wetlands) on the property.  Additionally, a portion the property would be established 
as a private neighborhood park.   
 
Requested lot size averaging would allow flexibility and variety in the development pattern of the 
community.  A wider variety of lot sizes would increase the types of housing products and price 
points to be made available. 
 
The request to modify setbacks would support the flexibility and variety in the development 
provided by varied lot sizes, and allow greater flexibility to preserve significant trees.  A provision 
would allow for the adjustment of setbacks on a lot by lot basis to preserve significant trees. 
 
A request to allow side lot lines at non-90 degree angles would allow flexibility to employ a 
creative development approach in response to unique geographic features of the subject site. 
 
A request to allow lots with larger than standard depth to width ratio due to site shape and 
topography would allow preservation of natural features (significant trees and slopes) by 
allowing larger lots in ecologically sensitive areas with buildable area away from sensitive natural 
features. 
 
Allowing longer than standard block lengths would allow flexibility in the design and development 
of the land by letting the design respond to unique geographic features of the subject site. 
 
Establishment of a private park in the development would encourage mixed use in the planned 
area and create a private common open space. 
 
Dedication of a public greenway park would encourage mixed use in the planned area and 
create a public common open space. 

 
17.74.070(B).  Resulting development will not be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan 
objectives of the area;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  When the Planning Commission received an application from 
Premier Development in October of 1999 (CPA 10-99/ZC 19-99/S 6-99), a thorough review of 
applicable Comprehensive Plan policies followed in order for the Planning Commission to reach 
a recommendation for approval to the City Council of these comprehensive plan and zone 
change amendment requests. The City Council’s approval of those requests was memorialized 
through their adoption of Ordinance 4722 in February 2000.  The development resulting from 
these approved requests now exists as three platted and fully developed residential 
subdivisions; Oak Ridge, Oak Ridge First Addition and Oak Ridge Second Addition.  The 
currently requested removal of the subject 11.47 undeveloped acres from the boundary of this 
approved Planned Development (ZC 19-99) will not cause any inconsistency between those 
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existing subdivisions and the conditions of approval of Ordinance 4722 or the Comprehensive 
Plan objectives for this area.  Additionally, there is found no Comprehensive Plan Policy 
inconsistency by including the subject acreage within the boundary of the adjacent Planned 
Development (Ordinance 4822).  Removal of the subject 11.47 acres from the Oak Ridge 
Planned Development area does not place any of the three existing phases of the Oak Ridge 
development in conflict with any of the requirements of Ordinance 4722 or other such 
development related permits subsequently approved. 
  
Further responses to this criterion relative to the proposal’s compliance with the Comprehensive 
Plan objectives for the area, and to be incorporated here as part of this Finding, are as articulated 
in Section V - Conclusionary Findings for Approval, Finding 5, above. 
    
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings.  With conditions, the 
proposed Planned Development Amendment would not be inconsistent with the applicable goals 
and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, as described in more detail above in the specific 
findings for each Comprehensive Plan goal and policy. 
 

17.74.070(C).  The development shall be designed so as to provide for adequate access to and 
efficient provision of services to adjoining parcels;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  The existing developed portion of the Oak Ridge Planned 
Development was designed and constructed to meet all applicable municipal requirements and 
to provide for adequate access and service provision to and through the planned neighborhoods.  
The current temporary terminus of NW Pinot Noir Drive, located at the northern end of the Oak 
Ridge Second Addition subdivision, is proposed to continue northward to serve what was once 
approved to be the fourth phase of Oak Ridge and the first phase of Oak Ridge Meadows further 
to the north. Approval of this requested Planned Development Amendment to allow the removal 
of the remaining undeveloped 11.47 acres of the Oak Ridge Planned Development site from this 
Planned Development boundary and, concurrently, approving its inclusion in the Oak Ridge 
Meadows Planned Development site will allow this northerly extension of NW Pinot Noir Drive 
as was previously envisioned and planned.  The existing adjacent developed residential 
neighborhoods will not be negatively affected by allowing this undeveloped land to be located 
within the boundary of an amended boundary of an adjacent Planned Development as adequate 
access to and the provision of sufficient services to adjoining parcels will continue. 
    
As noted above in these Findings, the proposed street pattern provides a safe, interconnected 
and efficient network of residential accessibility to serve the proposed and adjacent existing 
residential neighborhoods.  The one cul-de-sac street in this plan is proposed in response to the 
noted existence of an adjacent wetland and the unique shape this portion of the site where 
provision of a through-street is not possible.  There are no arterial or collector streets within or 
adjacent to this development site.  The proposed street system is designed to promote a balance 
of safe and efficient movement of vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles as required by the 
McMinnville TSP and is augmented for pedestrians through the provision of additional walking 
paths within and surrounding the proposed development.  Vehicular access to the adjacent 
street system promotes safe street connectivity to the surrounding transportation network. 
 
A Transportation Impact Study for this Oak Ridge Meadows proposal has been completed by 
the transportation planning and transportation engineering firm DKS and is attached to this 
proposal (Exhibit 28).  In sum, this Study concludes that an evaluation of the livability of 
neighborhood streets, as defined by the volume of traffic the streets were designed to handle 
(1,200 vehicles per day), confirmed that the Oak Ridge Meadows development is not expected 
to have an adverse impact on the existing neighborhood streets inclusive of the intersections of 
Baker Creek Road and NW Pinot Noir Drive, NW Oak Ridge Drive and NW Merlot Drive.  
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Further, that both the Interim Build and Full Build of Oak Ridge Meadows, as proposed, will 
continue to operate well under-capacity and will meet City of McMinnville safe operating 
standards.  Please refer to Exhibit 28 for additional detail.  
 
The need for a temporary emergency-only access to support this proposal was addressed above 
relative to Policy 132.32.00 and Policy 155.00.  This temporary emergency only access roadway 
will also aid in reducing emergency vehicle response times as it can provide a more direct route 
to some portions of Phase I until such time that it is replaced with a dedicated fully improved 
local public street across adjacent land.  Additionally, travel speeds within this site are based on 
an adopted street classification scheme identified in the adopted McMinnville TSP.  All streets 
in the proposed development are designed as local streets and, as such, are limited to a legal 
vehicular travel speed of 25 miles per hour as are the local streets in the adjacent residential 
neighborhoods.  This residential vehicle speed limitation and the adopted local street design 
standards have been successful in McMinnville in mitigating neighborhood issues related to 
noise, pedestrian and bicycle movement, and aesthetics as evidenced in the adjacent residential 
neighborhoods; the closest being the adjacent multi-phased Oak Ridge neighborhood.   
  
Further responses relative to the specific street design standards are found in Section V - 
Conclusionary Findings for Approval, Findings of Fact 6, above.   
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 13.  The proposed development is designed within 
the existing street network surrounding the subject site.  Currently that network, consists only of 
NW Pinot Noir Drive.  The Planned Development Amendment request would allow the northerly 
extension of Pinot Noir Drive as planned.  With the development of the first phase of the 
proposed Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision, NW Pinehurst Drive would be extended to the 
easternmost property line of parcel R441701300 so as to provide future access and provision 
of services to the adjacent parcel.  That adjacent parcel is currently not in the McMinnville city 
limits, but should the time come for that parcel to be annexed and developed, the proposed 
development would be in place to provide access and services.  Development of the street 
network in the second phase of the proposed subdivision, namely the continuation of Pinehurst 
Drive to the southern property line of parcel R440700602, would provide access and services 
to adjacent undeveloped parcels to the south and west. 
 
A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) for the proposed development indicates the addition of 108 
proposed single-family lots in a subdivision with initially only one improved street access would 
push the volume of traffic on the immediately adjacent local residential street (NW Pinot Noir 
Drive, northwest of Oak Ridge Drive) to its maximum threshold it was designed to carry.  
Livability of a street is generally determined by factors such as vehicle speeds and volumes 
relating to pedestrian safety, bicycle safety, and vehicle movements along a neighborhood 
street.  McMinnville has not adopted a livability standard measure, but has adopted a design 
capacity of 1,200 vehicles per day (vpd) on local neighborhood streets.  The TIA shows that until 
a second, permanent improved street connection provides access to the proposed subdivision, 
the traffic generated by 108 single-family dwelling units would increase the vpd on the northwest 
portion of NW Pinot Noir Drive to its 1,200 vehicle limit.  The TIA uses 108 single-family dwelling 
units (one dwelling unit per lot) as a basis for its average daily trip generation.  However, two-
family dwellings and accessory dwelling units are also permitted uses in the underlying R-2 
zone.  Should a lot be developed with a two-family dwelling or an ADU, the increased daily trips 
from that additional dwelling units would push the volume of traffic carried by NW Pinot Noir 
Drive over its design limit of 1,200 vpd.  Therefore, a condition of approval is included to limit 
development of the proposed subdivision to 108 dwelling units, in any combination of single-
family dwellings, two-family dwellings, or accessory dwellings, until such time that a second 
permanent improved street connection provides access to the proposed subdivision. 
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17.74.070(D).  The plan can be completed within a reasonable period of time;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  Premier Development intends to begin work on the proposed Oak 
Ridge Meadows residential subdivision as soon as permitting is issued and reasonable weather 
allows, and plans to continue work through platting as an estimated five-year plan; targeted 
platting of Phase 1 is approximately two years and the targeted platting of Phase 2 would occur 
in approximately three subsequent years for a total of an estimated five years afforded to achieve 
the platting of both phases.  This criterion is satisfied. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings, and considers the 
proposed development pacing and schedule to be reasonable. 
 

17.74.070(E).  The streets are adequate to support the anticipated traffic, and the development 
will not overload the streets outside the planned area;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  Premier Development plans to continue the local street network 
through the proposed Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development area as a natural and logical 
extension of that developed to serve the three existing phases of the adjacent Oak Ridge 
Planned Development area.  This proposed street design is very similar to the street design of 
the previous subdivision approvals supported by the adoptions of Ordinances 4722 and 4822.  
In this current application, all proposed streets will be public and will be developed to public 
standards.  It is also pertinent to note that during the time that the existing phases of the adjacent 
Oak Ridge development were constructed and platted, public local street design required a 26-
foot wide paved section.  This standard has since been modified by Council action to require a 
28-foot wide paved section for local public residential streets which is the standard that Premier 
Development proposes for all such streets within this two-phase residential subdivision.   
 
Regarding anticipated traffic, the McMinnville City Council adopted the City of McMinnville 
Transportation System Plan (TSP) in 2010.  As part of the TSPs modeling analysis, the site of 
this application was assumed to build out to the residential density of its underlying R-2 zone.  
The TSP notes no traffic volume capacity issues or unsafe road or intersection conditions 
resulting from that assumption and modeling.  As Ordinance 4822 limits the average minimum 
lot size in the original Oak Ridge Meadows site to no less than 7,500 square feet, and Premier 
Development proposes to comply with this requirement (Ordinance 4822, Condition of Approval 
2) for the requested expanded Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development area, the resulting 
density, and associated vehicle trip generation, is less than was anticipated and modeled in the 
McMinnville TSP adopted by the City Council.  Additionally, as the tentative subdivision plan 
described above proposes 16 lots less than was once envisioned and conceptually approved 
for this area, the currently proposed single-family residential development plan will also generate 
fewer vehicle trips than anticipated by the earlier approvals.    
 
As addressed in the Findings for Circulation Policies in Finding of Fact 5 above, a Transportation 
Impact Study for this Oak Ridge Meadows proposal has been completed by the transportation 
planning and transportation engineering firm DKS and is attached to this proposal (Exhibit 28).  
In sum, this Study concludes that the proposed development is anticipated to result in the 
following impacts:  

 
• The development will consist of 108-unit single family homes. The ultimate buildout of 

the site includes a connection to NW Baker Creek Road via an extension of NW Shadden 
Drive. In the interim, the development will be accessed via NW Pinot Noir Drive, NW Oak 
Ridge Drive, and Merlot Drive.  

• The development is expected to generate 80 (20 in, 60 out) AM peak hour trips, 107 (67 
in, 40 out) PM peak hour trips, and 1,020 daily trips.  
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• Intersection operations during the Interim Build and Full Build of Oak Ridge Meadows 
will continue to operate well under-capacity and will meet City of McMinnville operating 
standards. The addition of Oak Ridge Meadows traffic will not have a significant impact 
on the operations or delay experienced at the intersections of NW Baker Creek Road/NW 
Oak Ridge Drive and NW Baker Creek Road/Merlot Drive.  

• An evaluation of the livability of neighborhood streets, as defined by the volume of traffic 
the streets were designed to handle (1,200 vpd), confirmed that the Oak Ridge Meadows 
development is not expected to have an adverse impact on the existing neighborhood 
streets.  

 
Please refer to the Oak Ridge Meadows Transportation Impact Study (Exhibit 28) for additional 
detail.  
 
The following component of this Finding is found at the Fining provided at 132.32.00 and is also 
relevant here.  As there is only one public street connection currently in place to serve the two-
phased Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision, a temporary emergency-only access will be required 
in order to exceed the 30 unsprinkled home limitation described above.  This emergency access, 
which will be placed in an easement, will be graded and finished with compacted rock to 
applicable standards and extend northward from the intersection of NW Shadden Drive and NW 
Baker Creek Road, across land currently owned by Stafford Land Company, to the southern 
edge of the Oak Ridge Meadows site at a point between proposed Lots 55 and 56 (Exhibit 26).  
[It is possible that this temporary emergency-only access may be shorter in length under a 
potential scenario described by Gordon Root of Stafford Land Company in an email where 
Stafford Land Company agrees to the granting of this temporary easement (Exhibit 27).]  This 
temporary emergency-only accessway would then proceed northward on Premier 
Development’s site along the proposed Phase 2 alignment of NW Pinehurst Drive to its 
intersection with “A” Street and then proceed generally eastward along the proposed “A” Street 
alignment to an alignment even with the proposed western edge of Lot 25 which is to be the 
westernmost lot along “A” Street in Phase I of the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision.  Fire 
Department approved gates would be located at both ends of this compacted gravel emergency-
only accessway as directed by the McMinnville Fire Department.  The McMinnville Fire 
Department has stated that, if such gates needed to be locked, they would be so with Fire 
Department approved locks.  At such time that this adjacent land is to develop, this easement 
would then be revoked and public right-of-way be dedicated and improved to City standards 
providing a permanent second public street connection to the Oak Ridge Meadows 
development.  This criterion is satisfied.    
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 14.  The density of the proposed development is 
within the density standards for the underlying R-2 zone. McMinnville’s Transportation System 
Plan (TSP) is based on the full build-out of the zone at maximum density. The proposed planned 
development amendment would not increase the density beyond that which has been 
incorporated into the TSP, and will not overload the streets in the planned area.  However, the 
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) submitted by the applicant shows the addition of 108 proposed 
single-family lots in a subdivision with only one improved street access would push the volume 
of traffic on the immediately adjacent local residential street (NW Pinot Noir Drive, northwest of 
Oak Ridge Drive) to its maximum threshold it was designed to carry.  McMinnville has adopted 
a design capacity of 1,200 vehicles per day (vpd) on local neighborhood streets.  The TIA shows 
that until a second, permanent improved street connection provides access to the proposed 
subdivision, the traffic generated by 108 single-family dwelling units would increase the vpd on 
the northwest portion of NW Pinot Noir Drive to its 1,200 vehicle limit.  The TIA uses 108 single-
family dwelling units (one dwelling unit per lot) as a basis for its average daily trip generation.  
However, two-family dwellings and accessory dwelling units are also permitted uses in the 
underlying R-2 zone.  Should a lot be developed with a two-family dwelling or an ADU, the 
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increased daily trips from that additional dwelling units would push the volume of traffic carried 
by NW Pinot Noir Drive over its design limit of 1,200 vpd.  Therefore, a condition of approval is 
included to limit development of the proposed subdivision to 108 dwelling units, in any 
combination of single-family dwellings, two-family dwellings, or accessory dwellings, until such 
time that a second permanent improved street connection provides access to the proposed 
subdivision.  

 

17.74.070(F).  Proposed utility and drainage facilities are adequate for the population densities and 
type of development proposed;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  Responses to the criteria relative to the proposed utility and 
drainage facilities to serve this proposed development, and relevant associated modifications to 
Ordinance 4822, are found under the Section V - Conclusionary Findings for Approval, Finding 
6, above.  This criterion is satisfied.     
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings.  Adequate levels of 
sanitary sewer collection, storm sewer and drainage facilities, municipal water distribution 
systems and supply, and energy distribution facilities, either presently serve or can be made 
available to serve the site.  Additionally, the Water Reclamation Facility has the capacity to 
accommodate flow resulting from development of this site. 
 

17.74.070(G).  The noise, air, and water pollutants caused by the development do not have an 
adverse effect upon surrounding areas, public utilities, or the city as a whole.  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  The effects on noise, air and water pollutants anticipated to be 
caused by this development have already been addressed through the prior review of more 
impactful development proposals (e.g., a greater number of proposed residential lots) for this 
site and the Council’s related supportive approval of Ordinances 4722 and 4822.  This current 
proposal impacts the site and adjacent neighborhoods to a lesser degree than the combined 
effect of the earlier subdivision approvals due to the current proposal to plat 16 fewer single-
family residential lots than was originally proposed and approved for the Oak Ridge and Oak 
Ridge Meadows sites.  The anticipated pollutant impact of this current plan is also lessened by 
Premier Development’s proposal to provide both an approximately 0.85-acre active private 
neighborhood park and dedicate approximately 5.6-acres of open space to the public for use as 
preserved greenway along the south side of Baker Creek.  Additionally, the majority of the 
existing wetlands on the site will be preserved and these wetlands and their supported wildlife 
can be viewed and enjoyed for extended lengths of time by residents’ use of the benches 
proposed to be installed by Premier Development along the lower, eastern portion NW Pinehurst 
Drive as previously described. Further discussion of noise, air, and water pollutants potentially 
caused by the proposed development is found in findings presented above.  This criterion is 
satisfied.     
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED. The City concurs with the applicant’s findings, though The City notes 
that previous wetland mitigation for construction associated with the previously approved Oak 
Ridge residential development was identified by the Department of State Lands as having failed.  
Among other functions, wetlands protect and improve water quality by reducing water pollutants, 
be they from adjacent development or from upstream.  Though it is not anticipated the 
development of the site would cause noise, air, or water pollutants sufficient to have an adverse 
effect on the surrounding areas or city as a whole, encroachment into and loss of adjacent 
wetlands would detract from the water quality function of the wetland.   

  
 
JF 
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ORDINANCE NO. 5070

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION FOR A 108 LOT, PHASED SINGLE-
FAMILY DETACHED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT R441701300/R440700602.

RECITALS:

The Planning Department received an application (S 3-18) from Premier Development, LLC,
property owner, requesting approval of a Tentative Subdivision for the construction of a 108 lot, two
phase single-family residential development on approximately 35.47 acres of land, referred to as Oak
Ridge Meadows.; and

The subject site is located generally north of Baker Creek Road and NW Pinot Noir Drive, south
of Baker Creek (Tax Lot 1300, Section 17, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M. and Tax Lot 602, Section 7, T. 4 S.,
R. 4 W., W.M.); and

A public hearing before the McMinnville Planning Commission was held on April 18, 2019,
after due notice had been provided in the local newspaper on April 9, 2019, and written notice had
been mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the affected property; and

At said public hearing, the application materials and a staff report were presented, and
applicant and public testimony was received.  The Planning Commission voted to continue the
public hearing; and

The public hearing before the McMinnville Planning Commission was continued on May 16,
2019, after due notice had been provided in the local newspaper on May 7, 2019; and

At said public hearing, the application materials and a staff report were presented, and
applicant and public testimony was received; and

The Planning Commission, being fully informed about said request, found that the requested
amendment conformed to the applicable Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, as well as the
Tentative Subdivision review criteria listed in Section 17.53 of the McMinnville Municipal Code based
on the material submitted by the applicant and the findings of fact and conclusionary findings for
approval contained in Exhibit A; and

The Planning Commission, by a vote of 7-2, recommended approval of said Tentative
Subdivision to the Council; and

The City Council having received the Planning Commission recommendation and staff report,
and having deliberated, requested a public hearing; and

A public hearing before the McMinnville City Council was held on July 23, 2019 after written
notice had been mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the affected property on June 27, 2019;
and

At said public hearing, a staff report was presented, and applicant and public testimony
was received; and having deliberated;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE COMMON COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF MCMINNVILLE ORDAINS AS
FOLLOWS:

ATTACHMENT C
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1. That the Council adopts the Findings of Fact, Conclusionary Findings, Decision and
Conditions of Approval as documented in Exhibit A approving S 3-18; and

2. That this Ordinance shall take effect 30 days after its passage by the City Council.

Passed by the Council this 23rd day of July 2019, by the following votes:

Ayes:   _________________________________________________

Nays:   _________________________________________________

___________________________________

MAYOR

Attest: Approved as to form:

__________________________ ___________________________________
CITY RECORDER CITY ATTORNEY
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CITY OF MCMINNVILLE
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

231 NE FIFTH STREET
MCMINNVILLE, OR  97128

503-434-7311
www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov

DECISION, CONDITIONS, FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS FOR THE
APPROVAL OF A TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION FOR A 108 LOT, PHASED SINGLE-FAMILY
DETACHED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT R441701300/R440700602. 

DOCKET: S 3-18 (Tentative Subdivision)

REQUEST: Approval of a Tentative Subdivision (more than 10 lots) for a 108 lot, two phase
single-family detached residential development.

LOCATION: Generally north of Baker Creek Road and the multi-phased Oak Ridge residential
development, and south of Baker Creek (Tax Lot 1300, Section 17, T. 4 S., R 4
W., W.M. and Tax Lot 602, Section 7, T. 4 S., R 4 W., W.M.)

ZONING: R-2 PD (Single Family Residential Planned Development)

APPLICANT: Premier Development, LLC (property owner)

STAFF: Jamie Fleckenstein, PLA, Associate Planner

DATE DEEMED
COMPLETE: January 24, 2019

HEARINGS BODY
& ACTION: The McMinnville Planning Commission makes a recommendation for approval or

denial to the City Council.

HEARING DATE
& LOCATION: April 18, 2019, Civic Hall, 200 NE 2nd Street, McMinnville, Oregon, continued to

May 16, 2019, Civic Hall, 200 NE 2nd Street, McMinnville, Oregon;
July 23, 2019, Civic Hall, 200 NE 2nd Street, McMinnville Oregon

PROCEDURE: An application for a Tentative Subdivision (more than 10 lots) is processed in
accordance with the procedures in Section 17.72.120 of the Zoning Ordinance.
The application is reviewed by the Planning Commission in accordance with the
quasi-judicial public hearing procedures specified in Section 17.72.130 of the
Zoning Ordinance.  

CRITERIA: The applicable criteria for a Tentative Subdivision are specified in Chapter 17.53
of the Zoning Ordinance.  In addition, the goals, policies, and proposals in Volume
II of the Comprehensive Plan are to be applied to all land use decisions as criteria
for approval, denial, or modification of the proposed request.  Goals and policies
are mandated; all land use decisions must conform to the applicable goals and

EXHIBIT A

http://www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov/
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policies of Volume II.  “Proposals” specified in Volume II are not mandated, but 
are to be undertaken in relation to all applicable land use requests. 

 
APPEAL: The Planning Commission makes a recommendation to the City Council, and the 

City Council makes the final decision.  The City Council’s decision may be 
appealed to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) within 21 days of 
the date written notice of the City Council’s decision is mailed to parties who 
participated in the local proceedings and entitled to notice and as provided in 
ORS 197.620 and ORS 197.830, and Section 17.72.190 of the McMinnville 
Municipal Code.  Per the applicant’s requests on March 1, 2019 to extend the 
120 day decision timeframe for an additional 60 days and on June 5, 2019 for an 
additional 21 day extension, the City’s final decision is subject to a 201 day 
processing timeline, and a decision will need to be rendered by August 13, 2019.    

 
COMMENTS: This matter was referred to the following public agencies for comment: 

McMinnville Fire Department, Police Department, Engineering Department, 
Building Department, Parks Department, City Manager, and City Attorney; 
McMinnville Water and Light; McMinnville School District No. 40; Yamhill County 
Public Works; Yamhill County Planning Department; Frontier Communications; 
Comcast; Northwest Natural Gas; and Oregon Department of State Lands.  Their 
comments are provided in this document. 

 
DECISION 
 
Based on the findings and conclusionary findings, the City Council APPROVES the Tentative 
Subdivision (S 3-18) subject to the conditions of approval provided in Section II of this document. 
 

 

////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////// 
 DECISION: APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS 
////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////// 
 
 
City Council:  Date:  
Scott Hill, Mayor of McMinnville 
 
 
Planning Commission:  Date:  
Roger Hall, Chair of the McMinnville Planning Commission 
 
  
Planning Department:   Date:    
Heather Richards, Planning Director 
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I.  APPLICATION SUMMARY: 
 
The applicant has provided extensive information in their application narrative and findings (attached) 
regarding the history of land use decisions for the subject site(s) and the request(s) under consideration.  
City has found the information provided to accurately reflect the current Subdivision request and the 
relevant background, and excerpted portions are provided below to give context to the request, in 
addition to staff’s comments. 
 
Subject Property & Request 
 
The request is for approval of a Tentative Subdivision for the construction of a 108 lot, two phase single-
family residential development on approximately 35.47 acres of land, referred to as Oak Ridge 
Meadows.  If approved, the subdivision would provide the opportunity for the construction of 108 single-
family homes on lots ranging in size from approximately 4,950 to 14,315 square feet and averaging 
approximately 7,771 square feet in size.  In addition, an approximately 0.85-acre active private 
neighborhood park and an approximately 5.6-acre public open-space greenway dedication along Baker 
Creek are proposed.  See Vicinity Map (Figure 1) and Zoning Map (Figure 2) below.   
 
Concurrent to the Tentative Subdivision application, two (2) Planned Development Amendments are 
requested to allow exceptions to the underlying planned development (Ordinance 4822) and R-2 zone, 
including lot size averaging; modified sideyard and exterior sideyard setbacks; allow for some lots with 
side lot lines oriented other than at right angles to the street upon which the lots face; allow for some 
lots to exceed the recommended lot depth to width ratio; and allow some block lengths to exceed the 
recommended maximum block length standard.  The requested Planned Development Amendment 
would also allow for the designation of an approximately 0.85-acre active private neighborhood park; 
and, allow for dedication of an approximately 5.6-acre public open-space greenway dedication along 
Baker Creek. 
 
The subject property is located generally north and east of NW Pinot Noir Drive and south of Baker 
Creek.  The subject property is zoned R-2 PD (Single Family Residential Planned Development) and is 
currently undeveloped.  South of the subject site are Phases One, Two, and Three of the Oak Ridge 
Planned Development, single family developments also zoned R-2 PD.  North and west of the site is 
the undeveloped land subject to the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development, zoned R-2 PD and 
the subject of the concurrent Planned Development Amendment request (PDA 4-18).  See Vicinity 
Map (Figure 1) and Zoning Map (Figure 2) below.   
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Figure 1. Vicinity Map 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R441701300 

R440700602 
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Figure 2. Zoning Map 

 
 
Summary of Criteria & Issues 
 
The proposed tentative subdivision plan is provided below for reference.  See Oak Ridge Meadows 
Tentative Subdivision Plan (Figure 3) below.   
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Figure 3. Oak Ridge Meadows Tentative Subdivision Plan 

 
 
Excerpts from Land Use Application Narrative and Findings: 
 

For general orientation to the main elements of the proposed tentative subdivision, the larger 
residential lots are identified as being generally located around the west, north and east 
perimeter of the site which has the benefit of preserving as much of the steeper elevations of 
the site as possible and allowing for building envelopes that allow preservation of much of the 
associated natural greenway and tree cover. Lots that are more centrally located within the site 
are proposed to be moderately sized (generally between approximately 4,950 and 8,825 square 
feet in size) and those that are proposed to be located toward the southern end of the site along 
the west side of NW Pinot Noir Drive are designed to approximate the sizes of the nearby 
existing developed lots to the south and also located along the west side of NW Pinot Noir Drive 
to purposefully help the proposed development blend cohesively with the current adjacent 
established neighborhood.  Lots proposed to be located along the east side of this same length 
of NW Pinot Noir Drive are a bit larger than those found along the west side but not quite as 
large as the nearby existing developed lots to the south and located along the east side of NW 
Pinot Noir Drive.    This transition from existing to proposed lot sizes along the east side of NW 
Pinot Noir Drive is mitigated by a proposed 15-foot wide public pedestrian access path leading 
eastward from NW Pinot Noir Drive to provide pedestrian access to the approximately 36,833 
square foot (0.85-acre) active private neighborhood park connecting NW Pinot Noir Drive and 
NW Pinehurst Drive.  The varied arrangement of proposed lot sizes within the two-phased 
subdivision plan complements the existing adjacent residential development pattern, preserves 
environmentally sensitive and scenic areas and will provide a range of lots sizes at varying price 
points within the residential market.    
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This plan also preserves a very similar vehicular circulation pattern to that previously tentatively 
approved for the area that was to become the Oak Ridge fourth phase and the Oak Ridge 
Meadows tentative residential subdivision plan by continuing the northerly extension of NW 
Pinot Noir Drive to serve an almost identical pattern of previously proposed interconnected local 
streets.  One cul-de-sac street is currently proposed which is in the same general location as 
was supported in the previous Oak Ridge subdivision approval due to the presence of adjacent 
wetlands along the site’s southeastern edge.  Access necessary to allow for inspection and 
maintenance functions related to the sewer system in this area is also provided from this cul-de-
sac and is proposed to be located within easements centered along the common property line 
of Lots 35 and 36 (Exhibit 7).  NW Pinehurst Drive is proposed to continue southward beyond 
this cul-de-sac to serve proposed lots to be located along the west side of NW Pinehurst Drive; 
this was also approved as part of the previous Oak Ridge approval.      
 
The dedication of a public greenway inclusive of a pedestrian pathway is being proposed to 
encircle the west, north and most of the eastern edges of the site.  This greenway dedication is 
proposed to begin at the site’s outer edge and extend inward toward the toe of the encircling 
slope effectively forming a ring around the majority of the outer edge of the site.  This public 
greenway will vary in width based on the location of the site boundary and the location of the 
steeper portions of the slope.  It is anticipated that the width of this public greenway may extend 
to a width of some 300-feet at its widest.  In conversations with the McMinnville Parks and 
Recreation Department it was determined that a bark chip path, similar to that located along the 
greenway river edge of Joe Dancer Park, would be the desired improvement to request of 
Premier Development to provide enabling pedestrian mobility through this public open space 
greenway.  With the exception of the portion of the bark chip path proposed to be temporarily 
provided along the south edge of Lot 56 (which is further described in Findings below) the 
entirety of the bark chip path would be located in areas dedicated to the public.  This dedication 
totals approximately 5.6 acres of public open space located adjacent to this neighborhood for 
the use and enjoyment of the general community.  
 
This proposal also includes for the creation of the approximately 0.85 acre (approximately 
36,833 square feet) active private neighborhood park mentioned above and proposed to be 
located in Phase One of this development.  This park will afford neighborhood residents a 
convenient location from which to enjoy the scenic viewshed of the preserved wetlands to the 
east.  Access through the active private neighborhood park would be provided by a curvilinear 
pedestrian pathway connecting NW Pinot Noir Drive to NW Pinehurst Drive.  The active private 
neighborhood park will also provide a designated area on the upland portion from which to view 
the wetlands to the east; additional wetland viewing benches are also proposed along the 
eastern side of NW Pinehurst Drive adjacent to the wetlands.  Premier Development also 
proposes to install suitable permanent child-appropriate playground equipment within this 
upland portion of the park to provide active recreational opportunities for children residing within 
the neighborhood.  With the proposed arrangement of park spaces, pedestrians will be able to 
enjoy continuous access from the active private neighborhood park entrance on NW Pinot Noir 
Drive through to NW Pinehurst Drive and, then by walking northward along the public sidewalk 
for approximately 300 feet, they will be able to then move east along the public access walkway 
leading from NW Pinehurst Drive and enjoy the walking trail which will wind its way through the 
entire greenway that will wrap the neighborhood all the way to subject site’s southwestern-most 
corner; at this point the public pedestrian pathway will have the opportunity to be extended as a 
pedestrian feature as part of the future development of adjacent land to the south and west 
which is currently owned by Stafford Land Company.  Additional public pedestrian accesses to 
this greenway path will be provided by way of park chip paths leading to the greenway from NW 
Pinehurst Drive to be located between lots 75 and 76 and along the south side of lot 56.  Premier 
Development proposes that the forthcoming Homeowner’s Association for this proposed Oak 
Ridge Meadows development will be responsible for full maintenance responsibilities of the 
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entirety of the publicly dedicated greenway path and its associated access paths until the year 
2032 at which time all such maintenance responsibilities shall become the full responsibility of 
the City in perpetuity; the pedestrian pathway to be created by easement along the southern 
portion of Lot 56 is to be temporary, the maintenance of which will not be transferred to the City, 
and will be eliminated at such time as described below.    
 
It is anticipated that the Stafford Land Company intends to provide a continuation of this public 
greenway system along the northern edge of their adjacent forthcoming development proposal 
located generally west of the Oak Ridge Meadows site.  As part of that proposal it is understood 
that a permanent public pedestrian access path to this greenway will be proposed to be provided 
by Stafford Land Company connecting a local public residential street located approximately 
100 feet south of the temporary access path that Premier Development will be providing along 
the south side of lot 56.  If and when this permanent pedestrian access path to the greenway is 
provided by Stafford Land Company, the temporary access path provided by Premier 
Development by way of an easement along the south side of lot 56 will be extinguished.     

 
II.  CONDITIONS: 
 

1. That the decision for approval of Oak Ridge Meadows Tentative Subdivision (S 3-18) is not 
rendered, and does not take effect, until and unless the Planned Development Amendment 
requests (PDA 3-18 and PDA 4-18) are approved by the City Council. 
 

2. That the applicant plant street trees within curbside planting strips in accordance with a street 
tree plan to be prepared by the applicant and submitted to the Landscape Review Committee 
for their review and approval. The street tree plan shall identify the locations of all street lights, 
fire hydrants, utility vaults, transformers, and other public and private utilities. The placement of 
those utilities shall be strategic to allow for as many street trees to be planted within the 
subdivisions as possible. All street trees shall have a two-inch minimum caliper, exhibit size and 
growing characteristics appropriate for the particular planting strip, and be spaced as 
appropriate for the selected species and as may be required for the location of above ground 
utility vaults, transformers, light poles, and hydrants. In planting areas that may be constrained, 
additional consideration shall be given to the tree species and other planting techniques, as 
determined by the Landscape Review Committee, may be required to allow for the planting of 
street trees without compromising adjacent infrastructure. All street trees shall be of good quality 
and shall conform to American Standard for Nursery Stock (ANSI Z60.1). The Planning Director 
reserves the right to reject any plant material which does not meet this standard. 
 
A. Trees shall be provided with root barrier protection in order to minimize infrastructure and 

tree root conflicts. The barrier shall be placed on the building side of the tree and the curb 
side of the tree. The root barrier protection shall be placed in 10-foot lengths, centered on 
the tree, and to a depth of eighteen (18) inches. In addition, all trees shall be provided with 
deep watering tubes to promote deep root growth.  

B. Each year the applicant shall install street trees, from October 1 to April 1, adjacent to those 
properties on which a structure has been constructed and received final occupancy. This 
planting schedule shall continue until all platted lots have been planted with street trees.  

C. It shall be the applicant's responsibility to relocate street trees as may be necessary to 
accommodate individual building plans. The applicant shall also be responsible for the 
maintenance of the street trees, and for the replacement of any trees which may die due to 
neglect or vandalism, for one year from the date of planting. 

 
3. That a landscape plan, including landscaping and improvements in common area tracts, shall 

be submitted to the McMinnville Landscape Review Committee for their review and approval.  
Improvements in the Private Active Neighborhood Park shall include, at a minimum, commercial 
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grade play equipment featuring at least ten different play elements for ages 2-12 and appropriate 
seating and trash/recycling collection.  Improvements in the wetland viewing areas in Tract 1 
shall include, at a minimum, appropriate seating and trash/recycling collection. 
 

4. That restrictive Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) shall be prepared for the 
development that are consistent with those in place for existing adjacent single family 
developments and must meet with the approval of the Planning Director prior to final plat 
approval. 

 
5. That documents creating a Homeowner’s Association for the subdivision and assigning to it 

maintenance responsibilities of any common ownership features must be submitted to and 
approved by the Planning Director.  Additionally, the Homeowner’s Association shall be 
assigned maintenance responsibilities of the dedicated public open space greenway until 2032, 
at which point maintenance responsibilities shall be transferred to the City in perpetuity.  In order 
to assure that the Homeowner’s Association maintains and repairs any needed improvements, 
the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) shall explicitly require the Homeowner’s 
Association to provide notice to the City prior to amending the CC&Rs, and that all such 
amendments shall be subject to approval by the Planning Director.  Additionally, the CC&Rs 
shall prohibit the Homeowner’s Association from disbanding without the consent of the Planning 
Director.  The CC&Rs shall be reviewed by and subject to City approval prior to final plat 
approval. 
 

6. That plat phasing is approved as depicted in the applicant’s submittal listed as Exhibit 6 in the 
applicant’s submittal and generally described as: 
 

a. Phase 1 – Lots 1 through 49, the northerly extension of Pinot Noir Drive, Pinehurst Drive 
generally south of “B” Street, “A” Court, and the easterly portions of “A” and “B” Streets. 
When required to meet applicable Fire Code requirements, homes shall be sprinkled. 

b. Phase 2 – The balance of Oak Ridge Meadows inclusive of the temporary emergency-
only access. 

 
Both Phase 1 and Phase 2 shall be recorded for final plat within (5) years (two years for Phase 
1 and a subsequent 3 years for Phase 2) from the date this approval decision is final without 
appeal and the decisions of PDA 3-18 and PDA 4-18 are final without appeal.  The developer 
shall be responsible for requesting approval of the Planning Commission for any major change 
of the details of the adopted plan. Minor changes to the details of the adopted plan may be 
approved by the Planning Director.  It shall be the Planning Director’s decision as to what 
constitutes a major or minor change.  An appeal from a ruling by the Planning Director may be 
made only to the Commission.  Review of the Planning Director’s decision by the Planning 
Commission may be initiated at the request of any one of the Commissioners. 

 
7. That the applicant shall provide twenty-five percent (25%) of the single family lots (27 of the 

proposed 108 single family lots) for sale to the general public for a period of six months following 
recording of the final plat.  The applicant shall provide information detailing the number of lots 
that will be made available for individual sale to builders for review and approval by the Planning 
Director prior to recording of the final plat.  Upon approval, the referenced lots will be made 
available for sale to the general public for a minimum of one hundred eighty (180) days prior to 
building permit issuance for said lots. 

 
8. That the Private Active Neighborhood Park shall be constructed at the time the fifteenth building 

permit has been issued for Phase 1.  Per Section 17.53.075(D) of the Zoning Ordinance, prior 
to final plat of Phase 1, the applicant shall enter into a construction agreement with the City for 
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the improvements in the Private Active Neighborhood Park.  A bond or other assurance for the 
greenway improvements shall be filed with the agreement for improvement. 
 

9. That the dedicated greenway trail system and access ways shall be constructed prior to the 
issuance of building permits for Phase 2 per Section 17.53.075(D) of the McMinnville Municipal 
Code. 
 

10. That a pedestrian/bicycle way be provided between Lot 56 and Lot 75 such that the distance 
between pedestrian ways along Pinehurst Drive from its temporary southwest terminus and “A” 
Court does not exceed 800 feet.  This pedestrian/bicycle way shall be constructed per the 
specifications outlined the conditions of approval for PDA 4-18. 
 

11. That the developer and the Homeowner’s Association shall enter into a Revocable License 
Agreement with the City to establish and maintain a minimum of two (2) wetland viewing areas 
in the right-of-way that are accessible, meet city specifications and are maintained by the 
developer and Homeowner’s Association. 
 

12. That the proposed subdivision be limited to 108 dwelling units until such time that a second 
permanent improved street connection provides access to the proposed subdivision.   

 
13. That a detailed storm drainage plan, which incorporates the requirements of the City’s Storm 

Drainage Master Plan must be submitted to, and approved by, the City Engineering 
Department.  Any utility easements needed to comply with the approved plan must be reflected 
on the final plat.  If the final storm drainage plan incorporates the use of backyard collection 
systems and easements, such must be private rather than public and private maintenance 
agreements must be approved by the City for them. 
 

14. Prior to the construction of any private storm facilities, the applicant shall obtain the necessary 
permits from the City’s Building Division. 
 

15. That a detailed sanitary sewage collection plan which incorporates the requirements of the City’s 
Collection System Facilities Plan must be submitted to, and approved by, the City Engineering 
Department.  Any utility easements needed to comply with the approved plan must be reflected 
on the final plat. 
 

16. That the applicant secures from the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 
applicable storm runoff and site development permits prior to construction of the required site 
improvements.  Evidence of such permits shall be submitted to the City Engineer. 
 

17. That all fill placed in the areas where building sites are expected shall be engineered and shall 
meet with the approval of the City Building Division and the City Engineering Department. 
 

18. That 10-foot utility easements shall be provided along both sides of all public rights-of-way for 
the placement and maintenance of required utilities.  
 

19. That cross sections for the entire street system shall be prepared which show utility location, 
street improvement elevation and grade, park strips, sidewalk location, and sidewalk elevation 
and grade. 
 

20. Said cross sections shall be submitted to the Community Development Director for review and 
approval prior to submittal of the final plat.  If the submitted information so indicates, the Planning 
Director may require the tentative subdivision plan be revised in order to provide for a more 
practical configuration of lots, utilities, and streets.  All such submittals must comply with the 
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requirements of 13A of the Land Division Ordinance and must meet with the approval of the City 
Engineer.   
 

21. That all streets within the proposed subdivision shall be improved with a 28-foot-wide paved 
section, curbside planting strips, and five-foot-wide sidewalks placed one foot from the property 
line within a 50-foot right-of-way, as required by the McMinnville Land Division Ordinance for 
local residential streets. Additionally, the applicant shall widen the existing cross-section of NW 
Pinot Drive north of Blake Street to 28-feet to be consistent with the local residential street 
standard.  
 

22. That prior to construction of the proposed subdivision, the applicant shall secure all required 
state and federal permits, including, if applicable, those related to the federal Endangered 
Species Act (if applicable), Federal Emergency Management Act, and those required by the 
Oregon Division of State Lands, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  Copies of the approved 
permits shall be submitted to the City. 
 

23. That the construction of Pinehurst Drive through the wetland fill area shall be done under the 
direction of, and per the requirements of a licensed geotechnical engineer. 
 

24. That barricades shall be installed by the applicant at the terminus of all public streets, consistent 
with City standards.  The barricades shall include text stating: “This street is planned for 
extension in the future to serve proposed development.” 
 

25. That the applicant provide information to the City Engineer as to the design capacity of the 
existing downstream sanitary sewer pump station located in the Crestbrook subdivision, First 
Addition.  If the information and studies provided by the applicant indicate that adequate capacity 
does not exist to support the proposed development of the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision, 
then the applicant shall make improvements to the system as may be necessary and required 
by the City Engineer.  Such improvements shall be at the expense of the applicant and shall be 
completed prior to release of the final plat. 
 

26. On-street parking will not be permitted within a 30-foot distance of street intersections measured 
from the terminus of the curb returns.   
 

27. The City Public Works Department will install, at the applicant’s expense, the necessary street 
signage (including stop signs, no parking signage, and street name signage), curb painting, and 
striping (including stop bars) associated with the development.  The applicant shall reimburse 
the City for the signage and markings prior to the City’s approval of the final plat. 
 

28. The final plat shall include use, ownership, and maintenance rights and responsibilities for all 
easements and tracts. 
 

29. That the required public improvements shall be installed to the satisfaction of the responsible 
agency prior to the City’s approval of the final plat.  Prior to the construction of the required 
public improvements, the applicant shall enter into a Construction Permit Agreement with the 
City Engineering Department, and pay the associated fees. 
 

30. That the applicant shall submit a draft copy of the subdivision plat to the City Engineer for review 
and comment which shall include any necessary cross easements for access to serve all the 
proposed parcels, and cross easements for utilities which are not contained within the lot they 
are serving, including those for water, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, electric, natural gas, cable, 
and telephone.  A current title report for the subject property shall be submitted with the draft 
plat.  Two copies of the final subdivision plat mylars shall be submitted to the City Engineer for 
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the appropriate City signatures.  The signed plat mylars will be released to the applicant for 
delivery to McMinnville Water and Light and the County for appropriate signatures and for 
recording. 
 

31. That the Tentative Subdivision Plan, Phase One shall expire two (2) years from the date this 
decision is final without appeal and the decisions of PDA 3-18 and PDA 4-18 are final without 
appeal. If the property owner wishes a one-year extension of the Planning Commission approval 
of this tentative plan under the provisions of MMC Section 17.53.075 (Submission of Final 
Subdivision Plat), a request for such extension must be filed in writing with the Planning 
Department a minimum of 30 days prior to the expiration date of this approval.  
 

32. That the Tentative Subdivision Plan, Phase Two shall expire five (5) years from the date of this 
approval. If the property owner wishes a one-year extension of the Planning Commission 
approval of this tentative plan under the provisions of MMC Section 17.53.075 (Submission of 
Final Subdivision Plat), a request for such extension must be filed in writing with the Planning 
Department a minimum of 30 days prior to the expiration date of this approval.  
 

33. The applicant shall coordinate the location of clustered mailboxes with the Postmaster, and the 
location of any clustered mailboxes shall meet the accessibility requirements of PROWAG and 
the State of Oregon Structural Specialty Code. 
 

34. That, prior to issuance of residential building permits, the applicant shall submit a residential 
Architectural Pattern Book to the Planning Director for review and approval.  The purpose of the 
Architectural Pattern Book is to provide an illustrative guide for residential design in the Oak 
Ridge Meadows development.  This book will contain architectural elevations, details, materials 
and colors of each building type.  In order to protect property values, front entries will need to 
be clearly defined, at least two material types will need to be used on the front elevations, 
driveways should be adjacent to each other to enhance opportunities for front yards and 
landscaping, and a variety of color schemes should be used throughout the development that 
are distinctly different from each other but enhance each other.  

 
At a minimum, the Architectural Pattern Book shall contain sections addressing:  

 
a) Style and Massing  
b) Quality and Type of Exterior Materials  
c) Front Porches / Entry Areas  
d) Roof Design and Materials  
e) Exterior Doors and Windows  
f) Garage Door Types  
g) Exterior Lighting  
h) Sample Exterior Colors  

 
35. In order to eliminate a cookie-cutter stylization of the neighborhood, no same home design shall 

be built in adjacency to another, including both sides of the street.  
 

36. Public pedestrian/bicycle access paths ways, from the public right-of-way to the rear lot line of 
adjacent lots, shall be 20 feet in width, with a 10 foot wide multi-use path built to City 
specifications to be provided by the City to the developer/property owner with a five foot buffer 
on each side, and minimum of (1) public pedestrian/bicycle access path to the greenway trail 
shall be improved to accommodate maintenance vehicles.  The temporary pedestrian/bicycle 
access way adjacent to Lot 56 shall be developed with a path consistent with the greenway trail.  
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III.  ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. S 3-18 Application and Attachments (on file with the Planning Department) 
2. S 3-18 Application – Supplemental Materials 

a. Errata Memorandum, April 17, 2019, Ron Pomeroy, Navigation Land Use Consulting 
(representing Premier Development) (on file with the Planning Department) 

b. Wetland Delineation Report, Pacific Habitat Services (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

3. Public Notices (on file with the Planning Department) 
4. Agency Comments (on file with the Planning Department) 
5. Testimony Received (on file with the Planning Department) 

a. Public Testimony 
i. Steve and Catherine Olsen, 2650 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 10, 

2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
ii. Rodney and Judy Pedersen, 2664 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 10, 

2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
iii. Sandi Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 10, 2019 (on file 

with the Planning Department) 
iv. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 10, 2019 (on file 

with the Planning Department) 
v. Friends of Baker Creek, 501-3C (submitted by Mike Colvin), Letter received April 

10, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
vi. Friends of Baker Creek, 501-3C, Letter received April 10, 2019 (on file with the 

Planning Department) 
vii. Tim and Margaret Roberts, 1069 NW Baker Crest Court, Letter received April 15, 

2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
viii. Friends of Yamhill County, Email received April 15, 2019 (on file with the Planning 

Department) 
ix. Yamhill Soil & Water Conservation District, Email received April 16, 2019 (on file 

with the Planning Department) 
x. Jan and Randy Hartzell, 1093 NW Baker Crest Court, Email received April 17, 

2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
xi. Housing Land Advocates and Fair Housing Council of Oregon, Letter received 

April 17, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
xii. Glen Westlund, Email received April 18, 2019 (on file with the Planning 

Department) 
xiii. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 18, 2019 (on file 

with the Planning Department) 
xiv. Carmen Mendenhall, 2410 NW Zinfandel Loop, Letter received April 18, 2019 

(on file with the Planning Department) 
xv. Friends of Baker Creek, PowerPoint slides received April 18, 2019 (on file with 

the Planning Department) 
xvi. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 18, 2019 (on file 

with the Planning Department) 
xvii. Gail Norby, 2840 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 18, 2019 (on file with 

the Planning Department) 
xviii. Scott Wellman, 2756 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received April 18, 2019 (on file 

with the Planning Department) 
xix. Bill Kabeiseman, Bateman Seidel, Letter received April 18, 2019 (on file with the 

Planning Department) 
xx. Valerie Kelly, McMinnville, Email received April 22, 2019 (on file with the Planning 

Department) 
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xxi. Helen Bitar, 30500 SW Moriah Lane, Sheridan, Email received May 6, 2019 (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

xxii. Rodney and Judy Pedersen, 2664 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 6, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxiii. Michael and Sherill Roberts, 2812 NW Pinot Noir Drive,Letter received on May 
7, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxiv. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 8, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xxv. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 8, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xxvi. Steve and Catherine Olson, 2650 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 8, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxvii. Rob Stephenson, 1081 NW Baker Crest Court, Letter received May 8, 2019 (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

xxviii. Baker Creek Hydrologic Analysis, PBS Engineering (prepared for Friends of 
Baker Creek), received May 8, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxix. Les Toth, 2700 NW Pinehurst Drive, Letter received May 13, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xxx. Stephanie Rudolph, 2849 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 13, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxi. Rodney Pedersen, 2664 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 13, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxii. Melba Smith, 2780 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 13, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xxxiii. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 13, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xxxiv. Terry and Beth Uhrinak, 2731 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 13, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxv. Anniedear Chappell, 1334 NW Zinfandel Court, Email received on May 13, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxvi. Erin Stanton & Sarah Hadfield, 2687 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Email received on May 
14, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxvii. Anniedear Chappell, 1334 NW Zinfandel Court, Email received on May 14, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xxxviii. Carmen Mendenhall, 2410 NW Zinfandel Loop, Letter received May 16, 2019 (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

xxxix. Scott Wellman, 2756 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 16, 2019 (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

xl. Steve and Sarah Fox, 2687 NW Oak Ridge Drive, PowerPoint slides received 
May 16, 2019  (on file with the Planning Department) 

xli. Catherine Olsen, 2650 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 16, 2019  (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

xlii. Ray and Nina Clevidence, 1493 NW Riesling Way, Letter received May 16, 2019  
(on file with the Planning Department) 

xliii. Bill Kabeiseman, Bateman Seidel, Letter received May 16, 2019  (on file with the 
Planning Department) 

xliv. Friends of Baker Creek, PowerPoint slides received April 18, 2019 (on file with 
the Planning Department) 

xlv. Sandi Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, PowerPoint slides received May 16, 
2019  (on file with the Planning Department) 

xlvi. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 16, 2019  (on file 
with the Planning Department) 
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xlvii. Michael and Sherill Roberts, 2812 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received May 16, 
2019  (on file with the Planning Department) 

xlviii. Unattributed, Letter received May 16, 2019  (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

xlix. Justin Maynard, PBS (submitted by Catherine Olsen), 415 W 6th Street, 
Vancouver, WA, Letter received May 16, 2019  (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

l. Melba Smith, 2780 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Photograph received May 16, 2019  (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

li. Unattributed, Letter received May 18, 2019  (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

lii. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received June 18, 2019  (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

liii. Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received June 18, 2019  (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

liv. Justin Maynard, PBS (submitted by Catherine Olsen), 415 W 6th Street, 
Vancouver, WA, Letter received June 18, 2019  (on file with the Planning 
Department) 

lv. Rick and Linda Thomas, 2631 NW Merlot Drive, Email received July 14, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

lvi. Sandi Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive, Letter received July 15, 2019  (on file 
with the Planning Department) 

lvii. Carmen Mendenhall, 2410 NW Zinfandel Loop, Email received July 15, 2019 (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

lviii. Friends of Baker Creek, Testimony binder received July 15, 2019 (on file with the 
Planning Department) 

b. Applicant Rebuttal Testimony 
i. Premier Development, 1312 NE Highway 99W, Frequently Asked Questions 

received May 3, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
ii. Lacy Brown, DKS Associates (representing Premier Development), 117 

Commercial Street NE, Suite 310, Salem, Supplemental Traffic Evaluation Memo 
received May 9, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

iii. Wendie Kellington, Kellington Law Group (representing Premier Development), 
PO Box 159, Lake Oswego, OR, Letter received May 15, 2019 (on file with the 
Planning Department) 

iv. Ron Pomeroy, Navigation Land Use Consulting (representing Premier 
Development), PO Box 1514, McMinnville, Memorandum received May 15, 2019 
(on file with the Planning Department) 

v. Wendie Kellington, Kellington Law Group (representing Premier Development), 
PO Box 159, Lake Oswego, OR, Thalweg Comparison Chart received May 16, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

vi. Wendie Kellington, Kellington Law Group (representing Premier Development), 
PO Box 159, Lake Oswego, OR, Precipitation Chart received May 16, 2019 (on 
file with the Planning Department) 

vii. Lacy Brown, DKS Associates (representing Premier Development), 117 
Commercial Street NE, Suite 310, Salem, Supplemental Traffic Evaluation 
received July 15, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

viii. Josh Wells, Westech Engineering, Inc. (representing Premier Development), 
3841 Fairview Industrial Drive SE, Suite 100, Salem, OR, Letter received July 15, 
2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

ix. Wendie Kellington, Kellington Law Group (representing Premier Development), 
PO Box 159, Lake Oswego, OR, Letter received July 15, 2019 (on file with the 
Planning Department) 
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c. Staff Memorandums 
i. Planning Department Staff, Memorandum in response to News-Register articles, 

April 17, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
ii. Planning Department Staff, Memorandum in response to written testimony, April 

17, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
iii. Planning Department Staff, Memorandum in response to written testimony, May 

15, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 
6. PDA 3-18, PDA 4-18, S 3-18 Staff Memorandum, April 17, 2019 and Staff Report, April 18, 2019 

(on file with the Planning Department) 
7. PDA 3-18, PDA 4-18, S 3-18 Staff Report, May 16, 2019 (on file with the Planning Department) 

 
 
IV.  COMMENTS: 
 
Agency Comments 
This matter was referred to the following public agencies for comment:  McMinnville Fire Department, 
Police Department, Parks and Recreation Department, Engineering and Building Departments, City 
Manager, and City Attorney, McMinnville School District No. 40, McMinnville Water and Light, Yamhill 
County Public Works, Yamhill County Planning Department, Recology Western Oregon, Frontier 
Communications, Comcast, Northwest Natural Gas, Oregon Department of State Lands.  The following 
comments were received: 
 
 

 McMinnville Park and Recreation Department 
 
The McMinnville Comprehensive Plan includes the following provisions: 
 
159.00 The City of McMinnville’s Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan shall 

serve to identify future needs of the community, available resources, funding 
alternatives, and priority projects.  (Ord. 4796, October 14, 2003) 

 
163.00 The City of McMinnville shall continue to require land, or money in lieu of land, from new 

residential developments for the acquisition and/or development of parklands, natural 
areas, and open spaces. 
 

163.05 The City of McMinnville shall locate future community and neighborhood parks above 
the boundary of the 100-year floodplain.  Linear parks, greenways, open space, trails, 
and special use parks are appropriate recreational uses of floodplain land to connect 
community and other park types to each other, to neighborhoods, and services, 
provided that the design and location of such uses can occur with minimum impacts on 
such environmentally sensitive lands.  (Ord. 4840, January 11, 2006) 

 
Comment:  Per the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Policy #163.05 the City should 
locate greenways and trails in the floodplain to connect community and other park 
types to each other.  The proposed dedication of a trail that connects Tice Park to a 
potential future park and/or the BPA trail appears to satisfy this criterion.   
 

164.00 The City of McMinnville shall continue to acquire floodplain lands through the 
provisions of Chapter 17.53 (Land Division Standards) of the zoning ordinance and 
other available means, for future use as natural areas, open spaces, and/or parks. 
 
Comment:  Per the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Policy #164.00, the City shall 
continue to acquire floodplain lands through the provisions of Chapter 17.53 (Land 
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Division Standards) of the zoning ordinance and other available means, for future use 
as natural areas, open spaces, and/or parks.  The proposed floodplain land to be 
dedicated to the city for a natural trail and greenway system along Baker Creek 
appears to satisfy this criterion.   
 

 
166.00 The City of McMinnville shall recognize open space and natural areas, in addition to 

developed park sites, as necessary elements of the urban area. 
 
167.00 The City of McMinnville shall encourage the retention of open space and scenic areas 

throughout the community, especially at the entrances to the City. 
 
168.00 Distinctive natural features and areas shall be retained, wherever possible, in future 

urban developments.  
 
Comment:  Per the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Policy #166.00 and #168.00, 
the city should recognize and retain distinctive natural features and areas in future 
urban developments.  Baker Creek and its associated riparian environment is a 
natural feature in the proposed Oak Ridge Meadows Subdivision and the proposed 
dedication of this land to the city for a trail appears to satisfy this criterion.    
 

170.05 For purposes of projecting future park and open space needs, the standards as 
contained in the adopted McMinnville Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan 
shall be used.  (Ord. 4796, October 14, 2003) 
 
Comment:  Per the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Policy #170.05, the City should 
use the standards in the McMinnville Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master 
Plan, which are as follows:   

 
The McMinnville 1999 Parks Master Plan contains the following relevant recommendations: 

 Develop special use parks to protect and highlight unique natural areas and to 
respond to the particular recreation needs of McMinnville residents; 

 Protect natural areas and stream corridors by acquiring greenways along 
creeks and the Yamhill river; 

 Provide public access to natural areas and trail-related recreation by developing 
trails through greenways and in natural areas. (p. 38) 

 
Comment:  Table 10 of the Parks Master Plan outlines underserved areas in our City related to 
parks, this property can be found in planning area 3 and specifically recommends acquiring a 
greenway “along Baker Creek connecting Tice/BPA Easement” as a first tier priority for the 
action plan.  The Master Plan Map shows a multi-purposed trail along Baker Creek in this 
general area which is reflected in the development proposal, therefore this element of the 
Parks Master Plan appears to be met by the application as proposed. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  Please let me know if you have any further 
questions or need anything additional from the Parks and Recreation Department. 

 
 McMinnville Engineering Department 

 
Additionally, I offer the following suggestions conditions of approval re: the subdivision: 
 
 That a detailed storm drainage plan, which incorporates the requirements of the City’s Storm 

Drainage Master Plan must be submitted to, and approved by, the City Engineering 
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Department.  Any utility easements needed to comply with the approved plan must be 
reflected on the final plat.  If the final storm drainage plan incorporates the use of backyard 
collection systems and easements, such must be private rather than public and private 
maintenance agreements must be approved by the City for them. 

 
 Prior to the construction of any private storm facilities, the applicant shall obtain the 

necessary permits from the City’s Building Division. 
 
 That a detailed sanitary sewage collection plan which incorporates the requirements of the 

City’s Collection System Facilities Plan must be submitted to, and approved by, the City 
Engineering Department.  Any utility easements needed to comply with the approved plan 
must be reflected on the final plat. 

 
 That the applicant secures from the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 

applicable storm runoff and site development permits prior to construction of the required 
site improvements.  Evidence of such permits shall be submitted to the City Engineer. 

 
 That all fill placed in the areas where building sites are expected shall be engineered and 

shall meet with the approval of the City Building Division and the City Engineering 
Department. 

 
 That 10-foot utility easements shall be provided along both sides of all public rights-of-way 

for the placement and maintenance of required utilities.  
 
 That cross sections for the entire street system shall be prepared which show utility location, 

street improvement elevation and grade, park strips, sidewalk location, and sidewalk 
elevation and grade. 

 
 Said cross sections shall be submitted to the Community Development Director for review 

and approval prior to submittal of the final plat.  If the submitted information so indicates, the 
Planning Director may require the tentative subdivision plan be revised in order to provide 
for a more practical configuration of lots, utilities, and streets.  All such submittals must 
comply with the requirements of 13A of the Land Division Ordinance and must meet with the 
approval of the City Engineer.   

 
 That all streets within the subdivision shall be improved with a 28-foot-wide paved section, 

curbside planting strips, and five-foot-wide sidewalks placed one foot from the property line 
within a 50-foot right-of-way, as required by the McMinnville Land Division Ordinance for 
local residential streets.   

 
 That prior to construction of the proposed subdivision, the applicant shall secure all required 

state and federal permits, including, if applicable, those related to the federal Endangered 
Species Act (if applicable), Federal Emergency Management Act, and those required by the 
Oregon Division of State Lands, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  Copies of the approved 
permits shall be submitted to the City. 

 
 That the construction of Pinehurst Drive through the wetland fill area shall be done under 

the direction of, and per the requirements of a licensed geotechnical engineer. 
 
 That barricades shall be installed by the applicant at the terminus of all public streets, 

consistent with City standards.  The barricades shall include text stating: “This street is 
planned for extension in the future to serve proposed development.” 
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 That the applicant provide information to the City Engineer as to the design capacity of the 
existing downstream sanitary sewer pump station located in the Crestbrook subdivision, First 
Addition.  If the information and studies provided by the applicant indicate that adequate 
capacity does not exist to support the proposed development of the Oak Ridge Meadows 
subdivision, then the applicant shall make improvements to the system as may be necessary 
and required by the City Engineer.  Such improvements shall be at the expense of the 
applicant and shall be completed prior to release of the final plat. 

 
 On-street parking will not be permitted within a 30-foot distance of street intersections 

measured from the terminus of the curb returns.   
 
 The City Public Works Department will install, at the applicant’s expense, the necessary 

street signage (including stop signs, no parking signage, and street name signage), curb 
painting, and striping (including stop bars) associated with the development.  The applicant 
shall reimburse the City for the signage and markings prior to the City’s approval of the final 
plat. 

 
 The final plat shall include use, ownership, and maintenance rights and responsibilities for 

all easements and tracts. 
 
 That the required public improvements shall be installed to the satisfaction of the responsible 

agency prior to the City’s approval of the final plat.  Prior to the construction of the required 
public improvements, the applicant shall enter into a Construction Permit Agreement with 
the City Engineering Department, and pay the associated fees. 

 
 That the applicant shall submit a draft copy of the subdivision plat to the City Engineer for 

review and comment which shall include any necessary cross easements for access to serve 
all the proposed parcels, and cross easements for utilities which are not contained within the 
lot they are serving, including those for water, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, electric, natural 
gas, cable, and telephone.  A current title report for the subject property shall be submitted 
with the draft plat.  Two copies of the final subdivision plat mylars shall be submitted to the 
City Engineer for the appropriate City signatures.  The signed plat mylars will be released to 
the applicant for delivery to McMinnville Water and Light and the County for appropriate 
signatures and for recording. 

 
 McMinnville Fire Department 

 
We have no comments on these amendments. 
 

 McMinnville Public Works Department 
 

Parks: 
1. It is my understanding that this application seeks to add a private .85 acre “nature park”, and 

a 5.6 acre public greenway space.  The narrative and included maps indicate that the public 
open space would essentially follow Baker Creek around the perimeter of the 
subdivision.  The narrative notes that the concept includes pedestrian trails with chipped 
material proposed for surfacing.  It appears the proposed public park lies in the floodplain 
area. 
a. While we recognize the value of such open space, and the opportunity for future 

connections along Baker Creek, our position remains that the Public Works Division is 
not in a position to take on additional public parkland and the associated maintenance 
costs and responsibilities at this time.  The recent “add-back” funding proposal for parks 
maintenance was intended to allow the Division to begin to restore service levels to pre-
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2013 levels, begin to address maintenance backlogs and to include maintenance costs 
for the planned NW Neighborhood park.   The addition of new lands at this point, 
especially in light of the fact we are adding the NW park, will result in negative service 
level impacts at existing facilities.   Based on those concerns, our recommendation 
would be that the proposed greenway remain privately owned until such time that 
resources are available to maintain and operate it as public open space. 

b. The site as proposed would present significant challenges to get equipment and or 
vehicles in to perform maintenance. 

c. The proposal notes that chipped trails would be provided for both the private and public 
parks.  Such a surface would not be accessible, and I don’t believe it would meet either 
PROWAG or ADAAG requirements.  

d. The proposal shows only two access points to the proposed greenway.  Whether the 
greenway is public or private, we might suggest considering additional entry points to 
improve access.  

 
 McMinnville Water and Light 

 
MW&L has no issues with these submittals. 
 
Please note that the submitted preliminary water plan is not approved and will need to follow 
MW&L approval process. Please contact MW&L for a Design Application and fees for this 
project. 
 

 Oregon Department of State Lands 
 

The Department had a permit for the earlier construction along Pinot Noir, which required 
mitigation. The mitigation failed. The permittee submitted a wetland delineation in 1999. 
Because of the number of years and changes to the landscape since the delineation, the 
Department would require a new delineation to review before an application is submitted. 
 
During the removal-fill application review, the Department looks for an applicant to have avoided 
or minimized the impacts to wetlands and waters, which may result in changes to the layout. 

 
Public Comments 
Notice of this request was mailed to property owners located within 300 feet of the subject site.  Notice 
of the public hearing was also provided in the News Register on Tuesday, April 9, 2019.  As of the date 
Planning Commission public hearing on May 16, 2019, fifty one (51) written public testimonies had been 
received by the Planning Department from twenty nine (29) entities. 
 

 Mike Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive 
1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on increased risk 

of downstream flooding. 
2. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 

downstream flooding impact, loss of unique natural habitats that could be preserved as 
recreation/park space. 

3. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on impact of 
proposed public improvements on the wetlands. 

4. Letter - May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on impact of 
proposed development of traffic on Baker Creek Road. 

5. Letter - May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on Comprehensive 
Plan policies that do not support development on the 11.47 acre parcel and instead 
support it being left in a natural state for drainage and recreation. 
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6. Letter - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, and calling on neighbors to submit testimony. 

7. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on a comparison 
of Comprehensive Plan polices as they relate to individual parcels of the overall 
proposed development.  

8. Letter – June 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based the timing of 
the development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek Road. 

9. Letter – June 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based potential for 
increased downstream flooding. 

 
 Sandi Colvin, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application stating that removal of 
the 11.47 acre parcel from the Oak Ridge Planned would circumvent Oak Ridge CC&Rs, 
and that the proposed development is held to lesser standards than the current PDs. 

2. PowerPoint slides - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on 
extension of Pinehurst Drive to eastern property line, and potential impacts on 
downstream flooding. 

3. Letter – July 15, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application, citing the example of 
Johnson Creek in the Portland area. 

 
 Friends of Baker Creek, 501c3 Non-Profit, 2718 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on lack of two 
access points to proposed development. 

2. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on development 
in the wetland, emergency access to the development, retention of an isolated 
preservable tree, impact of park maintenance on HOA fees, development of the private 
active neighborhood park, Federal and State agency permitting, and FEMA floodplain 
mapping. 

3. PowerPoint slides - April 18, 2019 - used as imagery and talking points for several 
oppositional testimonies at the April 18, 2019 public hearing. 

4. Baker Creek Hydrologic Analysis (prepared by PBS Engineering for FoBC) – May 9, 
2009 – providing analysis indicated that FEMA floodplain maps are in need of revision, 
proposed development could occur in areas of flood risk but with FEMA designation, and 
that proposed development would not significantly increase downstream flow. 

5. Power Point slides - May 16, 2019 - used as imagery and talking points for several 
oppositional testimonies at the May 16, 2019 public hearing.  

6. Testimony Binder – July 15, 2019 – A collection of testimony expressing opposition to 
the applications due to Pinehurst Drive, lack of Shadden Drive access, outdated FEMA 
maps, increased downstream flooding, updated Baker Creek hydrology, environmental 
impacts, and the Johnson Creek case study. 

 
 Steve and Catherine Olsen, 2650 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on concerns of 
development in the wetland, increased traffic in the Oak Ridge developments, Great 
Neighborhood Principles, and Federal and State agency permitting, and FEMA 
floodplain mapping. 

2. Letter - May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application because of impact of the 
proposed development on traffic, public safety, and existing Oak Ridge CC&Rs, and the 
desire to preserve the 11.47 acre parcel as a nature preserve. 

3. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications and support for 
preserving 11.47 acre parcel as a nature preserve. 
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 Rodney and Judy Pedersen, 2664 NW Pinot Noir Drive 
1. Letter - April 10, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on concerns of 

development in the wetland, steep slopes, construction access, potential loss of trees, 
and loss of lifestyle on Pinot Noir Drive. 

2. Letter - May 6, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on traffic impact to 
the surrounding neighborhoods, and the impact of development on the lifestyle of the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

3. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road. 

 
  Tim and Margaret Roberts, 1069 NW Baker Crest Court 

1. Letter - April 15, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on concern for 
potential downstream flooding impact. 

 
 Friends of Yamhill County, 501c3 Non-Profit, PO Box 1083, McMinnville 

1. Letter - April 15, 2019 - expressing opposition of the application based on impact to 
wetlands. 

 
 Yamhill Soil & Water Conservation District, 2200 SW 2nd Street 

1. Email - April 16, 2019 - expressing concern over the proposed development based on 
potential impacts to wetlands, and removal of vegetation along Baker Creek. 

 
 Jan and Randy Hartzell, 1093 NW Baker Crest Court 

1. Email - April 17, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
downstream flooding impact and inaccurate FEMA maps. 

 
 Housing Land Advocates and Fair Housing Council of Oregon, 501c3 Non-Profit, 1221 SW 

Yamhill Street #305, Portland 
1. Letter - April 17, 2019 - expressing concern that Statewide Goal 10 findings had not been 

made, and the proposal not evaluated under the HNA and BLI. 
 

1. Glen Westlund (no address provided) 
1. Email - April 18, 2019 - expressing concern over the proposed development based on 

potential impacts to wetlands and wildlife habitat. 
 

2. Carmen Mendenhall, 2410 NW Zinfandel Loop 
1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on the impact of 

the proposed development on neighborhood livability. 
2. Email - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 

on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, development impact to the Baker Creek riparian corridor, and loss of 
wetlands.  

3. Email – July 15, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood, downstream flooding, and the inability to apply Great 
Neighborhood Principles. 

 
3. Gail Norby, 2840 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
impact of traffic on neighborhood livability. 

 
4. Scott Wellman, 2756 NW Pinot Noir Drive 
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1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
impact on wildlife habitat. 

2. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on loss of 
wetlands. 

 
5. Bill Kabeiseman, Bateman Seidel (representing Friends of Baker Creek), 888 SW 5th Avenue, 

Suite 1250, Portland 
1. Letter - April 18, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on impact on the 

wetlands that would be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan, that Ordinance 4845 
limits Oak Ridge Meadows to 76 lots, and that there is no approved wetland delineation 
or mitigation plan. 

2. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, extension of Pinehurst Drive to eastern property line, potential impacts on 
downstream flooding, and loss of wetlands. 

 
6. Valerie Kelly, McMinnville 

1. Email – April 22, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
downstream flooding impact and inaccurate FEMA maps. 

 
7. Helen Bitar, 30500 SW Moriah Lane, Sheridan 

1. Email - May 6, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on loss of wetlands. 
 

8. Michael and Sherill Roberts, 2812 NW Pinot Noir Drive  
1. Letter – May 7, 2019 - expressing concern for public safety and livability during 

construction of proposed development.  The testimony suggests requiring the 
improvement of Shadden Drive for construction access, and expediting the restriping 
project for Baker Creek Road. 

2. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing concern for public safety and livability during 
construction of proposed development.  The testimony suggests requiring the 
improvement of Shadden Drive for construction access, and expediting the restriping 
project for Baker Creek Road. 

 
9. Rob Stephenson, 1081 NW Baker Crest Court 

1. Letter – May 8, 2019 - expressing opposition to the application based on potential 
downstream flooding impact, and impact of the development on wetlands. 

 
 Les Toth, 2700 NW Pinehurst Drive 

1. Letter – May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on impact of 
proposed Pinehurst Drive on wetlands and adjacent property. 

 
 Stephanie Rudolph, 2849 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing concern about traffic impact on the existing 
neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker Creek Road. 

 
 Melba Smith, 2780 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, and impact on existing streets. 

2. Photograph - May 16, 2019 - indicating extent development impact on existing wetlands. 
 

 Terry and Beth Uhrinak, 2731 NW Pinot Noir Drive 
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1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road. 

 
 Anniedear Chappell, 1334 NW Zinfandel Court 

1. Email - May 13, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood. 

2. Email - May 14, 2019 - expressing concern over existing traffic systems and pedestrian 
safety in Oak Ridge neighborhood that would be compounded by new traffic. 

 
 Erin Stanton & Sarah Hadfield, 2687 NW Pinot Noir Drive 

1. Email - May 14, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, and calling on neighbors to submit testimony. 

 
 Steve and Sarah Fox, 2687 NW Oak Ridge Drive 

1. PowerPoint slides - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on 
traffic impact on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north 
of Baker Creek Road, and concern over previous land fill activity. 

 
 Ray and Nina Clevidence, 1493 NW Riesling Way,  

1. Letter - May 16, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood prior to development of Shadden Drive north of Baker 
Creek Road, and loss of wetlands. 

 
 Justin Maynard (submitted by Catherine Olsen), PBS Engineering, 415 W 6th Street, Vancouver, 

WA 
1. Letter - May 16, 2019 - summarizing the analysis and findings of the Baker Creek 

Hydrologic Analysis.  The analysis indicated that FEMA floodplain maps are in need of 
revision, and proposed development could occur in areas of flood risk but with FEMA 
designation. 

2. Letter – June 18, 2019 – rebutting applicant’s rebuttal of the Baker Creek Hydrologic 
Analysis, and confirming the conclusions of the report. 

 
 Rick and Linda Thomas, 2631 NW Merlot Drive,  

1. Email – July 15, 2019 - expressing opposition to the applications based on traffic impact 
on the existing neighborhood, outdated FEMA maps, and increased downstream 
flooding. 

 
 Unattributed (no name provided) 

1. Letter - May 16, 2019 – provided at the public hearing - listing several Comprehensive 
Plan policies related to natural features, transportation and traffic systems, and provision 
of open space and natural areas. 

2. Letter – May 18, 2019 – posted to several public buildings – expressing opposition to 
proposed development based on lack of affordable housing and loss of wetlands. 

 
V.  FINDINGS OF FACT - PROCEDURAL FINDINGS: 
 
1. The applicant held a neighborhood meeting in accordance with Section 17.72.095 of the Zoning 

Ordinance on July 26, 2018. 
 

2. The property owner, Premier Development, LLC, submitted the Tentative Subdivision 
application (S 3-18) on October 24, 2018. 
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3. The application was deemed complete on January 24, 2019. 

 
4. After planning staff requested clarification on a couple of items, the applicant submitted a revised 

application on March 28, 2019. 
 

5. The applicant provided written notice requesting a 60 day extension of the 120 day land use 
decision time limit on March 1, 2019 to July 23, 2019.   

 
6. Notice of the application was referred to the following public agencies for comment in 

accordance with Section 17.72.120 of the Zoning Ordinance:  McMinnville Fire Department, 
Police Department, Parks and Recreation Department, Engineering and Building Departments, 
City Manager, and City Attorney, McMinnville School District No. 40, McMinnville Water and 
Light, Yamhill County Public Works, Yamhill County Planning Department, Recology Western 
Oregon, Frontier Communications, Comcast, Northwest Natural Gas, Oregon Department of 
State Lands.   
 
Comments received from agencies are addressed in the Decision Document.   

 
7. Notice of the application and the April 18, 2019 Planning Commission public hearing was mailed 

to property owners within 300 feet of the subject property in accordance with Section 17.72.120 
of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

8. Notice of the application and the April 18, 2019 Planning Commission public hearing was 
published in the News Register on Tuesday, April 9, 2019, in accordance with Section 17.72.120 
of the Zoning Ordinance.   

 
9. On April 18, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the 

request.  The Planning Commission continued the public hearing to May 16, 2019. 
 

10. Notice of the May 16, 2019 Planning Commission public hearing was published in the News 
Register on Tuesday, May 7, 2019, in accordance with Section 17.72.120 of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 

11. On May 16, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to consider the 
request. 
 
On June 5, 2019, the applicant provided written notice requesting a 21 day extension of the land 
use decision time limit on March 1, 2019.  The land use decision time limit now expires on August 
13, 2019.  
 

12. On June 25, 2019, City Council considered the Planning Commision’s recommendation, and 
requested a public hearing. 
 

13. Notice of the July 23, 2019 City Council public hearing was mailed to property owners within 
300 feet of the subject property in accordance with Section 17.72.120 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
 
VI. FINDINGS OF FACT  - GENERAL FINDINGS: 

 
1. Location:   Generally north of Baker Creek Road and NW Pinot Noir Drive, south of Baker Creek 

(Tax Lot 1300, Section 17, T. 4 S., R 4 W., W.M. and Tax Lot 602, Section 7, T. 4 S., R 4 W., 
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W.M.) 
 

2. Size:  35.47 acres. 
 

3. Comprehensive Plan Map Designation:  Residential 
 

4. Zoning:   R-2 PD (Single Family Residential Planned Development) 
  

5. Overlay Zones/Special Districts:  None 
 

6. Current Use:  Undeveloped 
 

7. Inventoried Significant Resources: 
a. Historic Resources:  None 
b. Other:  Wetlands 

 
8. Other Features:  The site is level at the existing terminus of Pinot Noir Drive, then slopes steeply 

downhill to the northeast, towards Baker Creek.  Mature native oak trees are found on the uphill 
portion of the site, and wetlands are found on the lower portion of the site. 
  

9. Utilities: 
a. Water:  Water service is available to the property. 
b. Electric:  Power service is available to the property. 
c. Sewer:  Sanitary sewer service is available to the property.     
d. Stormwater:  A storm water facility serving the Oak Ridge development is in the northeast 

corner the subject site.  A storm drain easement provides storm sewer access for that facility. 
e. Other Services:   Other utility services are available to the property.  Northwest Natural Gas 

and Comcast is available to serve the site.   
 

10. Transportation:  No streets or public rights-of-way exist within the subject site.  NW Pinot Noir 
Drive is classified as a Local Residential Street in the Transportation System Plan (TSP).  The 
street terminates at the property line of the subject property.  At its termination, NW Pinot Noir 
Drive has a curb-to-curb dimension of 21 feet. 
 
 

VII.  CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS: 
 
The Conclusionary Findings are the findings regarding consistency with the applicable criteria for the 
application. The applicable criteria for a Tentative Subdivision are specified in Section 17.53.070 of the 
Zoning Ordinance.  
 
In addition, the goals, policies, and proposals in Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan are to be applied 
to all land use decisions as criteria for approval, denial, or modification of the proposed request.  Goals 
and policies are mandated; all land use decisions must conform to the applicable goals and policies of 
Volume II.  “Proposals” specified in Volume II are not mandated, but are to be undertaken in relation to 
all applicable land use requests.   
 
Comprehensive Plan Volume II: 
The following Goals, Policies, and Proposals from Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan provide criteria 
applicable to this request: 
 
The implementation of most goals, policies, and proposals as they apply to this application are 
accomplished through the provisions, procedures, and standards in the city codes and master plans, 
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which are sufficient to adequately address applicable goals, polices, and proposals as they apply to this 
application.   
 
The following additional findings are made relating to specific Goals and Policies:   
 
GOAL II 1: TO PRESERVE THE QUALITY OF THE AIR, WATER, AND LAND RESOURCES 

WITHIN THE PLANNING AREA. 
 
Policy 2.00 The City of McMinnville shall continue to enforce appropriate development controls on 

lands with identified building constraints, including, but not limited to, excessive slope, 
limiting soil characteristic, and natural hazards. 

 
Policy 5.00 The quality of the air resources in McMinnville shall be measured by the standards 

established by the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission and the Federal 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

 
Policy 9.00 The City of McMinnville shall continue to designate appropriate lands within its corporate 

limits as “floodplain” to prevent flood induced property damages and to retain and protect 
natural drainage ways from encroachment by inappropriate uses. 

 
Policy 12.00 The City of McMinnville shall insure that the noise compatibility between different land 

uses is considered in future land use decisions and that noise control measures are 
required and instituted where necessary. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal II 1 and Policies 2.00, 5.00, 9.00 and 12.00 are satisfied by 
this proposal in that no development is proposed on lands with identified building constraints 
such as excessive slope, limiting soil characteristic(s) and/or natural hazards; wetlands and 
wetland mitigation shall be discussed further in findings provided below.  Any and all 
infrastructure and right-of-way improvements shall be designed, proposed, reviewed and 
permitted as per standards and requirements administered and supported by the City of 
McMinnville.  While there are no residential development requirements or standards addressing 
the quality of air resources in McMinnville, the City is cognizant of standards established by the 
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission and the Federal EPA as they relate to impactful 
commercial or industrial uses within the city. 
 
Additionally, there are no lands being proposed for development that are identified as Floodplain 
on the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Map or as being located within zone AE of the 
associated Federal Emergency Management Association (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
(FIRM); any storm drainage outfall as described further in the application shall only occur as 
reviewed and permitted by the City of McMinnville Engineering Department inclusive of any 
additional review or permitting as directed by the City.  Noise compatibility between adjacent 
single-family residential developments is established in that there are no adopted policies that 
address adjacent same-type development as being potentially noise incompatible.  The intent 
of this proposal is to allow the creation of single-family residential development to be located 
adjacent to existing single-family residential development and is therefore not an incompatible 
proposed use. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 4.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings, and 
adds that the City of McMinnville shall require evidence of compliance with all applicable local, 
state, and federal standards and regulations relating to development controls on lands with 
identified building constraints, including but not limited to, excessive slope, limiting soil 
characteristics, natural hazards, and wetlands.  A condition of approval requiring the final 
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wetland delineation and report for the wetlands on the site and any required wetland mitigation 
to be reviewed and approved by the Department of State Lands has been included. 

 
GOAL V 1: TO PROMOTE DEVELOPMENT OF AFFORDABLE, QUALITY HOUSING FOR ALL 

CITY RESIDENTS. 
 
Policy 58.00 City land development ordinances shall provide opportunities for development of a 

variety of housing types and densities. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal V 1 and Policy 58.00 are met by this proposal in that a range 
of residential lot sizes are proposed that will provide opportunity for development of a variety of 
housing sizes and densities.  The existing Planned Development (Ordinance 4822) requires a 
minimum average minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet which Premier Development is not 
proposing to amend.  While this currently required average minimum lot size is 500 square feet 
larger than that required of the adjacent multi-phased Oak Ridge Planned Development 
(Ordinance 4722), and by the base standards of the R-2 zone, Premier Development is 
supportive of the City Council’s prior decision for the Oak Ridge Meadows site and has 
incorporated that minimum average lot size requirement into this current proposal; and also 
within each individual phase of this proposed two phase subdivision (a spreadsheet has been 
prepared showing the proposed sizes of each lot in each subdivision phase (Exhibit 10).  The 
existing Planned Development condition establishing an average minimum lot size allows for 
the provision of a range of lot sizes within the development area which adds to the variety of 
housing opportunities to be made available within the community. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings.  The proposed subdivision 
would comply with the companion planned development amendment (PDA 4-18) allowing an 
average lot size of 7,771 square feet.  Lot size averaging allows variety in the size of lots, and 
therefore variety in the housing products and localized densities within the overall planned area.  
The overall density of the planned development would meet the requirements of the underlying 
R-2 zone. 

 
GOAL V 2:  TO PROMOTE A RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PATTERN THAT IS LAND 

INTENSIVE AND ENERGY-EFFICIENT, THAT PROVIDES FOR AN URBAN LEVEL OF 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SERVICES, AND THAT ALLOWS UNIQUE AND INNOVATIVE 
DEVELOPMENT TECHNIQUES TO BE EMPLOYED IN RESIDENTIAL DESIGNS. 

 
Policy 68.00  The City of McMinnville shall encourage a compact form of urban development by 

directing residential growth close to the city center and to those areas where urban 
services are already available before committing alternate areas to residential use. 

 
Policy 71.00 The City of McMinnville shall designate specific lands inside the urban growth boundary 

as residential to meet future projected housing needs.  Lands so designated may be 
developed for a variety of housing types.  All residential zoning classifications shall be 
allowed in areas designated as residential on the Comprehensive Plan Map. 

 
Westside Density Policy 
 
Policy 71.01 The City shall plan for development of the property located on the west side of the city 

that is outside of planned or existing transit corridors (1/4 mile either side of the route) to 
be limited to a density of six units per acre. It is recognized that it is an objective of the 
City to disperse multiple family units throughout the community. In order to provide higher 
density housing on the west side, sewer density allowances or trade-offs shall be allowed 
and encouraged. (Ord. 4961, January 8, 2013; Ord.4796, October 14, 2003)  
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Policy 71.06 Low Density Residential Development (R-1 and R-2) Low-density residential 
development should be limited to the following:  

 
1. Areas which are committed to low density development and shown on the buildable 

lands inventory as “developed” land;  
 
2. Areas where street facilities are limited to collector and local streets;  
 
3. Areas with mapped development limitations such as steep slopes, floodplains, stream 

corridors, natural drainageways, and wetlands; and  
 

4. Areas with limited capacity for development identified in approved facility master 
plans, including sanitary sewer, water, drainage, and transportation facilities. (Ord. 
4796, October 14, 2003)  

 
Policy 71.08 Slightly higher densities (R-2) should be permitted on lands that exhibit the above-listed 

characteristics (Policy 71.06), and following factors or areas:  
 

1. The capacity of facilities and services;  
 
2. Within one mile of existing or planned transit;  
 
3. Lower sloped areas within the West Hills;  
 
4. Riverside South area (lands more than 500 feet from planned and existing heavy 

industrial lands);  
 
5. Proximity to jobs, commercial areas, and public facilities and services, should be 

zoned for smaller lots; and  
 
6. Proximity to and having potential impact upon identified floodplains and other 

environmentally sensitive areas (the higher the potential impact, the lower the allowed 
density). (Ord. 4796, October 14, 2003)  

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal V 2 and Policies 68.00, 71.00, 71.01, 71.05, 71.06 (1-4), and 
71.08 (1-6)  are met by this proposal in that the two requested Planned Development 
Amendment requests are processed as zone changes in McMinnville and are binding on the 
sites.  The subject site is identified as Residential on the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Map 
and carries zoning designations R-2 PD set by the previous approvals of Ordinances 4722 and 
4822.  Approval of these proposed Planned Development Amendment requests and phased 
subdivision plan will result in this site retaining an R-2 PD zoning designation and a new, binding, 
development plan memorialized by adoption of a new ordinance.  The resulting R-2 PD 
designation of this site is a zoning designation allowed and supported by the Residential 
designation of the site on the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Map.  
   
This proposal provides a range of residential single-family lot sizes thereby promoting an 
energy-efficient and land intensive development pattern.  This proposal encourages both social 
and environmental benefits by planning for residential lots of various sizes in a cohesive 
arrangement of opportunities throughout the development.  While the more moderate and 
smaller lots tend to be more centrally located within the development, this arrangement is far 
from exclusive and results in a complementary blending of similarly sized lots with the lots 
nearby in the adjacent Oak Ridge development (please refer to the more detailed description of 
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this lot arrangement found in Section IV above as additional support in satisfying these policies).  
The resultant lot sizes and dimensions that are proposed to be located around the perimeter of 
the site allow for reasonable sized building envelopes to be located on the upper portions of 
each lot and thereby preserve the natural slope and tree cover that will make up the extended 
backyard areas of some of these lots.  Retention of the existing natural downslope surface 
drainage capacity is preserved by the proposed public dedication of the approximately 5.6 acres 
of open greenspace located at the toe of the slope that exists around the perimeter of much of 
this planned development site.  The site contains a wetland on its eastern side which eliminates 
that land from being developed.  Premier Development also proposes the creation of an 
approximately 0.85-acre active private neighborhood park, to be maintained by a Homeowner’s 
Association to be created by Premier Development, which will preserve a number of the mature 
Oak trees that exist on that site.  Both of these open space areas are new to this development 
proposal and were not part of that which was previously supported and approved by the 
McMinnville City Council. These open spaces are unique and innovative to McMinnville prior 
residential planning approvals and will be a unique natural environmental resource and a 
recreational benefit to the residents of this development and other neighborhoods.    

While not close to McMinnville’s urban center, the subject site is located in an area already 
committed to low density residential development and served by access to an adjacent local 
street network.  City services can be extended from adjacent development sufficient to 
adequately accommodate and serve this proposal.  Planned public transit is shown well within 
the one-mile requirement of the site and is identified as Conceptual Bus Route 2 on Figure 5-6 
of the adopted McMinnville Transit Feasibility Study shown below.  

 

In addition, land comprising the entirety of the subject site is currently zoned R-2 PD. This 
proposal does not exceed a residential density of 6 dwelling units per acre and so does not 
exceed maximum allowable density of the underlying R-2 zone of this site.  This proposed 
subdivision, and each of the two individual phases of the proposed subdivision, also complies 
with Condition of Approval 2 of Ordinance 4822 (Exhibit 2) which states “That the average lot 
size within the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision shall be 7,500 square feet.”  -  While this 
Condition uses common McMinnville Planning Department, Planning Commission and City 
Council parlance of the time stating that the average lot size shall be 7,500 square feet, it is 
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established as understood to mean an average minimum lot size of the stated figure.  This intent 
and understanding is evident by the legal platting and subsequent build-out of numerous 
residential Planned Development approvals over the decades relying on such conditions to 
mean an average minimum lot size.  If, however, the McMinnville Planning Department, 
Planning Commission and/or City Council determines that it is uncomfortable with this practice 
of the adopted language meaning an average minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet, then 
Premier Development requests that Condition of Approval 2 of Ordinance 4822 be modified to 
refer to an average minimum lot size of 7,500 square feet in place of the current language 
referring to an average lot size of 7,500 square feet. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  The subject site of the proposed subdivision and planned development 
is designated Residential on the Comprehensive Plan map and is in an area where urban 
services are already available.  The proposed subdivision and companion Planned Development 
Amendment (PDA 4-18) would allow development of the land to provide a variety of housing 
types through the lot size averaging provision of the planned development.  The proposed 
planned development density of 108 dwellling units on 35.47 acres is below the six unit per acre 
limit established by the Westside Density Policy.  Because the site has mapped development 
limitations such as floodplains and wetlands, and street facilities limited to local streets, the low-
density residential development supported by the companion Planned Development 
Amendment is appropriate.  The proposed subdivision would help achieve buildable land 
planned and zoned for residential housing, helping to meet McMinnville’s housing needs.   City 
notes that the applicant’s finding indicates an approved development plan would be binding, 
however binding the development plan to the zone is not a condition of approval of the request. 

        
Planned Development Policies 
 
Policy 72.00 Planned developments shall be encouraged as a favored form of residential 

development as long as social, economic, and environmental savings will accrue to the 
residents of the development and the city.  

 
Policy 73.00 Planned residential developments which offer a variety and mix of housing types and 

prices shall be encouraged.  
 
Policy 74.00 Distinctive natural, topographic, and aesthetic features within planned developments 

shall be retained in all development designs.  
 
Policy 75.00 Common open space in residential planned developments shall be designed to directly 

benefit the future residents of the developments. When the open space is not dedicated 
to or accepted by the City, a mechanism such as a homeowners association, 
assessment district, or escrow fund will be required to maintain the common area.  

 
Policy 76.00 Parks, recreation facilities, and community centers within planned developments shall 

be located in areas readily accessible to all occupants.  
 
Policy 77.00 The internal traffic system in planned developments shall be designed to promote safe 

and efficient traffic flow and give full consideration to providing pedestrian and bicycle 
pathways.  

 
Policy 78.00 Traffic systems within planned developments shall be designed to be compatible with 

the circulation patterns of adjoining properties. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: The seven Planned Development policies listed immediately 
above have already been met by this proposal in that these policies having already been 
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determined to be met by evidence of the City Council’s previous adoption of Ordinance 4722 
and Ordinance 4822 for what is now the subject site.  This current proposal also seeks to amend 
Ordinance 4722 by making its boundary smaller by removing its undeveloped portion of land for 
placement within the boundary of the adjacent Planned Development area currently represented 
by Ordinance 4822, but not compromise Ordinance 4722’s compliance with these policies.  This 
proposal also seeks to amend Ordinance 4822 to include this referenced land area, and in other 
specific ways stated within this proposal, that will continue compliance with these policies.  The 
additional findings provided below further support and demonstrate compliance with McMinnville 
Planned Development policies listed above in addition to the findings relied on by the City in the 
adoption of Ordinances 4722 and 4822. 
   
In discussion with the McMinnville Planning Department, it has been made clear that the intent 
of Policies 72.00 and 74.00 is essentially to address the potential impact of the proposal on 
future residents of the development and the city relative to Oregon Planning Goal 5 (Open 
Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas and Natural Resources).  In addressing these policies it is 
helpful to observe that the larger lots in this phased development plan are generally proposed 
to be located around much of the perimeter of the site to allow for reasonably sized building 
envelopes to be located on the upper portions of those lots and thereby preserve and retain the 
natural slope and existing tree cover that will make up the extended backyard areas of many of 
these lots.  This intentional design to achieve slope preservation complements the proposed 
adjacent public dedication of the approximately 5.6 acres of open greenspace located beyond 
the toe of the slope that exists around the perimeter of much of this planned development. 
Additionally, the creation of the approximately 0.85-acre active private neighborhood park to be 
created by Premier Development and maintained by a Homeowners Association will preserve 
an additional number of the mature Oak trees that exist on the site.  Of great environmental, 
neighborhood and community importance is the afore mentioned approximately 5.6 acres of 
public open space located along the southern edge of Baker Creek to be dedicated to the City 
by Premier Development, LLC.  This large greenway open-space will be improved with a bark 
chip pedestrian walking trail, as recommended by the McMinnville Parks and Recreation 
Department, and will be accessed by three additional public pedestrian trail heads beginning at 
the edge of their adjacent public rights-of-way.  Both of these different types of open space areas 
(the active private neighborhood park and the public greenway) are new to this development 
proposal and were not part of either of the two Planned Development/Subdivision proposals that 
were previously reviewed by and approved by the McMinnville City Council for this site.  These 
open spaces will provide a unique natural environmental resource and a recreational benefit to 
the residents of this development.  Creation of a Homeowner’s Association to administer 
neighborhood covenants, codes and restrictions (CC&Rs) are recommended to be a condition 
of approval of this proposal.    

In addition to the findings of the ordinances referenced above, Policy 73.00 is also satisfied by 
this proposal in that a wide range of lot sizes (4,950 square feet to 14,315 square feet in size) 
and configurations have been designed to provide a much greater choice of lot size and price 
point, and therefore a wider variation of housing size, design and cost, than found in most other 
approved neighborhoods in McMinnville.   The chosen arrangement of these varying lot sizes in 
this proposal is intentional, partially based on topography and our desire to preserve natural site 
habitat features.  Another driving reason for the proposed lot variation and arrangement of lots 
is our goal of arranging housing opportunities in a cohesive manner throughout the development 
that is both internally harmonious within the development site and is equally sensitive to and 
respectful of the sizes of nearby existing lots of the adjacent neighborhood. Exhibit 9 
(Preliminary Subdivision Plat) is provided to assist with viewing the description of this lot 
arrangement in a spatial form.  We have also prepared and provided Exhibit 10 (Oak Ridge 
Meadows Lot Sizes and Averages) to assist in identifying the square footage areas of individual 
lots to further demonstrate the proposal’s sensitivity to existing adjacent lot sizes found within 
the abutting neighborhood as well as the topography and environmental features of the site. So 
while the more moderately sized and smaller lots tend to be more centrally located within the 



--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Ordinance No. 5070 (S 3-18)   Page 35 of 66 

development, this arrangement is far from exclusive and results in a complementary blending of 
similarly sized lots with nearby lots presently located in the adjacent Oak Ridge development.    

Policies 75.00 and 76.00 are satisfied for reasons provided in Conclusionary Finding for 
Approval Number 4 above relative to the previously described range and location of both private 
and common open spaces.   

Policies 77.00 and 78.00 are satisfied by this proposal in that the proposed street network 
complies with current adopted City public street standards and the requirements of the adopted 
McMinnville Transportation System Plan and will be constructed according to all applicable 
standards and requirements as amended by approval of this request in order to promote safe 
and efficient traffic flow for vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists compatible with adjacent 
development as required by the City. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 6, 12.  The proposed subdivision proposal would be 
consistent with the companion planned development amendment (PDA 4-18) and therefore the 
planned development policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  The design and layout of the 
subdivision allows for a variety of housing to be constructed on a variety of lot sizes.  Lots would 
be oriented to preserve and retain natural features within the subject as far as is practical through 
compliance with the zoning departures established in the companion planned development 
amendment. 
 
Common open space in the form of a private active neighborhood park, public open space 
greenway is designated in the subdivision as required by the companion planned development.  
Tract 1 containing the delineated wetlands is also commonly owned open space.  The public 
open space greenway would be readily accessible to users with multiple access points to the 
trail. The private active neighborhood park is located in a generally central location within the 
unusually shaped subdivision so as to be readily accessible.   Wetland viewing areas adjacent 
to the wetland would provide a benefit to the community.  As shown on the applicant’s Exhibit 
6, a wetland viewing area east of the private active neighborhood park is proposed within the 
public-right-of-way.  A condition of approval requiring a homeowner’s association with 
maintenance responsibilities for common open space as well as the public open space 
greenway until 2032 has been included.  A condition of approval requiring the relocation of the 
wetland viewing area into the common open space Tract 1 has been included.  This condition 
will ensure that the subdivision’s homeowner’s association is assigned maintenance 
responsibilities for all common open space amenities.  
 
Traffic systems internal to the subdivision would be built to City standards, which provide for 
safe and efficient traffic flow and give full consideration to pedestrian and bicycle pathways.  
Additional pedestrian ways included in the subdivision to break up unusually long block lengths 
provide further consideration of pedestrian and bicycle traffic flow. 
 
The street network would to be compatible with existing and anticipated circulation patterns of 
adjoining properties, as shown by the extension of Pinehurst Drive to proposed temporary 
termini at the southeast and southwest property lines, where it could be extended if and when 
adjacent properties develop.  Because the planned development places limits on the number of 
dwelling units allowed within the subdivision until a second permanent street connection is 
provided, traffic expected on the adjacent with the condition of approval limiting the number of 
dwelling units allowed in the planned development until a second street connection provides 
access to the development and reduces traffic volume on NW Pinot Noir Drive. 

 
Residential Design Policies 
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Policy 79.00 The density allowed for residential developments shall be contingent on the zoning 
classification, the topographical features of the property, and the capacities and 
availability of public services including but not limited to sewer and water. Where 
densities are determined to be less than that allowed under the zoning classification, the 
allowed density shall be set through adopted clear and objective code standards 
enumerating the reason for the limitations, or shall be applied to the specific area through 
a planned development overlay. Densities greater than those allowed by the zoning 
classification may be allowed through the planned development process or where 
specifically provided in the zoning ordinance or by plan policy. (Ord. 4796, October 14, 
2003) 

 
Policy 80.00 In proposed residential developments, distinctive or unique natural features such as 

wooded areas, isolated preservable trees, and drainage swales shall be preserved 
wherever feasible. 

 
Policy 81.00 Residential designs which incorporate pedestrian and bikeway paths to connect with 

activity areas such as schools, commercial facilities, parks, and other residential areas, 
shall be encouraged. 

 
Policy 82.00 The layout of streets in residential areas shall be designed in a manner that preserves 

the development potential of adjacent properties if such properties are recognized for 
development on the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Map. 

 
Policy 83.00 The City of McMinnville shall review the design of residential developments to insure site 

orientation that preserves the potential for future utilization of solar energy. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policies 79.00, 80.00, 81.00, 82.00 and 83.00 are met by this 
proposal in that the overall residential density, while compliant with the underlying R-2 zoning 
requirements, is set by the existing Planned Development which governs the minimum density 
of the majority of this site (Ordinance 4822, Condition 2). Premier Development is not proposing 
to modify that condition of approval and has designed this current development to respect and 
implement that condition. Similarly, Condition 3 of Ordinance 4722 also sets the density 
minimum for the currently unbuilt, 4th phase of the Oak Ridge development.  This proposed Oak 
Ridge Meadows phased development plan has been designed to comply with each of these 
area-related density minimums relative to both Ordinance 4722 and 4822 in addition to 
complying with the R-2 density minimum of the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance for the entire site. 
As part of this proposed development, the natural drainage and most of the wetland features 
are proposed to be preserved as previously described in this application and as shown on the 
attached exhibits; for additional graphic and design information related to site topography, 
natural features, site drainage, and related street profiles, please refer to Exhibits 7, 11, and  
29 – 45 (Exhibit 32 is a Streets Sheet Key for the related Street Plan & Profile Exhibits that 
follow).   In addition to preservation of natural drainage and other site and project elements 
addressed above, Policy 80.00 speaks of the preservation of isolated preservable trees.  This 
is particularly relevant to this development proposal in that there is an Oak tree with an 
approximately 66-inch diameter trunk located along the south edge of Lot 54 in Phase II of the 
proposed subdivision.  The center of the trunk of this large Oak tree sits approximately 1.15 feet 
south of the southernmost edge of Premier Development’s property and some 364-feet east of 
the subject site’s southwestern corner.  Premier Development endeavors and proposes to 
protect and maintain the health of this Oak tree during all phases of development including 
during the construction of this lot’s future home.  However, as the majority of this tree is not 
located on Premier Development’s property, Premier Development does not maintain complete 
control of this situation. Regarding tree protection on the Oak Ridge Meadows site, Condition of 
Approval 4 of Ordinance 4822 addresses existing trees greater than 9 inches DBH. 
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Specifically:  
 

“That existing trees greater than nine inches DBH (diameter at breast height) shall not 
be removed without prior review and written approval by the Planning Director.  In 
addition, all trees shall be protected during home construction.  A plan for such protection 
must be submitted with the building permit application and must meet with the approval 
of the Planning Director prior to release of construction or building permits within the 
subject site.”    

 
To address the desire to protect this above referenced large Oak tree, Premier Development 
proposes that Condition of Approval 4 of Ordinance 4822 be modified by the City in such a way 
to provide for the sufficient protection of this “shared” tree throughout the infrastructure and 
platting phase of this development and through initial home construction on this lot as far as 
practicable.  
 
Additionally, Premier Development requests that approval of the two-phased subdivision 
proposal be conditioned to require that an arborist’s inventory and report be provided to the 
Planning Director for review and approval prior to the removal of any tree greater than nine 
inches DBH located in those areas of the site which may be impacted by the construction of 
streets, utilities, and future residences.  It is proposed that such inventory and report be provided 
prior to the issuance of permits for the construction of the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision. -- A 
copy of the 1999 arborist’s report for Oak Ridge is attached to this proposal for reference (Exhibit 
46) as it provides a tree inventory for the portion of the subject site generally characterized as 
the fourth phase of the Oak Ridge development.  However, as this report is now 20 years old, 
Premier is recommending that this area representing the fourth phase of the Oak Ridge 
subdivision be included as part of the new arborist’s analysis area.    
 
In addition to findings provided supportive of the adoption of Ordinances 4722 and 4822, the 
following additional findings are also provided relative to Policies 81.00 and 82.00.  The 
submitted street layout proposes to connect with the existing surrounding street network and 
provide for the ability to access other adjacent undeveloped land to serve future potential 
development proposals (Exhibit 6).  This is accomplished by the proposed street layout in two 
ways. 
 
First, by the construction of NW Pinehurst Drive to the eastern extent of the site and then to be 
temporarily terminated with a street barricade and appropriate signage as directed and required 
by the McMinnville Engineering Department. This temporary terminus would then allow for the 
future extension of SW Pinehurst Drive to serve and connect to property to the east.  Second, 
by the construction of NW Pinehurst Drive to the southwestern-most extent of the site (between 
proposed lots 55 and 56 of Phase 2).  This temporary terminus would then allow for the future 
extension of SW Pinehurst Drive to serve and connect to property to the south.  Additionally, a 
temporary emergency-only compacted gravel access easement is being proposed on adjacent 
land to meet Fire Department requirements as an interim measure to provide secondary 
emergency-only access to this site until such time that a full public street improvement across 
that adjacent land replaces this access’s temporary construction.  This easement is relevant to 
the Findings presented here for these policies and is further addressed below at Findings 
132.32.00 and 155.00 and such is also herein incorporated in this current Finding.  
 
Dedication and construction of this local street network will provide required mobility 
opportunities for automobiles, as well as for pedestrians and bicyclists (particularly through the 
provision of public sidewalks built to public standards and through the provision of both private 
and public pathways leading to and through the open spaces provided as part of this 



--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Ordinance No. 5070 (S 3-18)   Page 38 of 66 

development proposal) in addition to providing public connection opportunities to undeveloped 
areas to the west and to the east.    
 
The City’s transportation design and construction standards and requirements have been 
adopted to satisfy and implement this and other related Comprehensive Plan policies addressed 
in these findings, and to preserve and enhance livability in McMinnville.  Through this proposal’s 
compliance and implementation of these applicable policies, standards and requirements and 
those applicable portions of the City’s adopted Transportation System Plan as addressed by this 
proposal and these findings of fact, this Policy is satisfied. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED. City concurs with the applicant’s findings, and notes that the companion 
planned development amendment would establish the average lot size to be approximately 
7,770 square feet.  The proposed development responds to density requirements of the 
underlying R-2 zone and existing planned development, as well as topographical features of the 
property with lots that average 7,771 square feet in area.  Additionally, streets within the 
subdivision whose layout does not directly respond to the limiting topography and geography of 
the site (“A”, “B”, and “C” Streets, and “A” Court) are generally oriented in an east-west direction.  
This maximizes the potential for unobstructed solar access to lots along these streets, which 
account for approximately half the proposed lots.  To the extent physically possible, given the 
site size, shape and street connection design standards, the proposed lots are provided the 
potential for unobstructed solar access to the maximum extent feasible. 

 
Urban Policies 
 
Policy 99.00 An adequate level of urban services shall be provided prior to or concurrent with all 

proposed residential development, as specified in the acknowledged Public Facilities 
Plan. Services shall include, but not be limited to:  

 
1. Sanitary sewer collection and disposal lines. Adequate municipal waste treatment 

plant capacities must be available.  
 
2. Storm sewer and drainage facilities (as required).  
 
3. Streets within the development and providing access to the development, improved 

to city standards (as required).  
 
4. Municipal water distribution facilities and adequate water supplies (as determined by 

City Water and Light). (as amended by Ord. 4796, October 14, 2003)  
 
5. Deleted as per Ord. 4796, October 14, 2003.  

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As provided on the submitted Overall Utility Plan (Exhibit 7), the 
Detention Pond Grading Plan (Exhibit 29) and as represented in the Toth Sanitary Sewer 
Easement (Exhibit 25), Policy 99.00 (1-5) is met by this proposal as adequate levels of sanitary 
sewer collection, storm sewer and drainage facilities, municipal water distribution systems and 
supply, and proposed street systems (additional street system detail provided elsewhere within 
these collective findings) within the development either presently serve or can be made available 
to adequately serve the site.  Additional overall site grading information is also provided on 
Exhibits 30 and 31.  The Water Reclamation Facility has the capacity to sufficiently 
accommodate flow resulting from development of this site. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 
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GOAL VI 1: TO ENCOURAGE DEVELOPMENT OF A TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM THAT 
PROVIDES FOR THE COORDINATED MOVEMENT OF PEOPLE AND FREIGHT IN A 
SAFE AND EFFICIENT MANNER. 

 
Streets 
 
Policy 117.00 The City of McMinnville shall endeavor to insure that the roadway network provides safe 

and easy access to every parcel. 
 
Policy 118.00 The City of McMinnville shall encourage development of roads that include the following 

design factors:  
 

1. Minimal adverse effects on, and advantageous utilization of, natural features of the 
land. 
 

2. Reduction in the amount of land necessary for streets with continuance of safety, 
maintenance, and convenience standards. 
 

8. Emphasis placed on existing and future needs of the area to be serviced. The function of the 
street and expected traffic volumes are important factors.  

 
9. Consideration given to Complete Streets, in consideration of all modes of transportation (public 

transit, private vehicle, bike, and foot paths). (Ord.4922, February 23, 2010)  
 

Policy 119.00  The City of McMinnville shall encourage utilization of existing transportation corridors, 
wherever possible, before committing new lands. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  Goal VI 1 and Policies 117.00, 118.00 (1-5) and 119.00 are 
satisfied by this proposal in that each of the proposed lots will abut public streets developed to 
City standards with adequate capacity to safely accommodate the expected trip generation 
resulting from this development.  Local residential streets proposed within the development will 
connect at intersections and provide street stubs to adjacent land where appropriate.  One cul-
de-sac street is proposed due to the presence of adjacent wetlands and the configuration of the 
site in that location.  The proposed street design will have minimal adverse effects on, and 
promotes advantageous utilization of, natural features of the land.  In particular, the site’s steep 
slopes are being avoided for purposes of right-of-way dedication and development, a large area 
of the site is identified as wetland and protected as depicted in Exhibits 6 and 8, and other low-
lands are being utilized to create a public open space along the Baker Creek greenway.  Much 
of the natural tree cover on the site will be retained and will generally exist as downslope 
backyard areas for some of the future residences.  While wetland mitigation is anticipated to 
account for the construction of certain lower elevation portions of NW Pinehurst Drive, the 
proposed Fire Truck turn-around near the eastern end of NW Pinehurst Drive, and 
encroachment on some of the lower-lying proposed residential lots, this mitigation is the minimal 
amount possible in order to preserve the wetland features of the land as much as possible while 
still allowing economic use of the land to help meet McMinnville’s identified housing needs. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 
 

Policy 122.00 The City of McMinnville shall encourage the following provisions for each of the three 
functional road classifications.  

 
3. Local Streets 

–Designs should minimize through-traffic and serve local areas only.  
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–Street widths should be appropriate for the existing and future needs of the area.  
–Off-street parking should be encouraged wherever possible. 
–Landscaping should be encouraged along public rights-of-way.  

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  Policy 122.00 is satisfied by this proposal in that the proposed 
street design is comprised of local residential streets that will serve the local area only. The 
street widths (a 28-foot wide paved section within a 50-foot wide right-of-way) is appropriate for 
both the existing and future needs of this development site and adjacent residential 
development.  Off-street parking shall be provided at 200% the requirement found in the 
McMinnville Zoning Ordinance as described further below in these findings.  Landscaping shall 
also be provided as approved by the Landscape Review Committee’s forthcoming approval of 
a tree planting plan along both sides of all proposed rights-of-way. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED. City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
Parking 
 
Policy 126.00  The City of McMinnville shall continue to require adequate off-street parking and loading 

facilities for future developments and land use changes.  
 
Policy 127.00  The City of McMinnville shall encourage the provision of off-street parking where 

possible, to better utilize existing and future roadways and rights-of-way as 
transportation routes. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policies 126.00 and 127.00 are satisfied by this proposal in that 
offstreet parking will be required for all single-family residences as specified by the McMinnville 
Zoning Ordinance.  Such off-street parking (a minimum of two onsite parking spaces for each 
residence as per 17.60.060(A)(5) of the McMinnville zoning ordinance) shall be required of each 
single-family residence as a condition of building permit approval.  It is also Premier 
Development’s intent to provide four paved off-street parking spaces for each residence which 
is at a level that is 200% of what is required by the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED. City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
Bike Paths 
 
Policy 130.00  The City of McMinnville shall encourage implementation of the Bicycle System Plan that 

connects residential areas to activity areas such as the downtown core, areas of work, 
schools, community facilities, and recreation facilities. (Ord.4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
Policy 131.00 The City of McMinnville shall encourage development of bicycle and footpaths in scenic 

and recreational areas as part of future parks and activities. 
 
Policy 132.00  The City of McMinnville shall encourage development of subdivision designs that include 

bike and foot paths that interconnect neighborhoods and lead to schools, parks, and 
other activity areas. (Ord. 4922, February 23, 2010; Ord. 4260, August 2, 1983) 

 
Policy 132.15 The City of McMinnville shall require that all new residential developments such as 

subdivisions, planned developments, apartments, and condominium complexes provide 
pedestrian connections with adjacent neighborhoods. 
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APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policies 130.00, 131.00, 132.00 and 132.15 are satisfied by this 
proposal in that the public sidewalks that will be constructed as part of the required street 
improvements will provide pedestrian connections within and beyond this subdivision. 
 
A meandering pedestrian pathway will also provide pedestrian access traversing the proposed 
active private neighborhood park that will connect NW Pinot Noir Drive with the lower elevation 
of NW Pinehurst Drive for the enjoyment of residents and enhanced pedestrian mobility within 
the neighborhood.  This pathway will also provide an alternative opportunity to gain access to 
the NW Pinehurst Drive entry point of the open space greenway trail that will encircle most of 
the perimeter of the Oak Ridge Meadows development.  Two other additional public access 
pathways to this greenway will also be provided; one to be provided along the south side of Lot 
56 and the other to be located between Lots 75 and 76.  This greenway path will also provide a 
future opportunity to extend and continue through adjacent residential land to the west when 
that land develops.    
 
Public streets designed to implement the requirements of the Bicycle System Plan (Chapter 6) 
of the McMinnville Transportation System Plan (TSP) provide for enhanced bicycle connection 
of residential areas to activity areas such as the downtown core, areas of work, schools, 
community facilities, and recreation facilities.  These design elements of the Bicycle System 
Plan are specifically applicable to collector and arterial streets and, as identified in Exhibit 2-4 
of the TSP (Complete Street Design Standards) not part of the street design standards of either 
Neighborhood Connectors or Local Residential streets.  Exhibit 2-4 (provided below and also 
available on the City of McMinnville website) of the McMinnville TSP also states that bike 
facilities are noted as being Shared Lanes for Neighborhood Connector and Local Residential 
streets; all of the streets designed and proposed as part of this development plan are identified 
as Local Residential streets and will accommodate bike facilities in the form of Shared Lanes.  
By designing and constructing the proposed local residential streets to the applicable 
requirements of the TSP’s Complete Streets Design Standards, and as evidenced by the 
Findings presented above, these Policies have been met.   

 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED. City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 
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Connectivity and Circulation 
 
Policy 132.26.05  New street connections, complete with appropriately planned pedestrian and bicycle 

features, shall be incorporated in all new developments consistent with the Local 
Street Connectivity map. (Ord. 4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policy 132.26.05 is satisfied by this proposal in that the new street 
connections and associated pedestrian and bicycle features provided in this proposal and its 
exhibits are consistent with the applicable local street connectivity elements outlined in the 
McMinnville Transportation System Plan (TSP) and administered by the City. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED. City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
Supportive of General Land Use Plan Designations and Development Patterns 
 
Policy 132.27.00  The provision of transportation facilities and services shall reflect and support the 

land use designations and development patterns identified in the McMinnville 
Comprehensive Plan. The design and implementation of transportation facilities and 
services shall be based on serving current and future travel demand—both short-
term and long-term planned uses. (Ord. 4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policy 132.27.00 is satisfied by this proposal in that the proposed 
street design reflects and supports the Residential land use designation of the site as identified 
on the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Map and urban development patterns within the 
surrounding area identified by elements of the Comprehensive Plan identified and addressed 
within this application.  The proposed transportation facilities and services are appropriate to 
serve the needs of the proposed development and are supportive of adjacent neighborhoods as 
determined by the City’s adopted standards identified in this application, findings and exhibits. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED. City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
Public Safety 
 
Policy 132.32.00  The safe, rapid movement of fire, medical, and police vehicles shall be an integral 

part of the design and operation of the McMinnville transportation system. (Ord. 
4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policy 132.32.00 is satisfied by this proposal in two ways as 
addressed above in these findings.  First, by the construction of NW Pinehurst Drive to the 
eastern extent of the site and then temporarily terminated with a street barricade and appropriate 
signage as directed and required by the McMinnville Engineering Department.  A temporary 
turn-around found to be acceptable to the McMinnville Engineering and Planning Departments 
and the McMinnville Fire Department, would be provided near this terminus and along the north 
side of NW Pinehurst Drive (Exhibits 6, 9 and 47 in particular).  This temporary terminus would 
then allow for the future extension of SW Pinehurst Drive to serve and connect to property to 
the east.  Second, by the construction of NW Pinehurst Drive to the southwestern-most extent 
of the site (between proposed lots 55 and 56 of Phase 2).   This temporary terminus would then 
allow for the future extension of SW Pinehurst Drive to serve and connect to property to the 
south. 
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Due to this site currently being served by only one public street, an additional access is required 
by Fire Department standards to support the development process as described below.  The 
McMinnville Fire Code Applications Guide states, in part:  
 

Multiple Access Roads:  Developments of one and two family dwellings where the number 
of dwelling units exceeds 30, [..] shall be provided with not less than two approved means 
of access.  Exceptions may be allowed for approved automatic sprinkler systems.   

 
Premier Development proposes to comply with the McMinnville Fire Department’s application of 
this standard and provide approved automatic sprinkler systems in residences in Phase 1 
sufficient to remain in compliance with this standard. 
 
Additionally, as there is only one public street connection currently in place to serve the two-
phased Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision, a temporary emergency only access will be required 
in order to exceed the 30 unsprinkled home limitation described above.  This emergency access, 
which will be placed in an easement, will be graded and finished with compacted rock to 
applicable standards and extend northward from the intersection of NW Shadden Drive and NW 
Baker Creek Road, across land currently owned by Stafford Land Company, to the southern 
edge of the Oak Ridge Meadows site at a point between proposed Lots 55 and 56 (Exhibit 26).  
[It is possible that this temporary emergency-only access may be shorter in length under a 
scenario described by Gordon Root of Stafford Land Company in an email where Stafford Land 
Company agrees to the granting of this temporary easement (Exhibit 27).]  This temporary 
emergency-only accessway would then proceed northward on Premier Development’s site 
along the proposed Phase 2 alignment of NW Pinehurst Drive to its intersection with “A” Street 
and then proceed generally eastward along the proposed “A” Street alignment to an alignment 
even with the proposed western edge of Lot 25 which is to be the westernmost lot along “A” 
Street in Phase I of the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision.  Fire Department approved gates 
would be located at both ends of this compacted gravel emergency-only accessway as directed 
by the McMinnville Fire Department.  The McMinnville Fire Department has stated that, if such 
gates needed to be locked, they would be so with Fire Department approved locks.  At such 
time that this adjacent land is to develop, this easement would then be revoked and public right-
of-way be dedicated and improved to City standards providing a permanent second public street 
connection to the Oak Ridge Meadows development.  This easement is relevant to the Findings 
presented here for this policy and its description and relevance is also hereby, with this 
reference, incorporated in the Finding for Policy 155.00.  
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings, and notes that the temporary, 
emergency only access is proposed to be provided as required by the planned development for 
the subject site. 

 
Livability 
 
Policy 132.35.00  Transportation facilities in the McMinnville planning area shall be, to the degree 

possible, designed and constructed to mitigate noise, energy consumption, and 
neighborhood disruption, and to encourage the use of public transit, bikeways, 
sidewalks, and walkways. (Ord. 4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  Policy 132.35.00 is satisfied by this proposal in that the City’s 
transportation design and construction standards and requirements have been adopted to 
satisfy and implement this and other related Comprehensive Plan policies and to preserve and 
enhance livability in McMinnville.  Through this proposal’s compliance and implementation of 
these standards and requirements and those applicable portions of the City’s adopted 
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Transportation System Plan as addressed by this proposal and these findings of fact, this Policy 
is satisfied. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED. City concurs with the applicant’s findings to the extent that transportation 
facilities within the proposed subdivision would be designed and constructed to City standards.  
A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) for the proposed development provided a Neighborhood Livability 
Evaluation.  The TIA states: 
 

“The livability of a street is generally determined by key factors such as vehicle speeds 
and volumes as related to pedestrian safety, bicycle safety and other vehicle movements 
along a neighborhood street. The City of McMinnville has not adopted or proposed a 
livability standard to measure the livability of local streets through neighborhoods, but 
the City has adopted a design capacity of 1,200 vehicles per day (vpd) on local 
neighborhood streets. In addition, other cities around the country have used 
Neighborhood Traffic Management Plans that trigger mitigation efforts when the average 
daily traffic (ADT) exceeds 1,000 vpd. While there is no specific volume threshold to 
indicate when the livability of the neighborhood has been reduced, these design 
standards provide a reasonable threshold.” 
 

The analysis indicates the addition of 108 proposed single-family lots in a subdivision with 
initially only one improved street access would push the volume of traffic on the immediately 
adjacent local residential street (NW Pinot Noir Drive, northwest of Oak Ridge Drive) to its 
maximum threshold (1,200 vpd) it was designed to carry.  The TIA shows that until a second, 
permanent improved street connection provides access to the proposed subdivision, the traffic 
generated by 108 single-family dwelling units would increase the vpd on the northwest portion 
of NW Pinot Noir Drive to its 1,200 vehicle limit.  The TIA uses 108 single-family dwelling units 
(one dwelling unit per lot) as a basis for its average daily trip generation.  However, two-family 
dwellings and accessory dwelling units are also permitted uses in the underlying R-2 zone.  
Should a lot(s) be developed with a two-family dwelling or an ADU, the increased daily trips from 
that additional dwelling units would push the volume of traffic carried by NW Pinot Noir Drive 
over its design limit of 1,200 vpd.  The developer would be required to comply with the condition 
of approval of the planned development that limits development of the proposed subdivision to 
108 dwelling units until such time that a second permanent improved street connection provides 
access to the proposed subdivision. 

 
Circulation  
 
Policy 132.41.00  Residential Street Network – A safe and convenient network of residential streets 

should serve neighborhoods. When assessing the adequacy of local traffic 
circulation, the following considerations are of high priority:  

 
1. Pedestrian circulation;  
 
2. Enhancement of emergency vehicle access;  
 
3. Reduction of emergency vehicle response times;  
 
4. Reduction of speeds in neighborhoods;, and  
 
5. Mitigation of other neighborhood concerns such as safety, noise, and aesthetics. 

(Ord. 4922, February 23, 2010)  
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Policy 132.41.05 Cul-de-sac streets in new development should only be allowed when connecting 
neighborhood streets are not feasible due to existing land uses, topography, or other 
natural and physical constraints. (Ord. 4922, February 23, 2010)  

 
Policy 132.41.20 Modal Balance – The improvement of roadway circulation must not impair the safe 

and efficient movement of pedestrians and bicycle traffic. (Ord. 4922, February 23, 
2010)  

 
Policy 132.41.25 Consolidate Access – Efforts should be made to consolidate access points to 

properties along major arterial, minor arterial, and collector roadways. (Ord. 4922, 
February 23, 2010) 

  
Policy 132.41.30 Promote Street Connectivity – The City shall require street systems in subdivisions 

and development that promote street connectivity between neighborhoods. (Ord. 
4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policies 132.41.00(1-5), 132.41.05, 132.41.20, 132.41.25 and 
132.41.30 are satisfied by this request in that the proposed street pattern provides a safe, 
interconnected and efficient network of residential accessibility to serve the proposed and 
adjacent existing residential neighborhoods.  The one cul-de-sac street in this plan is proposed 
in response to the noted existence of an adjacent wetland and the unique shape this portion of 
the site where provision of a through-street is not possible.  There are no arterial or collector 
streets within or adjacent to this development site.  The proposed street system is designed to 
promote a balance of safe and efficient movement of vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles as 
required by the McMinnville TSP and is augmented for pedestrians through the provision of 
additional walking paths within and surrounding the proposed development.  Vehicular access 
to the adjacent street system promotes safe street connectivity to the surrounding transportation 
network.  
   
A Transportation Impact Study for this Oak Ridge Meadows proposal has been completed by 
the transportation planning and transportation engineering firm DKS and is attached to this 
proposal (Exhibit 28).  In sum, this Study concludes that the proposed development is 
anticipated to result in the following impacts:  
 

• The development will consist of 108-unit single family homes. The ultimate 
buildout of the site includes a connection to NW Baker Creek Road via an extension 
of NW Shadden Drive. In the interim, the development will be accessed via NW Pinot 
Noir Drive, NW Oak Ridge Drive, and Merlot Drive.  
 
• The development is expected to generate 80 (20 in, 60 out) AM peak hour trips, 
107 (67 in, 40 out) PM peak hour trips, and 1,020 daily trips.  

 
• Intersection operations during the Interim Build and Full Build of Oak Ridge 
Meadows will continue to operate well under-capacity and will meet City of 
McMinnville operating standards. The addition of Oak Ridge Meadows traffic will not 
have a significant impact on the operations or delay experienced at the intersections 
of NW Baker Creek Road/NW Oak Ridge Drive and NW Baker Creek Road/Merlot 
Drive.  

 
• An evaluation of the livability of neighborhood streets, as defined by the volume 
of traffic the streets were designed to handle (1,200 vpd), confirmed that the Oak 
Ridge Meadows development is not expected to have an adverse impact on the 
existing neighborhood streets.  
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Please refer to the Oak Ridge Meadows Transportation Impact Study (Exhibit 28) for additional 
detail.  
 
The need for a temporary emergency-only access to support this proposal was addressed above 
relative to Policy 132.32.00 and is addressed below relative to Policy 155.00.  This temporary 
emergency only access roadway will also aid in reducing emergency vehicle response times as 
it can provide a more direct route to some portions of Phase I until such time that it is replaced 
with a dedicated fully improved local public street across adjacent land.  Additionally, travel 
speeds within this site are based on an adopted street classification scheme identified in the 
adopted McMinnville TSP.  All streets in the proposed development are designed as local streets 
and, as such, are limited to a legal vehicular travel speed of 25 miles per hour as are the local 
streets in the adjacent residential neighborhoods.  This residential vehicle speed limitation and 
the adopted local street design standards have been successful in McMinnville in mitigating 
neighborhood issues related to noise, pedestrian and bicycle movement, and aesthetics as 
evidenced in the adjacent residential neighborhoods; the closest being the adjacent multi-
phased Oak Ridge neighborhood. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings, with the exception that full 
development of the proposed 108 lots may have an adverse effect, should that full development 
include two-family dwellings or accessory dwelling units, which are permitted uses in the 
underlying zone.  The Traffic Impact Analysis shows that the addition of 108 proposed single-
family lots in a subdivision with initially only one improved street access would push the volume 
of traffic on the immediately adjacent local residential street (NW Pinot Noir Drive, northwest of 
Oak Ridge Drive) to its maximum threshold (1,200 vpd) it was designed to carry.  The TIA shows 
that until a second, permanent improved street connection provides access to the proposed 
subdivision, the traffic generated by 108 single-family dwelling units would increase the vpd on 
the northwest portion of NW Pinot Noir Drive to its 1,200 vehicle limit.  The TIA uses 108 single-
family dwelling units (one dwelling unit per lot) as a basis for its average daily trip generation.  
However, two-family dwellings and accessory dwelling units are also permitted uses in the 
underlying R-2 zone.  Should a lot(s) be developed with a two-family dwelling or an ADU, the 
increased daily trips from that additional dwelling units would push the volume of traffic carried 
by NW Pinot Noir Drive over its design limit of 1,200 vpd.  Therefore, to mitigate other 
neighborhood concerns such as safety, noise, and aesthetics, the developer would be required 
to comply with the condition of approval of the planned development that limits development of 
the proposed subdivision to 108 dwelling units until such time that a second permanent improved 
street connection provides access to the proposed subdivision. 

Environmental Preservation 
 
Policy 132.46.00 Low impact street design, construction, and maintenance methods should be used 

first to avoid, and second to minimize, negative impacts related to water quality, air 
quality, and noise in neighborhoods. (Ord. 4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policy 132.46.00 is satisfied by the proposal in that the street 
design, construction and maintenance methods required by the City were adopted to, in part, 
implement each element of this policy.  These design, construction and maintenance methods 
administered by the City are satisfied as demonstrated in this proposal and as will be adhered 
to through the balance of the design, construction, inspection and approval process prior to the 
platting of this phased subdivision.    
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings.  Additionally, the proposed 
street layout is designed to avoid or minimize impact on geographical and environmental 
features found on site, including mature tree stands, steep slopes, and wetlands.  Where 
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proposed streets do impact these features, the impact is the minimal amount necessary to 
provide required street access and connectivity to proposed lots and adjacent parcels.  
Mitigation of wetlands impacted by street construction would be required by the Department of 
State Lands, who maintains regulatory authority over delineated wetlands.  All proposed streets 
would be required to meet City standards. 

 
Policy 132.46.05 Conservation – Streets should be located, designed, and improved in a manner that 

will conserve land, materials, and energy. Impacts should be limited to the minimum 
necessary to achieve the transportation objective. (4922, February 23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: This Policy is satisfied through this proposal’s compliance with the 
applicable elements of the McMinnville Transportation System Plan and the McMinnville Zoning 
Ordinance as addressed in these findings of fact and attached Exhibits.  The streets are 
proposed to be located in an efficient manner as described in this proposal and designed in a 
manner compliant with all City requirements for local residential streets as shown in the attached 
Exhibits. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings.  Additionally, the proposed 
street layout is designed to avoid or minimize impact on geographical and environmental 
features found on site, including mature tree stands, steep slopes, and wetlands.  Where 
proposed streets do impact these features, the impact is the minimal amount necessary to 
provide required street access and connectivity to proposed lots and adjacent parcels.  
Mitigation of wetlands impacted by street construction would be required by the Department of 
State Lands, who maintains regulatory authority over delineated wetlands.  All proposed streets 
would be required to meet City standards. 

 
Pedestrian Programs 
 
Policy 132.54.00 Promoting Walking for Health and Community Livability – The City will encourage 

efforts that inform and promote the health, economic, and environmental benefits of 
walking for the individual and McMinnville community. Walking for travel and 
recreation should be encouraged to achieve a more healthful environment that 
reduces pollution and noise to foster a more livable community. (Ord. 4922, February 
23, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policy 132.54.00 is satisfied by this proposal in that, with its 
approval, the City will have demonstrated support and encouragement for efforts that promote 
the health, economic and environmental benefits of walking for the individuals as well as for the 
greater McMinnville community.  This would be achieved by the City’s receipt of a 5.6 acre public 
open-space greenway dedication improved with a walking path as well as supporting the 
creation of an active private neighborhood park to be provided with a curvilinear walking path 
connecting two neighborhood streets and the establishment of permanent child appropriate play 
features.  The development of the greenway pedestrian path will occur proportionally with the 
completion of Phase 1 and Phase 2 of this development prior to platting; Premier Development 
recommends that this commensurate phasing of the greenway path improvement be made a 
condition of approval of this request.  This municipal endorsement of the creation of these open 
spaces not only promotes walking for health and community livability, but also helps to preserve 
a more healthy environment by preserving natural elements both within and surrounding this 
residential development proposal. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITIONS 9, 10. City concurs with the applicant’s findings, and 
notes that the companion planned development amendment would require public and private 
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open space as proposed.  Conditions of approval have been included to describe the 
proportional development of the public and private open space. 

 
GOAL VII 1: TO PROVIDE NECESSARY PUBLIC AND PRIVATE FACILITIES AND UTILITIES AT 

LEVELS COMMENSURATE WITH URBAN DEVELOPMENT, EXTENDED IN A 
PHASED MANNER, AND PLANNED AND PROVIDED IN ADVANCE OF OR 
CONCURRENT WITH DEVELOPMENT, IN ORDER TO PROMOTE THE ORDERLY 
CONVERSION OF URBANIZABLE AND FUTURE URBANIZABLE LANDS TO URBAN 
LANDS WITHIN THE McMINNVILLE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY. 

 
Sanitary Sewer System 
 
Policy 136.00 The City of McMinnville shall insure that urban developments are connected to the 

municipal sewage system pursuant to applicable city, state, and federal regulations. 
 
Policy 139.00 The City of McMinnville shall extend or allow extension of sanitary sewage collection 

lines within the framework outlined below: 
 

1. Sufficient municipal treatment plant capacities exist to handle maximum flows of 
effluents.  

 
2. Sufficient trunk and main line capacities remain to serve undeveloped land within the 

projected service areas of those lines.  
 
3. Public water service is extended or planned for extension to service the area at the 

proposed development densities by such time that sanitary sewer services are to be 
utilized.  

 
4. Extensions will implement applicable goals and policies of the comprehensive plan.  

 
Storm Drainage 
 
Policy 142.00 The City of McMinnville shall insure that adequate storm water drainage is provided in 

urban developments through review and approval of storm drainage systems, and 
through requirements for connection to the municipal storm drainage system, or to 
natural drainage ways, where required. 

 
Policy 143.00 The City of McMinnville shall encourage the retention of natural drainage ways for storm 

water drainage. 
 
Water System 
 
Policy 144.00 The City of McMinnville, through McMinnville Water and Light, shall provide water 

services for development at urban densities within the McMinnville Urban Growth 
Boundary. 

 
Policy 145.00 The City of McMinnville, recognizing McMinnville Water and Light as the agency 

responsible for water system services, shall extend water services within the framework 
outlined below:  
1. Facilities are placed in locations and in such a manner as to insure compatibility with 

surrounding land uses.  
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2. Extensions promote the development patterns and phasing envisioned in the 
McMinnville Comprehensive Plan.  

 
3. For urban level developments within McMinnville, sanitary sewers are extended or 

planned for extension at the proposed development densities by such time as the 
water services are to be utilized. 

 
4. Applicable policies for extending water services, as developed by the City Water and 

Light Commission, are adhered to. 
 
Policy 147.00  The City of McMinnville shall continue to support coordination between city departments, 

other public and private agencies and utilities, and McMinnville Water and Light to insure 
the coordinated provision of utilities to developing areas. The City shall also continue to 
coordinate with McMinnville Water and Light in making land use decisions. 

 
Water and Sewer – Land Development Criteria 
 
Policy 151.00 The City of McMinnville shall evaluate major land use decisions, including but not limited 

to urban growth boundary, comprehensive plan amendment, zone changes, and 
subdivisions using the criteria outlined below:  

 
1. Sufficient municipal water system supply, storage and distribution facilities, as 

determined by McMinnville Water and Light, are available or can be made available, 
to fulfill peak demands and insure fire flow requirements and to meet emergency 
situation needs. 
 

2. Sufficient municipal sewage system facilities, as determined by the City Public Works 
Department, are available, or can be made available, to collect, treat, and dispose of 
maximum flows of effluents.  

 
3. Sufficient water and sewer system personnel and resources, as determined by 

McMinnville Water and Light and the City, respectively, are available, or can be made 
available, for the maintenance and operation of the water and sewer systems.  

 
4. Federal, state, and local water and waste water quality standards can be adhered to. 

 
5. Applicable policies of McMinnville Water and Light and the City relating to water and 

sewer systems, respectively, are adhered to.  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal VII 1 and Policies 136.00, 139.00 (1-4), 142.00, 143.00, 
144.00, 145.00 (1-4), 147.00 and 151.00 (1-5) are satisfied by the request as adequate levels 
of sanitary sewer collection, storm sewer and drainage facilities, municipal water distribution 
systems and supply, and energy distribution facilities, either presently serve or can be made 
available to serve the site.  Additionally, the Water Reclamation Facility has the capacity to 
accommodate flow resulting from development of this site.  The City’s administration of all 
municipal water and sanitary sewer systems guarantee adherence to federal, state, and local 
quality standards.  The City of McMinnville is required to continue to support coordination 
between City departments, other public and private agencies and utilities, and McMinnville 
Water and Light to insure the coordinated provision of utilities to developing areas and in making 
land-use decisions. Additionally, the subject site will be converted in an orderly manner to 
urbanizable standards through the coordinated extension and provision of utilities and services 
(in particular, Exhibits 7, 25 and 29), and as conditioned through approval of this phased 
development proposal. 



--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Ordinance No. 5070 (S 3-18)   Page 50 of 66 

 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
Police and Fire Protection 
 
Policy 153.00 The City shall continue coordination between the planning and fire departments in 

evaluating major land use decisions. 
 
Policy 155.00 The ability of existing police and fire facilities and services to meet the needs of new 

service areas and populations shall be a criterion used in evaluating annexations, 
subdivision proposals, and other major land use decisions. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policies 153.00 and 155.00 are satisfied in that emergency service 
departments will be provided the opportunity to review this proposal.  Additionally, all emergency 
services will have direct public street access to every lot within the proposed two-phased 
tentative subdivision plan on streets designed to meet all applicable City of McMinnville 
requirements. 
 
Since this Planned Development Amendment application requests to amend Ordinance 4822, 
it is important to identify all such proposed amendments. Relative to Policy 155.00, Condition of 
Approval 5 of Ordinance 4822 currently states:  
 

“That the number of lots allowed within the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision shall be 
limited to a maximum of 76 lots.  Additional lots may be permitted consistent with the 
submitted tentative plan upon the completion and acceptance of public street 
improvements to City standards that extend south from Pinehurst Drive (as labeled on 
the applicant’s submitted tentative subdivision plan) and connect to Baker Creek Road.”  

 
With this current proposal, Premier Development offers a more achievable and timely alternative 
which complies with the Fire Department’s unsprinkled dwelling unit limitation relative to 
emergency vehicle access requirements.  Specifically, and as noted in the Finding provided 
above at 132.32.00 and incorporated into this Finding by this reference, Premier Development 
proposes utilization of a temporary emergency-only access which will be placed in an easement 
and will be graded and finished with compacted rock to applicable standards and extend 
northward from the intersection of NW Shadden Drive and NW Baker Creek Road, across land 
currently owned by Stafford Land Company, to the southern edge of the Oak Ridge Meadows 
site at a point between proposed Lots 55 and 56 (Exhibit 26).  [It is possible that this temporary 
emergency-only access may be shorter in length under a potential scenario described by 
Gordon Root of Stafford Land Company in an email where Stafford Land Company agrees to 
the granting of this temporary easement (Exhibit 27).]  This temporary emergency-only 
accessway would then proceed northward on Premier Development’s site along the proposed 
Phase 2 alignment of NW Pinehurst Drive to its intersection with “A” Street and then proceed 
generally eastward along the proposed “A” Street alignment to the western edge of Lot 25 which 
is to be the westernmost lot along “A” Street in Phase I of the Oak Ridge Meadows subdivision.  
Fire Department approved gates would be located at both ends of this compacted gravel 
emergency-only accessway as directed by the McMinnville Fire Department.  The McMinnville 
Fire Department has stated that, if such gates needed to be locked, they would be so with Fire 
Department approved locks.  At such time that this adjacent land is to develop, this easement 
would then be revoked and public right-of-way be dedicated and improved to City standards 
providing a permanent second public street connection to the Oak Ridge Meadows 
development.  This easement is relevant to the Findings presented here for this policy and its 
description and relevance is also hereby, with this reference, incorporated in the Finding for 
Policy 132.32.00.  
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Premier Development requests that the City modify Condition of Approval 5 of Ordinance 4822 
to require provision of the currently described and proposed temporary emergency-only access 
easement in place of the secondary access requirement as currently stated by the condition.  
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings, and a notes that the 
companion planned development amendment would require a temporary emergency-only 
access until such time that a permanent, improved street is built and provides a second vehicular 
access to the proposed development. 

 
Parks and Recreation 
 
GOAL VII 3:  TO PROVIDE PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES, OPEN SPACES, AND SCENIC 

AREAS FOR THE USE AND ENJOYMENT OF ALL CITIZENS OF THE COMMUNITY. 
 
Policy 163.00 The City of McMinnville shall continue to require land, or money in lieu of land, from new 

residential developments for the acquisition and/or development of parklands, natural 
areas, and open spaces. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal VII 3 and Policy 163.00 are satisfied in that park fees shall 
be paid for each housing unit at the time of the building permit application as required by 
McMinnville Ordinance 4282, as amended.  These fees may be offset in part or in total by 
Premier Development’s receipt of park SDC credits made available by way of their forthcoming 
public dedication of the approximately 5.6-acre open space greenway park within this planned 
development area. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
Policy 163.05 The City of McMinnville shall locate future community and neighborhood parks above 

the boundary of the 100-year floodplain. Linear parks, greenways, open space, trails, 
and special use parks are appropriate recreational uses of floodplain land to connect 
community and other park types to each other, to neighborhoods, and services, provided 
that the design and location of such uses can occur with minimum impacts on such 
environmentally sensitive lands. (Ord. 4840, January 11, 2006) 

 
Policy 166.00 The City of McMinnville shall recognize open space and natural areas, in addition to 

developed park sites, as necessary elements of the urban area. 
 
Policy 167.00 The City of McMinnville shall encourage the retention of open space and scenic areas 

throughout the community, especially at the entrances to the City.  
 
Policy 168.00 Distinctive natural features and areas shall be retained, wherever possible, in future 

urban developments. 
  
Policy 169.00 Drainage ways in the City shall be preserved, where possible, for natural areas and open 

spaces and to provide natural storm run-offs. 
 
Policy 170.05 For purposes of projecting future park and open space needs, the standards as 

contained in the adopted McMinnville Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan 
shall be used. (Ord. 4796, October 14, 2003) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Policies 163.05, 166.00, 167.00, 168.00, 169.00 and 170.05 are 
satisfied by this proposal in that an approximately 5.6 acre public open-space greenway park is 
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proposed to be dedicated by Premier Development for the use and enjoyment of the public.  
This greenway park is located around the west, north and most of the east perimeter of the site.  
In discussion regarding this project’s proposed park spaces with the McMinnville Parks and 
Recreation Department, it was requested by the Department that this greenway be improved 
with a habitat friendly bark-chip trail similar in design and width to the greenway trail located 
along the Joe Dancer Park’s South Yamhill River edge.  The existing ability of this linear 
greenway to accommodate natural storm run-off will be retained and will be further supported 
by the proposed storm drainage system that will be designed and installed within the public right-
of-way; additionally, and as shown on the submitted Overall Utility Plan, a ten-foot wide public 
storm easement is proposed to be created along the full distance of the southern property 
boundary of Lot 79, then transitioning to a rip-rap channel to be installed within the greenway.  
Additional stormwater detention is proposed along the site’s eastern edge beyond the proposed 
cul-de-sac street (see Exhibits 6 and 29).  
 
The City’s receipt of this greenway park dedication is an important first step for the City of 
McMinnville as it will be the City’s first acquisition of public greenway space along Baker Creek 
toward implementing its aspiration of acquiring public open space along the Baker Creek 
greenway connecting Tice Park to the BPA recreational trail and even beyond to the City’s 
western urban edge.  This dedication will preserve important natural open space, scenic areas 
and distinctive natural features along this greenway.  Discussions in May of 2018 with the 
Planning Department resulted in direction from the Department that the City is requesting to 
have this land dedicated and improved to provide a public trail system at this site.  Additionally, 
that the City is interested in the public dedication of the land necessary for that trail system, both 
along Baker Creek and on the western side of the property, to connect to a proposed trail system 
to be dedicated by Stafford Land on adjacent property to the west as part of their forthcoming 
development proposal for that site.  Premier Development welcomes this direction and clarity 
from the City, and supports the Planning and Park Departments’ guidance and is proud to 
dedicate this land and provide the requested improvement for public enjoyment of the natural 
greenway along this portion of Baker Creek.    
   
The McMinnville Parks and Recreation Department, relying on guidance provided in the 
McMinnville Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan, also supports Premier 
Development’s proposal to create the approximately 0.85 acre active private neighborhood park 
as part of Phase I of this subdivision.  This active private neighborhood park will also be 
improved with a pedestrian pathway connecting NW Pinot Noir Drive with the lower elevation of 
NW Pinehurst Drive to the east and with the installation of permanent child-appropriate play 
equipment on the upland portion of the park.  Both of these parks will preserve existing tree 
cover as much as practicable and as recommended by a certified arborist report and found 
acceptable by the McMinnville Planning Director. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED. City concurs with the applicant’s findings, and notes that the proposed 
subdivision would provide public and private open space as described and proposed above, and 
as required by the companion planned development amendment (PDA 4-18). 

 
Energy Conservation 
 
GOAL VIII 1:  TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE ENERGY SUPPLIES, AND THE SYSTEMS NECESSARY 

TO DISTRIBUTE THAT ENERGY, TO SERVICE THE COMMUNITY AS IT EXPANDS. 
 
Energy Supply Distribution 
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Policy 173.00 The City of McMinnville shall coordinate with McMinnville Water and Light and the 
various private suppliers of energy in this area in making future land use 
decisions.  

 
Policy 177.00 The City of McMinnville shall coordinate with natural gas utilities for the extension of 

transmission lines and the supplying of this energy resource.  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal VIII 1 and Policies 173.00 and 177.00 are satisfied in that 
McMinnville Water and Light and Northwest Natural Gas will be provided opportunity to review 
and comment regarding this proposal prior to the issuance of the Planning Department’s staff 
report. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED. City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
GOAL VIII 2:  TO CONSERVE ALL FORMS OF ENERGY THROUGH UTILIZATION OF LAND USE 

PLANNING TOOLS. 
 
Policy 178.00 The City of McMinnville shall encourage a compact urban development pattern to 

provide for conservation of all forms of energy. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal VIII 2 and Policy 178.00 are satisfied by the request as the 
development proposes a compact form of urban development allowing smaller lots where 
possible and larger lots as dictated by the site shape and topography.  The average minimum 
lot size of this proposal is slightly greater than the average minimum lot size of 7,500 square 
feet (Exhibit 10) as specified by Condition of Approval 2 of Ordinance 4822 (Exhibit 2).  Utilities 
presently abut the site and can be extended in a cost effective and energy efficient manner 
commensurate with this proposal and as shall be required by an approved phasing plan. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED. City concurs with the applicant’s findings, but notes that the average lot 
size that would be established by the companion planned development amendment is 7, 771 
square feet. 

 
GOAL IX 1: TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE LANDS TO SERVICE THE NEEDS OF THE PROJECTED 

POPULATION TO THE YEAR 2023, AND TO ENSURE THE CONVERSION OF THESE 
LANDS IN AN ORDERLY, TIMELY MANNER TO URBAN USES. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Goal IX 1 is satisfied in that the subject site is located within both 
the McMinnville urban growth boundary and the McMinnville city limits and so identified for urban 
development according to adopted applicable goals, policies, standards and requirements.  All 
urban services are currently available and adjacent to the site making the conversion of this site 
to urban uses orderly and timely. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED. City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
GOAL X 1: TO PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT IN THE LAND USE 

DECISION MAKING PROCESS ESTABLISHED BY THE CITY OF McMINNVILLE. 
 
GOAL X 2:  TO MAKE EVERY EFFORT TO ENGAGE AND INCLUDE A BROAD CROSS SECTION OF 

THE COMMUNITY BY MAINTAINING AN ACTIVE AND OPEN CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 
PROGRAM THAT IS ACCESSIBLE TO ALL MEMBERS OF THE COMMUNITY AND 
ENGAGES THE COMMUNITY DURING DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF 
LAND USE POLICIES AND CODES. 
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Policy 188.00 The City of McMinnville shall continue to provide opportunities for citizen involvement in 
all phases of the planning process.  The opportunities will allow for review and comment 
by community residents and will be supplemented by the availability of information on 
planning requests and the provision of feedback mechanisms to evaluate decisions and 
keep citizens informed. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  Goals X 1, X 2, and Policy 188.00 are satisfied in that the City of 
McMinnville has adopted a Neighborhood Meeting program that requires applicants of most 
types of land use applications to hold at least one public Neighborhood Meeting prior to submittal 
of a land use application; this is further addressed under findings relative to McMinnville Zoning 
Ordinance Section 17.72.095, below.  Additionally, the City of McMinnville continues to provide 
opportunities for the public to review and obtain copies of the application materials and 
completed staff report prior to the McMinnville Planning Commission and/or McMinnville City 
Council review of the request at an advertised public hearing.  All members of the public with 
standing are afforded the opportunity to provide testimony and ask questions as part of the 
public review and hearing process. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The process for a tentative subdivision approval provides an 
opportunity for citizen involvement throughout the process through the neighborhood meeting 
provisions, the public notice, and the public hearing process.  Throughout the process, there are 
opportunities for the public to review and obtain copies of the application materials and the 
completed staff report prior to the advertised public hearing(s).  All members of the public have 
access to provide testimony and ask questions during the public review and hearing process. 

 
McMinnville Zoning Ordinance 
The following Sections of the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance (Ord. No. 3380) provide criteria applicable 
to the request: 
 
Chapter 17.53.  Land Division Standards 
 
17.53.101  Streets.   
A. General.  The location, width, and grade of streets shall be considered in their relation to existing 

and planned streets, to topographical conditions, to public convenience and safety, and to the 
proposed use of the land to be served by the streets.  Where location is not shown in a 
comprehensive plan, the arrangement of streets in a subdivision shall: 
 
1. Provide for the continuation or appropriate projection of existing principal streets in surrounding 

areas; or 
 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: The planned street layout provides for the northerly extension of 
NW Pinot Noir Drive to serve the subject site.  The plan also provides for the future easterly 
continuation of NW Pinehurst Drive beyond the easterly edge of the site, and the southerly 
continuation of NW Pinehurst drive from the temporary terminus proposed to be located between 
Lots 55 and 56, both of which will provide future public access opportunities to other adjacent 
sites.  The proposed streets are local streets to be permitted and constructed to City standards. 
Therefore, this criterion is met. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 
 

2. Conform to a plan for the neighborhood approved or adopted by the Planning Commission to 
meet a particular situation where topographical or other conditions make continuance or 
conformance to existing streets impractical; or 
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APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Due to the rather peninsular shape of a large portion of the subject 
site, and the site being bounded, in part, by Baker Creek and wetlands, continuation 
opportunities for streets to adjacent properties are limited as was recognized in the City’s prior 
approvals of development proposals memorialized by the City Council’s adoption of Ordinances 
4722 and 4822 and their attendant preliminary subdivision plans.  Since Premier Development 
is proposing to dedicate approximately 5.6 acres of open greenway space to the public for 
preservation and pedestrian enjoyment, a westerly street extension from this site is infeasible. 
However, as described above in the Finding for 17.35.101(A)(1), feasible street stubs will be 
provided to adjacent properties east and south.  Additionally, while the adjacent Oak Ridge 
subdivision phases to the south incorporate a curb-to-curb dimension of 26-feet, Premier 
Development will not be continuing this design standard as the curb-to-curb street dimension 
requirement has since changed by City ordinance and is now required to be 28-feet in width at 
the curb-to-curb dimension.  Premier Development proposes to comply with the current design 
standard which will result, not only in design compliance, but also in increased vehicle mobility 
and public safety which were main purposes in the revision of that street standard. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings.  The tentative subdivision 
would comply with the planned development requirements established for Oak Ridge Meadows 
in the companion planned development amendment (PDA 4-18). 

 
3. Maximize potential for unobstructed solar access to all lots or parcels. Streets providing direct 

access to abutting lots shall be laid out to run in a generally east-west direction to the maximum 
extent feasible, within the limitations of existing topography, the configuration of the site, 
predesigned future street locations, existing street patterns of adjacent development, and the 
preservation of significant natural features.  The east-west orientation of streets shall be 
integrated into the design. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on the tentative subdivision plans, the extension of NW 
Pinot Noir Drive and the creation of the majority of NW Pinehurst Drive that creates the outer 
street edge of the proposed development are generally configured in a north-south orientation.  
This is due to the configuration of the site, the placement of the current terminus of NW Pinot 
Noir Drive and the need to provide public street access to the extents of the site.  All of the 
remaining streets and the northernmost portion of NW Pinehurst Drive are proposed with an 
east-west orientation and allow maximum opportunities for solar access to all adjacent lots. The 
Findings related to solar access provided in Finding of Fact 4 above are hereby with this 
reference are also incorporated into this Finding of Fact. Therefore, this criterion is met. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
B. Rights-of-way and street widths.  The width of rights-of-way and streets shall be adequate to fulfill 

city specifications as provided in Section 17.53.151 of this chapter.  Unless otherwise approved, the 
width of rights-of-way and streets shall be as shown in the following table [“McMinnville 
Transportation System Plan, Exhibit 2-4 – Complete Streets Design Standards”]: 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on the tentative subdivision plans (e.g., Exhibits 6, 9 
and 11) all proposed streets will meet all applicable right-of-way, street width and streetscape 
requirements inclusive of the requirements of Section 17.51.151 of the McMinnville Zoning 
Ordinance and McMinnville Transportation System Plan, Exhibit 2-4 – Complete Streets Design 
Standards.  Therefore, this criterion is met. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 
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C. Reserve strips.  Reserve strips or street plugs controlling access to streets will not be approved 
unless necessary for the protection of the public welfare or of substantial property rights, and in 
these cases they may be required. The control and disposal of the land comprising such strips shall 
be placed within the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission under conditions approved by them. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on the tentative subdivision plans (e.g., Exhibits 6, 9 
and 11) all proposed streets will meet all applicable right-of-way, street width and streetscape 
requirements inclusive of the requirements of Section 17.51.151 of the McMinnville Zoning 
Ordinance and McMinnville Transportation System Plan, Exhibit 2-4 – Complete Streets Design 
Standards.  Therefore, this criterion is met. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
D. Alignment.  As far as practical, streets other than minor streets shall be in alignment with existing 

streets by continuations of the center lines thereof. Staggered street alignment resulting in “T” 
intersections shall, wherever practical, leave a minimum distance of 200 feet between the center 
lines of streets having approximately the same direction and otherwise shall not be less than 125 
feet. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: All streets in this subdivision proposal are local streets and are 
shown on the tentative subdivision plans exhibiting rights-of-way and design features 
commensurate with local streets.  While safe and efficient vehicular circulation is provided by 
this proposal, there are eight “T” intersections in the proposed street design:   
 

1. The intersection of “A” Street and NW Pinehurst Drive located between Lots 55 and 85 
that will be stubbed to the south;  

2. The east and west ends of “B” Street at their intersections with NW Pinehurst Drive;  
3. The east and west ends of “C” Street at their intersections with NW Pinehurst Drive;  
4. The intersection of “A” Street and NW Pinot Noir Drive;  
5. The intersection of NW Pinot Noir Drive and NW Pinehurst Drive; and,  
6. The intersection of “A” Court and NW Pinehurst Drive.  

 
None of these “T” intersections are of a design that exhibit alignments with streets oriented in 
the same, or approximately the same, direction.  As can be observed on Exhibit 9 (Preliminary 
Subdivision Plat), all centerline street offsets of proposed “T” intersections exceed 125 feet.  
Therefore, this criterion is met. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
E. Future extension of streets.  Where necessary to give access to or permit a satisfactory future 

subdivision of adjoining land, streets shall be extended to the boundary of the subdivision; and the 
resulting dead-end streets may be approved without a turnaround.  Local streets shall provide 
connectivity as identified in Exhibit 2-1 of the McMinnville Transportation System Plan or 
connectivity that is functionally equivalent.  Reserve strips and street plugs may be required to 
preserve the objectives of street. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on Exhibit 6 for example, this proposal provides for the 
future continuation of NW Pinehurst Drive to adjacent lands both to the south and east. The 
subject site is currently also served by public street access from developed land to the south.  
Baker Creek and its greenway lie adjacent to the site to the north and does not warrant a street 
stub at the site’s northern edge.  The proposed approximately 5.6-acre public greenway 
dedication to occur along the western edge of the site precludes a public street stub to the west; 
the land to the west has the opportunity to be served by approval of a forthcoming development 
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proposal utilizing Premier Development’s southwesterly NW Pinehurst Drive street stub in 
addition to the creation of streets leading northward from Baker Creek Road as means of 
providing public street access to that future development site.  Therefore, this criterion is met. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
F. Intersection angles.  Streets shall be laid out to intersect at angles as near to right angles as practical 

except where topography requires a lesser angle, but in no case shall the acute angle be less than 
60 (sixty) degrees unless there is a special intersection design.  The intersection of an arterial or 
collector street with another street shall have at least 100 feet of tangent, measured from right-of-
way adjacent to the intersection unless topography requires a lesser distance.  Other streets, except 
alleys, shall have at least 50 (fifty) feet of tangent measured from property line adjacent to the 
intersection unless topography requires a lesser distance.  Intersections which contain an acute 
angle of less than 80 (eighty) degrees or which include an arterial street shall have a minimum 
corner radius sufficient to allow for a roadway radius of 20 (twenty) feet and maintain a uniform width 
between the roadway and the right-of-way line. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on the tentative subdivision plans, there are five 
intersections that are proposed to be laid out approximating right angles: 
 

1. The intersection of “A” Street and NW Pinehurst Drive located between Lots 55 and 85 
that will be stubbed to the south;   

2. The west end of “A” Street at its intersection with NW Pinehurst Drive;  
3. The west end of “B” Street at its intersection with NW Pinehurst Drive;  
4. The west end of “C” Street at its intersection with NW Pinehurst Drive; and,  
5. The intersection of NW Pinot Noir Drive and NW Pinehurst Drive.  

 
As can be observed on the submitted preliminary subdivision plans, the proposed street design 
complies with the requirements above and provides at least 50 (fifty) feet of tangent measured 
from property line adjacent to the intersection.  At intersections which contain an acute angle of 
less than 80 (eighty) degrees there is a minimum corner radius sufficient to allow for a roadway 
radius of 20 (twenty) feet and the maintenance of a uniform width between the roadway and the 
rightof-way line (Exhibit 6).  Therefore, this criteria is met. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
G. Existing streets.  Whenever existing streets adjacent to or within a tract are of inadequate width, 

additional right-of-way shall be provided at the time of subdivision.  The City may consider a 
reduction in arterial or collector street lane widths (lanes no less than 10 feet wide) by restriping 
existing travel lanes. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: This project abuts only one existing right-of-way which is the 
temporary northerly terminus of NW Pinot Noir Drive which was developed to meet current City 
right-of-way and design standards at the time of construction.  Since that time, the City has 
amended the paved section requirement of local streets from 26-feet in width to 28-feet in width.  
NW Pinot Noir Drive will be extended northward as shown on the submitted preliminary 
subdivision plans and will initiate a transition to a paved section of 28-feet in width immediately 
north NW Pinot Noir Drive’s current temporary terminus and will then continue further northward 
into the subject site to serve and provide access to other planned streets within the proposed 
neighborhood.  No additional right-of-way from adjacent existing streets is needed to support 
approval of this proposal. Therefore, this criterion is met. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 
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H. Half streets.  Half streets, while generally not acceptable, may be approved where essential to the 

reasonable development of the subdivision, when in conformity with other requirements of these 
regulations, and when the Planning Commission finds it will be practical to require the dedication of 
the other half when the adjoining property is subdivided.  Whenever a half street is adjacent to a 
tract to be subdivided, the other half of the street shall be platted within such tract.  Reserve strips 
and street plugs may be required to preserve the objectives of half streets.            

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on the submitted tentative subdivision plans, there are 
no half streets proposed as part of this development plan.  Therefore, this criterion is met. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
I. Cul-de-sacs.  A cul-de-sac shall be as short as possible and shall have a maximum length of 400 

feet and serve not more than 18 (eighteen) dwelling units.  A cul-de-sac shall terminate with a 
turnaround. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on the tentative subdivision plans, there is one cul-de-
sac planned as part of this proposal; “A” Court located in Phase I.  At approximately 200-feet in 
total length, “A” Court is proposed to serve no more than seven (7) dwelling units if all of those 
proposed lots (Lots 34-40) were provided direct vehicular access from “A” Court.  Therefore, this 
criterion is satisfied. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
J. Eyebrows.  Where conditions do not warrant the use of cul-de-sacs and the land available in the 

proposed plan does not allow for a discontinuous minor street extension and where there are no 
more than three (3) dwelling units proposed to take access, the City Engineer or Planning Director 
may allow eyebrows.  Eyebrows shall be limited to a maximum length of 125 feet, when measured 
from the main street right-of-way from which the eyebrow takes access.  The City Engineer or 
Planning Director may allow less than that required in (d) above, after taking into consideration the 
effects upon traffic flows. The right-of-way width shall be 36 (thirty-six) feet, with a paved 10 (ten) 
foot curb-to-curb radius at the terminus. Sidewalks shall not be installed within eyebrows without 
additional right-of-way dedication. (Amended 11/18/94 by Ordinance 4573.) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on the tentative subdivision plans, no eyebrows are 
planned. Therefore, this criterion is satisfied. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
K. Street Names.  Except for extensions of existing streets, no street name shall be used which will 

duplicate or be confused with the names of existing streets. Street names and numbers shall 
conform to the established pattern in the City. Street names shall be subject to the approval of the 
Planning Director.  The naming of new streets with names of local historic significance and/or where 
appropriate in alphabetical order is encouraged. (Amended 10/9/90 by Ordinance No. 4477.) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: With the exceptions of NW Pinot Noir Drive and NW Pinehurst 
Drive, all other street names shown on the Tentative Subdivision Plan, are, at this time, 
conceptual in nature.  The future naming of new streets will not propose names that will duplicate 
or be confused with the names of existing streets.  Street names and numbers shall conform to 
the established pattern in the City.  Further, all proposed street names and all street numbers 
shall be as approved by the City.  Therefore, this criterion is satisfied. 
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FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 
 
L. Grades and curves.  Grades shall not exceed six (6) percent on arterials, 10 (ten) percent on 

collector streets, or 12 (twelve) percent on any other street except as described below.  Any local 
street grad exceeding 12 (twelve) percent shall be reviewed for approval by the Fire Code Official 
during the land use application process.  When a local residential street is approved to exceed 12 
(twelve) percent the following shall be required.     

           
1. A maximum of 200 feet of roadway length may be allowed with a grade between 12 (twelve) 

percent and 15 (fifteen) percent for any one section. The roadway grade must reduce to no more 
than 12 (twelve) percent for a minimum of 75 linear feet of roadway length between each such 
section for firefighting operations.  

2. Fire sprinklers shall be installed in all residential and commercial structures whose access road 
is constructed at a grade higher than 12 (twelve) percent.  The approval of such fire sprinklers 
shall be accomplished in accordance with the provisions of ORS 455.610(6).  

 
Centerline radii of curves shall not be less than 300 feet on major arterials, 200 feet on secondary 
arterials, or 100 feet on other streets, and shall be to an even 10 (ten) feet.  Where existing 
conditions, particularly topography, make it otherwise impractical to provide buildable lots, the 
Planning Commission may accept sharper curves. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: The proposed streets are local streets and are not planned to 
exceed a grade of 12 (twelve) percent.  As depicted on the submitted tentative subdivision plans 
and as will be reviewed by the McMinnville Engineering Department and Planning Department, 
the centerline radii of curves is not less than 100 feet as required by this standard except in 
locations dictated by the unique shape of the site and, as such, are approvable by the Planning 
Commission.  Additionally, as shown on the attached Exhibits (e.g., Exhibits 30, 31, and 33-45), 
the proposed street grades comply with these requirements.  Therefore, this criterion is met. 
   
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
Criteria not Applicable:  The following subsections of Section 17.53.101 are not applicable to this 
request as these circumstances do not exist within or adjacent to this proposal:  
   
M. Streets adjacent to a railroad right-of-way  
N. Frontage roads/streets  
O. Alleys  
P. Private way/drive  
Q. Bikeways [along arterial or collector streets]  
R. Residential Collector Spacing  
U. Gates  
 
S. Sidewalks.  Along arterials and along major collectors with bikeways in commercial areas, sidewalks 

shall be eight (8) feet in width or, where less than eight (8) feet of right-of-way is available, shall 
extend to the property line and be located adjacent to the curb.  Sidewalks in all other locations shall 
be five (5) feet in width and be placed one (1) foot from the right-of-way line. Sidewalks adjacent to 
a cul-de-sac bulb shall be located adjacent to the curb. (Amended 11/8/94 by Ordinance 4573.) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: All proposed streets will meet all applicable right-of-way, street 
width and streetscape requirements inclusive of curbside planter strips.  All public sidewalks are 
shown on the attached Exhibits to be proposed to be five-feet in width and are to be placed one-
foot from the right-of-way line along both sides of all proposed streets within this development.  
Therefore, this criteria is satisfied. 
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FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
T. Park Strips.  Park strips shall be provided between the curb and sidewalk along both sides of all 

streets except (a) commercial arterial and collector streets, in which case street trees may be placed 
in tree wells as specified by the McMinnville Street Ordinance; or (b) cul-de-sac bulbs.  Street trees 
shall be planted and maintained within the park strip as specified in Chapter 17.58 (Trees) of the 
McMinnville Zoning Ordinance. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on the tentative subdivision plans, all proposed streets 
will meet all applicable right-of-way, street width and streetscape requirements inclusive of a 
curbside planter strip along both sides of all proposed streets. Premier Development also 
proposes one physical element to be placed within the planter strip along the east side of NW 
Pinehurst Drive, south of “A” Court. Premier Development is proposing the permanent 
installation of a bench within this portion of the planter strip to afford convenient long-term 
viewing of the adjacent wetlands for neighborhood residents and the community at large.  This 
is being offered as an enhancement of the opportunity to enjoy this wetland area in a convenient 
and comfortable manner.  This criterion is met.  
 
While not directly related to park strip improvement requirements, Premier Development is also 
proposing the installation of a second permanent wetland viewing bench to be located at the 
northwest corner of the proposed fire truck turnaround to be located near the easternmost extent 
of NW Pinehurst Drive (Exhibits 6 and 9); this fire truck turnaround is proposed to satisfy Fire 
Department requirements related to emergency vehicle access and maneuverability.  This fire 
truck turnaround is depicted on numerous submitted Exhibits inclusive of Exhibits 6, 7, 9, and 
47. 
   
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings, however, City notes that the 
planned development for the subject site requires a minimum of two (2) wetland viewing areas 
within Tract 1, the common open space tract in the southeast portion of the site.  The proposed 
wetland viewing area within the fire truck turnaround would meet this criteria, but the second 
wetland viewing area south of “A” Court proposed in the right-of-way does not.  There appears 
to be room in Tract 1 outside of the delineated wetland to accommodate a second wetland 
viewing area.  Therefore, a condition of approval requiring the relocation of the wetland viewing 
area from the right-of-way into Tract 1 is included. 

 
17.53.103  Blocks. 
1. General.  The length, width, and shape of blocks shall take into account the need for adequate lot 

size and street width and shall recognize the limitations of the topography.  
 

2. Size.  No block shall be more than 400 feet in length between street corner lines or have a block 
perimeter greater than 1,600 feet unless it is adjacent to an arterial street, or unless the topography 
or the location of adjoining streets justifies an exception.  The recommended minimum length of 
blocks along an arterial street is 1,800 feet. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on the tentative subdivision plans, the planned street 
alignment requires, in some cases, blocks that exceed 400 hundred feet in length due to the 
topography and the physical configuration of the site, as well as the street pattern of an adjacent 
platted neighborhood.  Given these site factors, Premier Development has configured the 
proposed local street plan to be as close to the recommended standard as possible.  The 
proposed street pattern and resulting block lengths are very similar that previously approved by 
the City Council to implement the Ordinance 4822 Planned Development.    
Block Length exceeding 400 feet in length:   
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1) NW Pinehurst Drive from “A” Court to its temporary southeastern terminus;  
2) NW Pinot Noir Drive from NW Blake Street to “A” Street;  
3) “A” Street along its northern edge from its intersections with NW Pinot Noir Drive and 

NW Pinehurst Drive;   
4) “B” Street from its intersections with NW Pinot Noir Drive and NW Pinehurst Drive;  
5) NW Pinehurst Drive from its intersection with the east end of “C” Street to its intersection 

with the west end of “C” Street.  
 

There are no connecting blocks that exceed 1,600 feet in perimeter length. Therefore this 
requirement is met.  
   
FINDING: SATISFIED. The proposed block lengths comply with the requirements of the planned 
development.  The planned development allows a maximum block length of approximately 2,305 
feet (the maximum length of the block from NW Pinehurst Drive from its southwestern terminus 
to “A” Court, around the northern peninsula of the site).  No proposed block length exceeds this 
maximum, and no full, connecting block has a perimeter exceeding the 1,600 foot standard. 

 
3. Easements. 

1. Easements for sewers, water mains, electric lines, or other public utilities shall be dedicated 
whenever necessary.  The easements shall be at least 10 (ten) feet wide and centered on lot 
lines where possible, except for utility pole tieback easements which may be reduced to six (6) 
feet in width.  Easements of 10 (ten) feet in width shall be required along all rights-of-way.  Utility 
infrastructure may not be placed within one foot of a survey monument location noted on a 
subdivision or partition plat.  The governing body of a city or county may not place additional 
restrictions or conditions on a utility easement granted under this chapter. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Ten-foot wide public utility easements will be provided along all 
public rights of way and other locations as required to accommodate the installation of such 
utilities and maintenance opportunities as necessary as shown on Exhibit 6. Therefore, this 
criterion is met. 
   
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
2. Water courses.  If a subdivision is traversed by water courses such as a drainage way, channel, 

or stream, there shall be provided a storm unit easement or drainage right-of-way conforming 
substantially with the lines of the water course and of such width as will be adequate for the 
purpose, unless the water course is diverted, channeled, or piped in accordance with plans 
approved by the City Engineer’s office.  Streets or parkways parallel to major water courses may 
be required. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on Exhibits 6, 7 and 11, the proposed subdivision is not 
impacted by drainageways, channels or streams except at the lowest elevations in locations 
where development is not proposed except for the following, generally described:  
 

• Engineered fill will exist as the northeastern corner of Lot 38 and will also occur on Lot 42.  
• A ten-foot wide public storm easement is proposed to be created between Lots 75 and 76 

from the public right-of-way to the public greenway to then transition to a rip-rap channel 
to be installed within the greenway.  

• There are wetlands located along the southeast portion of the site that will be impacted by 
the proposed construction of portions of NW Pinehurst Drive and “A” Court and on some 
of the proposed residential lots adjacent to these locations.  The proposed impacted 
wetland areas are shown on Exhibit 6 and other attached Exhibits.  
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Tract 1, located east of the southern portion of NW Pinehurst Drive, has upland area where 
there is an existing detention and water quality treatment area for Phase I.  The majority of the 
remaining area in Tract 1 is identified as a wetland area that has been previously delineated and 
mitigated and is bound by protections in that plan (Exhibit 8).    
 
Relative to the proposed location of a portion of NW Pinehurst Drive that was the subject of that 
mitigation plan, it has been found through recent analysis by the well-established environmental 
consulting team Pacific Habitat Services, Inc. that some part of the adjacent wetland area has 
since manifested again into some location(s) of the already mitigated roadway area over the 
ensuing fifteen years since that plan’s approval.  Additionally, there are also found to be wetlands 
identified within a portion of proposed “A” Court and on some of the proposed residential lots 
adjacent to these locations.  While the delineation of these wetlands has been completed and 
is reflected on numerous submitted Exhibits inclusive of Exhibits 6, 7, 8 and 9, a final report has 
not yet been issued by Pacific Habitat Services, Inc. 
 
Premier Development, LLC requests that a Condition of Approval of this proposal require the 
submittal of the final report from Pacific Habitat Services, Inc. to the Division of State Lands 
(DSL) for review and approval.  Additionally, that a wetland mitigation plan be approved by DSL.  
Therefore, this criterion is met. 
   
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
3. Pedestrian ways.  When desirable for public convenience, safety, or travel, pedestrian ways not 

less than 10 (ten) feet in width may be required to connect to cul-de-sacs, to pass through 
unusually long or oddly shaped blocks, to connect to recreation or public areas such as schools, 
or to connect to existing or proposed pedestrian ways. (Ord. 4922, §4B, 2010) 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on the proposed tentative plans, a 10-foot wide 
pedestrian access path is proposed to be provided connecting NW Pinot Noir Drive to NW 
Pinehurst Drive through the approximately 0.85 acre active private neighborhood park.  An 
additional 10-foot wide public pedestrian path is proposed to be provided along the length of the 
approximately 5.6-acre public greenway which will encircle the subject site and lead to the site’s 
southwestern most point west of Lot 56.  The pathway to be located within this greenway area 
is proposed to be improved with a bark chip trail as recommended by the McMinnville Parks 
Department as previously described.  Three pedestrian access pathways are also proposed to 
be provided to access this open-space greenway and are to be located between Lots 42 and 
43, between Lots 75 and 76, and along the south side of Lot 56 (which will be temporary in 
nature until such time that the public pathway, previously described, in the forthcoming Stafford 
Land development adjacent to the west is completed).  There are no other public amenities 
(schools, etc.) for Premier Development to serve with a pedestrian way adjacent to this 
development.  Therefore, this criterion is met. 
   
FINDING: SATISFIED WITH CONDITION 11.  The planned development amendment (PDA 4-
18) has a condition of approval requiring a maximum distance of 800 feet between a street 
corner intersection and a pedestrian way, or between two consecutive pedestrian ways, on the 
same side of the street.  The proposed subdivision contains two blocks longer than 800 feet 
where pedestrian ways would be required to provide through-block connectivity.  The first, 
Pinehurst Drive from Pinot Noir Drive to its southeast terminus, is approximately 1250 feet in 
length.  A pedestrian way is proposed through the private active neighborhood park.  The 
distance from the Pinot Noir/Pinehurst Drive street corner intersection to the proposed 
pedestrian way is approximately 480 feet, and from the pedestrian way to the temporary 



--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Ordinance No. 5070 (S 3-18)   Page 63 of 66 

southeast terminus of Pinehurst Drive is approximately 770 feet.  Therefore, the standard for 
distance between pedestrian ways on this block is met. 
 
The block from the southwest terminus of Pinehurst Drive along the northern perimeter of the 
site to “A” Court has a length of approximately 2,305 feet.  The distance from “A” Court to the 
first pedestrian access to the north, between Lots 42 and 43, into the public open space 
greenway is approximately 215 feet, complying with the standard.  From that first pedestrian 
access way north of “A” Court to the second, between Lots 75 and 76, is approximately 730 feet, 
also complying with the standard.  However, the distance between the pedestrian way between 
Lots 75 and 76 and the temporary pedestrian way easement on the south side of lot 56, is 
approximately 1,295 feet, exceeding the maximum distance between pedestrian ways required 
by the planned development.  Therefore, a condition of approval requiring a pedestrian way 
between Lots 56 and 75 such that the distance to the next pedestrian way on the block does not 
exceed 800 feet is included. 

 
17.53.105  Lots. 
A. Size and shape.  Lot size, width, shape, and orientation shall be appropriate for the location of the 

subdivision and for the type of use contemplated.  All lots in a subdivision shall be buildable.  
 

1. Lot size shall conform to the zoning requirement of the area.  Depth and width of properties 
reserved or laid out for commercial and industrial purposes shall be adequate to provide for the 
off-street parking and service facilities required by the type of use contemplated.  The depth of 
lot shall not ordinarily exceed two times the average width.     

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on the submitted tentative plans the proposed lots are 
generally rectangular in shape as much as can be achieved given the unique peninsula like 
shape and topography of the site in addition to the site’s protected wetland area along its eastern 
edge.  The proposed lot sizes and orientation are appropriate for the type of use contemplated 
and given the current request for modifications to two existing Planned Development approvals.  
Additionally, all proposed lots are buildable.    
 
Due to the limiting physical factors mentioned, and the need to provide adequate public street 
access throughout the site, there are a number of lots with a depth dimension exceeding two 
times their width.  At this point, it is important to note the precise wording of this subject portion 
of 17.50.105(A)(1) which is that “the depth of lot shall not ordinarily exceed two times the 
average width.” [emphasis added]  The word “ordinarily” is meaningful in this context and this 
word was placed in this standard for a reason and that is to provide relief to the desired 
dimensional lot ratio when atypical site considerations prevail.  To look closely, the word 
“ordinarily” evokes a standard of something being rather common and routine.  In fact, for 
something to be ordinary, it evokes the majority and not the exception.    
 
The lots that uncommonly exceed the 2:1 depth to width ratio in this proposal are lots 15-18, lots 
42-49, and lots 56-79 (36 lots, or some 34 percent of the proposed lots in this two-phased plan).  
Premier Development has tried to avoid exceeding this desired lot depth to width ratio but given 
the physical characteristics of this site not all lots were able to be made to conform to this 
dimensional preference.  With 34 percent of the proposed lots exceeding the 2:1 ratio, and some 
66 percent of the proposed lots conforming to this ratio, Premier Development submits that it is 
clearly not ordinary that the proposed lots exceed this desired standard.  In fact, 66 percent of 
the proposed lots, by far the majority, are dimensioned sufficiently to meet this desired 
dimensional lot ratio and the lots that do not meet the ratio have atypical physical characteristics 
that make it impractical to meet those requirements. 
  



--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Ordinance No. 5070 (S 3-18)   Page 64 of 66 

In addition to the discussion above, it is instructive to recall that this subdivision application 
accompanies two additional applications requesting amendments to existing Planned 
Developments that are currently part of the zone and binding on the subject site (Ordinances 
4722 and 4822).  Additional findings relative to lot size and dimensions are found in the portion 
of this application addressing the Planned Development Amendment request to modify 
Ordinance 4822 at 17.74.070 (A) and (B).  Therefore, this criterion is satisfied. 
   
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings.  The proposed subdivision 
would comply with the lot shape requirements established by the proposed companion Planned 
Development Amendment. 

 
B. Access.  Each lot shall abut upon a street other than an alley for a width of at least 25 (twenty-five) 

feet or shall abut an access easement which in turn abuts a street for at least 15 (fifteen) feet if 
approved and created under the provisions of 17.53.100(C). Direct access onto a major collector or 
arterial street designated on the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Map shall be avoided for all lots 
subdivided for single-family, common wall, or duplex residential use, unless no other access point 
is practical. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on the submitted subdivision plans each lot will abut a 
public street for a width of at least 25 (twenty-five) feet.  There will be no direct access onto a 
major collector or arterial street as no such designated street is within or adjacent to the subject 
site.  Therefore, this criterion is met. 
   
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
C. Through lots.  Through lots shall be avoided except where they are essential to provide separation 

of residential development from major traffic arteries or adjacent nonresidential activities, or to 
overcome specific disadvantages of topography and orientation.  A planting screen easement at 
least 10 (ten) feet wide, and across which there shall be no right of access, may be required along 
the line of lots abutting such a traffic artery or other incompatible use. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: One such through lot is proposed and is identified as Lot 12 in 
Phase I of the subdivision.  Lot 12 sits at the northernmost portion of the block bounded by NW 
Pinot Noir Drive on the west and NW Pinehurst Drive on the west.  This lot is generally triangular 
in shape and is some 10,232 square feet in size.  The circumstances that precipitated the design 
of this lot relate directly to site configuration, topography, the placement of the existing portion 
of NW Pinot Noir Drive and the goal of providing public street access to the buildable portions 
of the site.  The design of this one through lot overcomes the site’s challenges and provides a 
buildable lot with enough area to allow for flexible placement of a future residence.  This lot 
should also not be seen as uncommon for the surrounding area as Lots 1 – 11 of the Oak Ridge 
Subdivision to the south are fronted by Baker Creek Road on the south and either Cabernet 
Court or Chardonnay Drive on the north and are all consequently defined, approved and platted 
as through lots.  This criterion has been satisfied. 
   
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
D. Lot side lines. The side lines of lots, as far as practicable, shall run at right angles to the street upon 

which the lots face. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: As shown on the submitted tentative subdivision plans, the side 
lines of lots run at right angles to the street upon which the lots face as far as practicable. Given 
the unique shape of the site, accurately referenced before as being somewhat peninsularly 
shaped, in addition to the location of the site’s protected wetland area along its eastern edge 
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and the need to provide adequate public street access throughout the site for the creation of 
buildable lots, there are some lots that cannot fully meet this standard (particularly those lots 
located around the northern curves along NW Pinehurst Drive and lots being accessed from the 
“A” Court cul-de-sac).  This standard allows for a consideration of physical factors in its 
application (“.. as far as practicable ..”) and Premier Development has worked toward achieving 
this standard as far as practicable given the unique shape of this site and other physical factors 
previously discussed.  While a number of the proposed lots do not provide side lot lines running 
at right angles to the street as can be seen on the submitted preliminary subdivision plans, 
Premier Development contends that it has met this standard as far as can practicably be 
achieved.  Therefore, this criterion is met. 
   
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. The proposed subdivision 
would comply with the lot shape requirements established by the proposed companion Planned 
Development Amendment. 

 
E. Flag lots. The creation of flag lots shall be discouraged and allowed only when it is the only 

reasonable method of providing access to the rear of a lot which is large enough to warrant 
partitioning or subdividing. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: There are no flag lots proposed as part of this residential 
development plan.  Therefore, this criterion is met. 
   
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
17.53.151 Specifications for Improvements.  The City Engineer has submitted and the City Council 
has adopted the standard specifications for public works construction, Oregon Chapter A.P.W.A., and 
has included those special provisions that are, by their very nature, applicable to the City of McMinnville. 
The specifications cover the following:  

A. Streets, including related improvements such as curbs and gutters, shoulders, and median 
strips, and including suitable provisions for necessary slope easements;  

B. Drainage facilities;  
C. Sidewalks in pedestrian ways;  
D. Sewers and sewage disposal facilities.  

 
17.53.153  Improvement Requirements.  The following improvements shall be installed at the 
expense of the subdivider:  

A. Water supply system. All lots within a subdivision shall be served by the City water supply 
system.  

B. Electrical system. All lots within a subdivision shall be served by the City electrical system.  
C. Sewer system. All lots within a subdivision shall be served by the City sewer system.  
D. Drainage. Such grading shall be performed and drainage facilities installed conforming to City 

specifications as are necessary to provide proper drainage within the subdivision and other 
affected areas in order to assure healthful, convenient conditions for the residents of the 
subdivision and for the general public. Drainage facilities in the subdivision shall be connected 
to drainage ways or storm sewers outside the subdivision. Dikes and pumping systems shall be 
installed, if necessary, to protect the subdivision against flooding or other inundations.  

E. Streets.  The subdivider shall grade and improve streets in the subdivision, and the extension 
of such streets to the paving line of existing streets with which such streets intersect, in 
conformance with City specifications. Street improvements shall include related improvements 
such as curbs, intersection sidewalk aprons, street signs, gutters, shoulders, and median strips 
to the extent these are required.  

F. Pedestrian ways. A paved sidewalk not less than five (5) feet wide shall be installed in the center 
of pedestrian ways.  



--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Ordinance No. 5070 (S 3-18)   Page 66 of 66 

G. Private way/drive. The subdivider shall grade and improve to conform to City specifications in 
terms of structural standards.  

H. Street trees consistent with the requirements of Chapter 17.58 of the McMinnville Zoning 
Ordinance and an approved street tree plan for the subdivision.  

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: 17.53.151 (A)-(D) and 17.53.153 (A)-(H) are satisfied in that the 
City Council has adopted the specifications referenced above as being appropriate and 
applicable to and administered by the City of McMinnville.  As shown on Exhibits 7, 25 and 29, 
all lots shall be served by City water, electrical, sanitary and storm sewer systems including 
planned storm outfalls toward the eastern side of the development site.  All streets will be graded 
and improved to city standards.  No private ways or drives are proposed within the subject site. 
Dedication and improvement of public streets shall occur as required by City standards inclusive 
of curbs and gutters, five-foot wide sidewalks and planter strips; should this subdivision request 
be approved, a street tree planting plan shall be required as a condition of its approval which 
will require submittal of a plan to be reviewed for approval by the Landscape Review Committee.  
Therefore, these criteria are satisfied. 
   
FINDING: SATISFIED.  City concurs with the applicant’s findings. 

 
 
 
 
 
JF 
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Our Mission:  The City of McMinnville is primarily responsible for maintaining a safe and livable environment within 
the community. This is achieved by providing open governance and efficient delivery of public services. 

June 17, 2019 

To: Scott Hill, Mayor 
City Council 

From: David Koch, City Attorney 

Re: Supplemental Findings for Oak Ridge Meadows (PDA 3-18, PDA 4-18, and S 3-18) 

Following the decision by the Planning Commission to recommend that the Council approve the 
proposed Planned Development Amendment (PDA) and Subdivision applications, the applicant prepared 
Supplemental Findings for consideration by the Council to address evidence, argument and testimony 
considered by the Planning Commission prior to their making their decision.   

The purpose of the Supplemental Findings is to document the City’s treatment of matters raised after 
the preparation of the final staff report and findings document, but prior to the close of the public 
hearing.  The Supplemental Findings are not intended to present any new evidence, argument or 
testimony, and are simply intended to meet the City’s obligation to provide written findings to support 
the City’s decision.   

If the Council chooses to follow the Planning Commission’s recommendation to approve the PDA and 
Subdivision applications, the Council may elect to: 

• Adopt the findings of the Planning Commission standing alone;
• Adopt the findings of the Planning Commission together with the Supplemental Findings

prepared by the applicant; or
• Adopt new findings prepared by staff and/or the applicant following its decision and presented

to the Council at a subsequent meeting.”

ATTACHMENT D
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Supplemental Findings 

I. PDA 3-18 (Amending Ord 4722 by removing the undeveloped 11.47 acres from its scope).   
1. The Council has reviewed the record and concludes that all but one of the parties are in 

agreement that the 11.47 acres should be removed from Ord 4722.  Specifically, the 
attorney for opponents Friends of Baker Creek (FOBC) urged the City to approve PDA 3-
18.  Kabeiseman May 16, 2019 Letter, page 1.  The testimony of the Yamhill Soil & 
Water District and Friends of Yamhill County are not inconsistent with FOBC’s request.  
Accordingly, the Council understands that these opponents’ objections to relate only to 
PDA 4-18 and S 3-18.   

2. The testimony of the Fair Housing Council and Housing Land Advocates (April 17, 2019 
letter) argues that Statewide Planning Goal 10 (Housing) applies to the “proposed 
amendments and subdivision plan” and that findings for all of those decisions “must 
demonstrate that the proposed development plan and amendments do not leave the City 
with less than adequate residential land supplies of the types, locations and affordability 
ranges affected.”  The Council disagrees that Goal 10 applies to any of the proposals.  
Goal 10 applies to amendments to the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  Neither the PDAs nor 
the subdivision application seek to amend any comprehensive plan.  The objection of 
these organizations is surprising to say the least.  Regardless of the fact that Goal 10 does 
not apply, the Council notes that the proposal does not remove any developable 
residential land to serve the residential land uses that it is zoned to serve.  In fact, it 
improves the City’s ability to achieve the type and density of housing contemplated for 
the subject property.  PDA 3-18 removes 11.47 acres of land from one PDA and puts it 
into another PDA so that the entire 35.47 acre property (including the 11.47 acres) can be 
residentially developed.  As explained in the minutes of the Planning Commission’s April 
18, 2019 hearing, at Planning Commission May 16, 2019 Packet, page 616, the current 
development situation for the subject 35.47 acre property makes its development with 
housing very difficult.  The proposal removes barriers to the appropriate development of 
the subject property to deliver the residential uses that its zoning contemplates.  There is 
nothing about the proposal that leaves the City with less than adequate residential land 
supplies in any respect.   

3. Three applications were filed concurrently – two PDA amendment applications (3-18 and 
4-18) and one subdivision application (S 3-18).  The Planning Commission approved S 3-
18 and recommended approval of PDA 3-18 and 4-18.  McMinnville Zoning Ordinance 
(MZO) 17.72.070 provides “When a proposal involves more than one application for the 
same property, the Applicant may submit concurrent applications which shall be 
processed simultaneously.  In so doing, the applications shall be subject to the hearing 
procedure that affords the most opportunity for public hearing and notice.”  (Emphasis 
added).  Staff understands the italicized language to mean that the Planning 
Commission’s approval of S 3-18 (subdivision) had to be processed simultaneously with 
the PDA’s through Council decision, and that meant that the subdivision decision could 
not become final after its Planning Commission approval.  Rather, the subdivision 
approval too had to be processed as a recommendation so it could secure Council review 
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and approval.  The Council agrees with staff’s interpretation that in the situation here, 
where the three applications were filed concurrently and are interdependent upon one 
another and two of those concurrent applications require Council approval, that they all 
then must be processed simultaneously through Council approval, without a party being 
required to bring the subdivision before the Council by filing an appeal.  

4. MZO 17.72.120 lists planned developments and planned development amendment 
applications as subject to quasi-judicial processes and MZO 17.72.130(5) makes Planning 
Commission decisions on the same, recommendations for Council decision.  MCZO 
17.72.130(6) requires the Council to either approve the applications and to adopt findings 
of approval based upon the Planning Commission record, or to call for a public hearing.  
The Council has reviewed the Planning Commission record and finds that its professional 
planning staff did a thorough and commendable job in its review and analysis of the 
proposals, that the City Planning Commission did a good and thoughtful job in 
conducting two separate public hearings, considering all of the evidence and arguments 
of the parties in reaching its decision and the parties presented exhaustive testimony and 
evidence regarding their positions.  In such circumstances, the Council finds that no 
purpose is served in conducting yet another public hearing.  The Council will decide the 
matter on the record.  It adopts these supplemental findings in deference to LUBA’s rule 
that requires where a relevant issue is raised in the local land use proceedings, that the 
findings supporting the final decision must address the issue and where the findings do 
not do so, remand is required. Space Age Fuel, Inc. v. Umatilla County, 72 Or LUBA 92 
(2015).  The Council finds that its code does not prevent it from responding to this LUBA 
command in its final decision.  Adopting findings responsive to this LUBA requirement, 
does not require that parties have a right to rebut those findings.  Rawson v. Hood River 
Co. 77 Or LUBA 571, 574-75 (2018). 

The Council finds that the proposal complies with all relevant standards and is approved.   

II. PDA 4-18 (Amending Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development by repealing and 
replacing ORD 4822 to include the 11.47 acres removed from ORD 4722 and the terms of 
this approval decision PDA 4-18).  In addition to the other findings supporting the proposal 
the following findings are also adopted. 

 
1. Three applications were filed concurrently – two PDA amendment applications (3-18 and 

4-18) and one subdivision application (S 3-18).  The Planning Commission approved S 3-
18 and recommended approval of PDA 3-18 and 4-18.  McMinnville Zoning Ordinance 
(MZO) 17.72.070 provides “When a proposal involves more than one application for the 
same property, the Applicant may submit concurrent applications which shall be 
processed simultaneously.  In so doing, the applications shall be subject to the hearing 
procedure that affords the most opportunity for public hearing and notice.”  (Emphasis 
added).  Staff understands the italicized language to mean that the Planning 
Commission’s approval of S 3-18 (subdivision) had to be processed simultaneously with 
the PDA’s through Council decision, and that meant that the subdivision decision could 
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not become final after its Planning Commission approval.  Rather, the subdivision 
approval too had to be processed as a recommendation so it could secure Council review 
and approval.  The Council agrees with staff’s interpretation that in the situation here, 
where the three applications were filed concurrently and are interdependent upon one 
another and two of those concurrent applications require Council approval, that they all 
then must be processed simultaneously through Council approval, without a party being 
required to bring the subdivision before the Council by filing an appeal.  

2. MZO 17.72.120 lists planned developments and planned development amendment 
applications as subject to quasi-judicial processes and MZO 17.72.130(5) makes Planning 
Commission decisions on the same, recommendations for Council decision.  MCZO 
17.72.130(6) requires the Council to either approve the applications and to adopt findings 
of approval based upon the Planning Commission record, or to call for a public hearing.  
The Council has reviewed the Planning Commission record and finds that its professional 
planning staff did a thorough and commendable job in its review and analysis of the 
proposals, that the City Planning Commission did a good and thoughtful job in 
conducting two separate public hearings, considering all of the evidence and arguments 
of the parties in reaching its decision and the parties presented exhaustive testimony and 
evidence regarding their positions.  In such circumstances, the Council finds that no 
purpose is served in conducting yet another public hearing.  The Council will decide the 
matter on the record.  It adopts these supplemental findings in deference to LUBA’s rule 
that requires where a relevant issue is raised in the local land use proceedings, that the 
findings supporting the final decision must address the issue and where the findings do 
not do so, remand is required. Space Age Fuel, Inc. v. Umatilla County, 72 Or LUBA 92 
(2015).  The Council finds that its code does not prevent it from responding to this LUBA 
command in its final decision.  Adopting findings responsive to this LUBA requirement, 
does not require that parties have a right to rebut those findings.  Rawson v. Hood River 
Co. 77 Or LUBA 571, 574-75 (2018). 

3. Opponents argue that Ord 4845, which amended the findings for Ord 4822, has 
continuing relevance when Ord 4822 is repealed.  Council finds opponents are mistaken.  
As recommended by the McMinnville Planning Commission, PDA 4-18 repeals Ord 
4822 in its entirety, which includes repeal of all of its supportive findings.  Ord 4845 is 
nothing more than supportive findings for Ord 4822 and has no relevance when Ord 4822 
is repealed as herein approved.  To the extent that is unclear, the McMinnville City 
Council hereby repeals Ord 4845.   

4. Related to the above, opponents argue that the Ord 4822 limitation on the development to 
only 76 lots unless and until NW Shadden Drive is established as a permanent public 
street connection from the proposed planned development to Baker Creek Road, should 
be retained.  The Council finds that the previously imposed 76-lot limitation was imposed 
to comply with fire department requirements at the time.  Since that time the fire 
department has determined that, so long as the temporary NW Shadden Drive emergency 
access is in place, that the 76 lot limitation is unnecessary.  Moreover, the Oregon Fire 
Code now imposes sprinkling requirements that will be applied as necessary until such 
time that the temporary NW Shadden Drive connection is established, further establishing 
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that the 76-lot limit can be removed as unnecessary.  A condition of approval is added to 
ensure that this limitation is observed until such time as the permanent public right-of-
way connection to NW Shadden Drive is established.   

5. Opponents contend that the proposal may not be approved without the Department 
of State Land (DSL)’s concurrence in the wetland delineation that the Applicant 
submitted to that agency.  The Council finds that no approval standard requires 
DSL’s concurrence in the wetland delineation for the property before City 
approval may be given.  DSL must eventually concur in the Applicant’s 
delineation and DSL required mitigation as a matter of state law and so Condition 
11 to this approval requires such DSL approval to occur.  Relatedly, some 
opponents object to the proposal which will fill 1.06 acres of wetland.  The 
Council finds that no approval standard is violated by the proposal to fill a portion 
of the wetlands on the site and to mitigate that fill consistent with DSL 
requirements and subject to DSL approval.  The City leaves wetland regulation 
including fill and mitigation to the expertise of the Oregon DSL.  The City lacks 
expertise in such matters.  Where the proposal to fill wetland potentially bears on a 
relevant City standard, it is addressed under that standard.   

6. Opponents request that an environmental impact study (EIS) be completed for the 
proposal.  No City standard requires an EIS be completed for this proposal. An EIS is 
required when a major federal action is to be taken that affects natural resources.  No 
federal action of any type is at issue here.  This objection provides no basis for denial or 
any condition of approval.     

7. Opponents ask the City to designate the 11.47 acres as a “nature preserve” that would be 
set aside for public enjoyment.  The Council declines to do so.  The entire proposal 
consists of only 35.47 acres.   Requiring the Applicant to either dedicate to the public or 
make undevelopable as a set aside for public enjoyment 32.3% of the developable R-2 
zoned area cannot pass the United States Constitution’s Fifth Amendment 
unconstitutional conditions tests of Nollan v. California Coastal Commission 483 US 825 
(1987) or Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 US 374 (1994).  Such would not pass Nollan 
because there is no legislatively adopted standard that requires such a dedication or set 
aside for public enjoyment.  Such would not comply with Dolan because it is not possible 
to make adequate findings that such a taking of private property for public use is roughly 
proportional to the impacts of the proposed development.   

8. Opponents argue that the City’s recently adopted “Great Neighborhoods Principles” 
should be applied.  The Council declines to apply these principles because they were 
adopted by the Council on April 9, 2019, effective on May 9, 2019, and were not in effect 
until after the date that this application was submitted to the City.  As a matter of law 
under ORS 227.178(3), those provisions cannot be applied.   

9. Opponents argue that the proposal is contrary to Statewide Planning Goal 10 (Housing).  
First, the Council finds that Goal 10 does not apply.  The proposal is not one for a 
comprehensive plan amendment and Goal 10 applies only to comprehensive plan 
amendments.  Regardless, the Council finds that there is nothing about the proposal that 
adversely affects the City’s housing inventory.  Rather, the proposal increases the 
chances that the entire 35.47 acres will be developed for housing consistent with its 
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residential zoning.  As explained in other findings, the current land use approval situation 
that applies to the entire 35.47 acres creates barriers that has made the development of 
these properties difficult.  The Council does not understand how the proposal could 
impact or violate Goal 10 in any respect.  Goal 10, the City’s Comprehensive Plan, the 
needed housing statute, and caselaw interpreting these authorities, all encourage the 
development of housing on land planned and zoned for housing, as is the case here.  The 
totality of the subject 35.47 acre property is planned residential, is zoned R-2, the R-2 
zone implements the City’s comprehensive plan and existing housing needs analysis and 
existing buildable lands analysis as a part of the City’s existing acknowledged strategy to 
provide needed housing.  The City’s R-2 zone in general, and as applied to the subject 
property, is acknowledged to comply with Goal 10.  There is nothing about the proposal 
that undermines any housing policy or state rule; in fact precisely the opposite is true.  
There is no need or purpose served in re-justifying the subject property as R-2 land.  The 
demand to do so is not warranted by Goal 10 or any other applicable standard. 

10. Opponents argue that the proposal must comply with McMinnville Zoning Ordinance 
(MZO) 17.48.005 and fails to do so.  MZO 17.48.005 states “Purpose. The purpose of a 
floodplain is to establish and regulate land uses in those areas designated as hazardous 
due to periodic flooding in order to protect the community from financial burdens 
through flood damage losses. Further, this zone is intended to protect natural floodways 
and drainage ways from encroachment by uses and/or indiscriminate land filling or 
diking which may adversely affect the overall stream and downstream flood levels. 
Finally, the floodplain zone shall set aside an area which shall, for the most part, be 
preserved in its natural state or farmed to provide open spaces, natural habitats, and 
recreational places.”  This zoning requirement is inapplicable because it applies only to 
the City designated floodplain.  No part of the proposed development is located in the 
City designated floodplains, which are designated consistent with FEMA mapping – that 
is other than a small amount of the 5.06 acre greenway park which the code allows to be 
in the floodplain as explained below.       

11. Opponents contend that the 11.47 acres that is being removed from ORD 4722 is subject 
to Oak Ridge subdivision CC&Rs.  They are mistaken.  The evidence in the record is that 
the CC&Rs cover only the developed portions of the Oak Ridge phased subdivision and 
not the 11.47 acres.   

12. Opponents argue that the proposal does not comply with McMinnville Zoning Ordinance 
(MZO) 17.74.070(B), which provides: “Resulting development will not be inconsistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan objectives of the area.”  They contend that the proposal is 
inconsistent with several provisions in the City’s comprehensive plan.  The Council finds 
that they are mistaken and that the proposal complies with MZO 17.74.070(B), because it 
is consistent with the plan objectives for the area.   
 
The Plan policies about which opponents’ express concern, and Council’s specific 
responses to those concerns, are below: 
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a. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 2.00 which 
provides “The City of McMinnville shall continue to enforce appropriate 
development controls on lands with identified building constraints including, but not 
limited to, excessive slope, limiting soil characteristics and natural hazards.”  They 
contend that the “Baker Creek Hydrologic Analysis” (BCHA) they submitted to the 
Planning Commission for its May 16, 2019 continued public hearing, demonstrates 
this standard and other standards are not met.  This is incorrect.  Relatedly, opponents 
argue that the City should change its designated 100-year floodplain to designate 
some part of the subject property as 100-year floodplain.  The Council declines to do 
so in part because the record does not support that such is appropriate and also 
because this application is subject to ORS 227.178(3) which locks in the standards 
that apply to those in effect at the time the application was filed.  At the time the 
application was filed, the proposed development (other than a small part of the 5.06 
acre park) was not in the designated 100-year floodplain.   
 
Accordingly, first, the Council adopts the Applicant’s response and Staff Findings 
regarding PDA 4-18 contained within the May 16, 2018 Planning Commission packet 
at page 86 regarding this plan policy.   

Second, the Council specifically finds that plan Policy 2.00 requires enforcement of 
adopted City code standards and is not a moving target.  Policy 2.00 contemplates 
that the City will enforce adopted City code standards imposing building constraints 
inclusive of building code requirements and restrictions, the City’s adopted standards 
regulating development in the 100-year floodplain and prohibiting development in the 
floodway and other standards in the City’s code identified by the City’s professional 
staff or in others the public hearings processes.  The proposal does not include 
development within the City’s adopted 100-year floodplain, or the Baker Creek 
floodway, and is not contrary to any other code adopted development constraint that 
has been identified in the record or that the Council is aware of.  Development will 
occur only in a manner that is consistent with all applicable requirements and 
development controls.     

Moreover, the following findings are relevant to Policy 2.00 and other Plan Policies 
and standards that opponents’ claim should prohibit or restrict the proposal based 
upon the 100-year floodplain or flooding generally, and their BCHA which purports 
to show that if an application for a Letter of Map Amendment or “LOMA” were 
submitted to FEMA at some point in the future, that the 100-year flood plain might be 
differently mapped.  As explained above, even if their BCHA showed this, approval 
of PDA 4-18 is not inconsistent with Policy 2.00 because Policy 2.00 speaks only to 
enforcement of existing adopted code standards (e.g., “shall continue to enforce”) – 
including the existing mapped 100-year floodplain, not the 100-year floodplain as it 
might be mapped in the future.   
 
Further, the Council disagrees that the opponents’ BCHA shows that the proposal will 
cause downstream flooding and harm.  To the contrary, opponents’ BCHA 
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demonstrates that the proposal shows a decrease in downstream flood impacts if the 
proposal is approved.  Opponents’ BCHA at Page 26, Table 16 shows that the 
maximum water surface elevation at Cross Section 11843 for existing conditions is 
127.42 ft., while water surface elevations for future conditions is shown at 127.41 ft.   
 
While opponents BCHA concludes at page 29, second paragraph: “the potential 
downstream impact of the blockage for the proposed development amounts to less 
than one hundredth of a foot of increase adjacent to existing residences”, the math is 
plain that this is a decrease of 0.01 ft.  The Council further notes that, as pointed out 
by the Applicant’s attorney’s May 15, 2019 letter to the Planning Commission, 
opponents’ BCHA contains other methodological errors that make it unreliable and 
the Council therefore does not rely upon the opponents’ BCHA.  While opponents’ 
attorney asserts that only an engineer can point out faults in the opponents’ BCHA, he 
is mistaken.  The errors in the BCHA are plain on their face and also evident from a 
review of the other evidence in the record.  And, regardless, BCHA errors were 
confirmed at the May 16, 2019 Planning Commission public hearing by the 
Applicant’s engineer, Mr. Wells.   
 
Opponents also contend that the proposal to place a portion of NW Pinehurst Drive in 
a location partially identified as containing wetland area will cause water pollution 
and downstream flooding.  The proposal to place part of NW Pinehurst Drive in a 
filled wetland does not cause water pollution or downstream flooding.  Rather, the 
Council agrees with the Applicant, the City’s professional staff and the Planning 
Commission, that the drainage and water quality effects of the development of NW 
Pinehurst Drive will be adequately managed in compliance with adopted City 
standards by an appropriately sized detention pond, water treatment and water 
discharged to Baker Creek, at a controlled rate of flow, as authorized and governed by 
the City’s Storm Water Management Standards.  The Council finds that the proposal 
is consistent with Plan Policy 2.00.   
 
b. Opponents assert that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 74.00 which 
provides “Distinctive natural, topographic, and aesthetic features within planned 
developments shall be retained in all development designs.”  They contend that the 
wetlands situated on the property are all “distinctive” natural features and as a result 
all of the wetlands must be retained to be consistent with this plan policy.  The 
Council disagrees.  First, the Council adopts the Applicant’s findings and the staff 
response at PDA 4-18, within the May 16, 2018 Planning Commission packet at 
pages 90-92.  These make clear that the distinctive natural features protected by this 
policy are those that the City has adopted as protected Statewide Planning Goal 5 
(Goal 5) resources.  No City identified Goal 5 resources are impacted by the proposal.  
Second, even if the policy protected other natural features not identified as protected 
natural resources on the City’s Goal 5 inventory, the Council interprets this plan 
policy to require retention of distinctive natural features, but not all distinctive natural 
features within a development site.  While the proposal results in fill and mitigation 
for 1.06 acres of wetlands, the proposal retains 2.03 acres of wetlands, and includes 
viewing areas set aside for residents to enjoy the aesthetics of said wetlands.  See 
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Condition 10.  The proposal preserves steep slopes. The proposal includes parks and 
pathways and trees within such park and pathway areas for aesthetic enjoyment.  
Trees are preserved per PDA 4-18 Condition 13.  The Council finds that the proposal 
is consistent with this plan policy.    
 
c. Opponents assert that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 80.00 which 
provides “In proposed residential developments, distinctive or unique natural features 
such as wooded areas, isolated preservable trees, and drainage swales shall be 
preserved wherever feasible.”  Opponents contend that the proposal should be re-
designed to preserve all of the site’s wetlands.  The Council incorporates its 
discussion in the previous findings regarding the meaning of “distinctive” natural 
areas referring to City inventoried Goal 5 resources and that there are no inventoried 
Goal 5 resources on the subject property.  Moreover, the wetlands on the subject 
property are not “unique” but rather are typical of wetlands scattered throughout the 
City.  Similarly, there are no other “unique” natural features on the subject 35.47 acre 
property within the meaning of this Plan Policy.  Further, the Council adopts the 
Applicant’s response and Staff Findings regarding PDA 4-18 contained within the 
May 16, 2018 Planning Commission packet at pages 93-95 regarding this plan policy.  
The Council also finds that this plan policy requires preservation of identified natural 
features where feasible.  The use of the term feasible in this plan policy recognizes 
that there are other competing values that are also expressed as plan policies and code 
standards that must be considered.  Further, the use of the term “preservable trees” 
means those trees that can be preserved while still allowing the proposed 
development to move forward.  This objective is achieved through the imposition of 
Condition 13. 
 
Policy 80.00 is written as a balance to require distinctive or unique natural features be 
preserved when it is reasonably feasible to do so, while also approving housing 
contemplated by the zoning designation to enable the City to comply with its housing 
policies and Statewide Planning Goal 10 (Housing).  See McMinnville Goal V2 and 
Policies 68.00-71.00.  ORS 197.307(3) similarly requires that needed housing “shall 
be permitted.”  The proposal is for a type of City recognized needed housing.  Here 
the subject property is zoned R-2 and the City has obligations to allow that zone to 
deliver the intended residential density of that zone as much as is reasonably possible, 
to avoid the need to expand the urban growth boundary in the future.  The proposal is 
already slightly under the density contemplated for the R-2 zone.  Additional density 
reductions would be required for any redesign having no impact on wetlands, trees or 
steep slopes, and the Council does not wish to see any further residential density 
reductions in the proposal.  Further, in this case, it must be recognized that in the 
absence of the proposal, the existing approved Planned Development Ordinances for 
the project area, which is comprised of 35.47 acres, which includes the 11.47 acres 
from the Oak Ridge Planned Development and the entire area of the Oak Ridge 
Meadows Planned Development, authorize the development of 129 lots versus the 
proposed 108 proposed lots at issue in this case.  The reduced number of lots 
proposed here, is a direct response to the Applicant, in part, adjusting the alignment 
of the eastern portion of NW Pinehurst Drive to be located further to the west thereby 
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preserving more natural features, and incorporating public and private parks and 
walking path amenities which do not exist as a part of the previously approved 
Planned Development Ordinances that this proposal supersedes.  The Council finds 
that in these circumstances, in any event the proposal preserves natural features – 
whether distinctive or unique or neither of those - “wherever feasible” and is 
consistent with this plan policy.   

 
d. Opponents assert that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 118.00 which 
provides “The City of McMinnville shall encourage development of roads that 
include the following design factors: 

 
“1. Minimal adverse impacts on, and advantageous utilization of, natural 
features of the land.” 
 

Opponents contend that because the easternmost portion of NW Pinehurst Drive (the 
portion within the 11.47 acres to be removed from ORD 4722), will be developed in a 
wetland area requiring some of the wetland to be filled, the proposal is necessarily 
inconsistent with this plan policy.  The Council disagrees.  First, Council hereby 
adopts the Applicant’s response and Staff Findings regarding PDA 4-18 contained 
within the May 16, 2018 Planning Commission packet at page 96, regarding this plan 
policy.  Second, the terminus of this portion of NW Pinehurst Drive stubbing to the 
Toth property is now reflected in the City’s Transportation System Plan (TSP), as is 
explained in other findings.  It would not be reasonably possible to establish this 
segment of NW Pinehurst Drive in any location and avoid wetlands and still stub to 
the Toth property as is contemplated and reflected in the City’s acknowledged TSP.  
The location of NW Pinehurst Drive within the 11.47 acre area, is directly responsive 
to the Applicant minimizing adverse impacts on area wetlands, avoiding cutting into 
steep slopes and stubbing NW Pinehurst in the location that the City’s TSP shows the 
connecting stub to be located.  This demonstrates that the proposal is consistent with 
Plan Policy 118.00, because it advantageously utilizes natural features, but at the 
same time minimizes adverse impacts upon them and does so within the 
acknowledged framework of the City’s TSP location of the existing NW Pinehurst 
Drive stub at the Toth property.     
 
Finally, the Council expressly interprets this plan policy to be aspirational and to 
encourage, but not require, minimizing adverse impacts and advantageous utilization 
of natural features in any event.  It is not an approval standard.  Minimizing adverse 
impacts to and the advantageous utilization of natural features has been sufficiently 
encouraged by the approval of the proposal.  The proposal is consistent with this plan 
policy. 
 
e. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 132.029.00 
which provides “The construction of transportation facilities in the McMinnville 
planning area shall be timed to coincide with community needs and shall be 
implemented so as to minimize impacts on existing development.”  They argue that to 
“minimize impacts on existing development”, that the existing traffic outlets onto 
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Baker Creek Road of NW Merlot Drive and NW Oak Ridge Drive, which the 
proposal will use, must be supplemented by public dedication and completion of a 
NW Shadden Drive right-of-way connection between the subject site and NW Baker 
Creek Road across property owned by another (Stafford Land) that is not owned or 
controlled by the Applicant.   

 
The Council disagrees.  This plan provision has two parts: (1) that transportation 
facilities be constructed coincidentally at the time when the community needs them, 
and (2) when such transportation facilities are constructed, that they are implemented 
in a way that minimizes impacts to existing development.  The proposal is consistent 
with this plan policy.   
 
With one exception, there is no dispute that the construction of the proposed 
extensions of NW Pinehurst Drive and NW Pinot Noir Drive to serve the proposal 
will be timely to meet community needs.  The exception is that the opponents argue 
that the proposal is inconsistent with this plan provision because they contend that 
there is no “community need” to stub out NW Pinehurst Drive to the neighboring 
property to the east owned by Mr. Toth.  They are mistaken.  The stubbed 
connection of NW Pinehurst Drive to the Toth property already exists in City 
planning documents and is shown on Exhibit 2-3 (Street Functional Classification) 
the City’s adopted and acknowledged Transportation System Plan (TSP).  

 
Below is an enlarged portion of the above graphic showing the NW Pinehurst 
Drive street stub in more detail. 
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Accordingly, a connection stubbed at the Toth property must be presumed to be a 
community need because it has been legislatively adopted as such in the City’s TSP.  
It is well-established that it is improper to collaterally attack the city’s acknowledged 
planning instruments including the City’s TSP.   
 
As to the second prong of the plan provision, the Council finds that impacts of the 
proposal on existing development are minimized within the meaning of this plan 
provision by PDA 4-18 Condition 15, limiting the number of lots to 108 lots in the 
development unless NW Shadden Drive is constructed.  This ensures that the number 
of traffic trips associated with the proposal is consistent with the design capacity of 
the affected streets as explained by the Applicant’s transportation engineer in her TIA 
and supplemental report in the record.     
 
Moreover, the proposal will involve widening a particularly narrow section of NW 
Pinot Noir Drive from its intersection with NW Blake Street to improve NW Pinot 
Noir Drive to current standards, within the existing right-of-way, improving mobility 
and thus livability in this part of the existing Oak Ridge Subdivision development.  
Further, the Applicant’s Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) and TIA supplement 
both demonstrate that all intersections and traffic volumes will function well within 
applicable city standards as proposed without NW Shadden Drive.   

 
The Council finds that this standard does not require that the Applicant construct a 
street connection (NW Shadden Drive) on property that is neither owned nor 
controlled by the Applicant, where such is otherwise not required by applicable 
standards, as is the case here.  As demonstrated in the Applicant’s traffic report and 
supplemental traffic report, traffic is expected to move in and out of the existing 
development and move around inside of the existing development, well within the 
limits of all applicable City standards.  The Council further notes that the fire 
department has determined that a temporary emergency-only vehicular connection 
between the western temporary terminus of NW Pinehurst Drive to NW Baker Creek 
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Road for emergency access is adequate to serve emergency needs, as explained in 
other findings.   
 
Finally opponents requested that the NW Shadden Drive emergency access be used 
for construction vehicles for the proposal so that construction vehicles are not using 
the public road system within the existing Oak Ridge subdivision development.  The 
Council finds that this standard does not require that construction vehicles for the 
proposed planned development be prohibited from using the public road system and 
be required to use instead only the temporary emergency-only access to be 
constructed across adjacent land to the west in the approximate alignment of the 
future extension of NW Shadden Drive.  The Council declines to impose such a 
condition because it is not required by this or any other standard and also the owner 
of the land under the temporary NW Shadden Drive emergency access has not 
consented to such use, which would unnecessarily and unfairly burden his property.  
Further, such use may be inconsistent with applicable standards that will be applied to 
that neighboring property (which is owned by Stafford Land) where the proposed 
temporary emergency vehicle access is to be situated.  That property owner has 
submitted an application for a tentative plat approval for the property.  While 
opponents state otherwise, they are mistaken.  Such application has been submitted to 
the City and is currently under consideration.   
 
A permanent NW Shadden Drive connection between the proposed planned 
development and NW Baker Creek Road will be a required part of that adjacent 
subdivision (owned by Stafford Land) on which the NW Shadden Drive connection 
will be located.  However, reserving the NW Shadden Drive connection as the 
exclusive construction access for the proposed planned development, which can be 
developed over a period of five (5) years, is unreasonable and foreseeably could 
adversely affect the timing and development of such other property (owned by 
Stafford land) as well as could improperly limit the City’s approval options for that 
development.  Imposition of such a condition also establishes a precedent for other 
residential developments that they must obtain approval to provide construction 
access from unowned neighboring undeveloped properties and such a precedent is 
untenable.  The Council declines to impose such a condition.  The proposal is 
consistent with this Plan Policy. 
 
f. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Policy 132.35.00 which 
provides “Transportation facilities in the McMinnville Planning area shall be, to the 
degree possible, designed and constructed to mitigate noise, energy consumption, and 
neighborhood disruption, and to encourage the use of public transit, bikeways, 
sidewalks and walkways.”  Similar to their arguments under Plan Policy 132.29.00, 
opponents argue that developing the proposed planned development without the 
construction of the permanent NW Shadden Drive connection is inconsistent with this 
standard because it does not mitigate noise and neighborhood disruption and also that 
the required NW Pinehurst Drive street stub to the Toth property to the east will be 
disruptive by virtue of its very existence.  The Council disagrees and finds that the 
proposal is consistent with this policy.   
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First, Council hereby adopts the Applicant’s response and Staff Findings regarding 
PDA 4-18 contained within the May 16, 2018 Planning Commission packet at pages 
100-101 regarding this plan policy.   
 
Second, the Council specifically interprets the use of the terms “to the degree 
possible” in this plan provision to be meaningful.  The plan provision is not absolute; 
it does not require that there be no neighborhood disruption or no noise associated 
with transportation facilities for a development proposal.  Rather, this standard 
requires that roadways be designed consistently with their functional classifications 
and meet City level of service and other standards.  All McMinnville citizens must 
expect that vacant land to which they are proximate will develop consistently with its 
zoning including to have the transportation facilities that would be required by the 
City code and plan.  The proposal is consistent with the functional classifications of 
affected streets and meets all level of service and other transportation related 
standards.  Moreover, this plan provision focuses on ensuring that residents within 
planned developments have a variety of transportation options available to them.  The 
proposal includes generous opportunities for walking, and biking, as well as being 
situated within one mile of planned transit, thus ensuring that there will be adequate 
vehicle transportation opportunities.  Regarding transit, such is located within one-
mile of the site as a “Conceptual Bus Route” on the City’s adopted “Transit 
Feasibility Study” and as articulated within the May 16, 2019 Planning Commission 
packet at pages 88-89.     
 
Finally, the Council notes that neighborhood disruption is not per se established by 
the Applicant providing a required public street stub to the Toth property at the 
eastern temporary terminus of NW Pinehurst Drive consistent with the City’s adopted 
TSP.  Rather, stubbing to the Toth property as contemplated by the City’s TSP 
demonstrates compliance with this plan policy.  The proposal is consistent with this 
plan policy.   

 
g. Opponents contend that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 142.00, which 

provides “The City of McMinnville shall insure that adequate storm water drainage 
is provided in urban developments through review and approval of storm drainage 
systems, and through requirements for connection to the municipal storm drainage 
system, or to natural drainage ways, where required.”  The Council finds that the 
proposal is consistent with this Plan Policy as it is properly interpreted.  Specifically, 
this policy does not apply directly to development proposals but rather it is 
implemented by an Applicant’s compliance with the City’s Storm Water 
Management Standards.  The Applicant has established that the proposal will 
comply with the City’s Storm Water Management Standards.  Accordingly, the 
proposal is consistent with this Plan Policy.   
 

h. Opponents contend that the proposal is inconsistent with Policy 143.00, which 
provides “The City of McMinnville shall encourage the retention of natural drainage 
ways for storm water drainage.”  They assert that the filling of any wetlands is 
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inconsistent with this policy.  They also contend that development within a 100-year 
floodplain is inconsistent with this policy.  The Council disagrees that the proposal 
to fill a portion of the wetlands located on the property is inconsistent with the plan 
policy and also disagrees as explained above that the proposal includes unauthorized 
development within the City’s mapped 100-year floodplain.   
 
The Council begins by noting that opponents’ interpretation of this plan policy is 
absolute; but the plan policy is aspirational and not mandatory (e.g., “The City of 
McMinnville shall encourage..”).  As such, it is not an approval standard for the 
proposal. 
 
Second, the Council adopts the Applicant’s response and Staff Findings regarding 
PDA 4-18 contained within the May 16, 2018 Planning Commission packet at page 
106, regarding this plan policy.   
 
Third, the Council finds that the wetlands proposed to be filled subject to the 
approval of the Department of State Lands (DSL), are not “drainage ways” within 
the meaning of this plan policy, in any event.  The “drainage way” is Baker Creek.  
The proposal is not inconsistent with this plan policy.   
 

i. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policies relating to 
parks.  Generally, they argue that there are no funds to maintain the public 5.06 acre 
park.  The Council disagrees.  A condition of approval requiring a homeowner’s 
association with maintenance responsibilities for common open space as well as the 
public open space (the 5.06 acre park) until 2032 has been included in the subdivision 
approval adopted concurrently herewith as S 3-18.  Moreover, the Council finds that 
by 2032 the City will have adequate funds to maintain this 5.06 acre greenway park.  
While City Parks Department recommended a condition limiting transfer of 
maintenance responsibility “until such time as resources are available to maintain and 
operate it as public open space”, the Council declines to impose such an open ended 
condition.  Rather, the County finds that by 2032 the City shall have the means to 
maintain the 5.06 acre park.  Failing to do so means the City fails its citizens and the 
obligations imposed upon the City in its plan and the Council declines to be so 
pessimistic.  The Council finds that the park will be adequately maintained by the 
City in 2032 and thereafter.   
 
Specifically with regard to parks, opponents express concerns about the proposal’s 
consistency with the following plan policies. 
 

A. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 
160.00, which provides “The City of McMinnville shall encourage the 
improvement of existing parks and recreation facilities as a priority 
consideration.”  The Council finds that this plan policy does not apply to 
this proposal.  No existing parks and recreation facilities exist within or 
are affected by the proposed planned development.   
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B. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 
161.00 which provides “The City of McMinnville shall encourage 
cooperation between public and private recreation agencies and groups 
to provide a full complement of recreational and leisure time activities, 
to share existing facilities, and to discourage duplication of expenditures 
and programs.”  The Council finds that this plan policy does not apply 
here and, even if it did, that there is nothing about the proposal that is 
inconsistent with this plan policy. 

 
C. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 

163.00, which provides “The City of McMinnville shall continue to 
require land, or money in lieu of land, from new residential 
developments for the acquisition and/or development of parklands, 
natural areas, and open spaces.” The Council finds that the proposal is 
consistent with this plan policy because it provides two park amenities 
and a natural trail walking/jogging pathway system.   

 
D. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 

163.05, which provides “The City of McMinnville shall locate future 
community and neighborhood parks above the boundary of the 100-year 
floodplain.  Linear parks, greenways, open space, trails, and special use 
parks are appropriate recreational uses of floodplain land to connect 
community and other park types to each other, to neighborhoods, and 
services, provided that the design and location of such uses can occur 
with minimum impacts on such environmentally sensitive lands.”   

First, the Council adopts the Applicant’s response and Staff Findings 
regarding PDA 4-18 contained within the May 16, 2018 Planning 
Commission packet at pages 108-109 regarding this standard.   

Second, the Council finds that the adopted McMinnville Parks, 
Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan defines seven park types.  Two 
of those park types are required by Comprehensive Plan Policy 163.05 
to be located outside of the 100-year floodplain.  Those two park types 
are Community parks and Neighborhood parks.   

Of the two parks proposed as part of the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned 
Development (PDA 4-18), only one park, the public Greenway Park 
contains some portion of land identified as being located within the 100-
year floodplain.  Policy 163.05 states that Greenways are appropriate 
recreational uses of land in floodplains.  The Council finds that the 
Greenway Park is a greenway within the meaning of this plan policy and 
that is it not a neighborhood or community park.  The Council further 
finds that the small portion of the Greenway Park that is within the 100-
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year floodplain is allowed to be located in the floodplain under this 
policy.  Accordingly, the proposal is consistent with this plan policy.   

E. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 
164.00 which provides “The City of McMinnville shall continue to 
acquire floodplain lands through the provisions of Chapter 17.53 (Land 
Division Standards) of the zoning ordinance and other available means, 
for future use as natural areas, open spaces, and/or parks.”  The Council 
recognizes that the McMinnville Parks and Recreation Department 
determined that the proposal met this plan standard.  See Planning 
Commission May 16, 2019 packet at p 76.  Regardless, the Council finds 
that this plan policy does not apply to this application for a planned 
development, because the City does not acquire floodplain land as a goal 
of approving a residential development application.   Regardless, the 
Council concurs that the proposal is consistent with this plan policy in 
the sense that a small amount of the 100-year floodplain is situated 
within the 5.06 acre park which will be dedicated to the public.    

F. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 
166.00 which provides “The City of McMinnville shall recognize open 
space and natural areas, in addition to developed park sites, as necessary 
elements of the urban area.”  The Council finds that the proposal is 
consistent with this plan policy.  The proposal includes generous 
amounts of open space and natural areas amenities reflecting both the 
Applicant’s and the City’s recognition of the importance of the same to a 
pleasant living experience in the urban area.   

G. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 
167.00, which provides “The City of McMinnville shall encourage the 
retention of open space and scenic areas throughout the community, 
especially at the entrances to the City.”  The Council disagrees that the 
proposal is inconsistent with this Plan Policy.   

First, this plan policy is not a mandatory standard, but rather is 
aspirational.  Accordingly, it is not an approval standard for the 
proposal.   

Second, it largely does not apply to the proposal at all.  The proposed 
project is not at the entrance to the City.  There are no existing “open 
space” areas on the subject property.  Rather, the subject property is 
entirely composed of privately owned property designated as R-2, which 
has long been subject to planned developments and subdivision 
approvals that simply never materialized for a variety of reasons.  The 
undeveloped R-2 zoned land at issue in this proposal does provide scenic 
areas that the developed subdivision in the sense that the wetlands are 
visually appealing.  The Applicant has been encouraged to retain and has 
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retained many of those scenic wetland areas and has provided specific 
viewing areas for the enjoyment of all neighbors – new and existing 
ones.  The proposal is consistent with this plan policy. 

H. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 
168.00, which provides “Distinctive natural features and areas shall be 
retained, wherever possible, in future urban developments.”  The 
Council finds that the proposal is consistent with this policy, as properly 
interpreted.  First, the Council adopts herein the Applicant’s Response 
and Staff Findings contained within the May 16, 2019 Planning 
Commission packet at page 108-109.  Second, the Council herein adopts 
its findings concerning Plan Policies 74.0 and 80.0 as they relate to 
distinctive natural features.  Third, the Council specifically finds that 
this plan policy is not absolute, but rather contemplates retention of 
distinctive natural features where it is possible to do so and still achieve 
other goals and standards in the City’s Plan and zoning ordinance.  This 
means that even if there were distinctive natural features on the subject 
property, they are retained as much as reasonably possible by the 
generous provision of park and recreation opportunities, a majority of 
the wetlands being retained, and the tree protection provisions in 
Conditions 12 and 13, while still achieving the density of housing 
contemplated by the R-2 zoning district.   

I Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 
169.00 which provides “Drainage ways in the City shall be preserved, 
where possible, for natural areas and open spaces and to provide natural 
storm run-off”.  The Council finds that the proposal is consistent with 
this Plan Policy.  First, the Council adopts the Applicant’s Response and 
the Staff Findings at the May 16, 2019 Planning Commission Packet at 
pages 108-09.  Second, the Council incorporates herein its findings of 
consistency with Policy 143.00.  Third, the Council finds that this 
standard contemplates that drainage ways in the City (here, Baker 
Creek), will be preserved for natural areas and open spaces and to 
provide a means to accept natural storm water run-off.  Baker Creek is 
untouched under the proposal and will retain its role as a natural area 
and open space and to accept natural storm water run-off.  The proposal 
is consistent with this plan policy.   

J. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 
187.050(1)(a) which provides “Neighborhood shall be designed to 
preserve significant natural features including, but not limited to, 
watercourses, sensitive lands, steep slopes, wetlands, wooded areas and 
landmark trees.”  Plan policy 187.50 expresses “Great Neighborhood 
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Principles.”  This policy was adopted by the Council on April 9, 2019, 
effective on May 9, 2019, and was not in effect at the time the 
application was first submitted to the City and therefore as a matter of 
law under ORS 227.178(3) cannot be applied to the proposal.  However, 
even if this plan policy applied, the proposal is not inconsistent with it.  
The policy requires the preservation of certain described features but not 
all such certain described natural features.  The “neighborhood” created 
by the proposal preserves many natural features – far more than were 
approved under the original approvals that would cover the subject 
property if the proposal were not approved.  This plan policy is 
inapplicable and even if it applied, the proposal is not inconsistent with 
it.     

 
j. Opponents argue the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy Proposal 29.00 
which provides “The City of McMinnville should continue to monitor the location 
and size of lands acquired through the parkland (subdivision) ordinance.  Methods of 
developing and maintaining the smaller parks in a manner less expensive to the City 
should be encouraged and explored.”  First, the Council finds that this policy is 
merely “proposed” in the Plan but is not adopted.  Further, regardless, the Council 
also finds that the McMinnville Parks and Recreation Department monitors the 
location and size of parkland acquired by the City.  Additionally, the smaller of the 
two proposed parks will be privately owned and maintained by a Homeowner’s 
Association and will not be maintained by the City.  Even if the City adopts this 
policy in the future, this proposal is not inconsistent with this Plan Policy proposal.   

11.  As an overarching matter, the Council finds that the evidence in the record establishes 
that the proposal does not develop homes or roads within the City’s adopted 100-year 
floodplain and is unlikely to cause flooding or other harms to harm to downstream 
properties. 

12. Opponents argue that the proposal does not meet MZO 17.74.070(C) which provides 
“The development shall be designed so as to provide for adequate access to and efficient 
provision of services to adjoining parcels.”  First, Council hereby adopts the Applicant’s 
response and Staff Findings regarding PDA 4-18 contained within the May 16, 2018 
Planning Commission packet at pages 121-123 regarding this standard. 

Additionally, the Council finds that the supplemental traffic evaluation performed by 
DKS Associates and the resulting summary memo dated May 7, 2019, submitted into the 
record for the May 16, 2019 Planning Commission public hearing on this proposal states: 
“Neither the analysis reported in the TIA nor the subsequent field observations support 
the claim of significant vehicle delays while accessing Baker Creek Road from the Oak 
Ridge neighborhood.  These findings (combined with the City’s planned improvements to 
Baker Creek Road and the anticipated phasing of the Oak Ridge Meadows development) 
confirm that the traffic impacts related to the Oak Ridge Meadows development will be 
limited and all facilities will continue to meet the City’s operating and design standards.”  
The Council finds that this conclusion in the DKS supplemental traffic evaluation is 
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credible and persuasive.  The Council determines that the proposal complies with MCC 
17.74.070(C).    

 
Opponents argue that the proposal does not meet MZO 17.74.070(F), which provides the 
Applicant must demonstrate that “Proposed utility and drainage facilities are adequate 
for the population densities and type of development proposed.”  They are mistaken.  
First, Council hereby adopts the Applicant’s response and Staff Findings regarding PDA 
4-18 contained within the May 16, 2018 Planning Commission packet at page 125 
regarding this plan policy.  Second, the Council finds that the property is already 
planned and zoned for the population densities proposed and the type of residential 
development that is proposed.  Public utility and drainage facilities currently exist 
adjacent to the site and have the capacity to adequately be extended to and sufficiently 
serve the proposed population density and single-family detached residential 
development represented by this proposal.   

 
13.  Opponents argue that the proposal does not comply with MZO 17.74.0070(D), which 

requires a finding that “The plan can be completed within a reasonable period of time.”  
The Council disagrees.  Opponents argue that The Council does not agree.  As City 
Associate Planner Fleckenstein explained at the April 18, 2019 public hearing before the 
Planning Commission (see Minutes at Planning Commission May 16, 2019 Packet, page 
616): 
 

“The current zoning of the site for PDA 3-18 was R-2 PD, single family 
residential. The Oak Ridge Planned Development had approved 107 lots which 
were reallocated from 3 phases to 4 phases. Phase 4 had 30 lots that were yet to 
be developed. In the original Planned Development there would be an 
intersection at Pinot Noir Drive and Pinehurst Drive, and that intersection was 
moved north into the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned Development. That created 
a situation where both Oak Ridge Phase 4 and Oak Ridge Meadows would have 
to be developed at the same time. This became problematic during the recession 
and neither subdivision was built. The request was to remove the 11.47 acres of 
undeveloped property that had been planned to be Phase 4 of the Oak Ridge 
Planned Development and to keep the R-2 PD zoning on the parcel until it was 
rezoned. Staff noted this request met the Comprehensive Plan policies and code 
criteria for a Planned Development Amendment. The first 3 phases of Oak 
Ridge that had been built out met the intent and covenants of the 
Comprehensive Plan and code requirements. If this land was successfully 
removed, but not successfully added to the Oak Ridge Meadows, the land would 
be rezoned from R-2 PD to R-2 and future development would need to be 
compliant with the R-2 zone. He then discussed the approval criteria for PDA 3-
18. The special physical condition was that previously approved plans for Oak 
Ridge and Oak Ridge Meadows made the simultaneous development necessary 
and co-dependent on each other.  This became problematic in the execution and 
timing of the build out for both subdivisions. The special objective was to bring 
the adjacent undeveloped parcels together into one master planned 
development.” 
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The Council agrees that this history makes the development posture of the subject 
properties unique and that coupled with the interposition of the Great Recession explains 
why the subject property has not developed previously.  Joining the undeveloped parts 
into a single planned development eliminates the “chicken and egg” problem that 
otherwise plagued the properties and the economic climate is satisfactory for the 
development of the proposal.  Accordingly, the Council agrees with the Applicant’s 
Response and Staff Findings for PDA 3-18, May 16, 2019 Planning Commission packet 
at 58, and adopts the Applicant’s Response and Staff Finding at May 16, 2019 Planning 
Commission packet, page 123, that the evidence establishes that the plan for the proposed 
planned development can be completed within a reasonable period of time.      

12. Opponents argue that the proposal does not meet MCC 17.74.070(G) which provides the 
Applicant must demonstrate that “The noise, air and water pollutants caused by the 
development do not have an adverse effect upon surrounding areas, public utilities or the 
city as a whole.”  First, Council hereby adopts the Applicant’s response and Staff 
Findings regarding PDA 4-18 contained within the May 16, 2018 Planning Commission 
packet at pages 125-126, regarding this plan policy, with one exception.  The staff 
findings state “the loss of adjacent wetlands would detract from the water quality 
function of the wetland.”  While this is true, Council notes that mitigation required for 
such losses are proposed which will replace the functionality of the wetlands to be filled.  
Specifically, the current function of the wetland is to retain and filter storm water into 
nearby Baker Creek or percolate the water into the ground.  Similarly here, the proposal 
includes a detention pond that will detain and percolate water, treat it to provide water 
quality and release storm water to Baker Creek at levels required by the City’s 
Stormwater Management Plan.   
 
The Council finds that the proposal complies with all relevant standards and is approved.   
 

13. New Language is added to CONDITION 14 in PDA 4-18: 

At no point will occupancy permits be issued for the approved 108 homes in the planned 
development approved by this ordinance, unless such homes are constructed in compliance 
with the requirements of the Oregon Fire Code.   

Supplemental Findings 

III. S 3-18.  In addition to the other findings supporting the proposal, the following 
supplemental findings are adopted. 

 
14. Three applications were filed concurrently – two PDA amendment applications (3-18 and 

4-18) and one subdivision application (S 3-18).  The Planning Commission approved S 3-
18 and recommended approval of PDA 3-18 and 4-18.  McMinnville Zoning Ordinance 
(MZO) 17.72.070 provides “When a proposal involves more than one application for the 
same property, the Applicant may submit concurrent applications which shall be 
processed simultaneously.  In so doing, the applications shall be subject to the hearing 
procedure that affords the most opportunity for public hearing and notice.”  (Emphasis 
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added).  Staff understands the italicized language to mean that the Planning 
Commission’s approval of S 3-18 (subdivision) had to be processed simultaneously with 
the PDA’s through Council decision, and that meant that the subdivision decision could 
not become final after its Planning Commission approval.  Rather, the subdivision 
approval too had to be processed as a recommendation so it could secure Council review 
and approval.  The Council agrees with staff’s interpretation that in the situation here, 
where the three applications were filed concurrently and are interdependent upon one 
another and two of those concurrent applications require Council approval, that they all 
then must be processed simultaneously through Council approval, without a party being 
required to bring the subdivision before the Council by filing an appeal.  

15. MZO 17.72.120 lists planned developments and planned development amendment 
applications as subject to quasi-judicial processes and MZO 17.72.130(5) makes Planning 
Commission decisions on the same, recommendations for Council decision.  MCZO 
17.72.130(6) requires the Council to either approve the applications and to adopt findings 
of approval based upon the Planning Commission record, or to call for a public hearing.  
The Council has reviewed the Planning Commission record and finds that its professional 
planning staff did a thorough and commendable job in its review and analysis of the 
proposals, that the City Planning Commission did a good and thoughtful job in 
conducting two separate public hearings, considering all of the evidence and arguments 
of the parties in reaching its decision and the parties presented exhaustive testimony and 
evidence regarding their positions.  In such circumstances, the Council finds that no 
purpose is served in conducting yet another public hearing.  The Council will decide the 
matter on the record.  It adopts these supplemental findings in deference to LUBA’s rule 
that requires where a relevant issue is raised in the local land use proceedings, that the 
findings supporting the final decision must address the issue and where the findings do 
not do so, remand is required. Space Age Fuel, Inc. v. Umatilla County, 72 Or LUBA 92 
(2015).  The Council finds that its code does not prevent it from responding to this LUBA 
command in its final decision.  Adopting findings responsive to this LUBA requirement, 
does not require that parties have a right to rebut those findings.  Rawson v. Hood River 
Co. 77 Or LUBA 571, 574-75 (2018). 

16. Opponents contend that the subdivision may not be approved without the Department of 
State Land (DSL)’s concurrence in the wetland delineation that the Applicant submitted 
to that agency.  The Council finds that no approval standard requires DSL’s concurrence 
in the wetland delineation for the property before City approval may be given.  DSL must 
eventually concur in the Applicant’s delineation and DSL required mitigation as a matter 
of state law and so Condition 22 to this subdivision approval requires all required DSL 
permits to be in place and PDA 4-18 Condition 11 also specifically requires such DSL 
approval to occur.  Relatedly, opponents object to the proposal which will fill 1.06 acres 
of wetland.  The Council finds that no approval standard is violated by the proposal to fill 
a portion of the wetlands on the site and to mitigate that fill consistent with DSL 
requirements and subject to DSL approval.  The City leaves wetland regulation including 
fill and mitigation to the expertise of the Oregon DSL.  The City lacks expertise in such 
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matters.  Where the proposal to fill wetland potentially bears on a relevant City standard, 
it is addressed under that standard.   

17. Opponents request that an environmental impact study (EIS) be completed for the 
proposal.  No City standard requires an EIS be completed for this proposal. An EIS is 
required when a major federal action is to be taken that affects natural resources.  No 
federal action of any type is at issue here.  This objection provides no basis for denial or 
any condition of approval.         

18. Opponents ask the City to designate the 11.47 acres as a “nature preserve” that would be 
set aside for public enjoyment.  The Council declines to do so.  The entire proposal 
consists of only 35.47 acres.   Requiring the Applicant to either dedicate to the public or 
make undevelopable as a set aside for public enjoyment 32.3% of the developable R-2 
zoned area cannot pass the United States Constitution’s Fifth Amendment 
unconstitutional conditions tests of Nollan v. California Coastal Commission 483 US 825 
(1987) or Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 US 374 (1994).  Such would not pass Nollan 
because there is no legislatively adopted standard that requires such a dedication or set 
aside for public enjoyment.  Such would not comply with Dolan because it is not possible 
to make adequate findings that such a taking of private property for public use is roughly 
proportional to the impacts of the proposed development.   

19. Opponents argue that the City’s recently adopted “Great Neighborhoods Principles” 
should be applied.  The Council declines to apply these principles because they were 
adopted by the Council on April 9, 2019, effective on May 9, 2019, and were not in effect 
until after the date that this application was submitted to the city.  As a matter of law 
under ORS 227.178(3), those provisions cannot be applied.   

20. Opponents argue that the proposal is contrary to Statewide Planning Goal 10 (Housing).  
First, the Council finds that Goal 10 does not apply.  The proposal is a subdivision and is 
not one for a comprehensive plan amendment and Goal 10 applies only to comprehensive 
plan amendments.  Regardless, the Council finds that there is nothing about the proposal 
that adversely affects the City’s housing inventory.  Rather, the approval of this 
subdivison increases the chances that the entire 35.47 acres will be developed for housing 
consistent with its residential zoning.  As explained in other findings, the current land use 
approval situation that applies to the entire 35.47 acres creates barriers that has made the 
development of these properties difficult.  The Council does not understand how the 
proposed subdivision could impact or violate Goal 10 in any respect.  Goal 10, the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan, the needed housing statute, and caselaw interpreting these 
authorities, all encourage the development of housing on land planned and zoned for 
housing, as is the case here.  The totality of the subject 35.47 acre property is planned 
residential, is zoned R-2, the R-2 zone implements the City’s comprehensive plan and 
existing housing needs analysis and existing buildable lands analysis as a part of the 
City’s existing acknowledged strategy to provide needed housing.  The City’s R-2 zone 
in general, and as applied to the subject property, is acknowledged to comply with Goal 
10.  There is nothing about the proposal that undermines any housing policy or state rule; 
in fact precisely the opposite is true.  There is no need or purpose served in re-justifying 
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the subject property as R-2 land.  The demand to do so is not warranted by Goal 10 or 
any other applicable standard. 

21. Opponents argue that the proposal must comply with McMinnville Zoning Ordinance 
(MZO) 17.48.005 and fails to do so.  MZO 17.48.005 states “Purpose. The purpose of a 
floodplain is to establish and regulate land uses in those areas designated as hazardous 
due to periodic flooding in order to protect the community from financial burdens 
through flood damage losses. Further, this zone is intended to protect natural floodways 
and drainage ways from encroachment by uses and/or indiscriminate land filling or 
diking which may adversely affect the overall stream and downstream flood levels. 
Finally, the floodplain zone shall set aside an area which shall, for the most part, be 
preserved in its natural state or farmed to provide open spaces, natural habitats, and 
recreational places.”  This zoning requirement is inapplicable because it applies only to 
the City designated floodplain.  No part of the proposed development is located in the 
City designated floodplain, which is designated consistent with FEMA mapping – that is 
other than a small amount of the 5.06 acre greenway park which the code allows to be in 
the floodplain as explained below.       

22. Opponents contend that the 11.47 acres that is being removed from ORD 4722 is subject 
to Oak Ridge subdivision CC&Rs.  They are mistaken.  The evidence in the record is that 
the CC&Rs cover only the developed portions of the Oak Ridge phased subdivision, and 
not the 11.47 acres.   

23. Opponents argue that the proposal does not comply with various plan policies.  At the 
outset the Council finds that the proposal is for a subdivision within the UGB which is 
specifically defined in state law as a limited land use decision.  ORS 197.015(12)(a).  
That means that the City comprehensive plan is inapplicable to the proposed subdivision 
unless the plan contains individual provisions which are specifically incorporated into the 
zoning ordinance.  ORS 197.195.  There are no such plan policies.  The McMinnville 
Comp Plan Volume II, page 1 states “Volume II, Goals and Policies, contains the goal, 
policy, and proposal statements which shall be applied to all land use decisions.”  By its 
express terms it does not apply to limited land use decisions.  Regardless, in an 
abundance of caution, the Council reviews plan policies about which the opponents take 
issue, but do so without waiver of the fact that these plan standards do not apply.   
 
a. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Policy 2.00 which provides 

“The City of McMinnville shall continue to enforce appropriate development controls 
on lands with identified building constraints including, but not limited to, excessive 
slope, limiting soil characteristics and natural hazards.”  They contend that the “Baker 
Creek Hydrologic Analysis” (BCHA) they submitted to the Planning Commission for 
its May 16, 2019 continued public hearing, demonstrates this standard and other 
standards are not met.  This is incorrect. 
 
First, the Council adopts the Applicant’s response and Staff Findings regarding PDA 
4-18 contained within the May 16, 2018 Planning Commission packet at page 86 
regarding this plan policy.   
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Second, the Council specifically finds that plan Policy 2.00 requires enforcement of 
adopted City code standards and is not a moving target.  Policy 2.00 contemplates 
that the City will enforce adopted City code standards imposing building constraints 
inclusive of building code requirements and restrictions, the City’s adopted standards 
regulating development in the 100-year floodplain and prohibiting development in the 
floodway and other standards in the City’s code identified by the City’s professional 
staff or in others the public hearings processes.  The proposal does not include 
development within the City’s adopted 100-year floodplain, or the Baker Creek 
floodway, and is not contrary to any other code adopted development constraint that 
has been identified in the record or that the Council is aware of.  Development will 
occur only in a manner that is consistent with all applicable requirements and 
development controls.     

Moreover, the following findings are relevant to Policy 2.0 and other Plan Policies 
and standards that opponents’ claim should prohibit or restrict the proposal based 
upon the 100-year floodplain or flooding generally, and their BCHA which purports 
to show that if an application for a Letter of Map Amendment or “LOMA” were 
submitted to FEMA at some point in the future, that the 100-year flood plain might be 
differently mapped.  Even if their BCHA showed this, approval of PDA 4-18 is not 
inconsistent with Policy 2.00 because Policy 2.00 speaks only to enforcement of 
existing adopted code standards (e.g., “shall continue to enforce”) – including the 
existing mapped 100-year floodplain, not the 100-year floodplain as it might be 
mapped in the future.  Further, the Council notes that the opponents’ claim their 
BCHA shows that the proposal will cause downstream flooding and harm.  The 
Council disagrees that opponents’ BCHA demonstrates that the proposal will result in 
downstream flooding or harms.  To the contrary, opponents’ BCHA demonstrates that 
the proposal shows a decrease in downstream flood impacts if the proposal is 
approved.  Opponents’ BCHA at Page 26, Table 16 shows that the maximum water 
surface elevation at Cross Section 11843 for existing conditions is 127.42 ft., while 
water surface elevations for future conditions is shown at 127.41 ft.   
 
While opponents BCHA concludes at page 29, second paragraph: “the potential 
downstream impact of the blockage for the proposed development amounts to less 
than one hundredth of a foot of increase adjacent to existing residences”, the math is 
plain that this is a decrease of 0.01 ft.  The Council further notes that, as pointed out 
by the Applicant’s attorney’s May 15, 2019 letter to the Planning Commission, 
opponents’ BCHA contains other methodological errors that make it unreliable and 
the Council does not rely upon it.  While opponents’ attorney asserts that only an 
engineer can point out faults in the opponents’ BCHA, he is mistaken.  The errors in 
the BCHA are plain on their face and also evident from a review of the other evidence 
in the record.  And, regardless, BCHA errors were confirmed at the May 16, 2019 
Planning Commission public hearing by the Applicant’s engineer, Mr. Wells.   
 
Opponents also contend that the proposal to place a portion of NW Pinehurst Drive in 
a location partially identified as containing wetland area will cause water pollution 
and downstream flooding.  The proposal to place part of NW Pinehurst Drive in a 
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filled wetland does not cause water pollution or downstream flooding.  Rather, the 
Council agrees with the Applicant, the City’s professional staff and the Planning 
Commission, that the drainage and water quality effects of the development of NW 
Pinehurst Drive will be adequately managed in compliance with adopted City 
standards by an appropriately sized detention pond, water treatment and water 
discharged to Baker Creek, at a controlled rate of flow, as authorized and governed by 
the City’s Storm Water Management Standards.  The Council finds that the proposal 
complies with Plan Policy 2.00. 
 
b. Opponents assert that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 74.00 which 
provides “Distinctive natural, topographic, and aesthetic features within planned 
developments shall be retained in all development designs.”  The Council finds that 
this Plan Policy does not apply to the subdivision proposal but rather only to the 
planned development proposal approved by PDA 4-18.   
c. Opponents assert that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 80.00 which 
provides “In proposed residential developments, distinctive or unique natural 
features such as wooded areas, isolated preservable trees, and drainage swales shall 
be preserved wherever feasible.”  Opponents contend that the proposal should be re-
designed to preserve all of the site’s wetlands.  The Council incorporates its 
discussion in the previous findings regarding the meaning of “distinctive” natural 
areas referring to City inventoried Goal 5 resources and that there are no inventoried 
Goal 5 resources on the subject property.  Moreover, the wetlands on the subject 
property are not “unique” but rather are typical of wetlands scattered throughout the 
City.  Similarly, there are no other “unique” natural features on the subject 35.47 
acre property within the meaning of this Plan Policy.  Further, the Council adopts the 
Applicant’s response and Staff Findings regarding S 3-18 contained within the May 
16, 2018 Planning Commission packet at pages 155-57 regarding this plan policy.  
The Council also finds that this plan policy requires preservation of identified natural 
features where feasible.  The use of the term feasible in this plan policy recognizes 
that there are other competing values that are also expressed as plan policies and 
code standards that must be considered.  Further, the use of the term “preservable 
trees” means those trees that can be preserved while still allowing the proposed 
development to move forward.   

 
Policy 80.00 is written as a balance to require distinctive or unique natural features be 
preserved when it is reasonably feasible to do so, while also approving housing 
contemplated by the zoning designation to enable the City to comply with its 
housing policies and Statewide Planning Goal 10 (Housing).  See McMinnville Goal 
V2 and Policies 68.00-71.00.  ORS 197.307(3) similarly requires that needed 
housing “shall be permitted.”  The proposal is for a type of City recognized needed 
housing.  Here the subject property is zoned R-2 and the City has obligations to 
allow that zone to deliver the intended residential density of that zone as much as is 
reasonably possible to avoid the need to expand the urban growth boundary in the 
future.  The proposal is already slightly under the density contemplated for the R-2 
zone.  Additional density reductions would be required for any redesign had no 
impact on wetlands, trees or steep slopes, and the Council does not wish to see any 
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further residential density reductions.  Further, in this case, it must be recognized 
that in the absence of the proposal, the existing approved Planned Development 
Ordinances for the project area, which is comprised of 11.47 acres from the Oak 
Ridge Planned Development and the entire area of the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned 
Development, authorize the development of 129 lots versus the proposed 108 
proposed lots at issue in this case.  The reduced number of lots proposed here, is a 
direct response to the Applicant, in part, adjusting the alignment of the eastern 
portion of NW Pinehurst Drive to be located further to the west thereby preserving 
more natural features, and incorporating public and private parks and walking path 
amenities which do not exist as a part of the previously approved Planned 
Development Ordinances that this proposal supersedes.  The Council finds that in 
these circumstances, the proposal preserves natural features – whether distinctive or 
unique - “wherever feasible” and is consistent with this plan policy. 

 
d. Opponents assert that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 118.00 which 
provides “The City of McMinnville shall encourage development of roads that 
include the following design factors: 

 
“1. Minimal adverse impacts on, and advantageous utilization of, natural 
features of the land.” 
 

Opponents contend that because the easternmost portion of NW Pinehurst Drive (the 
portion within the 11.47 acres to be removed from ORD 4722), will be developed in a 
wetland area requiring some of the wetland to be filled, the proposal is necessarily 
inconsistent with this plan policy.  First, Council hereby adopts the Applicant’s 
response and Staff Findings regarding PDA 4-18 contained within the May 16, 2018 
Planning Commission packet at pages 158-59 regarding this plan policy.  Second, the 
terminus of this portion of NW Pinehurst Drive stubbing to the Toth property is now 
reflected in the City’s TSP as is explained in later findings.  It would not be possible 
to establish this segment of NW Pinehurst Drive in any location and avoid wetlands 
and still stub to the Toth property as is contemplated and reflected in the City’s 
acknowledged TSP.  The location of NW Pinehurst Drive within the 11.47 acre area, 
is directly responsive to the Applicant minimizing adverse impacts on area wetlands, 
avoiding cutting into steep slopes and stubbing NW Pinehurst in the location that the 
City’s TSP shows the connecting stub to be located.  This demonstrates that the 
proposal is consistent with Plan Policy 118.00, because it advantageously utilizes 
natural resources but at the same time minimizes adverse impacts upon them and does 
so within the acknowledged framework of the City’s TSP location of the existing NW 
Pinehurst Drive stub at the Toth property.     
 
Finally, the Council expressly interprets this plan policy to be aspirational and to 
encourage, but not require, minimizing adverse impacts and advantageous utilization 
of natural features in any event.  It is not an approval standard.  Minimizing adverse 
impacts to and the advantageous utilization of natural features has been sufficiently 
encouraged by the approval of the proposal.  The proposal is consistent with this plan 
policy. 
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e. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 132.029.00 
which provides “The construction of transportation facilities in the McMinnville 
planning area shall be timed to coincide with community needs and shall be 
implemented so as to minimize impacts on existing development.”  They argue that to 
“minimize impacts on existing development”, that the existing traffic outlets onto 
Baker Creek Road of NW Merlot Drive and NW Oak Ridge Drive, which the 
proposal will use, must be supplemented by the public dedication and completion of a 
NW Shadden Drive right-of-way connection between the subject site and NW Baker 
Creek Road across property that is not a part of the development proposal and is not 
owned or controlled by the Applicant.   

 
The Council disagrees.  This plan provision has two parts: (1) that transportation 
facilities be constructed coincidentally at the time when the community needs them, 
and (2) when such transportation facilities are constructed, that they are implemented 
in a way that minimizes impacts to existing development.  The proposal is consistent 
with this plan policy.   
 
With one exception, there is no dispute that the construction of the proposed 
extensions of NW Pinehurst Drive and NW Pinot Noir Drive to serve the proposal 
will be timely to meet community needs.  The exception is that the opponents argue 
that the proposal is inconsistent with this plan provision because they contend that 
there is no “community need” to stub out NW Pinehurst Drive to the neighboring 
property to the east owned by Mr. Toth.  They are mistaken.  The stubbed connection 
of NW Pinehurst Drive to the Toth property already exists in City planning 
documents and is shown on Exhibit 2-3 (Street Functional Classification) the City’s 
adopted and acknowledged Transportation System Plan (TSP). 

 
Below is an enlarged portion of the above graphic showing the NW Pinehurst 
Drive street stub in more detail. 
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Accordingly, a connection stubbed at the Toth property must be presumed to be a 
community need because it has been legislatively adopted as such in the City’s TSP.  
It is well-established that it is improper to collaterally attack the city’s acknowledged 
planning instruments including the City’s TSP.   
 
As to the second prong of the plan provision, the Council finds that impacts of the 
proposal on existing development are minimized within the meaning of this plan 
provision by PDA 4-18 Condition 15, limiting the number of lots to 108 lots in the 
development unless NW Shadden Drive is constructed.  This ensures that the number 
of traffic trips associated with the proposal is consistent with the design capacity of 
the affected streets as explained by the Applicant’s transportation engineer in her TIA 
and supplemental report in the record.     
 
Moreover, the proposal will involve widening a particularly narrow section of NW 
Pinot Noir Drive from its intersection with NW Blake Street to improve NW Pinot 
Noir Drive to current standards, within the existing right-of-way, improving mobility 
and thus livability in this part of the existing Oak Ridge Subdivision development.  
Further, the Applicant’s Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) and TIA supplement 
both demonstrate that all intersections and traffic volumes will function well within 
applicable city standards as proposed without NW Shadden Drive.   

 
The Council finds that this standard does not require that the Applicant to construct 
an additional permanent public street connection (NW Shadden Drive) on property 
that is neither owned nor controlled by the Applicant, where such is otherwise not 
required by applicable standards, as is the case here.  As demonstrated in the 
Applicant’s traffic report and supplemental traffic report, traffic is expected to move 
in and out of the existing development and move around inside of the existing 
development, well within the limits of all applicable city standards.  The Council 
further notes that the fire department has determined that a temporary emergency-
only vehicular connection between the western temporary terminus of NW Pinehurst 
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Drive to NW Baker Creek Road for emergency access is adequate to serve emergency 
needs, as explained in other findings.   
 
Finally opponents requested that the NW Shadden Drive emergency access be used 
for construction vehicles for the proposal so that construction vehicles are not using 
the public road system within the existing Oak Ridge subdivision development.  The 
Council finds that this standard does not require that construction vehicles for the 
proposed planned development be prohibited from using the public road system and 
be required to use instead only the temporary emergency-only access to be 
constructed across adjacent land to the west in the approximate alignment of the 
future extension of NW Shadden Drive.  The Council declines to impose such a 
condition because it is not required by this or any other standard and also the owner 
of the land (Stafford Land) under the temporary NW Shadden Drive emergency 
access has not consented to such use.  Further, such use of the Stafford Land property 
may be inconsistent with applicable standards that will be applied to that neighboring 
property for its residential subdivision development (it too is zoned R-2), where the 
proposed temporary emergency vehicle access is to be situated.  That Stafford Land 
property owner has submitted an application for a tentative plat approval for that 
property.  While opponents state otherwise, they are mistaken.  Such application has 
been submitted to the city for approval of a residential subdivision and is currently 
under City consideration.   
 
A permanent NW Shadden Drive public road connection between the proposed 
planned development and NW Baker Creek Road will be a required part of that 
adjacent subdivision on which the NW Shadden Drive connection will be located.  
However, reserving the NW Shadden Drive connection as the exclusive construction 
access for the proposed planned development, which can be developed over a period 
of five (5) years, is unreasonable and foreseeably could adversely affect the timing 
and development of such other property as well as could improperly limit the City’s 
approval options for that development.  Imposition of such a condition also 
establishes a precedent for other residential developments that they must obtain 
approval to provide construction access from unowned neighboring undeveloped 
properties and such a precedent is untenable.  The Council declines to impose such a 
condition.  The proposal is consistent with this Plan Policy. 
 
f. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Policy 132.35.00 which 
provides “Transportation facilities in the McMinnville Planning area shall be, to the 
degree possible, designed and constructed to mitigate noise, energy consumption, and 
neighborhood disruption, and to encourage the use of public transit, bikeways, 
sidewalks and walkways.”  Similar to their arguments under Plan Policy 132.29.00, 
opponents argue that developing the proposed planned development without the 
construction of the permanent NW Shadden Drive connection is inconsistent with this 
standard because it does not mitigate noise and neighborhood disruption and also that 
the required NW Pinehurst Drive street stub to the Toth property to the east will be 
disruptive by virtue of its very existence.  The Council disagrees and finds that the 
proposal is consistent with this policy.   
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First, Council hereby adopts the Applicant’s response and Staff Findings regarding S 
3-18 contained within the May 16, 2018 Planning Commission packet at pages 162-
163 regarding this plan policy.   
 
Second, the Council specifically interprets the use of the terms “to the degree 
possible” in this plan provision to be meaningful.  The plan provision is not absolute; 
it does not require that there be no neighborhood disruption or no noise associated 
with transportation facilities for a development proposal.  Rather, this standard 
requires that roadways be designed consistently with their functional classifications 
and meet city level of service and other standards.  All McMinnville citizens must 
expect that vacant land to which they are proximate will develop consistently with its 
zoning including to have the transportation facilities that would be required by the 
city code and plan.  The proposal is consistent with the functional classifications of 
affected streets and meets all level of service and other transportation related 
standards.  Moreover, this plan provision focuses on ensuring that residents within 
planned developments have a variety of transportation options available to them.  The 
proposal includes generous opportunities for walking, and biking, as well as being 
situated within one mile of planned transit, thus ensuring that there will be adequate 
vehicle transportation opportunities.  Regarding transit, such is located within one-
mile of the site as a “Conceptual Bus Route” on the city’s adopted “Transit Feasibility 
Study” and as articulated within the May 16, 2019 Planning Commission packet at 
pages 88-89.     
 
Finally, the Council notes that neighborhood disruption is not per se established by 
the Applicant providing a required public street stub to the Toth property at the 
eastern temporary terminus of NW Pinehurst Drive consistent with the City’s adopted 
TSP.  Rather, stubbing to the Toth property as contemplated by the City’s TSP 
demonstrates compliance with this plan policy.  The proposal is consistent with this 
plan policy.    

 
g. Opponents contend that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 142.00, which 

provides “The City of McMinnville shall insure that adequate storm water drainage 
is provided in urban developments through review and approval of storm drainage 
systems, and through requirements for connection to the municipal storm drainage 
system, or to natural drainage ways, where required.”  First, the Council adopts the 
Applicant’s Response and Staff Finding at p 168.  Second, the Council finds that the 
proposal is consistent with this Plan Policy as it is properly interpreted.  Specifically, 
this policy does not apply directly to development proposals but rather it is 
implemented by an Applicant’s compliance with the City’s Storm Water 
Management Standards.  The Applicant has established that the proposal will 
comply with the City’s Storm Water Management Standards.  Accordingly, the 
proposal is consistent with this Plan Policy.   
 

h. Opponents contend that the proposal is inconsistent with Policy 143.00, which 
provides “The City of McMinnville shall encourage the retention of natural drainage 
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ways for storm water drainage.”  They assert that the filling of any wetlands is 
inconsistent with this policy.  They also contend that development within a 100-year 
floodplain is inconsistent with this policy.  The Council disagrees that the proposal 
to fill a portion of the wetlands located on the property is inconsistent with the plan 
policy and also disagrees as explained above that the proposal includes unauthorized 
development within the City’s mapped 100-year floodplain.   
 
The Council begins by noting that opponents’ interpretation of this plan policy is 
absolute; but the plan policy is aspirational and not mandatory (e.g., “The City of 
McMinnville shall encourage..”).  As such, it is not an approval standard for the 
proposal.   
 
Second, the Council adopts the Applicant’s response and Staff Findings regarding 
S 3-18 contained within the May 16, 2018 Planning Commission packet at page 168 
regarding this plan policy.   
 
Third, the Council finds that the wetlands proposed to be filled subject to the 
approval of the Department of State Lands (DSL), are not “drainage ways” within 
the meaning of this plan policy, in any event.  The “drainage way” is Baker Creek.  
The proposal is not inconsistent with this plan policy.   
 

i. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policies relating to 
parks.  Generally, they argue that there are no funds to maintain the public 5.06 
acre park.  The Council disagrees.  A condition of approval requiring a 
homeowner’s association with maintenance responsibilities for common open 
space as well as the public open space (the 5.06 acre park) until 2032 has been 
included at Condition 5.  Moreover, the Council finds that by 2032 the City will 
have adequate funds to maintain this 5.06 acre greenway park.  While City Parks 
Department recommended a condition limiting transfer of maintenance 
responsibility “until such time as resources are available to maintain and operate it 
as public open space”, the Council declines to impose such an open ended 
condition.  Rather, the County finds that by 2032 the City shall have the means to 
maintain the 5.06 acre park.  Failing to do so means the City fails its citizens and 
the obligations imposed upon the City in its plan and the Council declines to be so 
pessimistic.  The Council finds that the park will be adequately maintained by the 
City in 2032 and thereafter.   

 
Specifically with regard to parks, opponents express concerns about the proposal’s 
consistency with the following plan policies. 
 

A. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 
160.00, which provides “The City of McMinnville shall encourage the 
improvement of existing parks and recreation facilities as a priority 
consideration.”  The Council finds that this plan policy does not apply to 
this proposal.  No existing parks and recreation facilities exist within or 
are affected by the proposed planned development.   
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B. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 

161.00 which provides “The City of McMinnville shall encourage 
cooperation between public and private recreation agencies and groups 
to provide a full complement of recreational and leisure time activities, 
to share existing facilities, and to discourage duplication of expenditures 
and programs.”  The Council finds that this plan policy does not apply 
here and, even if it did, that there is nothing about the proposal that is 
inconsistent with this plan policy. 

 
C. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 

163.00, which provides “The City of McMinnville shall continue to 
require land, or money in lieu of land, from new residential 
developments for the acquisition and/or development of parklands, 
natural areas, and open spaces.” The Council finds that the proposal is 
consistent with this plan policy because it provides two park amenities 
and a natural trail walking/jogging pathway system.   

 
D. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 

163.05, which provides “The City of McMinnville shall locate future 
community and neighborhood parks above the boundary of the 100-year 
floodplain.  Linear parks, greenways, open space, trails, and special use 
parks are appropriate recreational uses of floodplain land to connect 
community and other park types to each other, to neighborhoods, and 
services, provided that the design and location of such uses can occur 
with minimum impacts on such environmentally sensitive lands.”   

First, the Council adopts the Applicant’s response and Staff Findings 
regarding S 3-18 contained within the May 16, 2018 Planning 
Commission packet at pages 170-71 regarding this standard.   

Second, the Council finds that the adopted McMinnville Parks, 
Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan defines seven park types.  Two 
of those park types are required by Comprehensive Plan Policy 163.05 
to be located outside of the 100-year floodplain.  Those two park types 
are Community parks and Neighborhood parks.   

Of the two parks proposed as part of the Oak Ridge Meadows Planned 
Development (PDA 4-18), only one park, the public Greenway Park 
contains some portion of land identified as being located within the 100-
year floodplain.  Policy 163.05 states that Greenways are appropriate 
recreational uses of land in floodplains.  The Council finds that the 
Greenway Park is a greenway within the meaning of this plan policy and 
that is it not a neighborhood or community park.  The Council further 
finds that the small portion of the Greenway Park that is within the 100-
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year floodplain is allowed to be located in the floodplain under this 
policy.  Accordingly, the proposal is consistent with this plan policy.   

E. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 
164.00 which provides “The City of McMinnville shall continue to 
acquire floodplain lands through the provisions of Chapter 17.53 (Land 
Division Standards) of the zoning ordinance and other available means, 
for future use as natural areas, open spaces, and/or parks.”  The Council 
recognizes that the McMinnville Parks and Recreation Department 
determined that the proposal met this plan standard.  See Planning 
Commission May 16, 2019 packet at p 140.  Regardless, the Council 
finds that this plan policy does not apply to this application for a planned 
development, because the City does not acquire floodplain land as a goal 
of approving a residential development application.   Regardless, the 
Council concurs that the proposal is consistent with this plan policy in 
the sense that a small amount of the 100-year floodplain is situated 
within the 5.06 acre park which will be dedicated to the public.    

F. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 
166.00 which provides “The City of McMinnville shall recognize open 
space and natural areas, in addition to developed park sites, as necessary 
elements of the urban area.”  The Council finds that the proposal is 
consistent with this plan policy.  The proposal includes generous 
amounts of open space and natural areas amenities reflecting both the 
Applicant’s and the City’s recognition of the importance of the same to a 
pleasant living experience in the urban area.   

G. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 
167.00, which provides “The City of McMinnville shall encourage the 
retention of open space and scenic areas throughout the community, 
especially at the entrances to the City.”  The Council disagrees that the 
proposal is inconsistent with this Plan Policy.   

First, this plan policy is not a mandatory standard, but rather is 
aspirational.  First, this plan policy is not a mandatory standard, but 
rather is aspirational.  Accordingly, it is not an approval standard for the 
proposal.   

Second, it largely does not apply to the proposal at all.  The proposed 
project is not at the entrance to the City.  There are no existing “open 
space” areas on the subject property.  Rather, the subject property is 
entirely composed of privately owned property designated as R-2, which 
has long been subject to planned developments and subdivision 
approvals that simply never materialized for a variety of reasons.  The 
undeveloped R-2 zoned land at issue in this proposal does provide scenic 
areas that the developed subdivision in the sense that the wetlands are 
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visually appealing.  The Applicant has been encouraged to retain and has 
retained many of those scenic wetland areas and has provided specific 
viewing areas for the enjoyment of all neighbors – new and existing 
ones.  The proposal is consistent with this plan policy. 

H. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 
168.00, which provides “Distinctive natural features and areas shall be 
retained, wherever possible, in future urban developments.”  The 
Council finds that the proposal is consistent with this policy, as properly 
interpreted.  First, the Council adopts herein the Applicant’s Response 
and Staff Findings contained within the May 16, 2019 Planning 
Commission packet at page 170-71.  Second, the Council herein adopts 
its findings concerning Plan Policies 74.0 and 80.0 as they relate to 
distinctive natural features.  Third, the Council specifically finds that 
this plan policy is not absolute, but rather contemplates retention of 
distinctive natural features where it is possible to do so and still achieve 
other goals and standards in the City’s Plan and zoning ordinance.  This 
means that even if there were distinctive natural features on the subject 
property, they are retained as much as reasonably possible by the 
generous provision of park and recreation opportunities, a majority of 
the wetlands being retained, and the tree protection provisions in 
Condition 2, while still achieving the density of housing contemplated 
by the R-2 zoning district.   

I. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 
169.00 which provides “Drainage ways in the City shall be preserved, 
where possible, for natural areas and open spaces and to provide natural 
storm run-off”.  The Council finds that the proposal is consistent with 
this Plan Policy.  First, the Council adopts the Applicant’s Response and 
the Staff Findings at the May 16, 2019 Planning Commission Packet at 
pages 170-71.  Second, the Council incorporates herein its findings of 
consistency with Policy 143.00.  Third, the Council finds that this 
standard contemplates that drainage ways in the City (here, Baker 
Creek), will be preserved for natural areas and open spaces and to 
provide a means to accept natural storm water run-off.  Baker Creek is 
untouched under the proposal and will retain its role as a natural area 
and open space and to accept natural storm water run-off.  The proposal 
is consistent with this plan policy.   

j. Opponents argue that the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy 187.050(1)(a) 
which provides “Neighborhood shall be designed to preserve significant natural 
features including, but not limited to, watercourses, sensitive lands, steep slopes, 
wetlands, wooded areas and landmark trees.”  Plan policy 187.50 expresses “Great 
Neighborhood Principles.”  This policy was adopted by the Council on April 9, 2019, 
effective on May 9, 2019, and was not in effect at the time the application was first 
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submitted to the City and therefore as a matter of law under ORS 227.178(3) cannot 
be applied to the proposal.  However, even if this plan policy applied, the proposal is 
not inconsistent with it.  The policy requires the preservation of certain described 
features but not all such certain described natural features.  The “neighborhood” 
created by the proposal preserves many natural features – far more than were 
approved under the original approvals that would cover the subject property if the 
proposal were not approved.  This plan policy is inapplicable and even if it applied, 
the proposal is not inconsistent with it.     
 
k. Opponents argue the proposal is inconsistent with Plan Policy Proposal 29.00 
which provides “The City of McMinnville should continue to monitor the location 
and size of lands acquired through the parkland (subdivision) ordinance.  Methods of 
developing and maintaining the smaller parks in a manner less expensive to the City 
should be encouraged and explored.”  First, the Council finds that this policy is 
merely “proposed” in the Plan, but is not adopted.  Unadopted plan provisions cannot 
be applied to development proposals.  ORS 227.178(3).  Further, regardless, the 
Council also finds that the McMinnville Parks and Recreation Department monitors 
the location and size of parkland acquired by the City.  Additionally, the smaller of 
the two proposed parks will be privately owned and maintained by a Homeowner’s 
Association and will not be maintained by the City.  Even if the City adopts this 
policy in the future, this proposal is not inconsistent with this Plan Policy proposal.    

 
24. As an overarching matter, the Council finds that the evidence in the record establishes 

that the proposal does not develop homes or roads within the City’s adopted 100-year 
floodplain and is unlikely to cause flooding or other harms to harm to downstream 
properties. 

 

The Council finds that S 3-18 complies with all relevant standards and is therefore approved.   
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Oak Ridge Meadows – Supplemental Traffic Analysis 

As shown in Table 1, the average delays range from 1.5 to 15.4 seconds, which corresponds to a 
level of service (LOS) of C or better. These values are consistent with the findings of the existing 
conditions analysis in the original Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), the field observations conducted in 
May 2019, and the existing conditions analysis presented later in this memorandum.3  
 
Table 1. Observed Vehicle Delay 

Intersection 

Observed Delay - AM Peak Observed Delay - PM Peak 

Minimum Maximum Average Minimum Maximum Average 

NW Baker Creek Road /NW Oak 
Ridge Drive (NW Doral Street) 

3.0 11.5 6.3 1.0 34.0 9.8 

NW Baker Creek Road/NW 
Greenbriar Place-West 

3.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 2.5 1.5 

NW Baker Creek Road/Merlot 
Drive (NW Greenbriar Place-
East) 

1.0 14.0 4.8 2.5 39.0 15.4 

NW Baker Creek Road/NW 
Pinehurst Drive 

2.5 13.0 5.2 2.0 16.5 8.5 

NW Baker Creek Road/NW Alice 
Kelly Court 

1.5 1.5 1.5 2.5 18.0 8.5 

Delay = Delay (sec.) for side-street stop-controlled movements 
Note: Average vehicle delay is the standard metric for evaluating intersection operations. 
Note: Side-street traffic volumes are very low at these intersections, resulting in a low number of observable vehicles at each location. 

Average delay times are calculated from a minimum of two and maximum of nine observations per location.  

 

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS ANALYSIS 

In addition to delay observations, DKS also conducted traffic operations analysis (using standard 
Highway Capacity Manual methodologies) at the intersections listed above as well as the following 
five intersections.  

 NW Oak Ridge Drive/ NW Chardonnay Drive 

 NW Oak Ridge Drive/ NW Riesling Way 

 NW Oak Ridge Drive/NW Pinot Noir Drive 

 Merlot Drive/NW Zinfandel Loop 

 Merlot Drive/NW Pinot Noir Drive 

Intersection Traffic Volumes 
Peak hour turning movement volumes were collected at the intersections of NW Baker Creek 
Road/NW Oak Ridge Drive and NW Baker Creek Road/Merlot Drive as part of the original TIA for 
the Oak Ridge Meadows development. During field observations, DKS collected additional peak 15-

                                                

3 Oak Ridge Meadows Traffic Impact Analysis. DKS Associates. March 2019. 
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minute turning movement counts at the intersection of NW Baker Creek Road/NW Pinehurst Drive, 
which were used to estimate the peak hour volumes at this intersection.4 Peak hour turning 
movement volumes at the remaining intersections were estimated based on traffic counts at 
adjacent intersections and the number of residential units that can be accessed via each of the 
intersections. In all cases, the higher of observed or estimated volumes were used to provide the 
most conservative evaluation of traffic conditions. Because of this, traffic volumes for certain 
movements at some locations are higher in this analysis than the previously collected traffic counts. 
Traffic volumes and operational analysis reports are included as an attachment to this 
memorandum. 

Analysis Results 
The existing conditions intersection operations analysis results for all ten study intersections are 
shown in Table 2.5 As shown, all intersections operate well under capacity with minimal delay and 
meet all City operating standards.  

Table 2. Existing Intersection Operations 

Intersection 
Existing - AM Peak Existing - PM Peak 

Delay LOS v/c Delay LOS v/c 
NW Baker Creek Road /NW Oak 

Ridge Drive (NW Doral Street) 
18.3 C 0.14 15.7 C 0.05 

NW Baker Creek Road/NW 
Greenbriar Place-West 

13.4 B 0.03 14.5 B 0.01 

NW Baker Creek Road/Merlot Drive 
(NW Greenbriar Place-East) 

18.5 C 0.12 16.6 C 0.03 

NW Baker Creek Road/NW Pinehurst 
Drive 

21.0 C 0.08 15.2 C 0.07 

NW Baker Creek Road/NW Alice 
Kelly Court 

17.4 C 0.07 14.5 B 0.03 

NW Oak Ridge Drive/NW 
Chardonnay Drive 

7.3 A 0.01 7.2 A 0.01 

NW Oak Ridge Drive/NW Riesling 
Way 

7.2 A 0.01 7.1 A 0.01 

NW Oak Ridge Drive/NW Pinot Noir 
Drive 

8.5 A 0.01 8.5 A 0.01 

Merlot Drive/NW Zinfandel Loop 7.2 A 0.01 7.2 A 0.01 

Merlot Drive/NW Pinot Noir Drive 8.3 A 0.01 8.3 A 0.01 
Delay = Average Intersection Delay (sec.)  
LOS = Level of Service 
v/c = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio for worst lane 
 
 

                                                

4 Peak 15-minute period occurred from 7:45-8:00 AM and 4:55-5:10 PM, determined from the two-hour traffic 
counts collected for the March 2019 TIA. 
5 Intersections that are currently uncontrolled (no stop signs present) were analyzed as all-way stop. 
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The same ten intersections were also analyzed for future interim build conditions, which assumes 
100% of the volume of traffic generated by the Oak Ridge Meadows development will travel through 
the existing neighborhood to access NW Baker Creek Road (no connection at NW Shadden Drive).6  
This scenario captures the “worst case” traffic conditions at all study intersections.  It should be 
noted that forecasted traffic volumes and intersection operations at NW Pinehurst Drive and NW 
Alice Kelly Court will remain the same with or without an extension of NW Shadden Drive, as all Oak 
Ridge Meadows traffic will load on-to and off-of NW Baker Creek Road upstream of those locations 
regardless of the access configuration.  

The results of the future interim build analysis are presented in Table 3. As shown, all intersections 
will continue to operate at acceptable levels with ample excess capacity once the Oak Ridge 
Meadows development is completed. 

Table 3. Future Interim Build Intersection Operations (no Shadden Drive connection) 

Intersection 
Interim Build - AM Peak Interim Build - PM Peak 

Delay LOS v/c Delay LOS v/c 
NW Baker Creek Road /NW Oak 

Ridge Drive (NW Doral Street) 
22.7 C 0.33 18.0 C 0.15 

NW Baker Creek Road/NW 
Greenbriar Place-West 

14.0 B 0.03 15.5 C 0.01 

NW Baker Creek Road/Merlot Drive 
(NW Greenbriar Place-East) 

20.9 C 0.20 18.2 C 0.08 

NW Baker Creek Road/NW Pinehurst 
Drive 

23.6 C 0.09 16.8 C 0.08 

NW Baker Creek Road/NW Alice 
Kelly Court 

19.1 C 0.08 15.8 C 0.03 

NW Oak Ridge Drive/NW 
Chardonnay Drive 

7.5 A 0.01 7.4 A 0.01 

NW Oak Ridge Drive/NW Riesling 
Way 

7.3 A 0.01 7.3 A 0.01 

NW Oak Ridge Drive/NW Pinot Noir 
Drive 

8.9 A 0.02 9.0 A 0.06 

Merlot Drive/NW Zinfandel Loop 7.3 A 0.01 7.3 A 0.01 

Merlot Drive/NW Pinot Noir Drive 8.4 A 0.03 8.4 A 0.02 
Delay = Average Intersection Delay (sec.)  
LOS = Level of Service 
v/c = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio for worst movement 

 
 

 

                                                

6 This analysis maintains the same trip generation and trip distribution assumptions outlined in the March 2019 
TIA, which assumed 70% of trips would use NW Oak Ridge Drive and 30% would use Merlot Drive to access 
NW Baker Creek Road. 
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Table 4 summarizes the estimated net change in average delay that drivers will experience once the 
Oak Ridge Meadows development is constructed and fully occupied (Future Interim Build delay 
minus Existing Conditions delay). As shown, most intersections will see an increase in delay of less 
than one second during peak periods. The largest increase in average delay is 4.4 seconds at the 
intersection of NW Baker Creek Road/NW Oak Ridge Drive during the AM peak hour. 

Table 4. Expected Increase in Delay with Oak Ridge Meadows Traffic 

Intersection 

AM Peak PM Peak 
Delay 

Increase 
(seconds) 

Movement 
Delay 

Increase 
(seconds) 

Movement 

NW Baker Creek Road /NW Oak Ridge Drive 
(NW Doral Street) 

4.4 SB LT 2.3 SB LT 

NW Baker Creek Road/NW Greenbriar Place-
West 

0.6 NB LT 1.0 NB LT 

NW Baker Creek Road/Merlot Drive (NW 
Greenbriar Place-East) 

2.4 SB LT 1.6 SB LT 

NW Baker Creek Road/NW Pinehurst Drive 2.6 NB LT 1.6 SB LT 

NW Baker Creek Road/NW Alice Kelly Court 1.7 SB LT 1.3 SB LT 

NW Oak Ridge Drive/NW Chardonnay Drive 0.2 WB LT 0.2 WB LT 

NW Oak Ridge Drive/NW Riesling Way 0.1 WB LT 0.2 WB LT 

NW Oak Ridge Drive/NW Pinot Noir Drive 0.4 NB LT 0.5 NB LT 

Merlot Drive/NW Zinfandel Loop 0.1 SB LT 0.1 WB LT 

Merlot Drive/NW Pinot Noir Drive 0.1 EB LT 0.1 EB LT 

Delay = Average Delay (sec.) for worst movement 
LT = Left Turn 

FINDINGS 

The primary concern raised by neighbors has been the impact that the Oak Ridge Meadows 
development will have on traffic operations, particularly with the ability of residents to turn out onto 
NW Baker Creek Road from the neighborhood streets. Two separate field studies were completed to 
observe traffic operations, queuing, and delay at intersections in the vicinity of the site.   

Despite the perception of excessive side-street vehicle delays under current traffic conditions, field 
observations indicated that drivers accessing NW Baker Creek Road experience delays that are 
within typical ranges for two-way stop controlled intersections. These findings were further confirmed 
by the operational analyses completed as part of this memorandum and the original TIA, which 
followed national best practices and showed that all intersections operate acceptably with minimal 
delay and are well below intersection capacity thresholds set forth by the City.  

There is no evidence that the additional traffic generated by the Oak Ridge Meadows development 
will degrade traffic operations, and the estimated increases in delay for accessing NW Baker Creek 
Drive are, for all intents and purposes, negligible (less than five seconds). 
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APPENDIX A 

Traffic Volumes 
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PHF PHF PHF PHF PHF

200

NW Pinot Noir at NW Oak Ridge Dr

8 1/0/00
Sat

208 0:00

4 3

2 10 1
2 2

0.74

NW Reisling Way at NW Oak Ridge Dr

7 4 3 1/0/00
Sat

207 0:00

0 0

4 5

0.74

0:00

0

13 7

0 20 0

0.74

NW Cabarnet Ct at NW Oak Ridge Dr

6 13 7 1/0/00
Sat

206 0:00

0 0
0 47 0
3 17

0.74

33 14

NW Oak Ridge Dr at NW Baker Creek Rd

1 33 14 1/0/00
Sat

201 0:00

2 12
416 649 174
1 2

0.74

3 9

NW Zinfandel Ct at Merlot Dr

9 10 4 1/0/00
Sat

209 0:00

0 0
0 37 0
6 13

0.74

29 8

NW Merlot Dr at NW Baker Creek Rd

2 29 8 1/0/00
Sat

202 0:00

0 8
456 685 185
0 1

0.81

1 6

NW Greenbriar Place at Baker Creek Rd

3 1/0/00
Sat

203 0:00

450 647 186
3 0

0.74

3 8

NW Pinehurst Dr at Baker Creek Rd

4 14 7 1/0/00
Sat

204 0:00

3 4
482 719 192
5 4

9 15

NW Alice Kelley Ct at Baker Creek Rd

5 16 4 1/0/00
Sat

205 0:00

1 3
508 726 198

0.740.74

10 4

14
8

NW Pinot Noir Dr at Merlot Dr

10 2 1 1/0/00
Sat

210



Balanced PM Trips
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↙ ↓ ↘ ↙ ↓
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0:00

22

11 2

6

300

NW Pinot Noir at NW Oak Ridge Dr

8 1/0/00
Sat

308 0:00

5

307 0:00

0 19 0

9

306

0 11 0
4 2

0.92

NW Reisling Way at NW Oak Ridge Dr NW Pinot Noir Dr at Merlot Dr

7 5 1/0/00 10 1 1 1/0/00
Sat Sat

6

310 0:00

0 0 0
9

2 2 3

0.92 0.92

4 5

NW Cabarnet Ct at NW Oak Ridge Dr NW Zinfandel Ct at Merlot Dr

6 10 9 1/0/00 9 4 5 1/0/00
Sat Sat

10

0:00 309 0:00

0 0 0 0
0 44 0 0 32 0
2 5 1 5

0.92 0.92

17 27 10 22

NW Oak Ridge Dr at NW Baker Creek Rd NW Merlot Dr at NW Baker Creek Rd

1 17 27 1/0/00 2 10 22 1/0/00
Sat Sat

302

5 22 0
271 719 412

2 13 0 2

0.92 0.93

15 9 2 2

NW Greenbriar Place at Baker Creek Rd

3 1/0/00
Sat

303 0:00

271 696 412
11 0

0.92

261 708 379

301

NW Pinehurst Dr at Baker Creek Rd

4 8 35 1/0/00
Sat

304 0:00

11 20
759 420

4 4

0.92

8 24

NW Alice Kelley Ct at Baker Creek Rd

5 10 16 1/0/00
Sat

305 0:00

3 13
277 745 442

0.92

268

0:00



Interim Buildout - AM

TEV
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↘ ↙ ↘
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↗ TEV ↖ TEV ↗ TEV ↖ ↗ TEV ↖ ↗ TEV ↖
→ ← → ← → ← → ← → ←
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↖ ↑ ↗ ↖ ↗ ↖ ↑ ↗ ↖ ↑ ↗

PHF PHF PHF PHF PHF

600

NW Pinot Noir at NW Oak Ridge Dr

8 1/0/00
Sat

608 0:00

46 17

20 90 7
44 2

0.74

NW Reisling Way at NW Oak Ridge Dr

7 46 17 1/0/00
Sat

607 0:00

0 0

4 5

0.74

0:00

0

55 21

0 76 0

0.74

NW Cabarnet Ct at NW Oak Ridge Dr

6 55 21 1/0/00
Sat

606 0:00

0 0
0 103 0
3 17

0.74

75 28

NW Oak Ridge Dr at NW Baker Creek Rd

1 75 28 1/0/00
Sat

601 0:00

4 24
417 709 177

1 2

0.74

3 9

NW Zinfandel Ct at Merlot Dr

9 28 10 1/0/00
Sat

609 0:00

0 0
0 61 0
6 13

0.74

47 14

NW Merlot Dr at NW Baker Creek Rd

2 47 14 1/0/00
Sat

602 0:00

1 13
492 757 197

0 1

0.81

1 6

NW Greenbriar Place at Baker Creek Rd

3 1/0/00
Sat

603 0:00

487 699 201
3 0

0.74

3 8

NW Pinehurst Dr at Baker Creek Rd

4 14 7 1/0/00
Sat

604 0:00

3 4
533 787 209

5 4

9 15

NW Alice Kelley Ct at Baker Creek Rd

5 16 4 1/0/00
Sat

605 0:00

1 3
559 794 215

0.740.74

28 10

38
26

NW Pinot Noir Dr at Merlot Dr

10 2 1 1/0/00
Sat

610



Interim Buildout - PM
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HCM Intersection Analysis 



HCM 2010 TWSC AM Peak Hour - Existing
1: NW Doral St./Oak Ridge Dr & Baker Creek Rd Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 2 416 1 2 174 12 0 0 9 28 0 5
Future Vol, veh/h 2 416 1 2 174 12 0 0 9 28 0 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 3 562 1 3 235 16 0 0 12 38 0 7
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 254 0 0 563 0 0 822 829 564 828 821 246
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 569 569 - 252 252 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 253 260 - 576 569 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1323 - - 1019 - - 295 308 529 293 312 798
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 511 509 - 757 702 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 756 697 - 506 509 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1319 - - 1019 - - 291 305 528 284 309 796
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 291 305 - 284 309 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 509 507 - 752 698 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 747 693 - 492 507 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.1 12 18.3
HCM LOS B C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 528 1319 - - 1019 - - 315
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.023 0.002 - - 0.003 - - 0.142
HCM Control Delay (s) 12 7.7 0 - 8.5 0 - 18.3
HCM Lane LOS B A A - A A - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0 - - 0.5



HCM 2010 TWSC AM Peak Hour - Existing
2: NW Greenbriar Pl./Merlot Dr & Baker Creek Rd Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 456 0 1 185 8 0 0 6 28 0 1
Future Vol, veh/h 0 456 0 1 185 8 0 0 6 28 0 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 3 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 2 2 0 2
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 563 0 1 228 10 0 0 7 35 0 1
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 241 0 0 563 0 0 801 806 565 807 801 238
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 563 563 - 238 238 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 238 243 - 569 563 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1337 - - 1019 - - 305 318 528 302 320 806
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 514 512 - 770 712 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 770 708 - 511 512 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1333 - - 1019 - - 304 317 527 296 319 802
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 304 317 - 296 319 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 514 512 - 768 709 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 767 705 - 503 512 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 11.9 18.5
HCM LOS B C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 527 1333 - - 1019 - - 303
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.014 - - - 0.001 - - 0.118
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.9 0 - - 8.5 0 - 18.5
HCM Lane LOS B A - - A A - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - - 0 - - 0.4



HCM 2010 TWSC AM Peak Hour - Existing
3: NW Greenbriar Pl. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 450 3 0 186 2 6
Future Vol, veh/h 450 3 0 186 2 6
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 608 4 0 251 3 8
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 612 0 861 610
          Stage 1 - - - - 610 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 251 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 977 - 329 498
          Stage 1 - - - - 546 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 795 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 977 - 329 498
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 329 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 546 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 795 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 13.4
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 441 - - 977 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.025 - - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 13.4 - - 0 -
HCM Lane LOS B - - A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0 -



HCM 2010 TWSC AM Peak Hour - Existing
4: NW Pinehurst Dr. & Baker Creek Rd Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 482 5 4 192 4 1 0 14 13 0 1
Future Vol, veh/h 3 482 5 4 192 4 1 0 14 13 0 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 4 651 7 5 259 5 1 0 19 18 0 1
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 264 0 0 658 0 0 935 937 655 944 938 262
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 663 663 - 272 272 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 272 274 - 672 666 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1312 - - 939 - - 248 267 470 244 266 782
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 454 462 - 738 688 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 738 687 - 449 460 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1312 - - 939 - - 246 264 470 232 263 782
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 246 264 - 232 263 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 452 460 - 734 684 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 732 683 - 429 458 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.2 13.5 21
HCM LOS B C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 443 1312 - - 939 - - 244
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.046 0.003 - - 0.006 - - 0.078
HCM Control Delay (s) 13.5 7.8 0 - 8.9 0 - 21
HCM Lane LOS B A A - A A - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0 - - 0.2



HCM 2010 TWSC AM Peak Hour - Existing
5: Baker Creek Rd & NW Alice Kelley Ct. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 508 198 3 14 2
Future Vol, veh/h 1 508 198 3 14 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 1 686 268 4 19 3
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 272 0 - 0 958 270
          Stage 1 - - - - 270 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 688 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1303 - - - 288 774
          Stage 1 - - - - 780 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 503 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1303 - - - 288 774
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 288 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 779 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 503 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 17.4
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1303 - - - 313
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.001 - - - 0.069
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.8 0 - - 17.4
HCM Lane LOS A A - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0.2



HCM 2010 AWSC AM Peak Hour - Existing
6: Oak Ridge Dr & NW Cabernet Ct./NW Chardonnay Dr. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 3 17 0 0 1 7 6 0 13 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 3 17 0 0 1 7 6 0 13 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 4 23 0 0 1 9 8 0 18 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 6.4 7.3 6.8 7.1
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 7% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 50% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 43% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 14 3 17 13
LT Vol 1 0 17 0
Through Vol 7 0 0 13
RT Vol 6 3 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 19 4 23 18
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.02 0.004 0.027 0.019
Departure Headway (Hd) 3.717 3.381 4.168 3.961
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 964 1059 861 905
Service Time 1.734 1.399 2.18 1.978
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.02 0.004 0.027 0.02
HCM Control Delay 6.8 6.4 7.3 7.1
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0 0.1 0.1



HCM 2010 AWSC AM Peak Hour - Existing
7: Oak Ridge Dr & NW Reisling Way Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.9
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 4 5 0 0 2 3 2 0 4 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 4 5 0 0 2 3 2 0 4 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 5 7 0 0 3 4 3 0 5 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 6.4 7.2 6.9 7
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 29% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 43% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 29% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 7 4 5 4
LT Vol 2 0 5 0
Through Vol 3 0 0 4
RT Vol 2 4 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 9 5 7 5
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.01 0.005 0.008 0.006
Departure Headway (Hd) 3.811 3.33 4.13 3.928
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 944 1079 871 915
Service Time 1.816 1.338 2.136 1.934
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01 0.005 0.008 0.005
HCM Control Delay 6.9 6.4 7.2 7
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0 0 0



HCM 2010 TWSC AM Peak Hour - Existing
8: Oak Ridge Dr & NW Pinot Noir Dr. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 2 2 2 1 2 1
Future Vol, veh/h 2 2 2 1 2 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 3 3 3 1 3 1
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 6 0 12 5
          Stage 1 - - - - 5 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 7 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1628 - 1013 1084
          Stage 1 - - - - 1023 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 1021 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1628 - 1011 1084
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 1011 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 1023 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 1019 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 4.8 8.5
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 1034 - - 1628 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.004 - - 0.002 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.5 - - 7.2 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 -



HCM 2010 AWSC AM Peak Hour - Existing
9: Merlot Dr & NW Zinfandel Ct. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.9
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 6 13 0 0 1 4 3 0 10 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 6 13 0 0 1 4 3 0 10 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 8 18 0 0 1 5 4 0 14 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 6.4 7.2 6.8 7
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 12% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 50% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 38% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 8 6 13 10
LT Vol 1 0 13 0
Through Vol 4 0 0 10
RT Vol 3 6 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 11 8 18 14
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.011 0.008 0.02 0.015
Departure Headway (Hd) 3.755 3.356 4.149 3.953
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 956 1069 866 908
Service Time 1.767 1.367 2.158 1.964
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 0.007 0.021 0.015
HCM Control Delay 6.8 6.4 7.2 7
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0 0.1 0



HCM 2010 TWSC AM Peak Hour - Existing
10: Merlot Dr & NW Pinot Noir Dr. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 6.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 8 3 1 2 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 8 3 1 2 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 11 4 1 3 0
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 12 3 3 0 - 0
          Stage 1 3 - - - - -
          Stage 2 9 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1013 1087 1632 - - -
          Stage 1 1025 - - - - -
          Stage 2 1019 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1011 1087 1632 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 1011 - - - - -
          Stage 1 1023 - - - - -
          Stage 2 1019 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 8.3 5.4 0
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1632 - 1087 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.002 - 0.01 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.2 0 8.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0 - -



HCM 2010 TWSC PM Peak Hour - Existing
1: NW Doral St./Oak Ridge Dr & Baker Creek Rd Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 261 2 13 379 22 1 0 8 13 0 4
Future Vol, veh/h 5 261 2 13 379 22 1 0 8 13 0 4
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 5 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 4 4 0 1
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 5 284 2 14 412 24 1 0 9 14 0 4
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 441 0 0 286 0 0 750 764 289 761 753 430
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 295 295 - 457 457 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 455 469 - 304 296 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1130 - - 1288 - - 330 336 755 325 341 629
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 718 673 - 587 571 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 589 564 - 710 672 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1125 - - 1288 - - 323 328 752 314 333 625
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 323 328 - 314 333 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 714 670 - 581 560 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 576 553 - 696 669 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.2 0.2 10.6 15.7
HCM LOS B C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 655 1125 - - 1288 - - 356
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.015 0.005 - - 0.011 - - 0.052
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.6 8.2 0 - 7.8 0 - 15.7
HCM Lane LOS B A A - A A - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - - 0 - - 0.2



HCM 2010 TWSC PM Peak Hour - Existing
2: NW Greenbriar Pl./Merlot Dr & Baker Creek Rd Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 271 0 2 412 22 0 0 2 10 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 271 0 2 412 22 0 0 2 10 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 8 0 4 4 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 291 0 2 443 24 0 0 2 11 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 475 0 0 295 0 0 754 774 295 759 762 463
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 295 295 - 467 467 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 459 479 - 292 295 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1098 - - 1278 - - 328 332 749 326 337 603
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 718 673 - 580 565 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 586 558 - 720 673 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1090 - - 1273 - - 326 327 746 322 332 598
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 326 327 - 322 332 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 715 670 - 575 559 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 585 552 - 718 670 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 9.8 16.6
HCM LOS A C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 746 1090 - - 1273 - - 322
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.003 - - - 0.002 - - 0.033
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.8 0 - - 7.8 0 - 16.6
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A A - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - - 0 - - 0.1



HCM 2010 TWSC PM Peak Hour - Existing
3: NW Greenbriar Pl. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 271 11 0 412 2 0
Future Vol, veh/h 271 11 0 412 2 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 295 12 0 448 2 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 307 0 749 301
          Stage 1 - - - - 301 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 448 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1265 - 382 743
          Stage 1 - - - - 755 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 648 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1265 - 382 743
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 382 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 755 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 648 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 14.5
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 382 - - 1265 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 14.5 - - 0 -
HCM Lane LOS B - - A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 -



HCM 2010 TWSC PM Peak Hour - Existing
4: NW Pinehurst Dr. & Baker Creek Rd Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 11 268 4 4 420 20 12 4 8 4 0 4
Future Vol, veh/h 11 268 4 4 420 20 12 4 8 4 0 4
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 12 291 4 4 457 22 13 4 9 4 0 4
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 479 0 0 295 0 0 795 804 293 800 795 468
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 317 317 - 476 476 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 478 487 - 324 319 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1094 - - 1278 - - 308 319 751 306 323 599
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 698 658 - 574 560 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 572 554 - 692 657 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1094 - - 1278 - - 302 314 751 295 318 599
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 302 314 - 295 318 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 689 649 - 567 558 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 566 552 - 671 648 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.3 0.1 15.2 14.3
HCM LOS C B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 380 1094 - - 1278 - - 395
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.069 0.011 - - 0.003 - - 0.022
HCM Control Delay (s) 15.2 8.3 0 - 7.8 0 - 14.3
HCM Lane LOS C A A - A A - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 0 - - 0 - - 0.1



HCM 2010 TWSC PM Peak Hour - Existing
5: Baker Creek Rd & NW Alice Kelley Ct. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.2

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 277 442 13 8 2
Future Vol, veh/h 3 277 442 13 8 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 3 301 480 14 9 2
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 494 0 - 0 794 487
          Stage 1 - - - - 487 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 307 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1080 - - - 360 585
          Stage 1 - - - - 622 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 751 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1080 - - - 359 585
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 359 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 620 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 751 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0 14.5
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1080 - - - 389
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.003 - - - 0.028
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.3 0 - - 14.5
HCM Lane LOS A A - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0.1



HCM 2010 AWSC PM Peak Hour - Existing
6: Oak Ridge Dr & NW Cabernet Ct./NW Chardonnay Dr. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.9
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 2 5 0 0 4 9 14 0 10 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 2 5 0 0 4 9 14 0 10 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 2 5 0 0 4 10 15 0 11 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 6.4 7.2 6.8 7
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 15% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 33% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 52% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 27 2 5 10
LT Vol 4 0 5 0
Through Vol 9 0 0 10
RT Vol 14 2 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 29 2 5 11
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.03 0.002 0.006 0.012
Departure Headway (Hd) 3.641 3.374 4.172 3.935
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 988 1063 860 914
Service Time 1.644 1.387 2.184 1.941
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.029 0.002 0.006 0.012
HCM Control Delay 6.8 6.4 7.2 7
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0 0 0



HCM 2010 AWSC PM Peak Hour - Existing
7: Oak Ridge Dr & NW Reisling Way Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.9
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 5 2 0 6 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 5 2 0 6 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 5 2 0 7 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 6.3 7.1 6.9 6.9
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 22% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 56% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 22% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 9 2 2 6
LT Vol 2 0 2 0
Through Vol 5 0 0 6
RT Vol 2 2 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 10 2 2 7
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.01 0.002 0.002 0.007
Departure Headway (Hd) 3.824 3.331 4.131 3.915
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 941 1079 871 919
Service Time 1.825 1.335 2.135 1.916
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.011 0.002 0.002 0.008
HCM Control Delay 6.9 6.3 7.1 6.9
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0 0 0



HCM 2010 TWSC PM Peak Hour - Existing
8: Oak Ridge Dr & NW Pinot Noir Dr. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 4 2 0 3 2
Future Vol, veh/h 0 4 2 0 3 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 4 2 0 3 2
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 4 0 6 2
          Stage 1 - - - - 2 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 4 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1631 - 1021 1088
          Stage 1 - - - - 1026 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 1024 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1631 - 1020 1088
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 1020 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 1026 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 1023 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 7.2 8.5
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 1046 - - 1631 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - - 0.001 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.5 - - 7.2 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 -



HCM 2010 AWSC PM Peak Hour - Existing
9: Merlot Dr & NW Zinfandel Ct. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.8
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 1 5 0 0 5 5 12 0 4 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 1 5 0 0 5 5 12 0 4 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 1 5 0 0 5 5 13 0 4 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 6.4 7.2 6.7 7
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 23% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 23% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 55% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 22 1 5 4
LT Vol 5 0 5 0
Through Vol 5 0 0 4
RT Vol 12 1 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 24 1 5 4
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.024 0.001 0.006 0.005
Departure Headway (Hd) 3.633 3.353 4.15 3.929
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 990 1071 866 915
Service Time 1.636 1.361 2.158 1.934
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.024 0.001 0.006 0.004
HCM Control Delay 6.7 6.4 7.2 7
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0 0 0



HCM 2010 TWSC PM Peak Hour - Existing
10: Merlot Dr & NW Pinot Noir Dr. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 3 4 1 1 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 3 4 1 1 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 3 4 1 1 0
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 10 1 1 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1 - - - - -
          Stage 2 9 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1015 1090 1635 - - -
          Stage 1 1028 - - - - -
          Stage 2 1019 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1013 1090 1635 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 1013 - - - - -
          Stage 1 1026 - - - - -
          Stage 2 1019 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 8.3 5.8 0
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1635 - 1090 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.003 - 0.003 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.2 0 8.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0 - -



HCM 2010 TWSC AM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
1: NW Doral St./Oak Ridge Dr & Baker Creek Rd Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 417 1 2 177 24 0 0 9 64 0 11
Future Vol, veh/h 4 417 1 2 177 24 0 0 9 64 0 11
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 5 564 1 3 239 32 0 0 12 86 0 15
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 274 0 0 565 0 0 844 855 566 846 839 258
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 575 575 - 264 264 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 269 280 - 582 575 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1301 - - 1017 - - 285 298 528 284 304 786
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 507 506 - 746 694 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 741 683 - 502 506 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1297 - - 1017 - - 278 294 527 275 300 784
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 278 294 - 275 300 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 504 503 - 739 690 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 725 679 - 487 503 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0.1 12 22.7
HCM LOS B C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 527 1297 - - 1017 - - 304
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.023 0.004 - - 0.003 - - 0.333
HCM Control Delay (s) 12 7.8 0 - 8.5 0 - 22.7
HCM Lane LOS B A A - A A - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0 - - 1.4



HCM 2010 TWSC AM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
2: NW Greenbriar Pl./Merlot Dr & Baker Creek Rd Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 492 0 1 197 13 0 0 6 43 0 4
Future Vol, veh/h 1 492 0 1 197 13 0 0 6 43 0 4
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 3 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 2 2 0 2
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81 81
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 1 607 0 1 243 16 0 0 7 53 0 5
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 262 0 0 607 0 0 867 873 609 871 865 256
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 609 609 - 256 256 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 258 264 - 615 609 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1314 - - 981 - - 275 291 499 274 294 788
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 486 488 - 753 699 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 751 694 - 482 488 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1310 - - 981 - - 272 290 498 268 293 784
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 272 290 - 268 293 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 486 488 - 750 696 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 744 691 - 473 488 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 12.3 20.9
HCM LOS B C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 498 1310 - - 981 - - 284
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.015 0.001 - - 0.001 - - 0.204
HCM Control Delay (s) 12.3 7.8 0 - 8.7 0 - 20.9
HCM Lane LOS B A A - A A - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - - 0 - - 0.8



HCM 2010 TWSC AM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
3: NW Greenbriar Pl. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 487 3 0 201 2 6
Future Vol, veh/h 487 3 0 201 2 6
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 658 4 0 272 3 8
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 662 0 932 660
          Stage 1 - - - - 660 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 272 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 936 - 298 467
          Stage 1 - - - - 518 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 778 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 936 - 298 467
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 298 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 518 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 778 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 14
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 409 - - 936 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.026 - - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 14 - - 0 -
HCM Lane LOS B - - A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0 -



HCM 2010 TWSC AM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
4: NW Pinehurst Dr. & Baker Creek Rd Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 533 5 4 209 4 1 0 14 13 0 1
Future Vol, veh/h 3 533 5 4 209 4 1 0 14 13 0 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 4 720 7 5 282 5 1 0 19 18 0 1
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 287 0 0 727 0 0 1027 1029 724 1036 1030 285
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 732 732 - 295 295 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 295 297 - 741 735 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1287 - - 886 - - 215 236 429 212 235 759
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 416 430 - 718 673 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 718 671 - 411 428 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1287 - - 886 - - 213 233 429 201 232 759
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 213 233 - 201 232 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 414 428 - 714 668 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 712 666 - 391 426 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.2 14.4 23.6
HCM LOS B C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 402 1287 - - 886 - - 212
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.05 0.003 - - 0.006 - - 0.089
HCM Control Delay (s) 14.4 7.8 0 - 9.1 0 - 23.6
HCM Lane LOS B A A - A A - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 0 - - 0 - - 0.3



HCM 2010 TWSC AM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
5: Baker Creek Rd & NW Alice Kelley Ct. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 559 215 3 14 2
Future Vol, veh/h 1 559 215 3 14 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 1 755 291 4 19 3
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 295 0 - 0 1050 293
          Stage 1 - - - - 293 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 757 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1278 - - - 254 751
          Stage 1 - - - - 762 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 467 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1278 - - - 254 751
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 254 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 761 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 467 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 19.1
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1278 - - - 277
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.001 - - - 0.078
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.8 0 - - 19.1
HCM Lane LOS A A - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0.3



HCM 2010 AWSC AM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
6: Oak Ridge Dr & NW Cabernet Ct./NW Chardonnay Dr. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.3
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 3 17 0 0 1 21 6 0 55 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 3 17 0 0 1 21 6 0 55 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 4 23 0 0 1 28 8 0 74 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 6.6 7.5 7.1 7.4
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 4% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 75% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 21% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 28 3 17 55
LT Vol 1 0 17 0
Through Vol 21 0 0 55
RT Vol 6 3 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 38 4 23 74
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.041 0.004 0.027 0.082
Departure Headway (Hd) 3.881 3.511 4.298 3.976
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 922 1011 829 902
Service Time 1.908 1.561 2.343 1.995
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.041 0.004 0.028 0.082
HCM Control Delay 7.1 6.6 7.5 7.4
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0 0.1 0.3



HCM 2010 AWSC AM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
7: Oak Ridge Dr & NW Reisling Way Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.1
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 4 5 0 0 2 17 2 0 46 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 4 5 0 0 2 17 2 0 46 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 5 7 0 0 3 23 3 0 62 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 6.5 7.3 7.1 7.2
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 10% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 81% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 10% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 21 4 5 46
LT Vol 2 0 5 0
Through Vol 17 0 0 46
RT Vol 2 4 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 28 5 7 62
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.031 0.005 0.008 0.068
Departure Headway (Hd) 3.929 3.46 4.26 3.942
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 913 1029 838 912
Service Time 1.944 1.499 2.297 1.951
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.031 0.005 0.008 0.068
HCM Control Delay 7.1 6.5 7.3 7.2
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0 0 0.2



HCM 2010 TWSC AM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
8: Oak Ridge Dr & NW Pinot Noir Dr. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.8

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 20 44 2 7 16 1
Future Vol, veh/h 20 44 2 7 16 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 27 59 3 9 22 1
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 86 0 72 57
          Stage 1 - - - - 57 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 15 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1523 - 937 1015
          Stage 1 - - - - 971 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 1013 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1523 - 935 1015
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 935 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 971 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 1011 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 1.6 8.9
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 939 - - 1523 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.024 - - 0.002 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.9 - - 7.4 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0 -



HCM 2010 AWSC AM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
9: Merlot Dr & NW Zinfandel Ct. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.1
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 6 13 0 0 1 10 3 0 28 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 6 13 0 0 1 10 3 0 28 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 8 18 0 0 1 14 4 0 38 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 6.5 7.3 7 7.1
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 7% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 71% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 21% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 14 6 13 28
LT Vol 1 0 13 0
Through Vol 10 0 0 28
RT Vol 3 6 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 19 8 18 38
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.02 0.008 0.021 0.042
Departure Headway (Hd) 3.859 3.413 4.206 3.959
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 929 1047 852 907
Service Time 1.878 1.438 2.228 1.974
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.02 0.008 0.021 0.042
HCM Control Delay 7 6.5 7.3 7.1
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0 0.1 0.1



HCM 2010 TWSC AM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
10: Merlot Dr & NW Pinot Noir Dr. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 7.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 26 9 1 2 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 26 9 1 2 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 74 74 74 74 74 74
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 35 12 1 3 0
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 28 3 3 0 - 0
          Stage 1 3 - - - - -
          Stage 2 25 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 992 1087 1632 - - -
          Stage 1 1025 - - - - -
          Stage 2 1003 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 985 1087 1632 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 985 - - - - -
          Stage 1 1018 - - - - -
          Stage 2 1003 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 8.4 6.5 0
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1632 - 1087 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.007 - 0.032 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.2 0 8.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -



HCM 2010 TWSC PM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
1: NW Doral St./Oak Ridge Dr & Baker Creek Rd Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 12 264 2 13 381 62 1 0 8 37 0 8
Future Vol, veh/h 12 264 2 13 381 62 1 0 8 37 0 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 13 287 2 14 414 67 1 0 9 40 0 9
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 484 0 0 289 0 0 794 826 289 799 794 451
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 314 314 - 479 479 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 480 512 - 320 315 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1089 - - 1284 - - 308 310 755 306 323 613
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 701 660 - 571 558 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 571 540 - 696 659 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1086 - - 1284 - - 297 300 754 295 313 611
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 297 300 - 295 313 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 691 651 - 561 548 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 554 530 - 678 650 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.4 0.2 10.7 18
HCM LOS B C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 644 1086 - - 1284 - - 325
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.015 0.012 - - 0.011 - - 0.151
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.7 8.4 0 - 7.8 0 - 18
HCM Lane LOS B A A - A A - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - - 0 - - 0.5



HCM 2010 TWSC PM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
2: NW Greenbriar Pl./Merlot Dr & Baker Creek Rd Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 295 0 2 452 39 0 0 2 20 0 2
Future Vol, veh/h 3 295 0 2 452 39 0 0 2 20 0 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 3 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 2 2 0 2
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 3 317 0 2 486 42 0 0 2 22 0 2
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 531 0 0 317 0 0 837 858 319 840 837 512
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 323 323 - 514 514 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 514 535 - 326 323 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1047 - - 1255 - - 288 297 726 287 305 566
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 693 654 - 547 539 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 547 527 - 691 654 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1044 - - 1255 - - 285 295 725 284 303 563
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 285 295 - 284 303 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 691 652 - 544 536 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 543 524 - 686 652 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0 10 18.2
HCM LOS B C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 725 1044 - - 1255 - - 297
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.003 0.003 - - 0.002 - - 0.08
HCM Control Delay (s) 10 8.5 0 - 7.9 0 - 18.2
HCM Lane LOS B A A - A A - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 0 - - 0 - - 0.3



HCM 2010 TWSC PM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
3: NW Greenbriar Pl. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 298 11 0 454 2 0
Future Vol, veh/h 298 11 0 454 2 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 324 12 0 493 2 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 336 0 823 330
          Stage 1 - - - - 330 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 493 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1235 - 346 716
          Stage 1 - - - - 733 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 618 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1235 - 346 716
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 346 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 733 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 618 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 15.5
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 346 - - 1235 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 15.5 - - 0 -
HCM Lane LOS C - - A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 -



HCM 2010 TWSC PM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
4: NW Pinehurst Dr. & Baker Creek Rd Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 11 302 4 4 477 20 12 4 8 4 0 4
Future Vol, veh/h 11 302 4 4 477 20 12 4 8 4 0 4
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 12 328 4 4 518 22 13 4 9 4 0 4
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 540 0 0 332 0 0 893 902 330 898 893 529
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 354 354 - 537 537 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 539 548 - 361 356 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1039 - - 1239 - - 264 280 716 262 283 554
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 667 634 - 532 526 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 530 520 - 662 633 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1039 - - 1239 - - 258 275 716 252 278 554
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 258 275 - 252 278 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 658 625 - 525 523 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 523 517 - 640 624 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.3 0.1 16.8 15.7
HCM LOS C C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 332 1039 - - 1239 - - 346
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.079 0.012 - - 0.004 - - 0.025
HCM Control Delay (s) 16.8 8.5 0 - 7.9 0 - 15.7
HCM Lane LOS C A A - A A - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.3 0 - - 0 - - 0.1



HCM 2010 TWSC PM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
5: Baker Creek Rd & NW Alice Kelley Ct. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.2

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 311 499 13 8 2
Future Vol, veh/h 3 311 499 13 8 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 3 338 542 14 9 2
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 556 0 - 0 893 549
          Stage 1 - - - - 549 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 344 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1025 - - - 315 539
          Stage 1 - - - - 583 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 722 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1025 - - - 314 539
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 314 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 581 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 722 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0 15.8
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1025 - - - 343
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.003 - - - 0.032
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.5 0 - - 15.8
HCM Lane LOS A A - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0.1



HCM 2010 AWSC PM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
6: Oak Ridge Dr & NW Cabernet Ct./NW Chardonnay Dr. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.2
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 2 5 0 0 4 56 14 0 38 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 2 5 0 0 4 56 14 0 38 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 2 5 0 0 4 61 15 0 41 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 6.6 7.4 7.2 7.2
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 5% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 76% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 19% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 74 2 5 38
LT Vol 4 0 5 0
Through Vol 56 0 0 38
RT Vol 14 2 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 80 2 5 41
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.086 0.002 0.007 0.046
Departure Headway (Hd) 3.842 3.513 4.312 3.973
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 935 1011 826 903
Service Time 1.853 1.561 2.358 1.99
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.086 0.002 0.006 0.045
HCM Control Delay 7.2 6.6 7.4 7.2
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.3 0 0 0.1



HCM 2010 AWSC PM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
7: Oak Ridge Dr & NW Reisling Way Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.2
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 52 2 0 34 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 52 2 0 34 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 57 2 0 37 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 6.5 7.3 7.2 7.1
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 4% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 93% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 4% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 56 2 2 34
LT Vol 2 0 2 0
Through Vol 52 0 0 34
RT Vol 2 2 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 61 2 2 37
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.066 0.002 0.003 0.041
Departure Headway (Hd) 3.921 3.47 4.271 3.953
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 917 1026 835 908
Service Time 1.93 1.509 2.31 1.965
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.067 0.002 0.002 0.041
HCM Control Delay 7.2 6.5 7.3 7.1
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.2 0 0 0.1



HCM 2010 TWSC PM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
8: Oak Ridge Dr & NW Pinot Noir Dr. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 12 32 2 20 50 2
Future Vol, veh/h 12 32 2 20 50 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 13 35 2 22 54 2
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 48 0 57 31
          Stage 1 - - - - 31 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 26 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1572 - 955 1049
          Stage 1 - - - - 997 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 1002 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1572 - 954 1049
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 954 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 997 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 1001 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.7 9
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 957 - - 1572 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.059 - - 0.001 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9 - - 7.3 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - - 0 -



HCM 2010 AWSC PM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
9: Merlot Dr & NW Zinfandel Ct. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 1 5 0 0 5 25 12 0 16 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 1 5 0 0 5 25 12 0 16 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 0 1 5 0 0 5 27 13 0 17 0
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 6.4 7.3 7 7
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 12% 0% 100% 0%
Vol Thru, % 60% 0% 0% 100%
Vol Right, % 29% 100% 0% 0%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 42 1 5 16
LT Vol 5 0 5 0
Through Vol 25 0 0 16
RT Vol 12 1 0 0
Lane Flow Rate 46 1 5 17
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.048 0.001 0.006 0.019
Departure Headway (Hd) 3.777 3.413 4.21 3.946
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 953 1048 851 911
Service Time 1.782 1.435 2.232 1.954
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.048 0.001 0.006 0.019
HCM Control Delay 7 6.4 7.3 7
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.2 0 0 0.1



HCM 2010 TWSC PM Peak Hour - Interim Buildout
10: Merlot Dr & NW Pinot Noir Dr. Oak Ridge Meadows TIA

DKS Synchro Report

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 7.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 15 24 1 1 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 15 24 1 1 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 16 26 1 1 0
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 54 1 1 0 - 0
          Stage 1 1 - - - - -
          Stage 2 53 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 959 1090 1635 - - -
          Stage 1 1028 - - - - -
          Stage 2 975 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 944 1090 1635 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 944 - - - - -
          Stage 1 1012 - - - - -
          Stage 2 975 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 8.4 6.9 0
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1635 - 1090 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.016 - 0.015 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.2 0 8.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0 - -
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From: Jamie Fleckenstein
To: RICK THOMAS
Cc: Sarah Sullivan; Heather Richards
Subject: RE: Some Common Sense, Please.
Date: Monday, July 15, 2019 8:05:56 AM

Hi Rick and Linda,

Thank you for providing this testimony for the upcoming public hearing for proposed Oak Ridge
Meadows development.  This will be entered into the record for consideration by City Council.

Thank you,

Jamie Fleckenstein, PLA
Associate Planner

City of McMinnville

231 NE 5th Street
McMinnville, OR  97128
(503) 474-4153
jamie.fleckenstein@mcminnvilleoregon.gov

From: RICK THOMAS [mailto:rthomas26345@msn.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 14, 2019 9:31 AM
To: Jamie Fleckenstein <Jamie.Fleckenstein@mcminnvilleoregon.gov>
Subject: Some Common Sense, Please.

This message originated outside of the City of McMinnville.

Common sense needs to be brought to bear in the decision regarding Premier Development’s proposed
development .

Reliance on outdated FEMA flood plain reports is terribly misguided in light of the significant changes to
the use and hydrology of the Baker Creek drainage upstream from the proposed development.  Clear cuts
and tiling of agricultural fields have brought substantially more water into the creek than occurred at the
time of the latest FEMA report.  One needs only to look at pictures of Lake Baker Creek in the 100 and 500
year flood zones along Pinot Noir Drive three times in the last two years to appreciate the change.  Couple
this with the increased runoff that thousands of square feet of new hardscape from new development will
bring and the fill proposed in the site’s wetland area and it is not hard to imagine the flooding that could
occur downstream.  

Limiting access to the new development to Pinot Noir Drive is simply irresponsible for both reasons of
safety and livability.  Years of construction traffic through a quiet and relatively narrow city street is a
recipe for disaster.  As a parent I would not have wanted my children playing out front in such a situation
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and I can imagine as the driver of a large dump truck not being too enthusiastic about dodging  cars parked
on the curb and children darting about.  At the very least , the city needs to enter into an agreement with
Stafford Development to move construction traffic through the planned extension of Shadden Drive.

Rick & Linda Thomas
2631 NW Merlot Drive
McMinnville, OR 97128
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ORDINANCE NO. C\°'-'�l \ 

An Ordinance adopting certain Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) studies 
and maps as part of the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan; amending the McMinnville 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning maps as necessary to incorporate updates to 100-year flood 
information; amending Chapter 17.48 (F-P Flood Area Zone) of the McMinnville Zoning 
Ordinance as necessary to satisfy federal floodplain management requirements and remain 
eligible in the National Flood Insurance Program; and declaring an emergency. 

RECITALS 

In 2007, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) advised the City of 
McMinnville that they intended to review the 1982 Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) that cover 
lands within the City and provide updated maps for our use in administering the National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIP). In summary, these maps provide the location and elevation of the 
floodplains and floodways associated with the various waterways within our jurisdiction. Staff 
uses this information to advise residents, lending institutions, and other interested parties of the 
floodplain's location and to ensure that development within this area is consistent with the City's 
F-P Flood Area zone requirements.

On March 2, 2010, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) will begin using 
the updated Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) and corresponding Flood Insurance Study 
(FIS) for Yamhill County. To maintain eligibility for participation in the NFIP, McMinnville must 
adopt the updated FIRMs and FIS by March 2, 2010, and reflect these boundary adjustments on 
both the Comprehensive Plan map and Zoning map. Also by this date, the City must amend its 
zoning ordinance consistent with new Federal floodplain code requirements if it wishes to 
continue to participate in the NFIP. 

Staff has been working with FEMA since 2007 to help them update their flood maps in 
preparation for the March 2, 2010 date. This has involved providing FEMA with the City's 
elevation data, annexation and road map information, and several site-specific data sets. In 
April 2009, FEMA released their draft FIS and FIRM updates for City and public review. In May 
2009, FEMA held an explanatory workshop for residents of Yamhill County at which staff was in 
attendance as well as an additional workshop for staff. The public voiced no concerns at that 
time. The official maps have been on file and available for public review at the Planning office 
since mid November 2009. During that time, there have been no inquiries from the public 
regarding the proposed amendments. 

Based upon the NFIP Coordinator for Oregon's review of McMinnville's ordinance, certain 
amendments are necessary in order to bring the City's floodplain into compliance with these 
federal rules, and to maintain our eligibility in the flood insurance program. Consistent with this 
directive, City staff prepared amendments to Chapter 17.48 (F-P Flood Area Zone) of the 
McMinnville zoning ordinance and presented them to the McMinnville Planning Commission at a 
public hearing held on January 21, 2010. Notice of this hearing was provided in the local 
newspaper on January 13, 2010. 

At said public hearing, after studying the draft amendments, and providing opportunity for 
public testimony, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to recommend to the City 
Council that Chapter 17.48 of the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance be amended as recommended 
by staff. In addition, the Commission recommended that FEMA's March 2, 2009 FIS and FIRM 
be adopted, thereby supplanting the existing floodplain boundary within McMinnville and 
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amending the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Map and McMinnville Zoning Map accordingly. 

The City of McMinnville's continuing participation in the National Flood Insurance 
Program is contingent upon the adoption of these changes. Now therefore; 

THE CITY OF McMINNVILLE ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. That the Federal Insurance Administration report entitled 'The Flood 
Insurance Study (FIS) for Yamhill County, Oregon and Incorporated Areas" and accompanying 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), effective date March 2, 2010, are adopted. 

Section 2. That the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan Map specific to "Floodplain" 
designated lands is amended as necessary to reflect the location of "Special Flood Hazard 
Areas" (100-year flood) as identified by the Federal Insurance Administration in the report 
entitled "The Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for Yamhill County, Oregon and Incorporated Areas" 
and accompanying Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) (effective date March 2, 2010) 

Section 3. That the McMinnville Zoning Map specific to "Flood Area (F-P) zoned 
lands is amended as necessary to reflect the location of "Special Flood Hazard Areas" (100-
year flood) as identified by the Federal Insurance Administration in the report entitled "The Flood 
Insurance Study (FIS) for Yamhill County, Oregon and Incorporated Areas" and accompanying 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) (effective date March 2, 2010) 

Section 4. That Chapter 17.48 F-P Flood Area Zone) of the McMinnville Zoning 
Ordinance (No. 3380) is amended as follows (deletions; additions): 

A That section 17.48.010 is amended to read as follows: 

17.48.010 Established-Area included. In accordance with Section 
17.09.010, all property within the corporate limits of the City lying within Special 
Flood Hazard Areas (100-year flood) identified by the Federal Insurance 
Administration in the report entitled "The Flood Insurance Study for 
Yamhill County, Oregon and Incorporated Areas," (effective date March 21 

2010), and accompanying Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) at or below the 
100 year flood level as established by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency for the National Flood Insurance program is declared to be flood area 
zone property and subject to the requirements of this Chapter. (Ord. 4128 
(part), 1981; Ord. 3380 (part), 1968). 

B. That Section 17.48.025 (B) is amended to read as follows: 

"B. "Floodway" - The floodway is the channel of the river or watercourse 
stream plus any adjacent floodplain areas that must be kept free from 
encroachment in order that the 100-year flood may be carried without substantial 
increases in flood heights without increasing the water surface elevation more 
than one foot;" 

C. That Section 17.48.040 is amended to read as follows: 

L That Section 17.48.040 (D) is amended as follows: 

"D. Landfill or diked land, including culvert and bridge installations, 
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subject to the following procedures:" 

That Section 17.48.040 (D) is amended by adding the following new text; 
subsections that follow are renumbered accordingly: 

"2. The City shall provide written notice to the City Recorder's office in 
adjacent communities, Yamhill County, and the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development prior to any alteration or relocation of a 
watercourse (i.e. stream channel), and shall submit a copy of that notification 
to the Federal Insurance Administration." 

The renumbered Section 17.48.040 (0)(3) is amended as follows: 

"3. The Planning Department shall prescribe the form and information 
required for applications made for any fill or dike conditional use listed in this 
subsection." 

D. That Section 17.48.060 is amended to read as follows: 

Section 17.48.060 (B) is deleted in its entirety; subsections that follow are 
renumbered accordingly: 

B. The first floor elevation of any structure for the shelter of humans shall be 
situated at least three feet above the established 'Nater crest elevation for a flood 
with a probability rate of one percent; 

The renumbered Section 17.48.060 (C) is amended to read as follows: 

"C. Within the floodway and flood fringe, no encroachment will be allowed 
which causes any increase in the flood height or which would result in hazardous 
velocities (see floodway schematic) . To demonstrate compliance with this 
requirement, the applicant shall submit an engineering certification stating the 
proposed development will not impact the pre-project base floodway and flood 
fringe elevations. The certification shall be signed and sealed by a 
professional engineer and be supported by the appropriate technical data and 
studies, which are typically based upon the standard step-backwater computer 
model utilized to develop the 100-year floodway and flood fringe shown on the 
appropriate Federal Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) and tabulated in the adopted 
Flood Insurance Study. (Ord. 4684 §3, 1998; Ord. 4128 (part) , 1981 ; Ord. 3380 
(part) , 1968)." 

E. That a new Section 17.48.070 is added to read as follows: 

"17.48.070 Use of other base flood data. When base flood 
elevation data has not been provided (FIRM zones A), the applicant shall 
provide alternative base flood elevation as available from a Federal, State, or 
other source in order to comply with this chapter." 

Section 5. It is imperative to the public welfare that the City maintain its eligibility to 
participate in NFIP. In order to do so, this ordinance must become effective March 2, 2010. 
Therefore, an emergency is hereby declared to exist and this ordinance shall be in full force and 
effect on March 2, 2010. 
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Attest: 

Passed by the Council this 9
th day of February 2010 by the following votes: 

Ayes: H an s e n , H i 1 I , J e f f r i e s , May , Me n k e , Yo de r 

Nays: 

Approved this 9
th day of February 2010. 

MAYOR 

Approved as to Form: 

.,,,-- . �1 
. ;/-,} 

I ,'.''/...'<}. 
CITY ATTORNEY 
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MCMINNVILLE CITY CODE, FLOODPLAIN ORDINANCE 

17.06.030 Flood Area Zone Related Definitions.  For the purpose of the Flood 
Area Zone (Chapter 17.48), the following definitions shall apply. 

Fill – The placement or removal of any kind of material (natural or man-made) in 
the floodplain which has the effect of altering the contour elevations or configurations 
therein.  Included in this definition is the relocation of material which is already in the 
floodplain. 

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) – The official map on which the Federal 
Insurance Administration has delineated both the areas of special flood hazards and the 
risk premium zones applicable to McMinnville. 

Floodway – The channel of the river or watercourse plus any adjacent floodplain 
areas that must be kept free from the encroachment in order that the 100-year flood may 
be carried without increasing the water surface elevation more than one foot. 

Floodway Fringe – The area between the floodway and the boundary of the 100-
year flood.  (Ord. 4921 §4B, 2010; Ord. 4821 (part), 1981; Ord. 3380 (part), 1968.) 

Substantial Damage – Damage of any origin sustained by a structure whereby 
the cost of restoring the structure to its before damaged condition would equal or exceed 
50 percent of the market value of the structure before the damage occurred.  (Ord. 4977 
§2, 2014).

Chapter 17.48 

F-P FLOOD AREA ZONE 

Sections: 

17.48.005 Purpose 
17.48.010 Established—Area included. 
17.48.020 Boundaries indicated on map. 
17.48.025 Definitions. 
17.48.030 Permitted uses. 
17.48.040 Conditional uses. 
17.48.045 Conditional use factors. 
17.48.060 Use limitations. 
17.48.070 Use of other base flood data. 
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17.48.005 Purpose.  The purpose of a floodplain is to establish and regulate 
land uses in those areas designated as hazardous due to periodic flooding in order to 
protect the community from financial burdens through flood damage losses.  Further, this 
zone is intended to protect natural floodways and drainage ways from encroachment by 
uses and/or indiscriminate land filling or diking which may adversely affect the overall 
stream and downstream flood levels.  Finally, the floodplain zone shall set aside an area 
which shall, for the most part, be preserved in its natural state or farmed to provide open 
spaces, natural habitats, and recreational places.  (Ord. 4128 (part), 1981; Ord. 3380 
(part), 1968). 

 
17.48.010 Established—Area included.  In accordance with Section 17.09.010, 

all property within the corporate limits of the City lying within Special Flood Hazard Areas 
(100-year flood) identified by the Federal Insurance Administration in the report entitled 
“The Flood Insurance Study for Yamhill County, Oregon and Incorporated Areas,” 
(effective date March 2, 2010), and accompanying Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) is 
declared to be flood area zone property and subject to the requirements of this Chapter.  
(Ord. 4921 §4A, 2010; Ord. 4128 (part), 1981; Ord. 3380 (part), 1968). 
 

17.48.020 Boundaries indicated on map.  The boundaries for the zone 
established by Section 17.48.010 shall be indicated on the McMinnville Zoning Map.  
(Ord. 4128 (part), 1981; Ord. 3380 (part), 1968). 

 
17.48.025 Definitions.  For the purpose of this section refer to Section 17.06.030 

for Flood Area related definitions.  (Ord. 4952 §1, 2012). 
 
17.48.030 Permitted uses.  In an F-P zone, the following uses and their 

accessory uses are permitted (subject to the provisions of Section 17.48.060): 
A. Farming; 
B. Public park and recreation facility, not requiring the use of any structure; 
C. Sewage pump station.  (Ord. 4684 §1, 1998; Ord. 4128 (part), 1981; Ord. 

3380 (part), 1968). 
 

17.48.040 Conditional uses.  In an F-P zone, the following uses and their 
accessory uses may be permitted, subject to the provisions of Section 17.48.045 and 
Chapters 17.72 and 17.74: 

A. Boat landing and launching facility; 
B. Open land recreation facility requiring the use of any structure; 
C. Removal of sand, gravel, topsoil, or rock; 
D. Landfill or diked land, including culvert and bridge installations, subject to the 

following procedures: 
1. Preliminary submittal of the proposal shall be made to the Planning 

Department, which shall check the proposal to insure its compliance to 
the ordinance.  Said proposal shall then be submitted to the Planning 
Commission. 

2. The City shall provide written notice to the City Recorder’s office in 
adjacent communities, Yamhill County, and the Oregon Department of 



Land Conservation and Development prior to any alteration or relocation 
of a watercourse (i.e. stream channel), and shall submit a copy of that 
notification to the Federal Insurance Administration. 

3. The Planning Department shall prescribe the form and information 
required for applications made for any conditional use listed in this 
subsection.  No application shall be accepted unless it complies with such 
requirements and is verified as to the correctness thereto.  There shall 
be included, as a part of the application, an accurate map.  Such plans 
shall be in triplicate, drawn at a scale of not larger than one inch equals 
fifty feet nor smaller than one inch equals five hundred feet, and shall 
show: 
a. 100-year flood projection elevation on the subject site.  State source 

of information. 
b. Property boundaries and dimensions. 
c. Ground elevations shown by contour lines of not less than two foot 

vertical intervals.  State source of information. 
d. Existing and proposed structures. 
e. Dimensions and elevations of existing and/or proposed fill. 
f. Location of stream channel in relationship to items “a” through “e” 

above. 
g. A typical valley cross-section showing the channel of the stream, 

elevation of land areas adjoining each side of the channel, cross-
sectional areas to be occupied by the proposed fill and high-water 
information. 

h. Profile showing the slope of the bottom of the channel or flow line of 
the stream, and the slope line of the proposed fill. 

i. Specifications of fill material, grading, channel improvement or 
maintenance plans, dimensions, and restoration of completed project. 

E. Weapons Training Facility subject to the following conditions: 
1. The property on which the facility is located must be owned or leased by 

a Federal, State, or local government agency for the exclusive use of 
public safety personnel engaged in firearms or other related training; 

2. The facility must be located no closer than 2,640 feet (one-half mile) to 
any land planned and zoned for residential use; and 

3. Only those firearms or weapons authorized by a government agency and 
utilized for law enforcement related purposes shall be allowed within the 
area approved for a weapon training facility.  Possession of other firearms 
or weapons at a weapon training facility site shall be considered a 
violation of this ordinance. 

F. Wireless communications facilities, not to include antenna support structures 
and their associated facilities, subject to the provisions of Chapter 17.55 
(Wireless Communications Facilities).  (Ord. 4921 §4C, 2010; Ord. 4732, 
2000; Ord. 4684 §2, 1998; Ord. 4559 §1, 1994; Ord. 4128 (part), 1981; Ord. 
3380 (part), 1968). 

 



17.48.045 Conditional use factors.  The Planning Commission shall consider 
the following factors and special conditions when making a decision regarding a 
conditional use in the floodplain zone: 

A. Factors to be Considered:   
1. The danger to life and property due to increased flood heights or 

velocities caused by any proposed fill. 
2. The danger that materials may be swept onto other lands or downstream 

to the injury of others. 
3. The importance to the community of the service provided by the proposed 

facility. 
4. The availability of alternative locations not subject to flooding. 
5. The compatibility of the proposed use with existing development and 

development anticipated in the foreseeable future. 
6. The relationship of the proposed use to the comprehensive plan and 

floodplain management program for the area. 
7. The compatibility of the proposed use with the potential of the site and 

the surrounding floodplain area for open space, natural habitats, and 
recreational places. 

8. The impact of the proposed use on fish and wildlife habitat. 
9. Such other factors which are relevant to the purposes of this section. 

B. Special Conditions.  Upon consideration of the factors listed above and the 
purposes of this section, the Planning Commission may attach such 
conditions to the granting of a conditional use permit as it deems necessary 
to further the purposes of this portion of the zoning ordinance.  The following 
such conditions, but not exclusively limited thereto, may be included: 
1. Limitations on periods of use and operation, and upon the area to be filled 

and the elevation of the fill as well as to the kinds of material which may 
be so emplaced. 

2. Imposition of operational controls, sureties, and deed restrictions. 
3. Requirements for construction of channel modifications, dikes, levees, 

and other protective measures. 
4. Limitations on the removal or destruction of critical fish and wildlife habitat 

including any area of riparian vegetation.  (Ord. 4128 (part), 1981; Ord. 
3380 (part), 1968). 

 
[17.48.050 Signs.  Moved to Chapter 17.62 (Signs), by Ord. 4900 November 5, 

2008.] 
 
17.48.060 Use limitations.  In an F-P zone, the following limitations shall apply: 
A. No residence shall be constructed; 
B. A lot shall not be less than one acre in area; 
C. Within the floodway and flood fringe, no encroachment will be allowed which 

causes any increase in the flood height or which would result in hazardous 
velocities (see floodway schematic).  To demonstrate compliance with this 
requirement, the applicant shall submit an engineering certification stating the 
proposed development will not impact the pre-project base floodway and 



flood fringe elevations.  The certification shall be signed and sealed by a 
professional engineer and be supported by the appropriate technical data and 
studies, which are typically based upon the standard step-backwater 
computer model utilized to develop the 100-year floodway and flood fringe 
shown on the appropriate Federal Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) and tabulated 
in the adopted Flood Insurance Study.  (Ord. 4921 §4D, 2010; Ord. 4684 §3, 
1998; Ord. 4128 (part), 1981; Ord. 3380 (part), 1968). 

 
17.48.070 Use of other base flood data.  When base flood elevation data has 

not been provided (FIRM zones A), the applicant shall provide alternative base flood 
elevation as available from a Federal, State, or other source in order to comply with this 
chapter.  (Ord. 4921 §4E, 2010) 



 
 
FLOODWAY SCHEMATIC 



From: Mike Colvin
To: Mike Bisset
Cc: Heather Richards; Jamie Fleckenstein; Jeff Towery
Subject: Re: map or diagram of areas where storm drainage is directed to the Baker Creek basin
Date: Tuesday, July 2, 2019 9:32:51 AM

This message originated outside of the City of McMinnville.

Sorry, I somehow got in my head that the white lines were main drain lines, not border lines.
 And if no drainage has been added to the west of us since 2010, I’m more confused than ever
because the flooding events have been much more common since 2015 certainly.  And
coincided with the projects to our west.  The drain tile under the filbert orchards just upstream
in 2018 certainly had a noticeable effect last winter, but they can’t be the whole cause.  

I guess I’ll look through the other maps to the south and east today.  There has been a lot of
building around Grandhaven.  I know our flooding seems to start at west side road and back up
west as more water backs up.  Could a back up further downstream be one reason our flooding
is happening with lower amounts of rain?  Any suggestions would be appreciated.  Thanks,

Mike

Sent from my iPad

On Jul 2, 2019, at 7:54 AM, Mike Bisset <Mike.Bisset@mcminnvilleoregon.gov> wrote:

Hi Mike – The Baker Creek E/W developments by Stafford also drain to the south.  All of
that area, including the Hill Road improvements drain to the south to the Mill
Race….then through the golf course and to Cozine Creek.

I am not aware of any new developments draining to Baker Creek (upstream of your
house) since 2010.  Certainly new houses in your neighborhood would be a new
contribution.

The white lines on the map denote approximate subbasin boundaries….they are not
storm pipes.

The storm pipes are in blue, green, yellow, and red.  Any storm lines that aren’t blue
indicate lines that potentially need to be upsized in the future.  The coloring denotes
the severity of potential capacity issues during the design storm, with green being least
constrained and red being most constrained.
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From: Mike Colvin <mikecolvin49@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 1, 2019 9:10 PM
To: Mike Bisset <Mike.Bisset@mcminnvilleoregon.gov>
Subject: Re: map or diagram of areas where storm drainage is directed to the Baker
Creek basin
 

This message originated outside of the City of McMinnville.

 

Wow.  I sure had that wrong.  Those big catch ponds up by Hillside manor, and
the way the road slopes towards Baker Creek were why we thought the drainage
off Hill would drain north.  How about Baker Creek E/W that is still being built
out?  Does that drain to Baker Creek?  Again, everyone along the basin has
witnessed a large increase in flooding at normal rainfall amounts in the last 5-6
years.  So additional volume has to be coming from somewhere.  Any chance you
can just list the projects from 2010 to 2019 that drain to the Baker Creek basin?  
 
I understand the black lines outline that drainage basin,  But several of the white
main lines that run to the creek come from way to the south.  And the furthest
white line to the west stops at the border of B-2.  Is that the line that runs south?  I
will try to figure it out in the morning.  But would appreciate any guidance to
what the new sources have been since about 2010 or so.
 
And lastly, there has to be some basis for establishing the colored drainage line
system.  Is it something simple like the number of homes hooked to each line?  Or
does the hydrology issue come in, and the altitude, type of soil, slope, and ten
other variables come into play?  I apologize for bugging you.  But the system is
more complex than I realized.
 
 
 
On Mon, Jul 1, 2019 at 4:15 PM Mike Bisset
<Mike.Bisset@mcminnvilleoregon.gov> wrote:

Hi Mike – The earlier chapters of the plan outline the modeling that was done to
estimate flows in the various basins.  RE: what drains to Baker Creek.  Here is a snip
from Figure 7-B2.  The black lines delineate the approximate basin limits.  Storm
drainage lines are shown in blue/green/ etc.  As you can see some of the area north
of Baker Creek Road drains to the south away from Baker Creek itself.
 
None of the drainage from the Hill Road drains north to Baker Creek, it is all
conveyed south.
 
<image001.png>
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From: Mike Colvin <mikecolvin49@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 1, 2019 3:46 PM
To: Mike Bisset <Mike.Bisset@mcminnvilleoregon.gov>
Cc: Heather Richards <Heather.Richards@mcminnvilleoregon.gov>; Jeff Towery
<Jeff.Towery@mcminnvilleoregon.gov>; Jamie Fleckenstein
<Jamie.Fleckenstein@mcminnvilleoregon.gov>
Subject: Re: map or diagram of areas where storm drainage is directed to the Baker
Creek basin
 

This message originated outside of the City of McMinnville.

 

Mike,
 
Thanks for the maps and info.  I do have a couple of questions.  1) What
hydrology/drainage information was this project based on?  in-house or the
2009 FEMA map ? (when the CH2M study was done).   2) What I'm trying to
determine is how far south is drainage to Baker Creek coming from.  It looks
like north Cozine, but there are two mainlines heading east from the crest of
that line too.  I'm assuming those are incoming drainage flowing south to
north?   and;  3) The B1 map was done before Baker Creek east/west, and the
Hill road rebuild.  I've been assuming those both drain to the  Baker Creek
system.  Is that correct?
 
The 7.5.1 General Description describes the system eastward from Michelbook
Lane to Evans.  And I am more interested in the drainage west of Michelbook
Lane to Hill Road.  And Between Wallace and Baker Creek road.  I'm assuming
there is a break point somewhere in there where all drainage on one side heads
to Baker Creek road?  And all drainage on the other side heads to Cozine or the
south Yamhill? 
 
I want to get this right.  If you can send me some directional flow information,
and the drainage info on Baker Creek E/W and Hill Road projects. I can
probably figure it out.  What we see in our neighborhoods are the results at the
end of the line (Baker Creek).  In talking to both the folks upstream (Denny
Draper and Allen Schwartz), and the 25 year residents in Crestbrook (Toth,
Stephenson, Roberts) - it sounds like the higher water/flooding issues became a
little more common in the 2000 to 2010 range.  But we have all seen the
volume and flooding increase a lot between 2015 and 2019.  So, we are really
trying to identify the sources of the additional flow between 2000 and 2019. -
Even neighborhood and street descriptions will help to my map-impaired brain.
 
Thanks,
 
Mike
 
On Mon, Jul 1, 2019 at 10:21 AM Mike Bisset
<Mike.Bisset@mcminnvilleoregon.gov> wrote:
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Good morning Mike – Here is a link to the City’ storm drainage master plan on the
City’s website:  https://www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov/engineering/page/storm-
drainage-master-plan
 
Chapter 4, and Figure 4-1 outline the City’s major drainage basins.
 
Chapter 7 includes more specific detail regarding the basins.  In particular, Figures
7-B1 and 7-B2 show the Baker Creek drainage basin, and section 7.5 of that
chapter includes a written summary of the basin.
 
Let me know if you have any other questions…..mb
 
From: Mike Colvin <mikecolvin49@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, June 28, 2019 1:07 PM
To: Jeff Towery <Jeff.Towery@mcminnvilleoregon.gov>; Mike Bisset
<Mike.Bisset@mcminnvilleoregon.gov>
Subject: map or diagram of areas where storm drainage is directed to the Baker
Creek basin
 

This message originated outside of the City of McMinnville.

 

Jeff and Mike,
 
Our group appreciates the opportunity the city council has given us.  Thank
your. Now it is our responsibility to make clear and accurate presentations to
the council in the 2-3 areas we think that plan modifications will benefit the
city as much as our four neighborhoods (including Oak Ridge Meadows).
 
On of those areas is that we would like to make the city councilors aware of
how much storm drainage is now directed to the Baker Creek basin - and
from how far distant to the south.  We have a rough idea, but would like to be
accurate.  Plus, we have found that with only 3 minute presentations - that
maps and pictures are the best way to get a point across quickly.  I know that
the goal post rule makes flooding a non issue on our Oak Ridge Meadows
case. --- BUT Heather brought up the 1980's plan of developing 10-15 acres
on the basin floor.  We think the fact that that area floods several feet deep
after only a couple of inches of rain now makes those 1980's plans
unrealistic.  So will be asking/encouraging the councilors to order an updated
FEMA map before a development application can be turned in on that
property.  If the FEMA report confirms what we are claiming, won't it help
the city in three important areas: 1) move the goal post forward 36 years to
make future planning decisions in the basin easier.  and; 2) make the
councilors aware that the 1980's plan is no longer doable, so they will need to
refocus long term plans to another area of town.  and; 3) doesn't the official
FEMA floodplain classification make it easier to get those acres removed
from the buildable inventory designation - which makes it easier to expand
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the urban growth boundary?
 
 
So, back to the drainage diagram issue.  Even though the location of today's
floodplains are a non-issue in our case, I do think that showing the city
councilors that it is the increased development along Baker Creek road and
Hill Road that is causing the increased flooding in the basin should wake up
the councilors to the fact that they really need to do an updated FEMA now
to get a handle on just how much capacity is left in the basin.  So they can
determine if filling/diking off Crestbrook will be safe - or if it will just push
the problem downstream further.  I didn't want to approach Mike without
Jeff"s approval, so thought I'd just email you both.  Hopefully it is OK.  Let
me know.  Thanks,
 
Mike Colvin



OREGON MODEL 
FLOOD DAMAGE PREVENTION ORDINANCE 

Effective January 2009 
Modified August 2009 
Modified January 2014 

Adoption of this ordinance will ensure compliance with the standards for 
participation in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The model 
includes standards and provisions that encourage sound flood plain 
management and if implemented allows property owners to obtain flood 
insurance at a more affordable rate.  

Development Permits 
FEMA requires that a permit be issued for all development (see DEFINITIONS) 
in the regulatory floodplain. A floodplain development permit is not the same as a 
building permit. A floodplain development permit is intended to provide a 
mechanism for jurisdictions to review all proposed development in the regulatory 
floodplain.  

Lowest Floor 
NFIP minimum standards require that residential buildings have their lowest floor 
elevated to the base flood elevation (BFE), However, the Oregon Residential 
Specialty Code requires that the lowest floor be elevated one foot or more above 
BFE. Elevating one foot above the base flood elevation allows homeowners to 
receive a substantial reduction in the cost of their flood insurance. Also, as 
increased development happens, flood elevations can increase, and the one foot 
above standard allows for an additional margin of safety.  

The NFIP allows non-residential buildings to be elevated or floodproofed. NFIP 
requires that an operations and maintenance plan be provided to the insurance 
agent in order to rate the policy. As a result, this requirement is included in this 
model.  

Below-grade Crawlspaces 
Below-grade refers to the inside of the crawlspace being below-grade on all 
sides, similar to how FEMA defines basement. FEMA would prefer that NFIP 
communities prohibit below-grade crawl spaces in Special Flood Hazard Areas.  
If, however, your community decides to allow below grade crawl spaces, specific 
language must be included in your code. The model code contained herein was 
derived from Technical Bulletin 11-01: Crawlspace Construction for Buildings 
located in Special Flood Hazard Areas.  
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If crawlspace standards are not included in local code, FEMA considers 
crawlspaces to be basements, which are not allowed as new construction or 
substantial improvements.       
 
Manufactured Dwellings 
The 2011 Oregon Manufactured Dwelling and Park Specialty Code requires that 
manufactured dwellings be elevated such that the bottom of the chassis is at 
base flood elevation. The Code also requires that electrical cross-over 
connections be elevated at least 12” above Base Flood Elevation.  Furthermore, 
the Code makes no distinction between existing and new manufactured dwelling 
parks. All new installations, repair of substantial damage, or substantial 
improvements must be elevated above the base flood elevation.  
 
Accessory and Agricultural Buildings 
Finally, the NFIP requires that accessory structures, including agricultural 
buildings be elevated or floodproofed. Agricultural buildings located in the 
Special Flood Hazard Area are not exempt from building codes.  
 

Agricultural Buildings: 
ORS 455.315 exempts certain agricultural buildings from application of 
the Oregon Structural Specialty Code, however, the exemption does not 
apply to:  
      (A) A dwelling; 
      (B) A structure used for a purpose other than growing plants in which 
10 or more persons are present at any one time; 
      (C) A structure regulated by the State Fire Marshal pursuant to ORS 
chapter 476; 
      (D) A structure used by the public; or 
      (E) A structure subject to sections 4001 to 4127, title 42, United 
States Code (the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968) as amended, 
and regulations promulgated thereunder. 

 
AO and V Zones 
This model code includes sections for development in Shallow Flooding Areas 
(AO Zones), Section 5.5 and Coastal High Hazard Areas (V1-V30, VE and/or V), 
Section 5.6.  If your community does not have either of these zones designated 
on your Flood Insurance Rate Map, it is not necessary to adopt these sections of 
the model code. 
 
 
If you have any questions concerning adoption of this model or participation in 
the NFIP, please contact our Regional Office at (425) 487-4677.  
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KEY 
 
Items in underlined italics (on electronic copies) or underlined italics (on paper 
copies) of the ordinance need to be filled in by the community. 

 
Highlighted text recommended but not in CFR or Oregon Building Codes   
Blue means V-zone requirement



 

 

 

4 

 
OREGON MODEL 

FLOOD DAMAGE PREVENTION ORDINANCE 
 
 
SECTION 1.0 
AUTHORIZATION, FINDINGS OF FACT, PURPOSE, AND OBJECTIVES 
 
1.1  AUTHORIZATION 
 

The State of Oregon has in _____________1 delegated the responsibility to local 
governmental units to adopt regulations designed to promote the public health, 
safety, and general welfare of its citizenry.  Therefore, the city/town/county, does 
ordain as follows: {change for tribal government} 
 

1.2  FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

(1) The flood hazard areas of city/town/county/tribe are subject to periodic 
inundation which results in loss of life and property, health, and safety 
hazards, disruption of commerce and governmental services, extraordinary 
public expenditures for flood protection and relief, and impairment of the tax 
base, all of which adversely affect the public health, safety, and general 
welfare. 

(2) These flood losses are caused by the cumulative effect of obstructions in 
areas of special flood hazards which increase flood heights and velocities, 
and when inadequately anchored, damage uses in other areas.  Uses that 
are inadequately floodproofed, elevated, or otherwise protected from flood 
damage also contribute to the flood loss. 

 
1.3  STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 
 

It is the purpose of this ordinance to promote the public health, safety, and 
general welfare, and to minimize public and private losses due to flood 
conditions in specific areas by provisions designed: 
 
(1) To protect human life and health; 
(2) To minimize expenditure of public money and costly flood control projects; 
(3) To minimize the need for rescue and relief efforts associated with flooding 

and generally undertaken at the expense of the general public; 
(4) To minimize prolonged business interruptions; 

                                                           
1
  Almost all Oregon cities and some Oregon counties will derive their authority to adopt a flood damage 

prevention ordinance from the home rule provisions of the Oregon Constitution.  See Article XI, Section 2 
of the Oregon Constitution and your local government charter, if applicable.  All counties, including those 
without home rule charters, have been granted authority to enact ordinances under Oregon Revised 
Statute 203.035. 
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(5) To minimize damage to public facilities and utilities such as water and gas 
mains, electric, telephone and sewer lines, streets, and bridges located in 
areas of special flood hazard; 

(6) To help maintain a stable tax base by providing for the sound use and 
development of areas of special flood hazard so as to minimize future flood 
blight areas; 

(7) To ensure that potential buyers are notified that property is in an area of 
special flood hazard; and, 

(8) To ensure that those who occupy the areas of special flood hazard assume 
responsibility for their actions. 

 
1.4  METHODS OF REDUCING FLOOD LOSSES 
 

In order to accomplish its purposes, this ordinance includes methods and 
provisions for: 
 
(1) Restricting or prohibiting uses which are dangerous to health, safety, and 

property due to water or erosion hazards, or which result in damaging 
increases in erosion or in flood heights or velocities; 

(2) Requiring that uses vulnerable to floods, including facilities which serve such 
uses, be protected against flood damage at the time of initial construction; 

(3) Controlling the alteration of natural flood plains, stream channels, and natural 
protective barriers, which help accommodate or channel flood waters; 

(4) Controlling filling, grading, dredging, and other development which may 
increase flood damage;  

(5) Preventing or regulating the construction of flood barriers which will 
unnaturally divert flood waters or may increase flood hazards in other areas. 

(6) Coordinating and supplementing the provisions of the state building code with 
local land use and development ordinances. 

 
SECTION 2.0 
DEFINITIONS 
 
Unless specifically defined below, words or phrases used in this ordinance shall be 
interpreted so as to give them the meaning they have in common usage and to give this 
ordinance its most reasonable application. 
 
“APPEAL” means a request for a review of the interpretation of any provision of this 
ordinance or a request for a variance. 
 
“AREA OF SHALLOW FLOODING” means a designated AO, or AH Zone on the Flood 
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM).  The base flood depths range from one to three feet; a 
clearly defined channel does not exist; the path of flooding is unpredictable and 
indeterminate; and, velocity flow may be evident.  AO is characterized as sheet flow 
and AH indicates ponding. 
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“AREA OF SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD” means the land in the flood plain within a 
community subject to a one percent or greater chance of flooding in any given year.  
Designation on maps always includes the letters A or V. 
 
“BASE FLOOD” means the flood having a one percent chance of being equaled or 
exceeded in any given year.  Also referred to as the “100-year flood.”  Designation on 
maps always includes the letters A or V. 
 
“BASEMENT” means any area of the building having its floor subgrade (below ground 
level) on all sides. 
 
“BELOW-GRADE CRAWL SPACE” means an enclosed area below the base flood 
elevation in which the interior grade is not more than two feet below the lowest adjacent 
exterior grade and the height, measured from the interior grade of the crawlspace to the 
top of the crawlspace foundation, does not exceed 4 feet at any point 
 
“BREAKAWAY WALL” means a wall that is not part of the structural support of the 
building and is intended through its design and construction to collapse under specific 
lateral loading forces, without causing damage to the elevated portion of the building or 
supporting foundation system. 
 
“COASTAL HIGH HAZARD AREA” means an area of special flood hazard extending 
from offshore to the inland limit of a primary frontal dune along an open coast and any 
other area subject to high velocity wave action from storms or seismic sources.   The 
area is designated on the FIRM as Zone V1-V30, VE or V. 
 
“CRITICAL FACILITY” means a facility for which even a slight chance of flooding might 
be too great.  Critical facilities include, but are not limited to schools, nursing homes, 
hospitals police, fire and emergency response installations, installations which produce, 
use or store hazardous materials or hazardous waste. 
 
“DEVELOPMENT” means any man-made change to improved or unimproved real 
estate, including but not limited to buildings or other structures, mining, dredging, filling, 
grading, paving, excavation or drilling operations or storage of equipment or materials 
located within the area of special flood hazard. 
 
“ELEVATED BUILDING” means for insurance purposes, a nonbasement building which 
has its lowest elevated floor raised above ground level by foundation walls, shear walls, 
post, piers, pilings, or columns. 
 
“FLOOD” OR “FLOODING” means a general and temporary condition of partial or 
complete inundation of normally dry land areas from: 
 

(1) The overflow of inland or tidal waters and/or 
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(2) The unusual and rapid accumulation of runoff of surface waters from any 
source. 

 
“FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP (FIRM)” means the official map on which the 
Federal Insurance Administration has delineated both the areas of special flood 
hazards and the risk premium zones applicable to the community. 
 
“FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY” means the official report provided by the Federal 
Insurance Administration that includes flood profiles, the Flood Boundary-Floodway 
Map, and the water surface elevation of the base flood. 
 
“FLOODWAY” means the channel of a river or other watercourse and the adjacent land 
areas that must be reserved in order to discharge the base flood without cumulatively 
increasing the water surface elevation more than one foot. 
 
“LOWEST FLOOR” means the lowest floor of the lowest enclosed area (including 
basement).  An unfinished or flood resistant enclosure, usable solely for parking of 
vehicles, building access or storage, in an area other than a basement area, is not 
considered a building’s lowest floor, provided that such enclosure is not built so as to 
render the structure in violation of the applicable non-elevation design requirements of 
this ordinance found at Section 5.2-1(2). 
 
“MANUFACTURED DWELLING” means a structure, transportable in one or more 
sections, which is built on a permanent chassis and is designed for use with or without 
a permanent foundation when attached to the required utilities.  The term 
“manufactured dwelling” does not include a “recreational vehicle.”   
 
“MANUFACTURED HOME PARK OR SUBDIVISION” means a parcel (or contiguous 
parcels) of land divided into two or more manufactured home lots for rent or sale. 
 
“NEW CONSTRUCTION” means structures for which the “start of construction” 
commenced on or after the effective date of this ordinance. 
 
“RECREATIONAL VEHICLE” means a vehicle which is: 
 

(a) Built on a single chassis; 
(b) 400 square feet or less when measured at the largest horizontal projection; 
(c)  Designed to be self-propelled or permanently towable by a light duty truck; 

and 
(d) Designed primarily not for use as a permanent dwelling but as temporary 

living quarters for recreational, camping, travel, or seasonal use. 
 
“START OF CONSTRUCTION” includes substantial improvement, and means the date 
the building permit was issued, provided the actual start of construction, repair, 
reconstruction, placement or other improvement was within 180 days of the permit date.  
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The actual start means either the first placement of permanent construction of a 
structure on a site, such as the pouring of slab or footings, the installation of piles, the 
construction of columns, or any work beyond the stage of excavation; or the placement 
of a manufactured home on a foundation.  Permanent construction does not include 
land preparation, such as clearing, grading and filling; nor does it include the installation 
of streets and/or walkways; nor does it include excavation for a basement, footings, 
piers, or foundations or the erection of temporary forms; nor does it include the 
installation on the property of accessory buildings, such as garages or sheds not 
occupied as dwelling units or not part of the main structure.  For a substantial 
improvement, the actual start of construction means the first alteration of any wall, 
ceiling, floor, or other structural part of a building, whether or not that alteration affects 
the external dimensions of the building. 
 
“STRUCTURE” means a walled and roofed building including a gas or liquid storage 
tank that is principally above ground. 
 
“SUBSTANTIAL DAMAGE” means damage of any origin sustained by a structure 
whereby the cost of restoring the structure to its before damaged condition would equal 
or exceed 50 percent of the market value of the structure before the damage occurred. 
 
“SUBSTANTIAL IMPROVEMENT” means any repair, reconstruction, or improvement of 
a structure, the cost of which equals or exceeds 50 percent of the market value of the 
structure either: 
 

(1) Before the improvement or repair is started; or 
(2) If the structure has been damaged and is being restored, before the damage 

occurred.  For the purposes of this definition, “substantial improvement” is 
considered to occur when the first alteration of any wall, ceiling, floor, or other 
structural part of the building commences, whether or not that alteration 
affects the external dimensions of the structure. 

 
The term does not, however, include either: 
 

(1) Any project for improvement of a structure to correct existing violations of 
state or local health, sanitary, or safety code specifications which have been 
identified by the local code enforcement official and which are the minimum 
necessary to assure safe living conditions or 

(2) Any alteration of a structure listed on the National Register of Historic Places 
or a State Inventory of Historic Places. 

 
“VARIANCE” means a grant of relief from the requirements of this ordinance which 
permits construction in a manner that would otherwise be prohibited by this ordinance. 
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“WATER DEPENDENT” means a structure for commerce or industry which cannot exist 
in any other location and is dependent on the water by reason of the intrinsic nature of 
its operations. 
 
 
SECTION 3.0 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 
3.1  LANDS TO WHICH THIS ORDINANCE APPLIES 
 

This ordinance shall apply to all areas of special flood hazards within the 
jurisdiction of city/town/county/tribe. 
 

3.2  BASIS FOR ESTABLISHING THE AREAS OF SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD 
 

The areas of special flood hazard identified by the Federal Insurance 
Administration in a scientific and engineering report entitled “The Flood 
Insurance Study for the city/town/county/tribe – use county if FIRMs are in 
countywide format,” dated month day, 20yr, with accompanying Flood Insurance 
Maps are hereby adopted by reference and declared to be a part of this 
ordinance.  The Flood Insurance Study is on file at location.  The best available 
information for flood hazard area identification as outlined in Section 4.3-2 shall 
be the basis for regulation until a new FIRM is issued which incorporates the 
data utilized under section 4.3-2. 
 
 
 

3.3  PENALTIES FOR NONCOMPLIANCE 
 
No structure or land shall hereafter be constructed, located, extended, 
converted, or altered without full compliance with the terms of this ordinance and 
other applicable regulations.  Violations of the provisions of this ordinance by 
failure to comply with any of its requirements (including violations of conditions 
and safeguards established in connection with conditions) shall constitute a 
misdemeanor.  Any person who violates this ordinance or fails to comply with 
any of its requirements shall upon conviction thereof be fined not more than $ 
amount or imprisoned for not more than number days, or both, for each violation, 
and in addition shall pay all costs and expenses involved in the case.  Nothing 
herein contained shall prevent the city/town/county/tribe from taking such other 
lawful action as is necessary to prevent or remedy any violation. 
 

3.4  ABROGATION AND SEVERABILITY 
 

This ordinance is not intended to repeal, abrogate, or impair any existing 
easements, covenants, or deed restrictions.  However, where this ordinance and 
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another ordinance, easement, covenant, or deed restriction conflict or overlap, 
whichever imposes the more stringent restrictions shall prevail. 
 
If any section clause, sentence, or phrase of the Ordinance is held to be invalid 
or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, then said holding shall 
in no way effect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance. 
 
 

3.5  INTERPRETATION 
 

In the interpretation and application of this ordinance, all provisions shall be: 
 
(1) Considered as minimum requirements; 
(2) Liberally construed in favor of the governing body; and, 
(3) Deemed neither to limit or repeal any other powers granted under State 

statutes. 
 
3.6  WARNING AND DISCLAIMER OF LIABILITY 
 

The degree of flood protection required by this ordinance is considered 
reasonable for regulatory purposes and is based on scientific and engineering 
considerations.  Larger floods can and will occur on rare occasions.  Flood 
heights may be increased by man-made or natural causes.  This ordinance does 
not imply that land outside the areas of special flood hazards or uses permitted 
within such areas will be free from flooding or flood damages.  This ordinance 
shall not create liability on the part of city/town/county/tribe, any officer or 
employee thereof, or the Federal Insurance Administration, for any flood 
damages that result from reliance on this ordinance or any administrative 
decision lawfully made hereunder. 

 
SECTION 4.0 
ADMINISTRATION 
 

4.1  ESTABLISHMENT OF DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
 

4.1-1 Development Permit Required 
 

A development permit shall be obtained before construction or development 
begins within any area of special flood hazard established in Section 3.2.  The 
permit shall be for all structures including manufactured homes, as set forth in 
the “DEFINITIONS,” and for all development including fill and other activities, 
also as set forth in the “DEFINITIONS.” 
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4.1-2 Application for Development Permit 
 

Application for a development permit shall be made on forms furnished by the 
dept., e.g. Planning, Engineering, etc. and may include but not be limited to 
plans in duplicate drawn to scale showing the nature, location, dimensions, and 
elevations of the area in question; existing or proposed structures, fill, storage of 
materials, drainage facilities, and the location of the foregoing.  Specifically, the 
following information is required: 

  
(1) Elevation in relation to mean sea level, of the lowest floor (including 

basement) of all structures; 
(2) Elevation in relation to mean sea level of floodproofing in any structure; 
(3) Certification by a registered professional engineer or architect that the 

floodproofing methods for any nonresidential structure meet the floodproofing 
criteria in Section 5.2-2; and 

(4) Description of the extent to which a watercourse will be altered or relocated 
as a result of proposed development. 

 
4.2  DESIGNATION OF THE LOCAL ADMINISTRATOR 
 

The _________________is hereby appointed to administer and implement this 
ordinance by granting or denying development permit applications in accordance 
with its provisions. 
 
 

4.3  DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE LOCAL ADMINISTRATOR 
 

Duties of the local administrator shall include, but not be limited to: 
 
4.3-1 Permit Review 
 

(1) Review all development permits to determine that the permit requirements of 
this ordinance have been satisfied. 

(2) Review all development permits to determine that all necessary permits have 
been obtained from those Federal, State, or local governmental agencies 
from which prior approval is required. 

(3) Review all development permits to determine if the proposed development is 
located in the floodway.  If located in the floodway, assure that the 
encroachment provisions of Section 5.4 are met. 

 
4.3-2 Use of Other Base Flood Data (In A and V Zones) 
 

When base flood elevation data has not been provided (A and V Zones) in 
accordance with Section 3.2, BASIS FOR ESTABLISHING THE AREAS OF 
SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD, the local administrator shall obtain, review, and 
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reasonably utilize any base flood elevation and floodway data available from a 
Federal, State or other source, in order to administer Sections 5.2, SPECIFIC 
STANDARDS, and 5.3 FLOODWAYS. 
 

4.3-3 Information to be Obtained and Maintained 
 

(1) Where base flood elevation data is provided through the Flood Insurance 
Study, FIRM, or required as in Section 4.3-2, obtain and record the actual 
elevation (in relation to mean sea level) of the lowest floor (including 
basements and below-grade crawlspaces) of all new or substantially 
improved structures, and whether or not the structure contains a basement. 

(2) For all new or substantially improved floodproofed structures where base 
flood elevation data is provided through the Flood Insurance Study, FIRM, or 
as required in Section 4.3-2: 
(i)  Verify and record the actual elevation (in relation to mean seal level), and 
(ii)  Maintain the floodproofing certifications required in Section 4.1-2(3). 

(3) Maintain for public inspection all records pertaining to the provisions of this 
ordinance. 

 
4.3-4 Alteration of Watercourses 
 

(1) Notify adjacent communities, the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development and other appropriate state and federal agencies, prior to any 
alteration or relocation of a watercourse, and submit evidence of such 
notification to the Federal Insurance Administration. 

(2) Require that maintenance is provided within the altered or relocated portion 
of said watercourse so that the flood carrying capacity is not diminished. 
 

4.3-5 Requirement to Submit New Technical Data  
(1) Notify FEMA within six months of project completion when an applicant had 

obtained a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) from FEMA, or when 
development altered a watercourse, modified floodplain boundaries, or 
modified Base Flood Elevations. This notification shall be provided as a Letter 
of Map Revision (LOMR). 

(2) The property owner shall be responsible for preparing technical data to 
support the LOMR application and paying any processing or application fees 
to FEMA.  

(3) The Floodplain Administrator shall be under no obligation to sign the 
Community Acknowledgement Form, which is part of the CLOMR/LOMR 
application, until the applicant demonstrates that the project will or has met 
the requirements of this code and all applicable State and Federal laws.  
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4.3-5 Interpretation of FIRM Boundaries 
 

Make interpretations where needed, as to exact location of the boundaries of the 
areas of special flood hazards (for example, where there appears to be a conflict 
between a mapped boundary and actual field conditions).  The person contesting 
the location of the boundary shall be given a reasonable opportunity to appeal 
the interpretation as provided in Section 4.4. 
 

NOTE:  If you do not include Section 4.4 (Variance Procedure), end the above 
sentence after the word “interpretation,” and add the following sentence: “such 
appeals shall be granted consistent with the standards of Section 60.6 of the 
Rules and Regulations of the National Flood Insurance Program (44 CFR 59-
76). 

 
4.4  VARIANCE PROCEDURE 
 
4.4-1 Appeal Board 
 

(1) The _________________ as established by ordinance shall hear and decide 
appeals and requests for variances from the requirements of this ordinance. 

(2) The ________________ shall hear and decide appeals when it is alleged 
there is an error in any requirement, decision, or determination made by the 
city/town/county/tribe in the enforcement or administration of this ordinance. 

(3) Those aggrieved by the decision of the _____________, or any taxpayer, 
may appeal such decision to the_____, as provided in ordinance. 

(4) In passing upon such applications, the _______________ shall consider all 
technical evaluations, all relevant factors, standards specified in other 
sections of this ordinance, and: 

 
(i)  The danger that materials may be swept onto other lands to the injury 

of others; 
(ii)  The danger to life and property due to flooding or erosion damage; 
(iii) The susceptibility of the proposed facility and its contents to flood 

damage and the effect of such damage on the individual owner; 
(iv) The importance of the services provided by the proposed facility to the 

community; 
(v)  The necessity to the facility of a waterfront location, where applicable; 
(vi) The availability of alternative locations for the proposed use which are 

not subject to flooding or erosion damage; 
(vii) The compatibility of the proposed use with existing and anticipated 

development; 
(viii) The relationship of the proposed use to the comprehensive plan and 

flood plain management program for that area; 
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(ix) The safety of access to the property in times of flood for ordinary and 
emergency vehicles; 

(x)  The expected heights, velocity, duration, rate of rise, and sediment 
transport of the flood waters and the effects of wave action, if 
applicable, expected at the site; and, 

(xi) The costs of providing governmental services during and after flood 
conditions, including maintenance and repair of public utilities and 
facilities such as sewer, gas, electrical, and water systems, and streets 
and bridges. 

 
(5) Upon consideration of the factors of Section 4.4-1(4) and the purposes of this 

ordinance, the __________________ may attach such conditions to the 
granting of variances as it deems necessary to further the purposes of this 
ordinance. 

(6) The local floodplain administrator shall maintain the records of all appeal 
actions and report any variances to the Federal Insurance Administration 
upon request. 

 
4.4-2 Conditions for Variances 
 

(1) Generally, the only condition under which a variance from the elevation 
standard may be issued is for new construction and substantial 
improvements to be erected on a lot of one-half acre or less in size 
contiguous to and surrounded by lots with existing structures constructed 
below the base flood level, providing items (i-xi) in Section 4.4-1(4) have been 
fully considered.  As the lot size increases the technical justification required 
for issuing the variance increases. 

(2) Variances may be issued for the reconstruction, rehabilitation, or restoration 
of structures listed on the National Register of Historic Places or the 
Statewide Inventory of Historic Propertries, without regard to the procedures 
set forth in this section. 

(3) Variances shall not be issued within a designated floodway if any increase in 
flood levels during the base flood discharge would result. 

(4) Variances shall only be issued upon a determination that the variance is the 
minimum necessary, considering the flood hazard, to afford relief. 

(5) Variances shall only be issued upon: 
 

(i)  A showing of good and sufficient cause; 
(ii)  A determination that failure to grant the variance would result in 

exceptional hardship to the applicant; 
(iii) A determination that the granting of a variance will not result in 

increased flood heights, additional threats to public safety, 
extraordinary public expense, create nuisances, cause fraud on or 
victimization of the public as identified in Section 4.1-4(4), or conflict 
with existing local laws or ordinances. 
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(6) Variances as interpreted in the National Flood Insurance Program are based 
on the general zoning law principle that they pertain to a physical piece or 
property; they are not personal in nature and do not pertain to the structure, 
its inhabitants, economic or financial circumstances.  They primarily address 
small lots in densely populated residential neighborhoods.  As such, 
variances from the flood elevations should be quite rare. 

(7) Variances may be issued for nonresidential buildings in very limited 
circumstances to allow a lesser degree of floodproofing than watertight or 
dry-floodproofing, where it can be determined that such action will have low 
damage potential, complies with all other variance criteria except 4.4-2(1), 
and otherwise complies with Sections 5.1-1 through 5.1-3 of the GENERAL 
STANDARDS. 

(8) Any applicant to whom a variance is granted shall be given written notice that 
the structure will be permitted to be built with a lowest floor elevation below 
the base flood elevation and that the cost of flood insurance will be 
commensurate with the increased risk resulting from the reduced lowest floor 
elevation. 

 
 
SECTION 5.0 
PROVISIONS FOR FLOOD HAZARD REDUCTION 
 
5.1  GENERAL STANDARDS 
 

In all areas of special flood hazards, the following standards are required: 
 

5.1-1 Anchoring 
 

(1) All new construction and substantial improvements shall be anchored to 
prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement of the structure. 

(2) All manufactured homes must likewise be anchored to prevent flotation, 
collapse, or lateral movement, and shall be installed using methods and 
practices that minimize flood damage.  Anchoring methods may include, but 
are not limited to, use of over-the-top or frame ties to ground anchors 
(Reference FEMA’s “Manufactured Home Installation in Flood Hazard Areas” 
guidebook for additional techniques). 

 
 
5.1-2 Construction Materials and Methods 
 

(1) All new construction and substantial improvements shall be constructed with 
materials and utility equipment resistant to flood damage. 

(2) All new construction and substantial improvements shall be constructed using 
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methods and practices that minimize flood damage. 
(3) Electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, and air-conditioning equipment and 

other service facilities shall be designed and/or otherwise elevated or located 
so as to prevent water from entering or accumulating within the components 
during conditions of flooding. 

 
5.1-3 Utilities 
 

(1) All new and replacement water supply systems shall be designed to minimize 
or eliminate infiltration of flood waters into the system; 

(2) New and replacement sanitary sewage systems shall be designed to 
minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters into the systems and 
discharge from the systems into flood waters; and, 

(3) On-site waste disposal systems shall be located to avoid impairment to them 
or contamination from them during flooding consistent with the Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality. 

 
5.1-4 Subdivision Proposals 
 

(1) All subdivision proposals shall be consistent with the need to minimize flood 
damage; 

(2) All subdivision proposals shall have public utilities and facilities such as 
sewer, gas, electrical, and water systems located and constructed to 
minimize or eliminate flood damage; 

(3) All subdivision proposals shall have adequate drainage provided to reduce 
exposure to flood damage; and, 

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

 
5.1-5 Review of Building Permits 
 

Where elevation data is not available either through the Flood Insurance Study, 
FIRM, or from another authoritative source (Section 4.3-2), applications for 
building permits shall be reviewed to assure that proposed construction will be 
reasonably safe from flooding.  The test of reasonableness is a local judgment 
and includes use of historical data, high water marks, photographs of past 
flooding, etc., where available.  Failure to elevate at least two feet above grade in 
these zones may result in higher insurance rates. 
 

5.1-6 AH Zone Drainage 
Adequate drainage paths are required around structures on slopes to guide 
floodwaters around and away from proposed structures. 
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5.2  SPECIFIC STANDARDS 
 

In all areas of special flood hazards where base flood elevation data has been 
provided (Zones A1-30, AH, and AE) as set forth in Section 3.2, BASIS FOR 
ESTABLISHING THE AREAS OF SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD or Section 4.3-2, 
Use of Other Base Flood Data (In A and V Zones), the following provisions are 
required: 
 

5.2-1 Residential Construction 
 

(1) New construction and substantial improvement of any residential structure 
shall have the lowest floor, including basement, elevated to a minimum of 
one foot above the base flood elevation. 

(2) Fully enclosed areas below the lowest floor that are subject to flooding are 
prohibited, or shall be designed to automatically equalize hydrostatic flood 
forces on exterior walls by allowing for the entry and exit of floodwaters.  
Designs for meeting this requirement must be either be certified by a 
registered professional engineer or architect or must meet or exceed the 
following minimum criteria: 

 
(i)  A minimum of two openings having a total net area of not less than 

one square inch for every square foot of enclosed area subject to 
flooding shall be provided. 

(ii)  The bottom of all openings shall be no higher than one foot above 
grade. 

(iii) Openings may be equipped with screens, louvers, or other coverings 
or devices provided that they permit the automatic entry and exit of 
floodwaters. 

 
5.2-2 Nonresidential Construction 
 

New construction and substantial improvement of any commercial, industrial or 
other nonresidential structure shall either have the lowest floor, including 
basement, elevated at or above the base flood elevation; or, together with 
attendant utility and sanitary facilities, shall: 
 
(1) Be floodproofed so that below the base flood level the structure is watertight 

with walls substantially impermeable to the passage of water; 
(2) Have structural components capable of resisting hydrostatic and 

hydrodynamic loads and effects of buoyancy; 
(3) Be certified by a registered professional engineer or architect that the design 

and methods of construction are in accordance with accepted standards of 
practice for meeting provisions of this subsection based on their development 
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and/or review of the structural design, specifications and plans.  Such 
certifications shall be provided to the official as set forth in Section 4.3-3(2); 

(4) Nonresidential structures that are elevated, not floodproofed, must meet the 
same standards for space below the lowest floor as described in 5.2-1(2); 

(5) Applicants floodproofing nonresidential buildings shall be notified that flood 
insurance premiums will be based on rates that are one foot below the 
floodproofed level (e.g. a building floodproofed to the base flood level will be 
rated as one foot below.  

(6) Applicants shall supply a comprehensive Maintenance Plan for the entire 
structure to include but not limited to: exterior envelope of structure; all 
penetrations to the exterior of the structure; all shields, gates, barriers, or 
components designed to provide floodproofing protection to the structure; all 
seals or gaskets for shields, gates, barriers, or components; and, the location 
of all shields, gates, barriers, and components as well as all associated 
hardware, and any materials or specialized tools necessary to seal the 
structure.  

(7) Applicants shall supply an Emergency Action Plan (EAP) for the installation 
and sealing of the structure prior to a flooding event that clearly identifies 
what triggers the EAP and who is responsible for enacting the EAP. 

 
5.2-3 Manufactured Dwellings 
 

(4) Manufactured dwellings supported on solid foundation walls shall be 
constructed with flood openings that comply with  5.1-1(2) above; 

(5) The bottom of the longitudinal chassis frame beam in A zones, shall be at or 
above BFE; 

(6) The manufactured dwelling shall be anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, 
and lateral movement during the base flood. Anchoring methods may include, 
but are not limited to, use of over-the-top or frame ties to ground anchors 
(Reference FEMA’s “Manufactured Home Installation in Flood Hazard Areas” 
guidebook for additional techniques), and; 

(7) Electrical crossover connections shall be a minimum of 12 inches above BFE.  
 
5.2-4 Recreational Vehicles  
 

Recreational vehicles placed on sites are required to: 
 

(1) Be on the site for fewer than 180 consecutive days, and   
(2) Be fully licensed and ready for highway use, on its wheels or jacking system, 

is attached to the site only by quick disconnect type utilities and security 
devices, and has no permanently attached additions; or 

(3) Meet the requirements of 5.2-3 above and the elevation and anchoring 
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requirements for manufactured homes.  
 
5.2-5 Small Accessory Structures 

Relief from elevation or floodproofing as required in 5.2-1 or 5-2-2 above may be 
granted for small accessory structures that are: 
(1) less than 200 square feet and do not exceed one story;  
(2) not temperature controlled;  
(3) not used for human habitation and are used solely for parking of vehicles or 

storage of items having low damage potential when submerged;  
(4) not used to store toxic material, oil or gasoline, or any priority persistent 

pollutant identified by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality shall 
unless confined in a tank installed in compliance with this ordinance or stored 
at least one foot above Base Flood Elevation  

(5) located and constructed to have low damage potential; 
(6) constructed with materials resistant to flood damage; 
(7) anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement of the structure 

resulting from hydrodynamic and hydrostatic loads, including the effects of 
buoyancy, during conditions of the base flood; 

(8) constructed to equalize hydrostatic flood forces on exterior walls by allowing 
for the automatic entry and exit of floodwater. Designs for complying with this 
requirement must be certified by a licensed professional engineer or architect 
or  

(i) provide a minimum of two openings with a total net area of not less  
than one square inch for every square foot of enclosed area 
subject to flooding;  

(ii) the bottom of all openings shall be no higher than one foot above 
the higher of the exterior or interior grade or floor immediately 
below the opening;    

(iii) openings may be equipped with screens, louvers, valves or other 
coverings or devices provided they permit the automatic flow of 
floodwater in both directions without manual intervention. 

 
(9) constructed with electrical, and other service facilities located and installed so 

as to prevent water from entering or accumulating within the components 
during conditions of the base flood.  
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5.2-6  Below-grade crawl spaces 
 

Below-grade crawlspaces are allowed subject to the following standards as found in 
FEMA Technical Bulletin 11-01, Crawlspace Construction for Buildings Located in 
Special Flood Hazard Areas: 

 
(1) The building must be designed and adequately anchored to resist flotation, 

collapse, and lateral movement of the structure resulting from hydrodynamic 
and hydrostatic loads, including the effects of buoyancy.  Hydrostatic loads 
and the effects of buoyancy can usually be addressed through the required 
openings stated in Section B below.  Because of hydrodynamic loads, 
crawlspace construction is not allowed in areas with flood velocities greater 
than five (5) feet per second unless the design is reviewed by a qualified 
design professional, such as a registered architect or professional engineer.  
Other types of foundations are recommended for these areas.   

(2) The crawlspace is an enclosed area below the base flood elevation (BFE) 
and, as such, must have openings that equalize hydrostatic pressures by 
allowing the automatic entry and exit of floodwaters.  The bottom of each 
flood vent opening can be no more than one (1) foot above the lowest 
adjacent exterior grade.   

(3) Portions of the building below the BFE must be constructed with materials 
resistant to flood damage.  This includes not only the foundation walls of the 
crawlspace used to elevate the building, but also any joists, insulation, or 
other materials that extend below the BFE.  The recommended construction 
practice is to elevate the bottom of joists and all insulation above BFE.   

(4) Any building utility systems within the crawlspace must be elevated above 
BFE or designed so that floodwaters cannot enter or accumulate within the 
system components during flood conditions.  Ductwork, in particular, must 
either be placed above the BFE or sealed from floodwaters.   

(5) The interior grade of a crawlspace below the BFE must not be more than two 
(2)_feet below the lowest adjacent exterior grade. 

(6) The height of the below-grade crawlspace, measured from the interior grade 
of the crawlspace to the top of the crawlspace foundation wall must not 
exceed four (4) feet at any point.  The height limitation is the maximum 
allowable unsupported wall height according to the engineering analyses and 
building code requirements for flood hazard areas. 

(7) There must be an adequate drainage system that removes floodwaters from 
the interior area of the crawlspace.  The enclosed area should be drained 
within a reasonable time after a flood event.  The type of drainage system will 
vary because of the site gradient and other drainage characteristics, such as 
soil types.  Possible options include natural drainage through porous, well-
drained soils and drainage systems such as perforated pipes, drainage tiles 
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or gravel or crushed stone drainage by gravity or mechanical means.   
(8) The velocity of floodwaters at the site should not exceed five (5) feet per 

second for any crawlspace.  For velocities in excess of five (5) feet per 
second, other foundation types should be used.      

 
For more detailed information refer to FEMA Technical Bulletin 11-01. 

 
ADDITIONAL OPTIONS 
 
Include the diagrams from the Technical Bulletin in the ordinance to illustrate 
the 2 ft./4 ft. rules but revise to correctly reference the state building code 
requirements to elevate 1 ft. above BFE for residential structures. 
 
Include language advising citizens about the increased insurance cost 
associated with below-grade crawlspaces.  There is a charge added to the 
basic policy premium for a below-grade crawlspace. 

 
 

5.3 BEFORE REGULATORY FLOODWAY 
 

In areas where a regulatory floodway has not been designated, no new 
construction, substantial improvements, or other development (including fill) shall 
be permitted within Zones A1-30 and AE on the community’s FIRM, unless it is 
demonstrated that the cumulative effect of the proposed development, when 
combined with all other existing and anticipated development, will not increase 
the water surface elevation of the base flood more than one foot at any point 
within the community. 
 

5.4 FLOODWAYS  
 

Located within areas of special flood hazard established in Section 3.2 are areas 
designated as floodways. Since the floodway is an extremely hazardous area 
due to the velocity of floodwaters which carry debris, potential projectiles, and 
erosion potential, the following provisions apply: 
 
(1) Except as provided in paragraph (3), prohibit encroachments, including fill, 

new construction, substantial improvements, and other development unless 
certification by a registered professional civil engineer is provided 
demonstrating through hydrologic and hydraulic analyses performed in 
accordance with standard engineering practice that encroachments shall not 
result in any increase in flood levels during the occurrence of the base flood 
discharge. 

(2) If Section 5.4(1) is satisfied, all new construction and substantial 
improvements shall comply with all applicable flood hazard reduction 
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provisions of Section 5.0, PROVISIONS FOR FLOOD HAZARD 
REDUCTION. 

(3) Projects for stream habitat restoration may be permitted in the floodway 
provided: 

 
(i) The project qualifies for a Department of the Army, Portland District Regional 
General Permit for Stream Habitat Restoration (NWP-2007-1023); and, 
(ii) A qualified professional (a Registered Professional Engineer; or staff of 
NRCS; the county; or fisheries, natural resources, or water resources agencies) 
has provided a feasibility analysis and certification that the project was designed 
to keep any rise in 100-year flood levels as close to zero as practically possible 
given the goals of the project; and, 
(iii) No structures would be impacted by a potential rise in flood elevation; and, 
(iv) An agreement to monitor the project, correct problems, and ensure that flood 
carrying capacity remains unchanged is included as part of the local approval. 
 
(4) Temporary structures placed in the floodway: Relief from no-rise evaluation, 

elevation or dry flood-proofing standards may be granted for a non-residential 
structure placed during the dry season (June – October) and for a period of 
less than 90 days. A plan for the removal of the temporary structure after the 
dry season or when a flood event threatens shall be provided. The plan shall 
include disconnecting and protecting from water infiltration and damage all 
utilities servicing the temporary structure.  

(5) Temporary storage of goods and materials, not including hazardous 
materials, is allowed in the floodway for a period of less than 90 days within 
the dry season (June – October).  

 
 

5.5 STANDARDS FOR SHALLOW FLOODING AREAS (AO ZONES) 
 

Shallow flooding areas appear on FIRMs as AO zones with depth designations.  
The base flood depths in these zones range from 1 to 3 feet above ground 
where a clearly defined channel does not exist, or where the path of flooding is 
unpredictable and where velocity flow may be evident.  Such flooding is usually 
characterized as sheet flow.  In these areas, the following provisions apply: 
 
(1) New construction and substantial improvements of residential structures and 

manufactured homes within AO zones shall have the lowest floor (including 
basement) elevated above the highest grade adjacent to the building, a 
minimum of one foot above the depth number specified on the FIRM (at least 
two feet if no depth number is specified). 

(2) New construction and substantial improvements of nonresidential structures 
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within AO zones shall either: 
 

(i)  Have the lowest floor (including basement) elevated above the   
highest adjacent grade of the building site, one foot or more above the 
depth number specified on the FIRM (at least two feet if no depth 
number is specified); or 

(ii) Together with attendant utility and sanitary facilities, be completely 
flood proofed to or above that level so that any space below that level 
is watertight with walls substantially impermeable to the passage of 
water and with structural components having the capability of resisting 
hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads and effects of buoyancy.  If this 
method is used, compliance shall be certified by a registered 
professional engineer or architect as in section 5.2-2(3). 

(3) Require adequate drainage paths around structures on slopes to guide 
floodwaters around and away from proposed structures. 

(4) Recreational vehicles placed on sites within AO Zones on the community’s 
FIRM either: 

 
(i) Be on the site for fewer than 180 consecutive days, and  
(ii) Be fully licensed and ready for highway use,  on its wheels or jacking 

system, is attached to the site only by quick disconnect type utilities 
and security devices, and has no permanently attached additions; or 

(iii) Meet the requirements of 5.5 above and the elevation and anchoring 
requirements for manufactured homes.   

 
5.6 COASTAL HIGH HAZARD AREAS 
 

Located within areas of special flood hazard established in Section 3.2 are 
Coastal High Hazard Areas, designated as Zones V1-V30, VE and/or V.  These 
areas have special flood hazards associated with high velocity waters from 
surges and, therefore, in addition to meeting all provisions in this ordinance and 
state building code, the following provisions shall also apply: 
 
(1)  All new construction and substantial improvements in Zones V1-V30 and VE 

(V if base flood elevation data is available) shall be elevated on pilings and 
columns so that: 

 
(i) The bottom of the lowest horizontal structural member of the lowest 

floor (excluding the pilings or columns) is elevated a minimum of one 
foot above the base flood level; and  

(ii)  The pile or column foundation and structure attached thereto is 
anchored to resist flotation, collapse and lateral movement due to the 
effects of wind and water loads acting simultaneously on all building 
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components.  Wind and water loading values shall each have a one 
percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in and given year (100-
year mean recurrence interval); 

 
(2) A registered professional engineer or architect shall develop or review the 

structural design, specifications and plans for the construction, and shall 
certify that the design and methods of construction to be used are in 
accordance with accepted standards of practice for meeting the provisions of 
(i) and (ii) of this Section. 

(3) Obtain the elevation (in relation to mean sea level) of the bottom of the lowest 
structural member of the lowest floor (excluding pilings and columns) of all 
new and substantially improved structures in Zones V1-30, VE, and V, and 
whether or not such structures contain a basement.  The local administrator 
shall maintain a record of all such information.  

(4) All new construction shall be located landward of the reach of mean high tide. 
(5) Provide that all new construction and substantial improvements have the 

space below the lowest floor either free of obstruction or constructed with 
non-supporting breakaway walls, open wood lattice-work, or insect screening 
intended to collapse under wind and water loads without causing collapse, 
displacement, or other structural damage to the elevated portion of the 
building or supporting foundation system.  For the purpose of this section, a 
breakaway wall shall have a design safe loading resistance of not less than 
10 and no more than 20 pounds per square foot.  Use of breakaway walls 
which exceed a design safe loading resistance of 20 pounds per square foot 
(either by design or when so required by local or State codes) may be 
permitted only if a registered professional engineer or architect certifies that 
the designs proposed meet the following conditions: 

 
(i)  Breakaway wall collapse shall result from water load less than    

that which would occur during the base flood; and 
(ii)  The elevated portion of the building and supporting foundation 

system shall not be subject to collapse, displacement, or other 
structural damage due to the effects of wind and water loads acting 
simultaneously on all building components (structural and 
nonstructural).  Maximum wind and water loading values to be used 
in this determination shall each have a one percent chance of 
being equaled or exceeded in any given year (100-year mean 
recurrence interval).  

 
(6) If breakaway walls are utilized, such enclosed space shall be useable solely 

for parking of vehicles, building access, or storage.  Such space shall not be 
used for human habitation. 

(7) Prohibit the use of fill for structural support of buildings. 
(8) Prohibit man-made alteration of sand dunes which would increase potential 

flood damage. 
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(9) All manufactured homes to be placed or substantially improved within Zones 
V1-V30, V, and VE on the community's FIRM on sites: 

 
(i) Outside of a manufactured home park or subdivision, 
(ii) In a new manufactured home park or subdivision, 
(iii) In an expansion to an existing manufactured home park or 

subdivision, or 
(iv) In an existing manufactured home park or subdivision on which 

a manufactured home has incurred “substantial damage” as the 
result of a flood; 

 
meet the standards of paragraphs 5.6(1) through (8) of this section and that 
manufactured homes placed or substantially improved on other sites in an 
existing manufactured home park or subdivision within Zones V1-30, V, and 
VE on the FIRM meet the requirements of Section 5.2-3. 
 

(10) Recreational vehicles placed on sites within Zones V1-30, V, and VE on the 
community’s FIRM either: 

 
(i)  Be on the site for fewer than 180 consecutive days, 
(ii) Be fully licensed and ready for highway use, on its wheels or 

jacking system, is attached to the site only by quick disconnect 
type utilities and security devices, and has no permanently 
attached additions; or 

(iii) Meet the requirements of Section 4.1-1(Permitting 
requirements) and paragraphs 5.6(1) through (8) of this section.  

 
(11) For construction of new essential and new special occupancy structures 

refer to ORS 455.446 and 447 which states that new essential and new 
special occupancy structures may not be constructed in the Tsunami 
Inundation Zone.  The Tsunami Inundation Zone would include V, A, and 
potentially other flood zones.  If an exception is granted then the Coastal 
High Hazard Area construction standards in the model ordinance shall 
apply to the building of these new structures in the Tsunami Inundation 
Zone.   

 
Coastal communities should be encouraged to adopt Coastal High Hazard 
Area standards to all new structures or substantially improved or damaged 
structures that fall within the Tsunami Inundation Zone.  

  
 

5.7 CRITICAL FACILITY 
 

Construction of new critical facilities shall be, to the extent possible, located 
outside the limits of the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) (100-year floodplain).  
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Construction of new critical facilities shall be permissible within the SFHA if no 
feasible alternative site is available.  Critical facilities constructed within the 
SFHA shall have the lowest floor elevated three feet above BFE or to the height 
of the 500-year flood, whichever is higher.  Access to and from the critical facility 
should also be protected to the height utilized above.  Floodproofing and sealing 
measures must be taken to ensure that toxic substances will not be displaced by 
or released into floodwaters.  Access routes elevated to or above the level of the 
base flood elevation shall be provided to all critical facilities to the extent 
possible. 
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