
 

 
 
TO: Development Review Commission 
 
FROM: Evan Fransted, AICP, Associate Planner 
 Planning and Building Services Department 
 
SUBJECT: Additional Written Testimony for LU 16-0048 
 
DATE: February 17, 2017 
 
 
The Development Review Commission (Commission) held a public hearing on February 6, 2017 
for LU 16-0048, a request for a 2-parcel partition at 1255 Chandler Road. The following exhibits 
were submitted at the February 6th hearing: 
 
E7. Seven photos, submitted by applicant, taken January 21, 2017 
E8. Five photos, submitted by applicant, taken February 6, 2017 
 
G219. PowerPoint Presentation (Alex Grauert, Peter Smith, Josh Bratt and Wendie Kellington) 
G220. SEC Engineering Memo, dated February 3, 2017 (Josh Bratt) 
G221. 10-year Rainfall Event Table (Josh Bratt) 
G222. Portions of Hardman Geotechnical Report, dated September 7 (Wendie Kellington) 
G223. City of Lake Oswego’s Stormwater Management Plan (2012) (Wendie Kellington) 
 
At the hearing, the Commission granted a request to continue the proceedings to February 22 
to allow opportunities to submit additional written evidence or testimony pursuant to LOC 
50.07.003.4.a.xi.  The Commission established a deadline of 5:00 pm on February 13 for 
submittal of additional written testimony or evidence with rebuttal of any new written 
evidence or testimony due by 3:00 pm on February 17.  A total of eight exhibits were received 
prior to the February 13 deadline and two exhibits were received during the rebuttal period.  
The applicant is permitted to submit final written argument prior to the February 22 hearing 
pursuant to LOC 50.07.003.4.a.xii.     
 
Below is a list of the written testimony and rebuttal exhibits received prior to the February 13 
and 17 deadlines followed by a brief summary and staff response to the issues raised.  A brief 
overview of the new materials received will also be provided at the hearing on February 22nd.   
 
 



Page 2 of 3 
 

 

The following written evidence or testimony was received by 5:00 pm on February 13:  
 
F10. Written testimony with attachments submitted by applicant, received February 13, 2017 
 
G224. Letter from Rachel Verdick, received February 13, 2017 
G225. Letter from Doug Chisholm, received February 13, 2017 
G226. Letter from Josh Bratt, received February 13, 2017 
G227. Letter with attachments from Wendie Kellington, received February 13, 2017 
G228. Letter from Daniel Rooney, received February 13, 2017 
G229. Letter and photos from Alex Grauert, received February 13, 2017 
G230. Letter and photos from Chris and Kim Rigney, received February 13, 2017 
 
The following exhibits are written rebuttal received by 3:00 pm on February 17: 
 
F11. City’s Engineering Stormwater Review Memo, dated February 16, 2017 
F12. Written rebuttal with attachments submitted by applicant, received February 17, 2017 
 
G231. Rebuttal letter with attachments from Wendie Kellington, received February 17, 2017 
 
Summary of Issues Raised and Staff Response 
 
Several of the comments received during the period for new written testimony or evidence 
raised the same or similar issues or raised issues that were previously identified at the February 
6 hearing.  The main issues were stormwater management, zoning requirements, and sight 
distance standards.  The technical stormwater management issues are addressed in the City’s 
Engineering Stormwater Review Memo (Exhibit F11). 
 
Zoning Requirements 
 
One comment in opposition to the application raised similar issues discussed at the February 6 
hearing regarding the incompatibility of the R-10 zoning designation with the size and character 
of the lots along Chandler Road (Exhibit G224). 
 
Staff Response: This issue is discussed on page 4 of the January 6 staff report.  The site is zoned 
R-10 and the proposed parcels exceed the minimum lot dimensional standards required by the 
zone.  The commenter does not indicate any regulatory criteria that are not met.  As presented 
at the public hearing, there is no neighborhood compatibility standard that is applicable for this 
minor partition application.  The applicant also addresses this issue in Exhibit F10, submitted on 
February 13. 
  
Sight Distance Standards 
 
The applicant submitted written explanation that the proposal meets AASHTO sight distance 
standards (Exhibit F10).  
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Staff Response: Sight distance standards were discussed on page 11 of the January 6 staff 
report.  Staff found the minimum stopping sight distance can be achieved with the removal of 
existing landscaping/vegetation in the right-of-way and front yard.  Recommended Condition of 
Approval D.3 on page 12 of the staff report, requires the applicant to provide a final sight 
distance certification for each driveway approach according to AASHTO standards indicating the 
necessary landscaping/vegetation has been removed and that minimum AASHTO stopping sight 
distance has been achieved. 
 
Review of Stormwater Management System at Land Use vs. Building Permit  
 
One letter submitted in opposition (Exhibit G227) stated that the applicant’s engineer indicated 
at the public hearing that stormwater deficits can be addressed at the building permit approval 
stage.  The opposition states that the applicant carries the burden of proof to demonstrate 
compliance with applicable standards during the land use review.  
 
Staff Response: LOC 50.06.006.3.b states that “The applicant must demonstrate that, based 
upon LOC Article 38.25, Stormwater Management Code, the capacity, type, location, feasibility 
and land area required of the proposed stormwater management system and stormwater 
disposal facilities as well as any connection to off-site facilities can be provided” [emphasis 
added].  The analysis provided on page 8 of the January 6 staff report states that the 
Stormwater Review Engineer found that the proposed stormwater management facilities can 
meet the requirements for stormwater management, with conditions.  Because the exact 
design of the new dwellings is not required as part of a minor partition, the exact amount of 
impervious area is not known until the building permit submittal when the proposed 
stormwater facilities are reviewed for compliance with the stormwater management standards. 
Staff has not found any deficits in the proposed stormwater management facilities. 
 
Other Stormwater Issues 
 
Other issues raised regarding stormwater are addressed in the City’s Engineering Stormwater 
Review Memo, Exhibit F11.  The applicant also addresses stormwater in Exhibit F10. 
 
 

 


