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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Parks and Recreation Department proposes a 24-foot long, 4-foot wide pedestrian bridge
across a tributary of Robinwood Creek contained in a ravine on an informal trail that predates the
approved park. The applicant also proposes two sets of stairs along the east leg of the trail and
minor lateral leveling in this area (see Page 88 of Exhibit PD-7, Detailed Site Plan, and Exhibits E
and F on pages 94 and 95 respectively). The entire project is in the water resource and/or
transition area for the aforementioned tributary and/or other nearby creeks, so a Water Resource
Area permit is required. As a trail over 200 feet long, which was not previously approved, Class |
Parks Design Review is required for the trail as well as the currently proposed construction per
Community Development Code (CDC) subsections 56.020(C)(2) and (3).

The original Robinwood Park plan, approved in 2002, included a bridge that spanned the entire
ravine, about 75 feet north of the proposed bridge location (see Page 34 of Exhibit PD-1). The
approved site plan specified that the bridge would be built if it was financially feasible. Due to the
expected high cost of constructing the approved bridge, and the fact that park acquisition and
development costs have already exceeded the available budget, the Parks Department has
concluded that it will not be financially feasible to construct the approved bridge in the
foreseeable future, if ever. Since the approved bridge was contingent upon financial feasibility
and since the Parks Department has determined that it is not financially feasible, the approved
bridge is effectively no longer a binding element of the site plan. Consequently, the proposed
bridge and improvements to an existing trail are considered new park features rather than an
amendment to the original plan.

Key staff findings include that: a) the trail fits the criteria for a nature trail; b) the proposed
improvements will improve erosion control on the slopes near the existing creek crossing upon
the fulfillment of Condition of Approval 4 regarding vegetating newly exposed earth; c) the
proposed improvements represent the most practical of the several alternatives analyzed, and d)
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that the proposed improvements are acceptable in the water resource and transition areas as
long as the plan for off-site mitigation is fulfilled. Staff finds that the trail and the proposed
improvements associated creek crossing meet the criteria of Chapter 32 Water Resource Area
Protection and Chapter 56 Parks and Natural Area Design Review upon the fulfillment of the four
recommended conditions of approval. Staff therefore recommends approval of the project with
the four recommended conditions of approval.
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OWNER/
APPLICANT:
SITE LOCATION:

SITE SIZE:

LEGAL
DESCRIPTION:

COMP PLAN

DESIGNATION:

ZONING:

APPROVAL

CRITERIA:

120-DAY RULE:

PUBLIC NOTICE:

SPECIFIC DATA

City of West Linn Parks and Recreation Department, 22500 Salamo
Road, West Linn, OR 97068

Robinwood Park- 3600 Fairview Way/18292 Shady Hollow Way

Approximately 14 acres

2 1E 14 DA tax lots 1800, 1900, 2000, 2100, 2200, 3000, 3300, 3400,
and 3500

Medium-Density Residential, Low-Density Residential

R-4.5, Single-Family Residential Attached and Detached/Duplex; and
R-10, Single-Family Residential Detached

Community Development Code (CDC); Chapter 14, Single-Family
Residential Detached and Attached/Duplex R-4.5; Chapter 32 Water
Resource Area Protection; Chapter 56 Parks and Natural Area
Design Review

The application became complete on February 1, 2011. The 120-day
period therefore ends on June 1, 2011.

Notice was mailed to property owners within 500 feet of the subject
property and the Robinwood Neighborhood Association on
February 4, 2011. The notice was printed in the West Linn Tidings.
A sign was placed on the property and on the nearest through street
on February 8, 2011. The notice was also posted on the City’s
website. Therefore, public notice requirements of CDC Chapter 99
have been met.

BACKGROUND

The site, Robinwood Park, is shown outlined in purple on the following map. It consists
of 9 parcels of the Robinwood plat in the Robinwood neighborhood at the north end of
West Linn. Phase I of the park was approved in 2001 by the Planning Commission though
Class II Parks Design Review, Planned Unit Development, and a Natural Drainageway
Permit (DR-01-13/ZA-01-02/MISC-01-05). This decision was called up by the City
Council as appeal file MISC-01-22, but the Planning Commission’s approval was upheld
with some changes to conditions of approval and the addition of a condition. The
decision became effective on January 22, 2002.
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Vicinity Map (Robinwood Park is outlined in purple and labeled “SITE”, creeks are
depicted as thin blue lines, significant riparian corridors are in green hatches, and
wetlands are dark green patches)

Site Conditions. The site is located at the east dead end of Lazy River Drive and the north
dead end of Fairview Way in the Robinwood neighborhood of West Linn. Also, the far
west end of the park borders Shady Hollow Way, where a vacant single-family house is
located within the park. A trail along the south side of the park connects Fairview and
Lazy River Drive. Fairview Way curves into the site, terminating as a parking lot. Athletic
fields lie north of this and restroom; picnic and play areas lie north of these fields. A
system of paths circulates throughout this area of the park. East of this developed area of
the park is a gully containing Fern Creek; the eastern slope of the Fern Creek gully mainly
consists of an undeveloped part of the Arbor Drive right-of-way which forms the eastern
edge of the park. The western portion of the park (Phase II) remains undeveloped.

The approved plans for Phase I designated a future pedestrian bridge spanning an
unnamed creek that flows through a gully to Robinwood Creek approximately 75 feet
south of where the currently proposed bridge would be located. This was anticipated to
be a higher and larger bridge than the current proposal. A flat, wide concrete approach
was built east of the creek as part of Phase I. The unnamed creek converges with
Robinwood Creek at the north end of the site; near the confluence with Fern Creek. The
creeks form a peninsula that contains most of the proposed improvements would occur
and an existing trail. While the eastern part of the park contains the completed Phase |
improvements, much of it is undeveloped water resource area and transition area around
these gullies and ravines. The western part of the park contains the main branch and
other tributaries of Robinwood Creek and some informal trails. Trees are plentiful
throughout the park, but especially in the undeveloped western portion of the park, on

Page 4 of 99 - Planning Director Decision



the “peninsulas” between creeks, and throughout the Phase I area except for the open
fields. See the aerial photo map below for the boundary between Phase I and Phase II. As
can be seen the development of the park in Phase I, the eastern half of the park, has
largely been done.

Project Description. The project consists of improvements to an existing, informal trail
that predates Robinwood Park but which was not included in the approval of Phase I.
Therefore in terms of design review, it is considered a new trail over 200 feet long. This
trail begins at the trail along the Lazy River Drive right-of -way along the south edge of
the park. It traverses north approximately 400 feet to where it turns east and winds
down a steep hill to the Robinwood Creek tributary that it crosses, via a log. The trail
then extends east and south approximately 150 feet to the developed area of Robinwood
Park, close to the existing restroom north of the parking lot. The proposed project
includes: a) a bridge across the unnamed Robinwood Creek tributary that would replace
the log that currently spans the creek, b) two new sets of stairs on a steep portion of the
east leg of the trail, and c) minor lateral leveling of certain portions of the trail (see Page
88 of Exhibit PD-7, the applicant’s site plan labeled, “Sheet 2: Detailed Site Plan”). The
new projects’ components will require mitigation as it involves new developed area (i.e.,
stairs, leveled/widened trail areas, and the bridge) within the water resource and
transition area. The long-established trail predates the mitigation requirements, so
mitigation is not needed for the unchanged sections of this trail. The applicant has
submitted a mitigation plan, which involves restoring an unhealthy section of a natural
drainageway transition area in the central area of Mary S. Young Park. See Finding No. 16
and pages 69-78 and 93 in Exhibit PD-7, related to the mitigation plan.
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Surrounding Land Use. The site is mainly surrounded by single-family residential uses,
with some variation in this pattern to the west and south, particularly along Willamette
Drive nearby. See Table 1 below regarding surrounding land uses. The border between
the cities of West Linn and Lake Oswego lies approximately three blocks north of the site,
with the Marylhurst College campus immediately on the other side of this border. The
closest other park within West Linn is approximately three blocks west (as the crow flies)
from the site. This is Midhill Park, located between Upper and Lower Midhill drives
across Willamette Drive. The Willamette River lies approximately four blocks to the east
of the site.

Table 1 Surrounding Land Use and Zoning

DIRECTION | ' | R
FROM SITE LAND USE | fr? ZONING
North Single-family residential R-10
East Single-family residential R-10, R-15 nearby
. . . i . R-4.5, R-10. GC going
South Single-family residential, Duplex, Commercial south on Willamette Dr
West Single-family residential, Duplex R-4.5,R-10

Source: West Linn GIS, 2011

Zoning Vicinity Map (The subject site is outlined in purple, R-4.5 zoning is in
orange, R-10 zoning in yellow, R-15 zoning in off white, General Commercial zoning
in red)
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PUBLIC COMMENTS

Linda Morrell, 3444 Arbor Drive, February 7, 2011
Thank you for the notice regarding the proposed trail, in which property owners are

given a chance to weigh in. That would be easier if we knew where the trail would be and,
especially, the proposed bridge.Is that available somewhere online? Or is it the pink
highlight lines on the map on the back of the notice?Thanks for clarification!

Kimberly Gibbs, 3375 Arbor Drive, February 11, 2011
My name is Kimberly Gibbs. I recently moved to Robinwood neighborhood on 3375

Arbor Drive. I received the information about the improvements to the park/trails near
my home. I am writing to express how excited this proposal makes me. Our
neighborhood desperately needs access to parks and Old River Road. We don’t have easy
access due to Highway 43. Thank you for your hard work. I support this completely and
look forward to easy trail access and parks near my home. Thank you very much. If
further support is needed please feel free to contact me. | am more than happy to get
involved with the trail system/parks etc. Thank you again for your efforts to better our
neighborhood and community.

Susan E. Koepping, 3466 Arbor Drive, February 13,2011

We reside at 3466 Arbor Drive and are interested in the proposed trail. We received
written public notice of this change. Today, while walking through the park we saw your
posted notice which is not the same as the notice we received. The notice posted in the
park has a bright orange line, curved, indicating the location of a bridge and stairs. None
of this is indicated on the written notice we and our neighbors received.

Since the information mailed to us is incomplete I question that it qualifies as a legal
Public Notice and I think you are required to change your date of final vote and submit to
property owners within 500 feet the actual parameters of the proposed path. [ would
appreciate a response from your office. (Staff Note: See Page 42 of Exhibit PD-3 wherein
staff responds to explain how both the sign notice and mailed notice were in compliance
with noticing requirements.)

Alan & Susan E. Koepping, 3466 Arbor Drive, February 14, 2011 (Staff summary of
conversation at front counter)

Mr. and Mrs. Koepping are concerned about the proposed improvements leading to more
kids taking this trail, then going past the trail to the north where there is a hazardous
muddy area along Robinwood Creek that straddles the boundary between Robinwood
Park and the properties on Arbor Drive, including the Koepping property. They said that
when the park was new, the Parks and Recreation Department said that markers
indicating the northern property line of the park would be eventually installed, but those
have never been installed. Kids come to this area and get stuck in the mud; one kid in the
last few years got stuck in the mud and was into the mud halfway up his body. They are
concerned about the hazards to kids and about their potential liabilities as property
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owners. North of the trail, the main branch of Robinwood Creek is fully on their property,
just outside the park property. They would like to see at least some signage indicating
where the park ends and where private property begins along here.

Nancy Daum, 18304 Shady Hollow Way, February 14, 2011 (Staff summary of
conversation on phone)

Her driveway is where the only pedestrian access is located from Shady Hollow Way into
Robinwood Park. People have to walk in her driveway through a bit of her property to
use this entrance to the park. She has felt that when the park was developed it should
have entailed a City-marked, City-developed entrance to the park here, only on Park
property. Now that there are further improvements happening to the trail system in the
park, it may cause more people to take the route through here as well. She has advocated
in the past for the improvements at the entrance at her property, and she would like to
see the improvements happen now.

Jerry & Veronika Newgard, 19117 Old River Drive, February 16, 2011 (Staff
summary of conversation at front counter)

Supporting proposed improvements to trail; looking forward to using it.

Alan & Susan E. Koepping, 3466 Arbor Drive, February 17, 2011
My wife and I received notification of the “trail improvement” in Robinwood Park

immediately adjacent to our property (tax lot 2300). Since the map attached to the
notification showed nothing more than the park as it now exists, we walked the existing
trail and located a posted sign which did indicate the general location and configuration
of the proposed change. The next day we talked with Tom Soppe expressing our
concerns.

First, while this trail exists informally on the ridge top, the idea of extending it to the
creek tributary is fairly recent. In fact, the park master plan shows a bridge from the
ridge top back to the developed portion of the park; not a path extension to the bottom of
the ridge and a bridge that opens access to private property.

Second, by extending the trail to the creek tributary at the bottom of the ridge, other
problems are created. Where our property abuts the park land adjacent to the proposed
bridge, there is an abandoned beaver dam, fallen trees and a very muddy creek structure.
(Note: If the beavers return the creek under the proposed bridge will likely be flooded
again.) Although we posted “private property” signs that has not deterred an
adventurous child from exploring and getting stuck in the wetland mire.

You can see why we are concerned about danger to unwary children and our liability
when this action by the city is going to improve access to our property and that of our

neighbor, Sweeney/Louie, tax lot 1700.

If this project is approved, we ask that a barrier be constructed to limit off-trail access to
our property. Since the primary impetous for this project seems to be an Eagle project for
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a boy scout, perhaps he could instead install the picnic table and bridge as indicated in
the master plan for this park.

Betasha Louie & Michael Sweeney, 3488 Arbor Drive, February 23,2011
We received notification of the trail improvement at Robinwood Park and have a few

questions since the trail will run adjacent our property at 3488 Arbor Drive, tax lot 1700.
We bought the property because of the privacy it afford us and would like to ensure that
our needs will be considered when deciding on constructing a trail that will give the
public easy access onto our property.

[s there a time where my neighbors and I can ask questions and voice our
concerns? Similar to tax lot 2300, we prefer to have a fence or another barrier
constructed and maintained by the city to limit off-trail access to our property.

David Dodds, 18931 Old River Drive, February 23,2011
Opposes proposed trail realignment and major change of approved Robinwood Park plan.

By bypassing approved bridge trail plan, proposal is a major modification of existing park
development plan, not merely a new trail. It should therefore be considered a Class 2
Design Review not a Class I. The proposed trail goes directly counter to the intention of
the approved bridge design that was intended to foster connectivity while keeping people
out of the wetland area. This plan would have the effect of going directly counter to the
purpose and intentions of the original approved plans and as such would constitute a
major not minor modification of the approved plan.

Approval Criteria and Analysis. Due to the number of creeks in and around the park
that are hemmed by relatively wide expanses of steep slope and the fact that two of the
creeks are designated as significant riparian corridors , much of the park is deemed water
resource area and associated transition area. Exhibit PD-2 on Page 35 is a map
delineating the approximate boundaries of the transition area throughout the site
consistent with CDC Subsection 32.050(E). As can be seen on Exhibit PD-2, the entire
area of the existing trail and the proposed bridge and related improvements are located
in water resource areas or transition areas. They therefore require a Water Resource
Area permit. CDC Section 32.025 states, “No person shall be permitted to fill, strip, install
pipe, undertake construction, or in any way alter an existing water resource area without
first obtaining a permit to do so from the decision making authority, paying the requisite
fee, and otherwise complying with all applicable provisions of this ordinance.” Per
Section 32.040(D), the approval criteria of Section 32.050 apply to all Water Resource
Area permits. As the proposed improvements constitute new permanent development of
the transition area, the Mitigation Plan provisions of Section 32.070 also apply.
According to Page 78 of Exhibit PD-7 in the applicant’s submittal, a revegetation plan is
not needed as there will not be temporarily disturbed areas.

The trail is existing but only in the informal sense since it existed before (but was not part
of the proposal for) the original design review for Robinwood Park. Therefore the new
improvements proposed in this application constitute the first time the trail will have
undergone Planning review. Because of this, it is considered a “new trail” from a
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regulatory perspective. Chapter 56 provides for design review for new park, recreation,
and open space areas, and improvements to existing ones. Subsections 56.020(C)(2) and
(3) state that new paths and trails over 200 feet long (such as the subject trail ) require a
Class I Design Review permit. For this permit the criteria of Section 56.090 apply.

The improvements are all proposed in sections of the park that have R-4.5 zoning, so the
criteria of Chapter 14 of the CDC also apply.

The original application for Robinwood Park was a planned unit development as well as a
Class I Design Review and a Natural Drainageway Permit. Therefore chapters 24 and 32
applied, but Chapter 55 applied as Chapter 56 specifically regarding parks design review
was not yet part of the CDC. However the applicant’s addressing of chapters 32 and 56
only in the current application is acceptable, as Class I Parks Design Review and Water
Resource Area permits are needed for this particular proposal currently in a park,
regardless of the original approval criteria at the time of the original park development
proposal at this site.

The proposal meets the criteria of Chapter 32 and Chapter 56 upon the fulfillment of the
proposed conditions. The proposal also meets the criteria of Chapter 14 for development
in this zone.

Regarding public comments above, staff finds that Mr. Dodds’ contention that the
proposed bridge constitutes an amendment to the park plan, since it is an alternative to
the previously approved bridge, is unfounded. The approved park site plan stated that
the originally approved bridge that would span the ravine was “to be completed if
financially feasible”(see Page 34 of Exhibit PD-1, which is the site plan from the appeal
file MIS-01-22). On page 32 of Exhibit PD-1, the applicant explains that acquisition and
development of the park already exceed the original estimated costs by $1,236,142. They
state that these higher costs combined with the City’s current and projected budgetary
constraints (the System Development Charges for the park were $403,240; further, the
City has projected a biannual budget shortfall in excess of $1,000,000 that will have to
be offset by cost cutting) prevent the City from constructing the approved bridge, at
estimated cost of roughly $400,000, in the foreseeable future. Since the approved bridge
was contingent upon financial feasibility and since the Parks Department has determined
that it is not financially feasible, the approved bridge is effectively no longer a binding
element of the site plan; therefore it is irrelevant. Consequently, the proposed bridge is
considered as a new park feature rather than an amendment to the original plan.
Further, the original application did not preclude additional improvements (including a
creek crossing) for this existing informal trail or other specific additional improvements
to the park that were not conceived of in the original application. Additionally, while the
proposal does result in a creek crossing located within the ravine rather than over the
ravine and therefore in a more environmentally sensitive area than the previously
approved bridge, it would do so on an existing (albeit informal) trail, and in a way that
causes much less construction disturbance than the approved, larger bridge would have
caused.
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Regarding other public comments above, the proposal does not bring the trail system
closer to other properties or potentially dangerous areas (except in the sense of making
an informal trail more formal and easier to traverse). Also the applicant plans to place
signage along the park boundaries closest to the trail.

Ms. Daum’s concerns about park users entering the park through her driveway are not
addressed in conditions of approval as they pertain to the other end of the park and are
not related to the proposed project.

The four proposed conditions ensure that the site plan is followed during
implementation, that any new exposed earth is landscaped with native plants, that trail
signage meets CDC requirements, and that construction areas are fenced off from the rest
of the surrounding water resource areas and transition areas.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on findings contained in the applicant’s submittal in the City record and the staff
findings, there are sufficient grounds to approve this application (DR-11-01/WAP-11-
01) subject to the following conditions of approval:

1. Site Plan. The improvements shall conform to the applicant’s Sheet 2: Detailed Site
Plan on Page 88 of Exhibit PD-7, except as modified by these conditions of
approval.

2. Trail Signage. The proposed trail signage for the west leg of the trail shall be
located at the south end of this leg, where the trail begins at the Lazy River Drive
right-of-way.

3. Fencing disturbance area. Areas to be disturbed during the construction of the
improvements proposed by this application shall be contained by an anchored,
chain link fence that remains in place until construction is complete.

4. Landscaping of Newly Exposed Earth. Any earth that is newly and permanently
exposed due to the construction of the project shall be landscaped with native
vegetation that is appropriate for the Water Resource Area and Transition Area
and that is compatible with the provisions of Section 32.080 Revegetation Plan, as
determined by the Planning Department.

I declare to have no interest in the outcome of this decision due to some past or present
involvement with the applicant, the subject property, or surrounding properties, and
therefore, can render an impartial decision. The provisions of the Community
Development Code Chapter 99 have been met.
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s e 22, 2o,

N SONNEN, Planning Director DATE

Appeals to this decision must be filed with the West Linn Planning Department within 14
days of mailing date. Cost is $400. The appeal must be filed by an individual who has
established standing by submitting written comments prior to or on February 28, 2010.
Approval will lapse 3 years from effective approval date unless an extension is obtained.

Mailed this 23 day of%ch‘b_‘_ 2011.

Therefore, the 14-day appeal period ends at 5 p.m., on

Oprl b, Q01

p:/devrvw/projects folder/projects 2011/dr-11-01/staff report dr-11-01
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ADDENDUM

APPROVAL CRITERIA AND FINDINGS
DR-11-01/WAP-11-01

Staff recommends adoption of the findings for approval contained within the applicant’s
submittal, with the following exceptions and additions. The applicant found that the trail
and its proposed improvements are a relatively financially feasible and environmentally
low-impact way to make an important connection within the park, facilitate safer and
less erosion-inducing access to a natural area of the park, and that the proposed location,
mitigation, and design features appropriately satisfy the requirements of CDC chapters 32
and 56. The applicant’s findings can be found on pages 58-84 of Exhibit PD-7 and on Page
32 of Exhibit PD-1.

Chapter 14
SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ATTACHED AND DETACHED/DUPLEX, R-
4.5

FINDING NO. 1:

Community recreation is a permitted use outright in the R-4.5 zone per CDC Section
14.030(5). The new bridge will be compliant with the setbacks specified in Section
14.070(D). The site meets all other provisions of Chapter 14. The criteria are met.

Chapter 32
WATER RESOURCE AREA PROTECTION

32.050 APPROVAL CRITERIA

No application for development on property containing a water resource area shall be
approved unless the decision-making authority finds that the following standards have been
satisfied, or can be satisfied by conditions of approval.

A. Proposed development submittals shall identify all water resource areas on the project
site. The most currently adopted Surface Water Management Plan) shall be used as the
basis for determining existence of drainageways. The exact location of drainageways
identified in the Surface Water Management Plan, and drainageway classification (e.g.,
open channel vs. enclosed storm drains), may have to be verified in the field by the City
Engineer. The Local Wetlands Inventory shall be used as the basis for determining existence
of wetlands. The exact location of wetlands identified in the Local Wetlands Inventory on the
subject property shall be verified in a wetlands delineation analysis prepared for the
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applicant by a certified wetlands specialist. The Riparian Corridor inventory shall be used as
the basis for determining existence of riparian corridors.

FINDING NO. 2:
The submittal shows the water resources on site and the transition areas in the areas
where the trail and proposed improvements lie. The criterion is met.

B. Proposed developments shall be so designed as to maintain the existing natural
drainageways and utilize them as the primary method of stormwater conveyance through
the project site unless the most recently adopted West Linn Surface Water Management
Plan calls for alternate configurations (culverts, piping, etc.). Proposed development shall,
particularly in the case of subdivisions, facilitate reasonable access to the drainageway for
maintenance purposes.

C. Development shall be conducted in a manner that will minimize adverse impact on
water resource areas. Alternatives which avoid all adverse environmental impacts
associated with the proposed action shall be considered first. For unavoidable adverse
environmental impacts, alternatives that reduce or minimize these impacts shall be selected.
If any portion of the water quality resource area is proposed to be permanently disturbed,
the applicant shall prepare a mitigation plan as specified in CDC 32.070 designed to restore
disturbed areas, either existing prior to development or disturbed as a result of the
development project, to a healthy natural state.

FINDING NO. 3:

The drainageway in the area of the proposed improvements will be maintained, and will
continue to be the primary method of stormwater conveyance in this area of the site. The
proposed bridge , which would be longer than the log currently spanning the creek,
would result in pedestrians being further from the drainageway than they are now. The
bridge would therefore likely result in reduced erosion and sedimentation from
pedestrian activity along the creek. All of the proposed work would be done with hand
tools. The applicant has submitted a mitigation plan to address the proposed construction
within the transition area and the water resource area. See Finding No. 16 below, and
pages 69-78 and 93 in Exhibit PD-7, related to the mitigation plan.

The applicant’s analysis of alternatives to the proposal is on pages 65-66 and 69-74 of
Exhibit PD-7. Staff adopts the applicant’s alternative analysis. The analysis shows that
the originally proposed bridge will have less long-term impact on the transition area than
other feasible alternatives as its footprint would be at the top of the bank instead of near
the creek. The applicant has stated that the originally proposed bridge, which would
have had spanned the ravine, is not financially feasible (see Pages 32-34 of Exhibit PD-1
for discussion of the costs of the implementing the original site plan). Construction of the
previously approved bridge would have impacted the transition are at the top of the
ravine.
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The other alternative in the applicant’s analysis that would have less impact on the water
resource and transition areas than the proposed alternative is the alternative of using the
existing driveway to get from the east side of the creek to the majority of this trail on the
west side. This requires no further building in the transition area, but is not a practical
alternative in that it requires a circuitous route, makes the existing trail a dead end
(except for the existing log crossing), and does not provide improvements that would
provide better erosion control within the transition area than provided by the current
trail. The improvements proposed to this existing and already-used trail are an
acceptable alternative in terms of the impacts to the water resource and transition area.
The criterion is met.

D. Water resource areas shall be protected from development or encroachment by
dedicating the land title deed to the City for public open space purposes if either: 1) a
finding can be made that the dedication is roughly proportional to the impact of the
development; or, 2) the applicant chooses to dedicate these areas. Otherwise, these areas
shall be preserved through a protective easement. Protective or conservation easements are
not preferred because water resource areas protected by easements have shown to be
harder to manage and, thus, more susceptible to disturbance and damage. Required 15-foot
wide structural setback areas do not require preservation by easement or dedication.

FINDING NO. 4:
The site is already City-owned as it is a City park. The criterion is met.

E. The protected water resource area shall include the drainage channel, creek, wetlands,
and the required setback and transition area. The setback and transition area shall be
determined using the following table:

FINDING NO. 5:

See the Site Conditions section above and Exhibit PD-2 on Page 36, both regarding how
much of the park is in the transition area for the water resources on site. As can be seen
in Exhibit PD-2 and on the applicant’s Detailed Site Plan (Page 88 of Exhibit PD-7) the
water resource areas and their transition areas include all of the area of the subject trail
and its related proposed improvements. These areas are protected in that they are in
City-owned Robinwood Park. This application reviews an existing informal trail under
Design Review. The proposed improvements to the trail need to be in this transition area
to make the trail safer and more functional and to prevent erosion and other negative
effects of pedestrian activity near the drainageway. The criterion is met.

F. Roads, driveways, utilities, or passive use recreation facilities may be built in and across
water resource areas when no other practical alternative exists. Construction shall
minimize impacts. Construction to the minimum dimensional standards for roads is
required. Full mitigation and revegetation is required, with the applicant to submit a
mitigation plan pursuant to CDC Section 32.070 and a revegetation plan pursuant to CDC
Section 32.080. The maximum disturbance width for utility corridors is as follows:

a. For utility facility connections to utility facilities, no greater than 10 feet wide.
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b. For upgrade of existing utility facilities, no greater than 15 feet wide.

c. For new underground utility facilities, no greater than 25 feet wide, and
disturbance of no more than 200 linear feet of Water Quality Resource Area, or 20% of
the total linear feet of Water Quality Resource Area, whichever is greater.

FINDING NO. 6:

The existing trail subject to Design Review in this application already crosses the
drainageway via a log. The bridge proposed will take pedestrian activity further from the
drainageway. The trail crosses the drainageway perpendicularly, and parts of the trail
that are parallel to the drainageway are over 15 feet away. Staff adopts the applicant’s
alternatives analysis on pages 65-66 and 69-74 of Exhibit PD-7, finding that this
alternative has minimal negative effect on the drainageway and is the most practical
alternative in terms of the overall cumulative effect on the park circulation system, on the
public benefit of having a safe and usable trail, on the drainageway, and on the transition
area.

A future pedestrian bridge” was shown crossing the creek at a much higher span than the
proposed bridge in this application, approximately 75 feet south of the proposed bridge
in this application. That bridge has not been constructed. According to the Parks and
Recreation Department, construction of this bridge is unlikely to occur in the foreseeable
future due to its prohibitive costs. In his comment on Page 36 of Exhibit PD-3, David
Dodds states that the application’s plans to have a crossing where it is proposed conflicts
with the plans to have the originally proposed higher span and constitutes a major
change to the originally approved Robinwood Park plan. The applicant’s alternatives
analysis includes the original bridge plan as one of the alternatives to the proposed
project. Per the applicant, this was done not because the proposed project is seen as a
definite substitute for the originally proposed bridge, but because the bridge is too cost
prohibitive to construct anytime in the foreseeable future, if ever. The site plan from the
original application (included in this application on Page 34 of Exhibit PD-1) states that
the originally proposed bridge would be built if financially feasible, and staff adopts the
applicant’s findings in Exhibit PD-1 that it is currently not financially feasible to build the
originally proposed bridge and is unlikely to be so anytime in the near future. Since the
approved bridge was contingent upon financial feasibility and since the Parks
Department has determined that it is not financially feasible, the approved bridge is
effectively no longer a binding element of the site plan; therefore it is irrelevant.
Consequently, the proposed bridge is considered as a new park feature rather than an
amendment to the original plan.

The application is for a “new trail” albeit one that existed informally before the Park was
applied for. The trail is not a deviation from the original park plan but rather an addition
to the park that can be reviewed as a Class I Design Review as Section 56.020(C)(2) and
(3) state that Class | Design Review, a Planning Director decision, is required for new
paths and trails. Therefore the application as submitted is appropriate as it includes

Page 16 of 99 - Planning Director Decision



Class I Design Review as well as the Water Resource Area permit required for
development in the water resource and transition area.

Staff finds, in addition, that the application is not at odds with, or in violation of, the Parks
Master Plan. The Robinwood Trail shown on Figure 6 of the Parks Master Plan, which the
proposed trail could fulfill through the Robinwood Park section of the trail alignment, is
shown as a secondary trail which is allowed to be the type of trail proposed in terms of
materials, location, etc. One item for Robinwood Park in the Plan’s section on Existing
and Proposed Park Sites (Page 54 of the Parks plan) is to “implement the remaining
phases of the master plan” but does not specifically preclude changes such as this to the
master plan.

The criterion regarding constructing a recreation facility in the form of the bridge and
improved trail is met.

G. Prior to construction, the water resource area shall be protected with an anchored
chain link fence (or approved equivalent) at its perimeter and shall remain undisturbed
except as specifically allowed by an approved water resource area permit. Such fencing shall
be maintained until construction is complete. The water resource area shall be identified
with City-approved permanent markers at all boundary direction changes and at 30- to 50-
foot intervals that clearly delineate the extent of the protected area.

FINDING NO. 7:

The applicant requesting a waiver from this criterion since all work will be done well
within the transition area which includes much of the site. Staff agrees with the
applicant’s finding on Page 66 of Exhibit PD-7 that fencing the entire transition area in
the Park is not appropriate as this includes the majority of the land in the park, including
all areas near where construction will occur. However staff finds that the best way to
protect areas of the transition area where construction is not proposed is to fence of the
areas where it will occur. Condition of Approval 3 requires this.

H. Paved trails, walkways, or bike paths shall be located at least 15 feet from the edge of a
protected water feature except for approved crossings. All trails, walkways, and bike paths
shall be constructed so as to minimize disturbance to existing native vegetation. All trails,
walkways, and bike paths shall be constructed with a permeable material and utilize Low
Impact Development (LID) construction practices.

FINDING NO. 8:

The proposal would implement the alternative of utilizing the entire length of the existing
informal trail rather than constructing an entire new trail (see applicant’s alternatives
analysis on 59-60 of Exhibit PD-7). Except for the existing crossing, where a bridge will
be built that reduces impacts from pedestrians (see Finding No. 6), the trail will be at
least 15 feet from the edge of the drainageway. The trail except for the bridge and
proposed stairs will remain packed earth. The bridge and stairs will be made of treated
wood and composite materials made from recycled materials. Substances used to treat
wood currently no longer include arsenic and some of the other harmful materials that
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wood treatment substances used to contain. The applicant does not expect the
installation of the bridge and stairs to have a significant water quality impact in terms of
the effects of treated wood being near the creek. The bridge and stairs can be expected to
reduce erosion and sedimentation; the same is true for the proposed trail leveling. There
will be minimal disturbance to existing native vegetation. The criterion is met.

I Sound engineering principles regarding downstream impacts, soil stabilization, erosion
control, and adequacy of improvements to accommodate the intended drainage through the
drainage basin shall be used. Storm drainage shall not be diverted from its natural
watercourse. Inter-basin transfers of storm drainage shall not be permitted.

J. Appropriate erosion control measures based on CDC Chapter 31 requirements shall be
established throughout all phases of construction.

FINDING NO. 9:
Staff adopts the applicant’s findings on page 66-67 of Exhibit PD-7 to find that these
criteria are met.

K. Vegetative improvements to areas within the water resource area may be required if
the site is found to be in an unhealthy or disturbed state, or if portions of the site within the
water resource area are disturbed during the development process. "Unhealthy or
disturbed" includes those sites that have a combination of native trees, shrubs, and
groundcover on less than 80% of the water resource area and less than 50% tree canopy
coverage in the water resource area. "Vegetative improvements"” will be documented by
submitting a revegetation plan meeting CDC Section 32.080 criteria that will result in the
water resource area having a combination of native trees, shrubs, and groundcover on more
than 80% of its area, and more than 50% tree canopy coverage in its area. Where any
existing vegetation is proposed to be permanently removed, or the original land contours
disturbed, a mitigation plan meeting CDC Section 32.070 criteria shall also be submitted.
Interim erosion control measures such as mulching shall be used to avoid erosion on bare
areas. Upon approval of the mitigation plan, the applicant is responsible for implementing
the plan during the next available planting season.

FINDING NO. 10:

The property has more than 50% tree canopy coverage in the vast majority of the park
that is within the water resource transition areas of the nearby creeks. All of the park is
in the transition areas except for the playing fields areas and a small area at the
southwest end of the park, as discussed above in Site Conditions. A revegetation plan is
not needed. The criterion is met.

L. Structural Setback area: where a structural setback area is specifically required,
development projects shall keep all foundation walls and footings at least 15 feet from the
edge of the water resource area transition and setback area if this area is located in the
front or rear yard of the lot, and 7 3% feet from the edge of the water resource area
transition and setback area if this area is located in the side yard of the lot. Structural
elements may not be built on or cantilever over the setback area. Roof overhangs of up to
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three feet are permitted in the setback. Decks are permitted within the structural setback
area.

FINDING NO. 11:

The only structure will be the bridge, which will cross the creek at what is now an
existing informal crossing. The bridge will be located over the creek in order to cross it.
The above criterion is meant for structures other than bridges, as implied by other
criteria that allow for crossings such as this one.

M. Stormwater Treatment Facilities may only encroach a maximum of 25 feet into the
outside boundary of the water resource area; and the area of encroachment must be
replaced by adding an equal area to the water quality resource area on the subject
property. Facilities that infiltrate storm water onsite, including the associated piping, may
be placed at any point within the water resource area outside of the actual drainage course
so long as the forest canopy and the areas within ten feet of the driplines of significant trees
are not disturbed. Only native vegetation may be planted in these facilities.

FINDING NO. 12:

Less than 500 feet of new impervious surface is proposed, and no stormwater treatment
facilities are proposed. The criterion is not applicable.

N. As partof any proposed land division or Class Il Design Review application, any covered
or piped drainageways identified on the Surface Water Quality Management Plan Map shall
be opened, unless the City Engineer determines that such opening would negatively impact
the affected storm drainage system and the water quality within that affected storm
drainage system in a manner that could not be reasonably mitigated by the project’s site
design. The design of the reopened channel and associated transition area shall be
considered on an individualized basis, based upon the following factors:

1. The ability of the reopened storm channel to safely carry storm drainage
through the area.

2. Continuity with natural contours on adjacent properties

3. Continuity of vegetation and habitat values on adjacent properties.
4. Erosion control

5. Creation of filters to enhance water quality

6. Provision of water temperature conducive to fish habitat

7. Consideration of habitat and water quality goals of the most recently adopted
West Linn Surface Water Management Plan.

8. Consistency with required site Mitigation Plans, if such plans are needed.
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The maximum required setback under any circumstance shall be the setback required as if
the drainage way were already open.

FINDING NO. 13:
The application does not involve Class Il Design Review or land division. The criterion is
not applicable.

0. The decision-making authority may approve a reduction in applicable front yard
setbacks abutting a public street to a minimum of fifteen feet and a reduction in applicable
side yard setbacks abutting a public street to 7 % feet if the applicant demonstrates that the
reduction is necessary to create a building envelope on an existing or proposed lot of at least
5,000 square feet.

FINDING NO. 14:
No new structures are proposed in these setback areas. The criterion is not applicable.

P. Storm Drainage Channels not identified on the Surface Water Management Plan Map,
but identified through the development review process, shall be subject to the same setbacks

as equivalent mapped storm drainage channels.

FINDING NO. 15:
No additional channels have been identified.

32.070 MITIGATION PLAN

A mitigation plan shall be required if any portion of the water resource area is proposed to
be permanently disturbed by development.

A. All mitigation plans must contain an alternatives analysis demonstrating that:

1. No practicable alternatives to the requested development exist that will not
disturb the water resource area; and,

2. Development in the water resource area has been limited to the area necessary
to allow for the proposed use; and,

3. An explanation of the rationale behind choosing the alternative selected,
including how adverse impacts to the water resource area will be avoided and/or
minimized.

B. A mitigation plan shall contain the following information:

1. A description of adverse impacts that will be caused as a result of development.
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2. An explanation of how adverse impacts to resource areas will be avoided,
minimized, and/or mitigated in accordance with, but not limited to, the revegetation
provisions of CDC Section 32.050(K).

3. Alist of all responsible parties including, but not limited to, the owner, applicant,
contractor, or other persons responsible for work on the development site.

4. A map showing where the specific mitigation activities will occur.

5. Animplementation schedule, including timeline for construction, mitigation,
mitigation maintenance, monitoring, reporting, and a contingency plan. All in-
stream work in fish-bearing streams shall be done in accordance with the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife water work periods.

6. Assurances shall be established to rectify any mitigation actions that are not
successful. This may include bonding or other surety.

7. Evidence that a Joint Permit Application (to the U.S. Army Corps and OR DSL) if
impacts to wetlands are greater than 0.10 acres, has been submitted and accepted
for review.

C. Mitigation of any water resource areas that are not wetlands that are permanently
disturbed shall be accomplished by creation of a mitigation area equal in size to the area
being disturbed. Mitigation areas may be land that is either

1. On-site, not within the water resource area, and is characterized by existing
vegetation qualifying that does not meet the standard set forth in CDC Section
32.050(K), or

2. Off-site, and is characterized by existing vegetation that does not meet the
standard set forth in CDC Section 32.050(K).

The applicant shall prepare and implement a revegetation plan for the mitigation area
pursuant to CDC Section 32.080, and which shall result in the area meeting the standards
set forth in CDC Section 32.050(K). Adequacy of off-site mitigation areas on city property
must be consistent with and meet approval of the City Department of Parks and Recreation.
Any off-site mitigation occurring on privately-owned land shall be protected with a
conservation easement.

E. To ensure that the mitigation area will be protected in perpetuity, proof that the area
has been dedicated to the City or a conservation easement has been placed on the property
where the mitigation is to occur is required.

FINDING NO. 16:
The applicant proposes mitigation in an area within a water resource transition area in
Mary S. Young Park, also a city-owned site. The mitigation plan for this site is on Page 93

Page 21 of 99 - Planning Director Decision



of Exhibit PD-7. The applicant provides an alternatives analysis. See the applicant’s
findings on Pages 69-78 of Exhibit PD-7, which includes a discussion of the financial
feasibility of this and other options compared to the originally proposed bridge. As
discussed in other findings above, the applicant has also provided further documentation
of the infeasibility of the option of the originally proposed bridge in Exhibit PD-1,
including the stipulation on the original application’s site plan regarding the bridge only
being constructed if financially feasible. Staff adopts this alternatives analysis and the
applicant’s other findings in response to the criteria of 32.070. The criteria are met.

32.080 REVEGETATION PLAN REQUIREMENTS

Metro’s native plant list is incorporated by reference as a part of CDC Chapter 32, and all
plants used in revegetation plans shall be plants found on the Metro native plant list.
Performance standards for planting upland, riparian and wetland plants include the
following:

A. Native trees and shrubs will require temporary irrigation from June 15 to October 15
for the three years following planting.

B. Invasive non-native or noxious vegetation shall be removed within the area to be
revegetated prior to planting.

C. Replacement trees must be at least one-halfinch in caliper, measured at 6 inches above
the ground level for field grown trees or above the soil line for container grown trees (the
one-half inch minimum size may be an average caliper measure, recognizing that trees are
not uniformly round) unless they are oak or madrone, which may be one gallon size. Shrubs
must be in at least a one-gallon container or the equivalent in ball and burlap and must be
at least 12 inches in height.

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

E. Shrubs must consist of at least two different species. If 10 trees or more are planted,
then no more than 50% of the trees may be of the same species.

F. The responsible party shall provide an appropriate level of assurance documenting that
80 percent survival of the plants has been achieved after three years, and shall provide
annual reports to the Planning Director on the status of the revegetation plan during the
three year period.

Page 22 of 99 - Planning Director Decision



FINDING NO. 17:
Staff adopts the applicant’s finding on Page 78 of Exhibit PD-7. There will not be
temporarily disturbed areas, so the revegetation plan is not required.

Chapter 56
PARKS AND NATURAL AREA DESIGN REVIEW

C. Relationship to the natural environment.

1. The buildings and other site elements shall be designed and located so that all
heritage trees, as defined in the municipal code, shall be saved. Diseased heritage
trees, as determined by the City Arborist, may be removed at the direction of the City
Manager.

2. All heritage trees, as defined in the municipal code, and all trees and clusters of
trees (“cluster” is defined as three or more trees with overlapping driplines; however,
native oaks need not have an overlapping dripline) that are considered significant by
the City Arborist, either individually or in consultation with certified arborists or
similarly qualified professionals, based on accepted arboricultural standards
including consideration of their size, type, location, health, long term survivability,
and/or numbers, shall be protected pursuant to the criteria of subsections (C)(2)(a)
through (c) of this section. It is important to acknowledge that all trees are not
significant.

a. Areas of the park that include non-Type I and Il lands shall protect all
heritage trees and all significant trees through the careful layout of streets,
building pads, playing fields, and utilities. The method for delineating the
protected trees or tree clusters (“dripline + 10 feet”) is explained in subsection
(C)(2)(b) of this section. Exemptions of subsection (C)(2)(c) of this section
shall apply.

b. Areas of the park that include Type I and Il lands shall protect all
heritage, significant and non-significant trees. Groundcover, bushes, etc., shall
be protected and may only be disturbed to allow the construction of trails or
accessing and repairing utilities. Exemption of subsection (c) below shall

apply.

FINDING NO. 18:
There are no heritage trees nearby. Other trees near to where the development is
proposed will not be affected by the development. The criteria are met.

3. In the case of natural resource areas, the topography shall be preserved to the
greatest degree possible. Conversely, in non-natural resource areas, it is recognized
that in order to accommodate level playing fields in an active-oriented park,
extensive grading may be required and the topography may be modified.
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FINDING NO. 19:

In some small areas of the trail, stairs will be built and leveling of the trail will occur. This
will minimally change the existing terrain. The existing terrain will not be changed
outside the path of the trail itself.

4. The structures shall not be located in areas subject to slumping and sliding. The
Comprehensive Plan Background Report’s Hazard Map, or updated material as
available and as deemed acceptable by the Planning Director, shall be the basis for
preliminary determination.

FINDING NO. 20:

See the applicant’s Detailed Site Plan on Page 88 of Exhibit PD-7 which shows that the
trail and associated proposed improvements are located outside the areas subject to
slumping and sliding. The criterion is met.

5. The park shall be designed in such a way as to take advantage of scenic views
and vistas from the park site, as long as such views can be obtained without
eliminating significant trees or other natural vegetated areas.

FINDING NO. 21:

This application is not for the design of a park but rather for the design review and
proposed improvements for an existing (heretofore informal) trail within a park. The
criterion is not applicable.

D. Facility design and relationship to the human environment.

1. Architecture. Whereas most park buildings are small in size and compatible with
existing structure(s) on site and on adjoining sites, the possibility of larger facilities
exists. Larger buildings are defined as those over 1,000 square feet and under 10,000
square feet in size. In those cases, contextual design is required. “Contextual design”
means respecting and incorporating prominent architectural styles, building lines,
roof forms, rhythm of windows, building scale and massing, materials and colors of
surrounding buildings in the proposed structure. Also important is breaking the
larger building into smaller visual components so that the mass of the building is not
so apparent. This is especially relevant when the building is near the perimeter of the
park. However, certain uses, by virtue of their functional and spatial requirements,
are large and can never be made visually equal or even compatible with nearby
homes. Such uses shall not be prohibited from locating at active-oriented park
facilities on architectural grounds so long as the applicant’s architect has broken
down the building’s horizontal plane into smaller visual components and stepped
down the building at the end closest to the off-site structure(s). “Smaller visual
components” shall be defined as changes in the horizontal plane every 100 feet
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created by indentations or pop-outs at least three feet in depth. “Stepping down”
shall be defined as bringing the park building’s end section that is closest to off-site
dwellings to half the distance between the highest ridgeline of the park structure and
the highest ridgeline of the nearest off-site structure. In those cases where visual
component breakdown or stepping down is not feasible, the applicant may rely on
transitions in terms of distance as reasonable mitigation between on- and off-site
buildings. An appropriate minimum distance to achieve mitigation shall be either
150 feet or an existing public right-of-way.

2. Material Park structures shall emphasize natural materials such as exposed
timbers, wood with brick and stone detail. Colors are subdued earth tones: grays,
brown, off-whites, black, slate, and greens.

3. Human scale is a term that seeks to accommodate the users of the building and
the notion that buildings should be designed around the human scale (e.g., average
range of human perception). For large buildings, defined as over 1,000 square feet
and less than 10,000 square feet in size, human scale shall be accommodated by, for
example, multi-light windows that are broken up into numerous panes, intimately
scaled entryways, visual breaks (exaggerated eaves, indentations, belly boards,
ledges, cornices, awnings, engaged columns, etc.) in the facades of buildings, both
vertically and horizontally, but particularly within the first 10 to 15 feet as measured
vertically.

4. Transparency. For all enclosed buildings in the park, with the exception of public
restrooms, storage and utility buildings, the main/front building elevation shall
provide at least 60 percent windows or transparency at the pedestrian level to create
a more interesting building elevation, allow natural/ambient interior lighting and
enhance defensible space. One side elevation shall provide at least 30 percent
transparency. Transparency on other elevations is optional. The transparency is
measured in lineal fashion. For example, a 100-foot long building elevation shall
have at least 60 feet (60 percent of 100 feet) in length of windows. The window
height shall be, at minimum, three feet tall. The exception to transparency would be
cases where demonstrated functional constraints or topography restrict that
elevation from being used. When this exemption is applied to a building elevation(s),
the square footage of transparency that would ordinarily be required by the above
formula shall be installed on the remaining elevations in addition to any
transparency required by a side elevation, and vice versa. The transferred
transparency is not required to be at pedestrian level and may be incorporated into
clerestories or dormers. The rear of the building is not required to include
transparency. The transparency must be flush with the building elevation.

FINDING NO. 22:

The unpainted, treated wood bridge will be compatible with the architecture of West Linn
and with the natural surroundings of the park, and will comply with subsections (1) and
(2) above. The small, simple bridge is compatible with the “human scale” ideals provided
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for above. No new buildings are proposed, so the transparency criterion above is not
applicable. The other criteria are met.

G. Crime prevention and safety/defensible space.

2. The exterior lighting levels shall be selected and the angles shall be oriented
towards areas vulnerable to crime, to enhance public safety, and away from natural
resource areas to minimize disturbance of wildlife.

3. Light fixtures shall be provided in areas having heavy pedestrian or vehicular
traffic and in potentially dangerous areas such as large parking lots, stairs, ramps,
and abrupt grade changes during hours of intended use or operation.

4. Fixtures shall be placed at a height so that light patterns overlap at a height of
seven feet, which is sufficient to illuminate a person. All projects undergoing design
review shall use low- or high-pressure sodium bulbs and be able to demonstrate
effective shielding so that the light is directed downwards rather than omni-
directional.

FINDING NO. 23:
No lighting is proposed, and the hours of the park are dawn until dusk daily. The criteria
do not apply.

7. Large or visually inaccessible parks should ensure that at least some emergency
vehicle access is provided to the park’s interior.

FINDING NO. 24:

Access is available to the interior of the park via the vehicle entrances to the park; the
existing trail will become more accessible to emergency responders due to the bridge,
steps, and leveling, but the trail is not required to have vehicle access. The criterion is
met.

8. Closure times may be posted and/or gates may be installed at City parks to
discourage their use at night if necessary for crime prevention and/or public safety.

FINDING NO. 25:

This trail existed informally before the park was applied for and developed. The park’s
hours are dawn until dusk, and there is already a gate at the entrance that is locked at
night. The criterion is met.

9. Park landscaping shall accommodate safety concerns with appropriate use of
plant types and ease of maintenance.

FINDING NO. 26:
No landscaping is proposed. Revegetation of areas near the bridge and stairs will occur
(but per Parks staff is needed due to existing use of the area, not due to disturbance
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related to proposed construction, so 32.080 does not apply). The steps, bridge, and
leveling will make the trail safer for users, and further landscaping of the area is not
appropriate due to this being a natural area in a water resources area and transition area.
However if any there is any new permanently exposed earth as a result of the
construction of the project, it shall be landscaped appropriately for this water resource
transition area. Condition of Approval 4 requires native vegetation appropriate to the
water resource area be planted on any newly exposed earth. The criterion is met upon
the implementation of Condition of Approval 4.

I Paths and trails. Paths and trails connect the various activity areas within the park. They
can also serve as part of a greater system of connective trails from one neighborhood or
destination to another. Just like streets, there is a hierarchy of paths and trails.

3. Smaller or reduced width paths, within park boundaries, can be built to link
lesser activity areas or areas of attraction. Walkers, cyclists, or runners who do
multiple loops for exercise often use these paths. These paths may be crushed gravel
or paved and at least six feet wide.

4. Nature trails are typically three to six feet wide, gravel, hog fuel, or packed earth.
These trails are especially attractive to persons seeking quieter parts of the park for
natural interpretation or solitude. Other user groups often use them for exercise
loops. Trails and footbridges in natural areas should be designed to minimize
disturbance of significant resources. Limiting access to creek beds, potentially
erosive slopes, or wetlands by humans and dogs is an important measure if habitat
or resource protection is to be addressed. At least initially, the use of these trails by
all user groups should be encouraged. Changes or restrictions to some user groups
shall be based on empirical observations at that specific site.

7. All paths and trails shall be clearly identified with signs. They shall be laid out to
attract use and to discourage people from cutting across landscaped areas or
impacting environmentally sensitive areas.

FINDING NO. 27:

This existing trail is 2 to 3 feet wide in most areas. The proposed bridge will be four feet
wide. The bridge, steps, and leveling are designed to minimize disturbance of the water
resource area and transition area. This a nature trail, and while Subsection (4) above
states that these are “typically three to six feet wide”, it is not appropriate to widen this 2
existing trail (currently 2-3 feet wide) because it is entirely within the water resource
area and transition area. Because of the trail’s location in these sensitive areas, it should
not be widened as these areas should be disturbed as little as possible. The installation of
stairs and the bridge should reduce pedestrian effects on erosion, and appropriate
erosion control measures will be taken during implementation. Standard Parks and
Recreation Department signs will identify the trail. The applicant’s Sheet 3: Trail
Alternatives on Page 89 of Exhibit PD-7 shows the trail signage for the west end of the
trail further north than the actual beginning of the trail at the Lazy River Drive right-of-
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way. Condition of Approval 2 requires this signage to be located at the beginning of the
trail at the south end of this west leg of the trail.

As can be seen above on Page 8-9 in Public Comments, Alan and Susan Koepping have
commented regarding trail users that have ventured north from the trail in the creek
crossing area to walk and recreate in the area around the main branch of Robinwood
Creek just north of the trail loop. The main branch of Robinwood Creek roughly follows
the boundary between the Park and the residential properties to the north including the
Koepping property. However there are areas where the Creek is north of the boundary,
and other areas where it is south. In all of the areas directly north of the trail in this
application as well as areas immediately to the west and east to the confluence with Fern
Creek, Robinwood Creek is slightly north of the boundary. The Park is not fenced, and
there are no plans to fence the Park. Currently it is Parks and Recreation Department
policy to not build fences around City parks, and fencing in this location would entail
more disturbance of the water resource area than exists currently. The proposed
improvements in this application may cause more people to use the trail and therefore
might cause more people to wander off of the trail in this area where the boundary
between the Park and private property is both nearby and unmarked. The applicant has
verbally agreed to install signage along the property boundary in this area to best
discourage Park users from wandering onto the private property nearby including the
Koepping property. See the map inserted below.
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As discussed by the Koeppings’ comment (on pages 8-9 of Public Comments and Page 38
of Exhibit PD-3) regarding their own experiences, there is no guarantee that signage will
keep park users from entering property marked as private. However, it will result in
more users knowing where the boundary of the park in this area lies, and more of those
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users then presumably will not venture past the boundary. The City cannot control users
who are determined to ignore such signage or who do not comprehend it, but the signage
would convey due diligence by the City to keep people out of private property and to
reduce City and private property owner liability for any mishaps that may result from
Park users straying onto private property.

As can also be seen above on Page 8 of Public Comments, Nancy Daum has expressed
concerns regarding park users walking across the corner of her property on Shady
Hollow Way to access the informal entrance to the Park at that location. At this location,
one access point at the southeast corner of the right angle turn on Shady Hollow provides
access to both the Daum property and the former residential property that is now an
undeveloped part of the Park. (See map below.) The driveway into the Daum property
diverges from the driveway into the Park property several feet southeast of this access
point. It is unclear where exactly the property lines and corners are at this location in
relation to the two driveways or to the small segment where the driveways are combined.
Clarifying this would require professional survey work on the part of the Parks and
Recreation Department and/or Ms. Daum. The driveway into the Park property here,
while used by some Park users, does not provide a formal or visible trail connection to
the remainder of the Park including where the subject trail is. It does not provide a
formally viable connection across the branch of Robinwood Park at the east end of this
formerly residential parcel, and the driveway ends at a lawn full of grass with no visible
trail, in the rear yard area of the house that still sits on this parcel. For these reasons,
staff finds there is not a nexus between a) the improvements proposed to the subject trail
and b) the problem of Park users coming from/going to Shady Hollow Way that possibly
walk across the corner of the Daum property. And if signage was conditioned to be here,
it is not clear at this time where it should go to delineate the exact boundary between the
public and private property. Therefore no condition of signage or other solutions related
to this situation are proposed as part of the approval of this application.
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The criteria above are met upon the implementation of conditions of approval 2 and 3.

K. Miscellaneous criteria. Selected elements of the following chapters shall be met. It is not
necessary to respond to all the submittal standards or approval criteria contained in these
chapters, only those elements that are found to be applicable by the Planning Director at the
pre-application conference pursuant to CDC 99.030(B) and (C):

1. Chapter 33 CDC, Stormwater Quality and Detention.
9. Chapter 52 CDC, Signs.

FINDING NO. 28:

No stormwater quality facilities are required to be proposed as less than 500 square feet
of impervious area will be added. Per CDC Section 52.109(D), City signs are exempt from
the provisions of Chapter 52. The criteria do not apply.

10. Chapter 54 CDC, Landscaping. In addition, landscape plans shall incorporate
plants which minimize irrigation needs without compromising recreational facilities
or an attractive park environment.

FINDING NO. 29:

No landscaping outside the trail itself is proposed, and this is appropriate as this is
completely within a water resource area and transition area. Chapter 54 does not
specifically require landscaping for trails. However if any earth is newly and
permanently exposed due to the construction of the project, it should be landscaped with
native vegetation appropriate for the water resource area and transition area. Condition
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of Approval 4 ensures this; see Finding No. 26 above.
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Soppe, Tom

From: Pelz, Zach

Sent: Friday, March 18, 2011 4:24 PM
To: Soppe, Tom

Subject: Robinwood Park

Tom,

When we last spoke, the Planning Director Determined that he did not possess sufficient information to make a decision
on Parks’ request to install a pedestrian footbridge across Robinwood Creek as proposed in Planning File no. DR-11-01.
Please find the information below as our response to the Planning Director’s request.

The approved site plan (pg. A-24) in MISC-10-22 notes that the planned crossing of Robinwood Creek would be
completed only if financially feasible. That crossing is not currently financially feasible for the following reasons.

Although the original budget to acquire Robinwood Park was $1.3 million, the City spent $2,235,979 for its purchase. To
help offset the additional cost of acquisition, the City Council established a Local Improvement District (LID) which was
expected to reimburse $600,000 to the Parks budget. Shortly after the Parks Department purchased the property, a
new City Council disbanded the LID; creating a $600,000 shortfall in the Park’s budget. To date, Parks has spent
$1,236,142 above the originally approved budget for Robinwood Park. Attached Appendix A is the approved Parks
Capital Improvement Plan whi