AGENDA

City of Brookings
Special Council Meeting
Brookings City Hall Council Chambers
898 Elk Drive, Brookings, Oregon 97415

Monday, October 20, 2008, 7:00 p.m.

I. Call to Order

II. Pledge of Allegiance
III. Roll Call

IV. Public Hearings
In the matter of File No. APP-2-08, an appeal of the Planning Commission’s

approval of a Detailed Development Plan (DDP) for Southwestern Oregon
Community College (SWOCC), on a 10 acre site and a subdivision creating this 10
acre parcel and platting a street from an 80 acre parent parcel; located on the
easterly side of Highway 101 approximately 1 mile north of its intersection with
Carpenterville Road; Assessor’s Map 40-14-00 Tax Lot 2400; zoned Master Plan
Development (MPD); Oregon Shores and Catherine Wiley, appellants; CRAG,
representative. Criteria used to decide this application can be found in Section
156-appeal to City Council; Section 70-Master Plan Development District (MPD);
Section 100-Hazardous Building Site Protection; Section 176.060-Major Partitions
and Subdivisions; and Section 172-Public Facilities, of the Brookings Land
Development Code (ord.89-0-446). Reviewing the DDP (Detailed Development
Plan) using these code sections is required by Chapter 70.110-MPD.

V. Remarks from Mavor and Councilors
A. Mayor
B. Councilors

VI. Adjournment

All public meetings are held in accessible locations. Auxiliary aids will be provided upon
request with advance notification. Please contact 469-1102 if you have any questions regarding
this notice.
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EXHIBIT J

CITY OF BROOKINGS

C OUNCIL AGENDA REPORT
Meeting Date: October 20, 2008 [\ \M/ww M{Mj&o

ignatyre (submitted by)

Originating Dept: Planning CiS Manager Approval

Subject: A request for approval of a Detailed Development Plan, DDP-1-08, to site Southwest
Oregon Community College (SWOCC) campus in the approved Master Plan of Development
(MPoD), known as Lone Ranch Master Plan was approved by the Planning Commission at their
September 2, 2008 meeting. This decision has been appealed by CRAG Law Center and
Catherine Wil ey in file #APP-2-08.

Recommended Motion:  Uphold the Planning Commission decision to approve the DDP to site
the college campus and direct staff to prepare a final order.

Financial Impact: None.

Background/Discussion: A Master Plan of Development (MPoD) is the conceptual design for a
large project approved by the Planning Commission and City Council. Detailed Development
Plans (DDP) are the specific details for a phase of the Master Plan. A DDP must receive
approval from the Planning Commission before construction can begin on any phase of the
MPoD. The college campus site is part of the approved Lone Ranch Master Plan (LRMP). The
Planning Commission gave approval to SWOCC’s DDP after reviewing the criteria, written

comments, and public testimony.

17.70.110, Effective Date and Assurance, Brookings Municipal Code states,” Changes to zoning
ordinances, policies and standards adopted after the date of approval of the plan shall not apply
to the development during the duration of the plan.” Since the approval of LRMP, the City had
all their Ordinances codified into the Brookings Municipal Code which changed all the citations.
A few revisions to the Code also affected the DDP and those were covered in the Final Order and
Conditions of Approval in the Planning Commission action. For clarification Staff has redone
the original Planning Commission staff report using the citations in effect at the time the Lone
Ranch Master Plan was approved. That revised staff report follows this document.

All the materials that are part of the record on this matter are included in this packet (Exhibits A
— H are materials from the Planning Commission hearings):

e Exhibit A - original Planning Commission staff report and Attachments — Pages 15-110

o Exhibit B — Materials turned in prior to the Aug. 5™ hearing — Pages 111-164

e Exhibit C — Materials turned in at the Aug. 5" hearing — Pages 165-168

e Exhibit D — Materials tuned in during the 7 day period following hearing — Pages 169-
195
Exhibit E — Materials rebutting items submitted in previous 7 days — Pages 196-198
Exhibit F — Final rebuttal by Applicant — Pages 199-200
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Exhibit G — Staff responses to materials submitted and proposed Conditions of Approval
- Pages 201-211

Exhibit H — Planning Commission Final Order and Conditions of Approval Pages 212-
240

Exhibit I - Materials turned in by Appellant and Applicant in response to this appeal —
Pages 241-244

Exhibit J — This Council Agenda Report and the attached revised Staff Report — Pages 1-
14

Exhibit K - Staff’s responses to the appeal issues — Pages 246-248

Exhibit L — Proposed Conditions of Approval — Pages 249-256

As you read through this packet you will see the initial review of the application and the
Applicant’s submittals (Attachments A-O) in Exhibit A. Exhibits B through F contain written
comments received during the hearing process and the Applicant’s responses. Exhibit G is
Staff’s response to the Planning Commission addressing the concerns expressed in the previous
Exhibits. Exhibit J is this Council Agenda Report and revised Staff Report. Exhibit J is out of
order in the packet due to the need for explanation of the packet that follows. Exhibit K is
Staff’s responses to concerns submitted with this appeal, which are found in Exhibit I, as are the
Applicant’s responses to the concerns . Exhibit L is the proposed Conditions of Approval for
APP-2-08, DDP-1-08.

Attachment: Revised Staff Report references Land Development Code citations in effect when
LRMP was approved.
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CITY OF BROOKINGS CITY COUNCIL

STAFF AGENDA REPORT

SUBJECT: Appeal of the Detail Development Plan for
Southwest Oregon Community College

FILE NO: APP-2-08/ DDP-1-08

REPORT DATE: October 8, 2008

HEARING DATE: October 20, 2008

GENERAL INFORMATION

PROPERTY OWNER: U.S. Borax, Inc.

APPLICANT: Southwest Oregon Community College (SWOCC)

REPRESENTATIVE: Dr. Sheldon Meyer, SWOCC; Mike Crow, Crow/ Clay and Associates,
Inc.

APPELANTS: Oregon Shores, Courtney Johnson and Catherine Wiley

REQUEST: Appeal of the Planning Commissions approval of a Detailed
Development Plan for a College campus within the Lone Ranch
Master Plan area.

TOTAL LAND AREA: 10 acre College site and a 67.6 acre remainder parcel.

LOCATION: The subject property is located on the east side of Highway 101

approximately 0.8 miles north of Carpenterville Road. It is located in
the southerly portion of the Lone Ranch Master Plan area.

ASSESSOR'S MAP NUMBER: Map 40-14 & Index; Tax lot 2400.

ZONING / COMPREHENSIVE PLAN INFORMATION

EXISTING:

PROPOSED:

SURROUNDING:

COMP. PLAN:
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Mastér Plan of Development (MPD)

Same.

West of Highway 101 — County Public Facilities (PF); surrounding
property on the north, east, and south is zoned MPD and is all part of

the Lone Ranch Master Plan area.

Master Plan of Development (MPD).



LAND USE INFORMATION

EXISTING: Vacant.
PROPOSED: College campus site.
SURROUNDING: West of Highway 101 — vacant parkland. The surrounding property on

the north, east, and south is vacant. Property to the south is the
watershed area for Rainbow Rock Condominiums with their water
source located approximately 1,000 ft. beyond the College campus
site.

PUBLIC NOTICE: Mailed to all property owners within 250 feet of subject property,
other interested parties, and published in the local newspaper.

LAND USE CRITERIA: Brookings Land Development Code (Ord.89-0-446)
Section 156, Appeal to City Council;
Section 70, Master Plan Development District;
Section 100, Hazardous Building Site Protection;
Section 176.060, Major Partitions and Subdivisions;
Section 172, Public Facilities

ATTACHEMENTS TO STAFF REPORT:

NOTE: These Attachments were submitted by the Applicant and are located following the
Planning Commission’s original staff report (Exhibit A).
Attachment A - Applicant’s Subdivision Findings - Page 33
(Note: Upon appeal the Applicant has revised these and they are located in
Exhibit I, pages 243-244)
Attachment B — DEQ Letter — Page 34
Attachment C — Geologic Report/ Engineered Plans — Pages 35-64
Attachment D - Public Works Utility Confirmation Form — Page 65
Attachment E — Coos Curry Electric Letter — Page 66
Attachment F — Landscape Plan/ Lighting — Pages 67-73
Attachment G — Applicant’s DDP Narrative Findings — Pages 74-75
Attachment H — City Engineer Memo — Page 76
Attachment I — Applicant’s Findings for LRMP Conditions of Approval - Pages
77-81

Attachment J — US Fish and Wildlife letter — Page 82
Attachment K - Or. Dept. of Fish and Wildlife letter — Page 83
Attachment L - Or. State Archaeologist letter — Page 84
Attachment M — Applicant’s Traffic Impact Study — Pages 85-104
Attachment N - Or. Dept. of Transportation letter — Page 105
Attachment O — Applicant’s Modifications to Findings - Page 106
Attachment P — Proposed Conditions of Approval — Pages 107-110

Page 2 of 12
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The Land Development Code provides for approval of a Master Plan of Development (MPoD). The
Master Plan provides a general plan for the proposed uses, streets, utilities, densities etc. Each phase
within the Master Plan area must submit a Detailed Development Plan (DDP) for approval prior to
any development permits being issued to begin construction. The DDP must demonstrate
compliance with the MPoD and provide details concerning the proposed development. Lone Ranch
Master Plan was approved and included a 10 acre College campus site. This DDP is requesting
approval of the College campus site and the southern entrance street to the development.

PROPOSED COLLEGE CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT

The Lone Ranch Master Plan included a 10 acre site to be given to Southwest Oregon Community
College to develop a campus. The Lone Ranch Master Plan is incorporated in this staff report by this
reference. Attachment A, Exhibit # 1, Page 27 following this report is a copy of the survey plat
creating the entrance street, Lone Ranch Parkway, and the 10 acre College site. Attachment A,
Exhibit # 2, Page 28 depicts the entrance way, parking, footprint of the structure and other
development details as well as topography. There is only one two-story structure proposed. The
Lone Ranch Master Plan states the footprint for the College structure will be no greater than 17,500
sq. ft. The Applicant states the footprint of the proposed structure is approximately 12,500 sq. ft.
Attachment A, Exhibit # 3, Page 29 is the floor plan of the structure. Attachment A, Exhibit # 4,
Page 30 is the Lone Ranch Master Plan showing the location of the College site in relationship to the
rest of the area. The College site is an east-west trending knob or hill at an elevation of 278 feet.
The top of the knob will be removed to create a level development site at approximately 250 feet
elevation. The Lone Ranch Master Plan states only 5.03 of the 10 acre site will have development
and the remainder will be open space. The Applicant states the proposed development plan covers
only 2.25 acres. The Lone Ranch Master Plan Final Order states each DDP will use the existing
zoning standards for the type of use proposed. The Public/ Open Space zone of the LDC allows
public schools as an outright use. The proposed structure meets the setback and height requirements
for that zone.

There are various criteria and Conditions of Approval the Applicant needed to address: Subdivision,
DDP, Hazardous Building Site, Streets, and Utilities criteria, as well as compliance with the Lone
Ranch Master Plan and Conditions of Approval from the Final Order. This report will address each
criterion individually.

ANALYSIS
Section 176.060(C), Subdivisions, LDC states:

1. Conformance with the Comprehensive Plan, and applicable development standards
of this code, and state and federal laws.

RESPONSE: The subdivision plat is needed and anticipated in the Lone Ranch Master
Plan (LRMP) to allow deeding of this property to SWOCC. Staff has reviewed the plat
and, if approved, it will be recorded in compliance with Oregon surveying requirements.

Page 3 of 12
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Development of any remainder of property under the same ownership, if any, can
be accomplished in accordance with this code.

RESPONSE: Presently the property is in U.S. Borax ownership and the creation of the
entrance street allows for future extension of the street to provide access to the
surrounding property.

Adjoining property under separate ownership can either be developed or be
provided access (connectivity) that will allow its development in accordance with
this code.

RESPONSE: As explained above the entire Lone Ranch Master Plan area is in one
ownership and with the creation of the entrance street access to the remaining area can be
provided.

Conditions necessary to satisfy the intent of the Land Development Code and
Comprehensive Plan can be satisfied prior to final approval.

RESPONSE: Conditions of approval for the tentative plat are able to be met prior to
final approval.

The proposed street plan affords the most economic, safe, efficient and least
environmentally damaging circulation of traffic possible under -existing
circumstances.

RESPONSE: The proposed street provides direct access to Highway 101 to the entrance
for the College campus in the area approved in the Lone Ranch Master Plan in which the
traffic circulation was considered.

The proposed name of the subdivision shall be approved by the Commission,
provided the name does not use a word which is the same as, similar to or
pronounced the same as a word in the name of any other subdivision in Curry
County, except for the words "town," "city," "place," "court," "addition," or
similar words unless the land platted is contiguous to and platted by the same
applicant that platted the subdivision bearing that name, or unless the applicant
files and records the consent of the party who platted the subdivision bearing that
name and the block numbers continue those of the plat of the same name last filed.

RESPONSE: The proposed subdivision name, College at Lone Ranch, is not in conflict
with existing subdivision names.

The proposed name of a street in the subdivision shall be approved by the
commission provided it is not the same as, similar to, or pronounced the same as the
name of an existing street in the same zip code area, unless the street is approved as
a continuation of an existing street. A street name or number shall conform to the
established pattern for the area.

RESPONSE: The proposed street name, Lone Ranch Parkway, is not in conflict with
existing street names within the 97415 zip code area.

Streets that are proposed to be held for private use shall be distinguished from the
public streets on the subdivision plat, and reservations and restrictions relating to
the private streets are established.

APP-2-08, DDP-1-08 SWOCC

G



RESPONSE: Lone Ranch Parkway will be constructed as approved in the LRMP and
dedicated to the City as a public street.

Section 176, Public Facilities, Streets, LDC

This Section has general development standards and standard right-of-way and road widths. The
Lone Ranch Master Plan was approved with alternate street standards. Lone Ranch Parkway is
designed as an “Urban Residential Collector” with a 70 ft. right-of-way, 28 ft. paved road
surface, a 10 ft. multi-use path on the south side, and a bioswale on the north side (Exhibit 5,
Page 31). As explained by the Applicant the street will have a curb on the south side and
bioswale to collect drainage, rather than a piped drainage, to better protect the wetlands in the
area. A Condition of Approval will require construction plans be submitted and approved by the
City. When the street is constructed and approved it will be a public road dedicated to the City.
The Applicant has requested a Deferred Improvement Agreement (DIA) for the 10 ft. multi-path,
located adjacent to the western boundary, to allow postponement of construction until the
adjacent, connecting multi-path is approved and constructed. The City supports this request.

The City is also applying for a grant from the US Forest Service to study pedestrian/ bicycle
paths throughout the City. The exact location of the connecting paths in the Master Plan area
may be effected by the outcome of this study. Requiring a DIA for the path will be a condition of
approval.

Section 172, Public Facilities, Utilities, LDC

This Section has general development standards relating to both on-site and off-site utilities.

e Water — The campus site will be served by City water. The Applicant will be responsible
to construct the water main in the right-of-way to the subject property as well as to the
private lines serving the site. Submission of construction plans, installation of the water
mair/ lines, and approval will be a Condition of Approval.

o Sewer — The City sewer main has not been extended to the subject property. The LRMP
had the option of a temporary on-site septic system serving the College campus. The
Applicant has chosen that option and submitted a letter from the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) citing the Oregon Administrative Rule authorizing the
temporary holding tank type system (Exhibit A, Attachment B, Page 34). Obtaining
and submitting a copy of the DEQ permit for this system, as well as installation and
documentation of approval will be a Condition of Approval.

e Storm Drainage — The Applicant has provided a stormwater management plan done by
an engineer to describe the conditions both before and after construction and how
stormwater will be dealt with (Exhibit A, Attachment C, Pages 35-64 ). (The
engineered plans have additional technical materials such as “runoff calculations” that
you may review at the Planning Department if you wish to see them.) The plans discuss
the use of detention ponds, filtration, treatment facilities, filter strips, and vegetated
swales to release storm water at pre-construction rates. Additional geologic reports may
be needed for final detention pond design, if required by the City Engineer. Submission
of construction plans, installation of the stormdrainage facilities, and approval by the
City will be required. The plat must state the storm drainage facilities will be owned and
maintained by SWOCC. These items will all be Conditions of Approval. This topic is
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dealt with in relation to other criteria elsewhere in this staff report.

The Public Works Department has reviewed the application and provided a Utility Confirmation
Form (Exhibit A, Attachment D, Page 65).

The Applicant has provided a utility confirmation form from Coos-Curry Electric Cooperative
(Exhibit A, Attachment E, Page 66).
FINDINGS
The following are findings related to the above referenced criteria.

1. The applicant is requesting approval of a subdivision plat creating the entrance street, Lone Ranch Parkway, a
10 acre College site, and a remainder parcel.

[N}

The applicant has submitted all the materials required by Section 176.060, Subdivisions, 172, Public Facilities,
LDC for preliminary approval of the subdivision plat.

4. The applicant has submitted findings addressing the criteria found in Section 176.060 (C), Subdivisions,
(Exhibit A, Attachment A, Page 33) and Staff has provided responses to the above criteria, as well.

st ook sk o 3k ok o ok ok ok ok ok sk ok sk ok ok ok sk sk ok ik ok ok ok sk sk ok sk sk fe ofe ofe sk sk sk ok ke ok ok ok ok ok ok ok sk ok ok sk ofe s ok ok ke ok e sk ok sk sk sk sk ok Sk 3k ok sk ok ok ok ok sk o ok ok ok sk ke ok ok ok ok sk ok ok ok

Section 70.140, Detailed Development Plan (DDP)

(B) Graphic Requirements — This requires the Applicant to submit materials showing topography, proposed
structures, landscape plan, utility and circulation plan, open spaces, and lighting. Most of these are depicted in
Exhibits 1- 4. The other materials are found in Exhibit A, Attachment F, Pages 67-73.

(C) Narrative Requirements — The Applicant has provided findings addressing this requirement in Exhibit A,
Attachment G, Pages 74-75 . :

Section 70.170, Review Criteria for Determining Compliance with Master Plan of Development (MPoD)
states:

1. Increase in development density and/or intensity that results in a peak hour trip generation of greater than
10 percent of the total approved in the MPoD.

RESPONSE: The proposed College campus is only a small percentage of the trip generation approved in
LRMP. There is no increase proposed with this application.

2. Increase in the floor area proposed for nonresidential use by more than 10 percent from what was
previously specified.

RESPONSE: The LRMP proposed a 17,500 sq. ft. footprint for the structure on the College campus. This
application has a structure with a footprint of 12,500 sq. ft. There is no increase proposed with this application.

3. Reduction of more than 10 percent of the area reserved for common open space and / or usable open space

Page 6 of 12
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from what was previously specified.

RESPONSE: The LRMP specified no more than 5.03 ac of the 10 ac. College site would be developed. The
Applicant indicates only 2.25 acres will be used by the proposed development (Exhibit 6, Page 32). There is no

reduction in the open space requirement.

4. Increase in the total ground area proposed to be covered by structures by more than five percent from
what we previously specified.

RESPONSE: See # 2 above.
5. Reduction of specific setback requirements by more than 25 percent where previously specified.

RESPONSE: The Public/ Open Space (P/OS) zone allows public schools as an outright use and is the appropriate
zone standards for setbacks and height requirements. The proposed structure meets the setback and height
requirements for the P/OS zone. No reduction in setbacks has been requested.

6. Reduction of project amenities provided such as recreational facilities, screening, and/ or landscaping
provisions by more than 10 percent from what was previously specified.

RESPONSE: None of the above amenities were proposed in the LRMP for the College site. No reduction is
requested.

7. If subdivision or partition, the application does not meet the applicable requirements of Chapter 17.172,
BMC.

RESPONSE: This application does include a subdivision and the needed materials to address Chapter 17.172 have
been provided as shown earlier in this staff report.

FINDINGS

The following are findings related to the above referenced criteria.
1. The Applicant is requesting approval of a Detailed Development Plan (DDP) for a College campus ona 10
acre site located within the LRMP area.
2. The Applicant has provided findings in Exhibit A, Attachment F and G, Pages 67-75 and Staff has
provide responses to the above criteria to demonstrate the application meets the DDP requirements and
criteria.
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Section 100, Hazardous Building Site Protection, LDC — As the subject property has slopes greater than 15%, the
requirements of Section 100 must be addressed. A geologic hazard report and engineered plans dealing with erosion
control, stormwater management, grading, and vegetation removal, as required, have been submitted (Exhibit A,
Attachment C, Pages 35-64). The report states removal of the rock will increase slope stability by not disturbing
the exterior slopes with development and retaining vegetation on the slopes. The City’s Engineer has peer reviewed
the materials and made comments (Exhibit A, Attachment H, Page 76).

Page 7 of 12
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FINDINGS

The following are findings related to the above referenced criteria.

1. The Applicant has provided the required materials (Exhibit A, Attachment C, Pages 35-64 ) to address

Section 100, LDC for the subject property.

2. The City’s Engineer has peer reviewed the materials (Exhibit A, Attachment H, Page 76) and determined

they adequately address the requirements.

3. A Condition of Approval will be the submission of engineered construction plans based on the materials

submitted to address Section 100, LDC. These must be reviewed and approved by the City and then
constructed and approved upon completion.
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Conditions of Approval for the Lone Ranch Master Plan Development

Following are the Conditions of Approval from MPD-1-04, LRMP and Staff responses.

LONE RANCH MASTER PLAN
MPD-1-04/Remand
(As Amended by the City Council August 22, 2005)

General Conditions

L

Approval of this Master Plan will expire in 15 years or in four (4) years from approval, unless a Detailed Development Plan
(DDP) pursuant to Section 70, Master Plan Development District, of the Land Development Code, is submitted and approved
by the Planning Commission and construction of the DDP shall start within three years of approval. Each subsequent DDP
must be filed within four (4) years of the completion of the previously approved DDP, or the Master plan will expire. If the
conditions at the time warrant, the Planning Commission may extend the 15 year Master Plan permit or the four (4) year
DDP permit period for an additional two-year period at the request of the applicant.

RESPONSE: The Master Plan has not expired. The submission of the DDP application has been made in a timely manner.

The conditions stated herein are mandatory and must be completed. Failure to comply with any condition will result in the
review and possible revocation of your permit pursuant to Section 70, of the Land Development Code.

RESPONSE: The findings of the Applicant and Staff in this staff report demonstrate compliance with these conditions.

All subsequent applications for a DDP shall be in substantial conformance with the appropriate area of the approved Master
Plan. Any deviation from the approved Master Plan beyond that allowed by Section 70 of the Land Development Code shall
require an amendment to the approved Master Plan.

RESPONSE: This DDP application reflects what was approved for this site in the Master Plan.

Prior to any construction or grading on the site, the applicant shall submit 4 copies of the construction plans to the city staff to
be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer. With the exception of the removal of the rock and reclamation in the area of
the existing quarry, (ODOT Quarry and College site) the applicant shall submit a DDP for review and approval of the
Planning Commission prior to construction or grading for that phase of the construction.

RESPONSE: This Condition of Approval requiring construction plans submitted and approved by the City will be incorporated in the
Final Order for the DDP.

Prior to any construction or grading on the site, the contractor will place, in a location visible from an existing public street, a
sign containing the name of the contractor, a telephone number and address where the contractor can be reached.

RESPONSE: This Condition of Approval requiring posting of a contractor information sign will be incorporated in the Final Order
for the DDP
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6. Theapplicant shall consult with all applicable state and federal agencies to develop measures to protect the existing wetlands

and the associated western lily.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has provided the Engineer’s storm drainage and erosion control report to the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFW). A letter dated June 10, 2008 from USFW states there are no western lilies located on the proposed campus site and
they have no objection to the project (Exhibit A, Attachment J, Page 82). The Applicant has also provided the Engineer’s storm
drainage and erosion control report and a wetland delineation to the Department of State Lands (DSL) and Army Corps of Engineers.
With these materials the Applicant has also submitted an application to fill a portion of the wetland located at the southern entrance to
the LRMP area. This was proposed in the LRMP. A Condition of Approval will be obtaining written concurrence from DSL and the
Corp for the wetland delineation and requested fill permit. The Applicant has also submitted a letter dated June 9, 2008 from Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife indicating the development meets or exceeds riparian vegetation setback requirements (Exhibit A,

Attachment K, Page 83).

Conditions Prior To Development of Any College, Commercial or Residential Phase.
To ensure that all infrastructure facilities are in place to support the first phase of development, the following conditions shall be
met prior to or simultaneously with the approval of the first phase of construction for either commercial, College or residential

development on the site.

7. Prior to any construction within the project area, the applicant shall submit four (4) copies of street construction plans

10.

11.

12,

providing access into the site, for review and approval of the City Engineer and an application for a DDP for the street
construction for review and approval by the Planning Commission.

RESPONSE: This Condition of Approval requiring submission and approval of street construction plans will be incorporated in the
Final Order for the DDP

All streets shall be constructed in the manner and standards set forth in the approved Master Plan for that street segment.
Any deviation from that of the approved Master Plan beyond that allowed by Section 70 of the Land Development Code shall
require an amendment to the Master Plan document.

RESPONSE: A Condition of Approval will require the street to be constructed as proposed in this application which is in compliance
with the LRMP. The street will be platted to the northeast corner of the College parcel as shown on the plat. The Applicant has
requested that the construction of the street end approximately 175 feet from the northeast comer to avoid impacting a wetland located
in that area at this time. Staff supports this request with the inclusion of a Condition of Approval stating SWOCC will sign and record
a Deferred Improvement Agreement agreeing to pay a proportionate amount of the cost for construction of the street and utilities to
the northeast corner of the subject property at such time as the street needs to be extended for a future phase of the development.

Prior to any construction within the project area, the applicant shall submit four (4) copies of water system construction plans
providing service to the construction site, for review and approval of the City Engineer and an application for a DDP for the
water system construction for review and approval by the Planning Commission.

RESPONSE: This Condition of Approval requiring submission and approval of water system construction plans will be incorporated
in the Final Order for the DDP

All water lines shall be installed pursuant to the provisions set forth in the OAR Chapter 33, Sections 42-200 through 42-243,
by the Oregon State Health Division and the City of Brookings Standard Specifications Document.

RESPONSE: This will be a Condition of Approval incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP
Prior to any construction within the project area, the applicant shall submit four (4) copies of sanitary sewer construction
plans providing service to the construction site, for review and approval of the City Engineer and an application for a DDP

for the sanitary sewer system construction for review and approval by the Planning Commission.

RESPONSE: This Condition of Approval requiring submission and approval of sanitary sewer system construction plans will be
incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP

Sanitary sewer installation shall comply with the standards of the State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and
the provisions of Brookings City Ordinance No. 430, and Standard Specifications Document, dated August 1988.

RESPONSE: This will be a Condition of Approval incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP
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13.

14.

16.

All development shall comply with the state regulations regarding cultural resources, specifically, ORS 358.905 to 358.955,
ORS 390.235 to 390.240 and ORS 97.740 to 97.760, to the extent applicable.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has contacted Parks and Recreation Department, State Historic Preservation Office and submitted a letter
from that Department dated June 12, 2008 which recommends sub-surface probes be conducted by an archaeological consultant in the
project area slated for development (Exhibit A, Attachment L, Page 84) . This recommendation, as well as complying with the state
regulations regarding cultural resources identified above, will be a Condition of Approval incorporated in the Final Order for the
DDP.

All street, water, sewer storm drainage and other utility construction to be carried out simultaneously may be included in one
DDP for review and approval by the City Engineer and Planning Commission.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has submitted preliminary plans for the above items in their DDP.
The project water system shall be developed to connect to the existing city system and allow reverse flows.
RESPONSE: The Applicant states in his findings that the water system will be designed to accommodate reverse flows.

The applicant shall be prepared to provide a geological report related to the installation and construction of streets and
utilities if required by the City Engineer.

RESPONSE: The Applicant states in his findings that a geologic report will be provided if required by the City Engineer.

Conditions for the Development of Commercial, College or Residential Phases.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Prior to the construction of any phase or partial phase of the project the applicant shall submit a DDP pursuant to Section 70
of the Land Development Code, for review and approval by the Planning Commission.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has submitted this application to meet this Condition of Approval.

Each DDP shall be in significant conformance for that phase or partial phase of the area shown in the approved Master Plan.
Any deviation beyond that allowed by Section 70 shall require an amendment to the Master Plan document.

RESPONSE: As stated previously, the proposed DDP does conform to the LRMP.

Each phase of development shall be complete within itself for access, water service, sewer service, storm drainage, and all
utilities, and all streets, services and utilities shall be extended to the furthest limit of the phase to ensure connection to the

next phase.

RESPONSE: The proposed development is complete in the areas of access and utilities. See response to Condition of Approval # 8
for the proposal concerning the street.

Each DDP containing slopes greater than 15% shall include a geological report pursuant to Section 100, Hazardous Building
Site/Hillside Development Standards, of the Land Development Code.

RESPONSE: Section 100, Hazardous Building Site Protection, LDC has been addressed eatlier in this report.

All appropriate federal and state permits related to the direct impact of development on the waters of the State or U.S. shall
be obtained prior to development.

RESPONSE: This will be a Condition of Approval incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP

Prior to approval of the Detailed Development Plan (DDP), covenants, which are enforceable by the city, protecting Western
Lilies shall be provided as part of each DDP, which includes known Western Lily habitat.
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RESPONSE: A letter from the U.S. Department of the Interior dated June 10, 2008 (Exhibit A, Attachment J, Page 82) states there
are no western lilies within the development area.

23. Prior to construction of any phase that may adversely affect the quality or quantity of water available through the existing

Rainbow Rock Service Association (RRSA) surface water supply system, the applicant shall demonstrate how the water
and water supply system will not be negatively affected. Each DDP shall evaluate the impact of development on the
existing RRSA surface water system, unless RRSA has previously discontinued use of the system.

RESPONSE: Stormwater Management Plan / Hydrology and Stormwater report discussed earlier has been submitted and peer
reviewed by the City Engineer. As stated in the City Engineer’s comments, utilizing the proposed engineered plans will protect
the Rainbow Rock Service Association’s water and water supply system from adverse affects (Exhibit A, Attachment H, 76).

24. All required improvements to Highway 101 at the Lone Ranch access as identified in the Lone Ranch Transportation Impact

25

26.

27,

28.

Study, dated April 19,2004 shall be required as part of the ODOT access permit for that entrance. The specific configuration
of the improvements to Highway 101 at the southern access will be negotiated between the applicant and ODOT.

RESPONSE: The entrance street serving the College site is proposed as a “Urban Residential Collector (curbed)” with two paved
travel lanes and a 10 ft. multi-use path (Exhibit 5, Page 31). At such time as another phase of development uses this southern
entrance a third lane will be constructed at the entrance area. The Applicant submitted a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) (Exhibit A,
Attachment M, Pages 85-104) describing the limited number of vehicle trips generate by the College use and stated the
improvements to Highway 101 are not needed until further development is proposed. The original April 19, 2004 TIS considered
“Phase 1” to include 680 dwelling units, the neighborhood commercial uses, and the College, resulting in the immediate need for the
Highway 101 improvements. Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) agreed with the Applicant’s TIS analysis that stated with
only the College proceeding at this time the improvements are not warranted. ODOT is processing the access permit (Exhibit A,
Attachment N, Page 105).

The applicant shall support any future effort to reestablish the ability for fish passage under Highway 101 for Lone
Ranch Creek, Ram Creek and Taylor Creek. “Support” means that the applicant shall not oppose such efforts.

RESPONSE: The Applicant agrees to support and not oppose efforts to reestablish fish passage under Highway 101.

If any DDP will result in development that is projected to exceed the 1036 total master plan PM peak hour trips or the 839 net
new PM peak hour trips as identified in the Lone Ranch Transportation Impact Study, taking into account traffic generated
in previous phases, an additional transportation impact study will be required to be submitted with the DDP application and
the DDP may be approved only if consistent with the Transportation System Plan.

RESPONSE: The proposed DDP will not result in greater trip generation than stated above. The Applicant, however, has provided
and Transportation Impact Study (Exhibit A, Attachment K, Page 83).

To assure that the mobility standards are met at the intersection of Highway 101/Carpenterville Road, no DDP should be
approved that would exceed the acceptable ODOT mobility standards for Highway 101/Carpenterville Road intersection until
the City of Brookings TSP is amended to identify recommend improvements or a change to standards and the Lone Ranch
development pays a proportionate share to these improvements. Analysis at Highway 101/Carpenterville Road should be
conducted to determine the level of impact for each DDP until the City of Brookings TSP is amended to include the necessary
improvements.

RESPONSE: The City has already amended the Transportation Impact Study (TIS) to include recommended improvements at the
intersection of Carpenterville Rd. and Highway 101. The Applicant’s TIS demonstrates that traffic generated from the College will
not exceed the acceptable ODOT mobility standards for Highway 101/ Carpenterville Road intersection. ODOT has submitted written
comments stating they *“have no issues with the study that was submitted” (Exhibit A, Attachment N, Page 105).

A hydrologic study shall be provided with each DDP, and any such study must be provided to federal and state agencies
responsible for wetlands and endangered species protection. Each successive hydrologic study will cumulatively incorporate
and consider the information provided in the previously prepared hydrologic studies. The City will review the agency
comments regarding the hydrologic study to determine compliance with applicable standards relating to storm drainage and
to determine compliance with standards relating to the protection of wetlands and western lilies. At the time of DDP review,
the City shall require changes to the DDP that it determines are needed to comply with applicable standards and to protect
wetlands and western lilies.
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29.

30.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has submitted the hydrologic study to the U.S. Department of the Interior, Department of State Lands,
and U.S. Army Corp of Engineers. The U.S. Department of the Interior indicated they would have their comments to the Applicant
by the date of the hearing.

The applicant shall establish Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) requiring the Homeowners’ Association or
Associations to maintain drainage swales located adjacent to streets that do not have curbs and gutters or other hard
drainage systems, The CC&Rs shall provide that the city may enforce the maintenance of the swales, which includes the
right to access all properties necessary to conduct the maintenance, either through legal action or by providing the
maintenance and billing the Homeowners’ Association or Associations. All such expenses, costs, and charges may be enforced
by the city as liens against the real properties of individual members of the Homeowners’ Association or Associations. The
CC&Rs shall also contain a clause stating that any proposed change to this covenant must be approved by the city. The
proposed CC&Rs as to the maintenance of the swales and the city’s ability to enforce the CC&Rs, must be approved by the
city prior to recordation.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has submitted a “Swale Maintenance Covenant” (Last page of Attachment H). As SWOCC will not have
a Homeowners’ Association the document states the property owner of the subject property is the responsible party. The City agrees
this is appropriate. Additional language is needed to describe enforcement procedures and potential changes to the Convenant. This
will be a Condition of Approval incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP.

The Master Plan document is hereby amended to include all changes made by the Errata Sheet dated June 4, 2004 and to
indicate that the maximum building height for single family detached and single family attached homes is 30 feet and the
maximum building height for multiple family and commercial buildings is 40 feet. The applicant shall provide the city with 4

copies of the amended Master Plan document.

RESPONSE: Borax has provided the City with copies of the amended Master Plan document.

FINDINGS:

The following are findings related to the above referenced criteria.

1. The Applicant is requesting approval of a DDP for Southwest Oregon Community College campus in the
Lone Ranch Master Plan area.

2. All Conditions of Approval in the Final Order for LRMP must be complied with.

3. Asshown in the above responses and the Applicants findings (Exhibit A, Attachment I, Pages 77-80), and
with the proposed Conditions of Approval for this DDP, the Applicant has met this criteria.

CONCLUSIONS: The materials and findings found in this staff report and submitted by the Applicant, together

with the proposed conditions of approval, adequately meet each of the criterion necessary for the approval of this

Detailed Development Plan.

 CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

The proposed conditions of approval, Exhibit L, Pages 249-256 , are attached to and hereby made a part of this
report.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends UPHOLDING OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL of File No. DDP-1-08,
based on the findings and conclusions stated in the staff report, provided by the Applicant, and subject to the
conditions of approval listed above.
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EXHIBIT A

CITY OF BROOKINGS PLANNING COMMISSION

STAFF AGENDA REPORT

SUBJECT: Detail Development Plan for Southwest REPORT DATE: July 28, 2008
Oregon Community College ITEM NO: 7.1

FILE NO: DDP-1-08

HEARING DATE: Aug. 5, 2008

W

GENERAL INFORMATION

PROPERTY OWNER: U.S. Borax, Inc.

APPLICANT: Southwest Oregon Community College (SWOCC)

REPRESENTATIVE: Dr. Sheldon Meyer, SWOCC; Mike Crow, Crow/ Clay and Associates,
Inc.

REQUEST: A request for approval of a Detailed Development Plan for a College
campus within the Lone Ranch Master Plan area.

TOTAL LAND AREA: 10 acre College site and a 67.6 acre remainder parcel.

LOCATION: The subject property is located on the east side of Highway 101

approximately 0.8 miles north of Carpenterville Road. It is located in
the southerly portion of the Lone Ranch Master Plan area.

ASSESSOR'S MAP NUMBER: Map 40-14 & Index; Tax lot 2400.

ZONING / COMPREHENSIVE PLAN INFORMATION

EXISTING: Master Plan of Development (MPD)

PROPOSED: Same.

SURROUNDING: West of Highway 101 — County Public Facilities (PF); surrounding
property on the north, east, and south is zoned MPD and is all part of
the Lone Ranch Master Plan area.

COMP. PLAN: Master Plan of Development (MPD).

LAND USE INFORMATION

EXISTING: Vacant.

PROPOSED: College céu'npus site.
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SURROUNDING: West of Highway 101 — vacant parkland. The surrounding property on
the north, east, and south is vacant. Property to the south is the
watershed area for Rainbow Rock Condominiums with their water
source located approximately 1,000 ft. beyond the College campus

site.

PUBLIC NOTICE: Mailed to all property owners within 250 feet of subject property,
other interested parties, and published in the local newspaper.

LAND USE CRITERIA: Chapter 17.70, Master Plan Development District, Brookings
Municipal Code ‘
Chapter 17.100, Hazardous Building Site Protection, BMC
Chapter 17.172.070, Subdivisions
Chapter 17.168, Utilities
Chapter 17.170, Street Standards

ATTACHEMENTS TO STAFF REPORT: - e T(;
Attachment A - Applicant’s Subdivision Findings - Pa cFeE _

Attachment B — DEQ Letter — Page 21 o
Attachment C — Geologic Report/ Engineered Plaus — Pages’23-52 EY"" WD

Attachment H — City Engineer Memo/~ Page 67
Conditions of Approval —Pages

Attachment I — Applicant’s Findingg for L

69-74
Attachment J — US Fish and Mé:'e lgtter — Page 75
Attachment K — Or. Dept. o?Fish ay Wildlife letter — Page 77
Attachment L — Or. State Archaeglogist letter — Page 79
Attachment M - Applican/t’s Traffic Impact Study — Pages 81-100
Attachment N — Or. Dept. of Tfansportation letter — Page 101
Attachment O — Applicant’sModifications to Findings - Page 103
Attachment P — Proposed Conditions of Approval — Pages 105-108

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The Brookings Municipal Code provides for approval of a Master Plan of Development (MPoD).
The Master Plan provides a general plan for the proposed uses, streets, utilities, densities etc. Each
phase within the Master Plan area must submit a Detailed Development Plan (DDP) for approval
prior to any development permits being issued to begin construction. The DDP must demonstrate
compliance with the MPoD and provide details concerning the proposed development. Lone Ranch
Master Plan was approved and included a 10 acre College campus site. This DDP is requesting
approval of the College campus site and the southern entrance street to the development.
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PROPOSED COLLEGE CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT

The Lone Ranch Master Plan included a 10 acre site to be given 1o Southwest Oregon Community
College to develop a campus. The Lone Ranch Master Plan is incorporated in this staff report by this
reference. Exhibit # 1 following this report is a copy of the survey plat creating the entrance street,
Lone Ranch Parkway, and the 10 acre College site. Exhibit # 2 depicts the entrance way, parking,
footprint of the structure and other development details as well as topography. There is only one
two-story structure proposed. The Lone Ranch Master Plan states the footprint for the College
structure will be no greater than 17,500 sq. ft. The Applicant states the footprint of the proposed
structure is approximately 12,500 sq. ft. Exhibit# 3 is the floor plan of the structure. Exhibit # 4 is
the Lone Ranch Master Plan showing the location of the College site in relationship to the rest of the
area. The College site is an east-west trending knob or hill at an elevation of 278 feet. The top of
the knob will be removed to create a level development site at approximately 250 feet elevation. The
Lone Ranch Master Plan states only 5.03 of the 10 acre site will have development and the remainder
will be open space. The Applicant states the proposed development plan covers only 2.25 acres.
The Lone Ranch Master Plan Final Order states each DDP will use the existing zoning standards for
the type of use proposed. The Public/ Open Space zone of the BMC allows public schools as an
outright use. The proposed structure meets the setback and height requirements for that zone.

There are various criteria and Conditions of Approval the Applicant needed to address: Subdivision,
DDP, Hazardous Building Site, Streets, and Utilities criteria, as well as compliance with the Lone
Ranch Master Plan and Conditions of Approval from the Final Order. This report will address each

criterion individually.

ANALYSIS
Chapter 17.172.070 (B), Subdivisions, BMC states:

1. Conformance with the Comprehensive Plan, and applicable development standards
of this code, and state and federal laws.

RESPONSE: The subdivision plat is needed and anticipated in the Lone Ranch Master
Plan (LRMP) to allow deeding of this property to SWOCC. Staff has reviewed the plat
and, if approved, it will be recorded in compliance with Oregon surveying requirements.

2. Development of any remainder of property under the same ownership, if any, can
be accomplished in accordance with this code.

RESPONSE: Presently the property is in U.S. Borax ownership and the creation of the
entrance street allows for future extension of the street to provide access to the

surrounding property.

3. Adjoining property under éeparate ownership can either be developed or be
provided access (connectivity) that will allow its development in accordance with

this code.
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RESPONSE: As explained above the entire Lone Ranch Master Plan area is in one
ownetship and with the creation of the entrance street access to the remaining area can be

provided.

4. The proposed name of the subdivision shall be approved by the Commission,
provided the name does not use a word which is the same as, similar to or
pronounced the same as a word in the name of any other subdivision in Curry
County, except for the words "town," "city," "place,” "court,” "addition," or
similar words unless the land platted is contiguous to and platted by the same
applicant that platted the subdivision bearing that name, or unless the applicant
files and records the consent of the party who platted the subdivision bearing that
name and the block numbers continue those of the plat of the same name last filed.

RESPONSE: The proposed subdivision name, College at Lone Ranch, is not in conflict
with existing subdivision names.

5. The proposed name of a street in the subdivision shall be approved by the
commission provided it is not the same as, similar to, or pronounced the same as the
name of an existing street in the same zip code area, unless the street is approved as
a continuation of an existing street. A street name or number shall conform to the

~ established pattern for the area.

RESPONSE: The proposed street name, Lone Ranch Parkway, is not in conflict with
existing street names within the 97415 zip code area.

6. Streets that are proposed to be held for private use shall be distinguished from the
public streets on the subdivision plat, and reservations and restrictions relating to

the private streets are established.

RESPONSE: Lone Ranch Parkway will be constructed as approved in the LRMP and
dedicated to the City as a public street.

7. If the developer intends to record and develop a subdivision granted preliminary
plat approval in phases, the Planning Commission may authorize a total time
schedule for platting all phases not to exceed ten (10) years, but the first phase and
each subsequent phase must each be recorded within consecutive three (3) year

periods.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has not requested approval of phases.

Chapter 17.170, Streets, BMC

This Chapter has general development standards and standard right-of-way and road widths. The
Lone Ranch Master Plan was approved with alternate street standards. Lone Ranch Parkway is
designed as an “Urban Residential Collector™ with a 70 ft. right-of-way, 28 ft. paved road

surface, a 10 ft. multi-use path on the south side, and a bioswale on the north side (Exhibit S).
As explained by the Applicant the street will have a curb on the south side and bioswale to
collect drainage, rather than a piped drainage, to better protect the wetlands in the area. A
Condition of Approval will require construction plans be submitted and approved by the City.
When the street is constructed and approved it will be a public road dedicated to the City. The
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Applicant has requested a Deferred Improvement Agreement (DIA) for the 10 ft. multi-path to
allow postponement of construction until the adjacent, connecting multi-path is approved and
constructed. The City supports this request. The City is also applying for a grant from the US
Forest Service to study pedestrian/ bicycle.paths throughout the City. The exact location of the
connecting paths in the Master Plan arca may be effected by the outcome of this study.
Requiring a DIA for the path will be a condition of approval.

Chapter 17.168, Utilities, BMC

This Chapter has general development standards relating to both on-site and off-site utilities.

o Water — The campus site will be served by City water. The Applicant will be responsible
to construct the water main in the right-of-way to the subject property as well as to the
private lines serving the site. Submission of construction plans, installation of the water
main/ lines, and approval will be a Condition of Approval.

¢ Sewer — The City sewer main has not been extended to the subject property. The LRMP
had the option of a temporary on-site septic system serving the College campus. The
Applicant has chosen that option and submitted a letter from the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) citing the Oregon Administrative Rule authorizing the
temporary holding tank type system (Attachment B). Obtaining and submitting a copy
of the DEQ permit for this system, as well as installation and documentation of approval
will be a Condition of Approval.

o Storm Drainage — The Applicant has provided a stormwater management plan done by
an engineer to describe the conditions both before and after construction and how
stormwater will be dealt with (Attachment C). (The engineered plans have additional
technical materials such as “runoff calculations” that you may review at the Planning
Department if you wish to see them.) The plans discuss the use of detention ponds,
filtration, treatment facilities, filter strips, and vegetated swales to release storm water at
pre-construction rates. Additional geologic reports may be needed for final detention
pond design, if required by the City Engineer. Submission of construction plans,
installation of the stormdrainage facilities, and approval by the City will be required.
The plat must state the storm drainage facilities will be owned and maintained by
SWOCC. These items will all be Conditions of Approval. This topic is dealt with in
relation to other criteria elsewhere in this staff report.

The Public Works Department has reviewed the application and provided a Utility Conﬁrmatidn
Form (Attachment D).

The Applicant has provided a utility confirmation form from Coos-Curry Electric Cooperative
(Attachment E).

FINDINGS
The following are findings related to the above referenced criteria.
1. Theapplicant is requesting approval of a subdivision plat creating the entrance street, Lone Ranch Parkway, a

10 acre College site, and a remainder parcel.
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2. The applicant has submitted all the materials required by Chapters 17. 170, Subdivisions, 17.168, Utlities, and
17.170 Street Standards, BMC for preliminary approval of the subdivision plat.

4. The applicant has submitted findings addressing the criteria found in Chapter 17.1 72.070 (B), Subdivisions,
(Attachment A) and Staff has provided responses to the above criteria, as well.

———————————————— e e P T PR TR LR L LA L EEES R R P A L LR R L

Chapter 17.70.140, Detailed Development Plan (DDP)

(B) Graphic Requirements - This requires the Applicant to submit materials showing topography, proposed
structures, landscape plan, utility and circulation plan, open spaces, and lighting. Most of these are depicted in
Exhibits 1- 4. The other materials are found in Attachment F.

(C) Narrative Requirements - The Applicant has provided findings addressing this requirement in Attachment G.

Chapter 17.70.170, Review Criteria for Determining Compliance with Master Plan of Development (MPoD)
states:

1. Increase in development density and/or intensity that results in a peak hour trip generation of greater than
10 percent of the total approved in the MPoD. :

RESPONSE: The proposed College campus is only a small percentage of the trip generation approved in
LRMP. There is no increase proposed with this application.

2. Increase in the floor area proposed for nonresidential use by more than 10 percent from what was
previously specified. '

RESPONSE: The LRMP proposed a 17,500 sq. ft. footprint for the structure on the College campus. This
application has a structure with a footprint of 12,500 sq. ft. There is no increase proposed with this application.

3. Reduction of more than 10 percent of the area reserved for common open space and / or usable open space
from what was previously specified.

RESPONSE: The LRMP specified no more than 5.03 ac of the 10 ac. College site would be developed. The
Applicant indicates only 2.25 acres will be used by the proposed development (Exhibit 6). There is no reduction in

the open space requirement.

4. Increase in the total ground area proposed to be covered by structures by more than five percent from
what we previously specified.

RESPONSE: See # 2 above.

5. Reduction of specific setback requirements by more than 25 percent where previously specified.

RESPONSE: The Public/ Open Space (P/OS) zone allows public schools as an outright use and is the appropriate
zone standards for setbacks and height requirements. The proposed structure meets the setback and height -

requirements for the P/OS zone. No reduction in setbacks has been requested.
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6. Reduction of project amenities provided such as recreational facilities, screening, and/ or landscaping
provisions by more than 10 percent from what was previously specified.

RESPONSE: None of the above amenities were proposed in the LRMP for the College site. No reduction is
requested.

7. If subdivision or partition, the application does not meet the applicable requirements of Chapter 17.172,
BMC.

RESPONSE: This application does include a subdivision and the needed materials 1o address Chapter 17.172 have
been provided as shown earlier in this staff reporl.

FINDINGS

The following are findings related to the above referenced criteria.
1. The Applicant is requesting approval of a Detailed Development Plan (DDP) for a College campus ona 10

acre site located within the LRMP area.
2. The Applicant has provided findings in Attachment F and G and Staff has provide responses to the

above criteria to demonstrate the application meets the DDP requirements and criteria.

********$********************************************************************************
Chapter 17.100, Hazardous Building Site Protection, BMIC — As the subject property has slopes greater than
15%, the requirements of Chapter 17.100 must be addressed. A géologic hazard report and engineered plans dealing
with erosion control, stormwater management, grading, and vegetation removal, as required, have been submitted
(Attachment C). The report states removal of the rock will increase slope stability by not disturbing the exterior
slopes with development and retaining vegetation on the slopes. The City’s Engineer has peer reviewed the
materials and made comments (Attachment H). :

FINDINGS

The following are findings related to the above referenced criteria.
1. The Applicant has provided the required materials (Attachment C) to address Chapter 17.100, BMC for the

subject property.
2. The City’s Engineer has peer reviewed the materials (Attachment H) and determined they adequately

~ address the requirements.
3. A Condition of Approval will be the submission of engineered construction plans based on the materials

submitted to address Chapter 17.100, BMC. These must be reviewed and approved by the City and then
constructed and approved upon completion.
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Conditions of Approval for the Lone Ranch Master Plan Development

Following are the Conditions of Approval from MPD-1-04, LRMP and Staff responses.
LONE RANCH MASTER PLAN
MPD-1-04/Remand
(As Amended by the City Council August 22, 2005)
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General Conditions

1.

Approval of this Master Plan will expire in 15 years or in four (4) years from approval, unless a Detailed Development Plan
(DDP) pursuant to Section 70, Master Plan Development District, of the Land Development Code, is submitted and approved
by the Planning Commission and construction of the DDP shall start within three years of approval. Each subsequent DDP

must be filed within four (4) years of the completion of the previously approved DDP, or the Master plan will expire. If the ™
conditions at the time warrant, the Planning Commission may extend the 15 year Master Plan permit or the four (4) year :

DDP permit period for an additional two-year period at the request of the applicant.
RESPONSE: The Master Plan has not expired. The submission of the DDP application has been made in a timely manner.

The conditions stated herein are mandatory and must be completed. Failure to comply with any condition will result in the
review and possible revocation of your permit pursuant to Section 70, of the Land Development Code.

RESPONSE: The findings of the Applicant and Staff in this staff report demonstrate compliance with these conditions.

All subsequent applications for a DDP shall be in substantial conformance with the appropriate area of the approved Master
Plan. Any deviation from the approved Master Plan beyond that allowed by Section 70 of the Land Development Code shall

require an amendment to the approved Master Plan.
RESPONSE: This DDP application reflects what was approved for this site in the Master Plan.

Prior to any construction or grading on the site, the applicant shall submit 4 copies of the construction plans to the city staff to
be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer. With the exception of the removal of the rock and reclamation in the area of
the existing quarry, (ODOT Quarry and College site) the applicant shall submit a DDP for review and approval of the
Planning Commission prior to construction or grading for that phase of the construction.

RESPONSE: This Condition of Approval requiring construction plans submitted and approved by the City will be incorporated in the
Final Order for the DDP.

Prior to any construction or grading on the site, the contractor will place, in 2 location visible from an existing public street,a
sign containing the name of the contractor, a telephone number and address where the contractor can be reached.

-—

RESPONSE: This Condition of Approval requiring posting of a contractor information sign will be incorporated in the Final Order -

for the DDP

The applicant shall consult with all applicable state and federal agencies to develop measures to protect the existing wetlands
and the associated western lily.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has provided the Engineer’s storm drainage and erosion control report to the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFW). A letter dated June 10, 2008 from USFW states there are no western lilies located on the proposed campus site and
they have no objection to the project (Attachment J). The Applicant has also provided the Engineer’s storm drainage and erosion
control report and a wetland delineation to the Department of State Lands (DSL) and Army Corps of Engineers. With these materials
the Applicant has also submitted an application to fill a portion of the wetland located at the southern entrance to the LRMP area.
This was proposed in the LRMP. A Condition of Approval will be obtaining written concurrence from DSL and the Corp for the
wetland delineation and requested fill permit. The Applicant has also submitted a letter dated June 9, 2008 from Oregon Department
of Fish and Wildlife indicating the development meets or exceeds riparian vegetation setback requirements (Attachment K).

Conditions Prior To Development of Any College, Commercial or Residential Phase.
To ensure that all infrastructure facilities are in place to support the first phase of development, the following conditions shall be
met prior to or simultaneously with the approval of the first phase of construction for either commercial, College or residential .

development on the site.

7.

Prior to any construction within the project area, the applicant shall submit four (4) copies of street construction plans
providing access into the site, for review and approval of the City Engineer and an application for a DDP for the street

construction for review and approval by the Planning Commission.

RESPONSE: This Condition of Approval requiring submission and approval of street construction plans will be incorporated inthe |

Final Order for the DDP
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8. All streets shall be constructed in the manner and standards set forth in the approved Master Plan for that street segment.

9.

10.

11,

12,

13.

14,

15.

16.

Any deviation from that of the approved Master Plan beyond that allowed by Section 70 of the Land Development Code shall
require an amendment to the Master Plan document.

RESPONSE: A Condition of Approval will require the street to be constructed as proposed in this application which is in compliance
with the LRMP. The street will be platted to the northeast corner of the College parcel as shown on the plat. The Applicant has
requested that the construction of the street end approximately 175 feet from the northeast corner to avoid impacting a wetland located
in that area at this time. StafTsupports this request with the inclusion of a Condition of Approval stating SWOCC will sign and record
a Deferred Improvement Agreement agreeing Lo pay @ proportionate amount of the cost for construction of the street and utilities to
the northeast corner of the subject property at such time as the street needs to be extended for a future phase of the development.

Prior to any construction within the project area, the applicant shall submit four (4) copies of water system construction plans
providing service to the construction site, for review and approval of the City Engineer and an application for a DDP for the
water system construction for review and approval by the Planning Commission.

RESPONSE: This Condition of Approval requiring submission and approval of water system construction plans will be incorporated
in the Final Order for the DDP

All water lines shall be installed pursuant to the provisions set forth in the OAR Chapter 33, Sections 42-200 through 42-243,
by the Oregon State Health Division and the City of Brookings Standard Specifications Document.

RESPONSE: This will be a Condition of Approval incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP

Prior to any construction within the project area, the applicant shall submit four (4) copies of sanitary sewer construction
plans providing service to the construction site, for review and approval of the City Engineer and an application for a DDP
for the sanitary sewer system construction for review and approval by the Planning Commission.

RESPONSE: This Condition of Approval requiring submission and approval of sanitary sewer system construction plans will be
incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP

Sanitary sewer installation shall comply with the standards of the State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and
the provisions of Brookings City Ordinance No. 430, and Standard Specifications Document, dated August 1988.

RESPONSE: This will be a Condition of Approval incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP

All development shall comply with the state regulations regarding cultural resources, specifically, ORS 358.905 to 358.955,
ORS 390.235 to 390.240 and ORS 97.740 to 97.760, to the extent applicable.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has contacted Parks and Recreation Department, State Historic Preservation Office and submitted a letter
from that Department dated June 12, 2008 which recommends sub-surface probes be conducted by an archaeological consultant in the
project area slated for development (Attachment L) . This recommendation, as well as complying with the state regulations
regarding cultural resources identified above, will be a Condition of Approval incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP.

All street, water, sewer storm drainage and other utility construction to be carried out simultaneously may be included in one
DDP for review and approval by the City Engineer and Planning Commission.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has submitted preliminary plans for the above items in their DDP.
The project water system shall be developed to connect to the existing city system and allow reverse flows.
RESPONSE: The Applicant states in his findings that the water system will be designed to accommodate reverse flows.

The applicant shall be prepared to provide a geological report related to the installation and construction of streets and
utilities if required by the City Engineer.

RESPONSE: The Applicant states in his findings that a geologic report will be provided if required by the City Engineer.

Conditions for the Development of Commercial. College or Residential Phases.

Page 9 of 12 DDP-1-08 SWOCC
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

Prior to the construction of any phase or partial phase of the project the applicant shall submit a DDP pursuant to Section 70
of the Land Development Code, for review and approval by the Planning Commission.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has submitted this application to meet this Condition of Approval.

Each DDP shall be in significant conformance for that phase or partial phase of the area shown in the approved Master Plan.
Any deviation beyond that allowed by Section 70 shall require an amendment to the Master Plan document.

RESPONSE: As stated previously, the proposed DDP does conform to the LRMP.

Each phase of development shall be complete within itself for access, water service, sewer service, storm drainage, and all

-

utilities, and all streets, services and utilities shall be extended to the furthest limit of the phase to ensure connection to the

next phase.

RESPONSE: The proposed development is complete in the areas of access and utilities. See response to Condition of Approval # 8
for the proposal concerning the street.

Each DDP containing slopes greater than 15% shall include a geological report pursuant to Section 100, Hazardous Building
Site/Hiliside Development Standards, of the Land Development Code.

RESPONSE: Chapter 17.100, Hazardous Building Site Protection, BMC has been addressed earlier in this report.

All appropriate federal and state permits related to the direct impact of development on the waters of the State or U.S. shall
be obtained prior to development.

RESPONSE: This will be a Condition of Approval incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP

Prior to approval of the Detailed Development Plan (DDP), covenants, which are enforceable by the city, protecting Western

Lilies shall be provided as part of each DDP, which includes known Western Lily habitat.

RESPONSE: A letter from the U.S. Department of the Interior dated June 10, 2008 (Attachment J) states there are no western lilies .

within the development area.

23. Prior to construction of any phase that may adversely affect the quality or quantity of water available through the existing

Rainbow Rock Service Association (RRSA) surface water supply system, the applicant shall demonstrate how the water
and water supply system will not be negatively affected. Each DDP shall evaluate the impact of development on the
existing RRSA surface water system, unless RRSA has previously discontinued use of the system.

RESPONSE: Stormwater Management Plan / Hydrology and Stormwater report discussed earlier has been submitted and peer
reviewed by the City Engineer. As stated in the City Engineer’s comments, utilizing the proposed engineered plans will protect
the Rainbow Rock Service Association’s water and water supply system from adverse affects (Attachment H).

24. All required improvements to Highway 101 at the Lone Ranch access as identified in the Lone Ranch Transportation Impact

25,

Study, dated April 19, 2004 shall be required as part of the ODOT access permit for that entrance. Thespecific configuration
of the improvements to Highway 101 at the southern access will be negotiated between the applicant and ODOT.

RESPONSE: The entrance street serving the College site is proposed as a “Urban Residential Collector (curbed)” with two paved

travel lanes and a 10 ft. multi-use path (Exhibit 5). At such time as another phase of development uses this southern entrance a third

lane will be constructed at the entrance area. The Applicant submitted a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) (Attachment M) describing the
limited number of vehicle trips generate by the College use and stated the improvements to Highway 101 are not needed until further
development is proposed. The original April 19, 2004 TIS considered “Phase 1” to include 680 dwelling units, the neighborhood
commercial uses, and the College, resulting in the immediate need for the Highway 101 improvements. Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) agreed with the Applicant’s TIS analysis that stated with only the College proceeding at this time the
improvements are not warranted. ODOT is processing the access permit (Attachment N).

The applicant shall support any future effort to reestablish the ability for fish passage under Highway 101 for Lone

Page 10 of 12 DDP-1-08 SWOCC
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20.

27.

28.

29,

30.

Ranch Creek, Ram Creek and Taylor Creek. “Support” means that the applicant shall not opposc such efforts.
RESPONSE: The Applicant agrees o support and not oppose efforts to reestablish fish passage under Highway 101.

If any DDP will result in development that is projected to exceed the 1036 total master plan PM pealk hour trips or the 839 net
new PM peak hour trips as identified in the Lone Ranch Transportation Impact Study, taking into account traffic generated
in previous phases, an additional transportation impact study will be required to be submitted with the DDP application and

the DDP may be approved only if consistent with the Transportation System Plan,

RESPONSE: The proposed DDP will not result in greater trip generation than stated above. The Applicant, however, has provided
and Transportation Impact Study (Attachment K).

To assure that the mobility standards are met at the intersection of Highway 101/Carpentervillie Road, no DDP shouid be
approved that would exceed the acceptable ODOT mobility standards for Highway 101/Carpentervillc Road intersection until
the City of Brookings TSP is amended to identify reccommend improvements or a change to standards and the Lone Ranch
development pays a proportionate share to these improvements. Analysis at Highway 101/Carpenterville Road should be
conducted to determine the level of impact for each DDP until the City of Brookings TSP is amended to include the necessary

improvements.

RESPONSE: The City has already amended the Transportation Impact Study (TIS) to include recommended improvements at the
intersection of Carpenterville Rd. and Highway 101. The Applicant’s TIS demonstrates that traffic generated from the College will
not exceed the acceptable ODOT mobility standards for Highway 101/ Carpenterville Road intersection. ODOT has submitted written
comments stating they “have no issues with the study that was submitted” (Attachment N).

A hydrologic study shall be provided with each DDP, and any such study must be provided to federal and state agencies
responsible for wetlands and endangered species protection. Each successive hydrologic study will cumulatively incorporate
and consider the information provided in the previously prepared hydrologic studies. The City will review the agency
comments regarding the hydrologic study to determine compliance with applicable standards relating to storm drainage and
to determine compliance with standards relating to the protection of wetlands and western lilies. At the time of DDP review,
the City shall require changes to the DDP that it determines are needed to comply with applicable standards and to protect

wetlands and western lilies.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has submitted the hydrologic study to the U.S. Department of the Interior, Department of State Lands,
and U.S. Army Corp of Engineers. The U.S. Department of the Interior indicated they would have their comments to the Applicant

by the date of the hearing.

The applicant shall establish Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) requiring the Homeowners’ Association or
Associations to maintain drainage swales located adjacent to streets that do not have curbs and gutters or other hard
drainage systems. The CC&Rs shall provide that the city may enforce the maintenance of the swales, which includes the
right to access all properties necessary to conduct the maintenance, either through legal action or by providing the
maintenance and billing the Homeowners’ Association or Associations. All such expenses, costs, and charges may be enforced
by the city as liens against the real properties of individual members of the Homeowners® Association or Associations. The
CCAé&Rs shall also contain a clause stating that any proposed change to this covenant must be approved by the city. The
proposed CC&Rs as to the maintenance of the swales and the city’s ability to enforce the CC&Rs, must be approved by the

city prior to recordation.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has submitted a “Swale Maintenance Covenant” (Last page of Attachment H). As SWOCC will not have
a Homeowners® Association the document states the property owner of the subject property is the responsible party. The City agrees
this is appropriate. Additional language is needed to describe enforcement procedures and potential changes to the Convenant. This

will be a Condition of Approval incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP.

The Master Plan document is hereby amended to include all changes made by the Errata Sheet dated June 4, 2004 and to
indicate that the maximum building height for single family detached and single family attached homes is 30 feet and the
maximum building height for multiple family and commercial buildings is 40 feet. The applicant shall provide the city with 4

copies of the amended Master Plan document.

RESPONSE: Borax has provided the City with copies of the amended Master Plan document.
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FINDINGS:

The following are findings related to the above referenced criteria.

1. The Applicant is requesting approval of a DDP for Southwest Oregon Community College campus in the
Lone Ranch Master Plan area.
All Conditions of Approval in the Final Order for LRMP must be complied with.
As shown in the above responses and the Applicants findings (Attachment I), and with the proposed
Conditions of Approval for this DDP, the Applicant has met this criteria.

SRS

CONCLUSIONS: The materials and findings found in this staff report and submitted by the Applicant, together
with the proposed conditions of approval, adequately meet each of the criterion necessary for the approval of this

Detailed Development Plan.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

The proposed conditions of approval are attached to and hereby made a part of this report.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends APPROVAL of File No. DDP-1-08, based on the findings and conclusions stated in the staff
report, provided by the Applicant, and subject to the conditions of approval listed above.

Page 12 of 12 DDP-1-08 SWOCC
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(ROW/CLAY & ASSOCIATES INC. Attachment A

ARCHITECTURE AND PLANNING
LAND USE AND INTERIORS

Required Findings of Fact for Land Divisions
for Southwestern Oregon Community College
Section 17.172.071

The proposed subdivision meets the comprehensive plan requirements and will be
constructed in compliance with required development standards and State and
Federal laws. The subdivision is also in conformance with the approved Lone

Ranch Master Plan for this area.

With the approval of the Dstailed Development Plan the College will own the
property proposed for subdivision and does not own any other property in the area.
Future development of the college property, if any, would be in compliance with

applicable ordinances and codes.

The proposed plat dedicates a road which extends to the end of the subdivision to
provide future connectivity and access to adjacent property. The proposed plan is
in conformance with the approved Lone Ranch Master Plan.

The proposed subdivision name was reviewed by the County surveyor and does not
use a word which is the same as, similar or pronounced the same as the name of

another subdivision in Curry County.

The proposed street name was reviewed by the Fire Chief and does not use a word
which is the same as, similar or pronounced the same as the name of another street

in Curry County.

HE PRoPOSED. STREET Witk BE A Pupuc RIAD .
Tkw&%d%%w WWB&WWWMn
OWW&E}H@@S—M@HaLGQ»FlS‘t'FU'C’L‘iOT‘I—@ﬁh’Ehe—eH{-Fy
ad. Atthattime—theroad-wit-be dedicated to the City. Setthwesterr-Oregen

i ontte-use-and-maitainthe-read-while-in-private-

A el

Wse- See " Arrackmen i .

Development of the Southwestern Oregon Community College subdivision is not
intended to be developed in phases.

Coos Bay, OREGON
125 W. CENIRAL AVE., SUITE 400 + Coos Bay, OR 97420 (541) 269-9388, Fax (541) 267-6187
IMEMBERS AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS
WWW, vclay.com
33



L]

Attachment B
Department of Environmental Quality

Ol.eg OI]_ Western Region Coos Bay Offict,,

Theadore Kulongoski, Govemor . 381 N Second Stree!
Coos Bay, OR 9742C

(541) 269-2721+#

FAX (541) 269-7984™

Mike Crow May 28, 2008

Crow/Clay & Associates AlA -
125 W. Central, Suite 400

Coos Bay, OR 97420

RE: WQ/SS-Curry County
Southwestern Community College Annex

Brookings, OR
Temporary Holding Tank Installation _ -

e conversation on this date, Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 340-071-0340

As per our phon

(1) (b) (A) & (B) Holding Tanks, lists the criteria for allowing the installation of a temporary -
holding tank within an area-wide sewerage district.

This would require a Water Pollution Control Facilities (WPCF) permit for the installation of the Ll
tank with detailed construction plans to be submitted with the application.

If you have any questions pertaining to the process please contact this office for assistance.

WZ A -
Del Ciine, R.S. ' ' ' -
On-Site Wastewater Specialist ‘
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Attachment C

INTRODUCTION

This section includes a letter report on the geology of the Southwestern Oregon
Community College site completed by Mr. Ralph Christensen, Senior Geologist at EGR
and Associates. It also includes a Stormwater Management Plan which incorporates a
hydrology study including run off calculations, also completed by EGR & Associates, Inc.
An additional geologic evaluation report reviewing the quality and extent of the rock
underlining the Southwestern Oregon Community College site, completed by Otak, is also
included. Note that the rock and soil quantities sited in this study assumes excavation
down to elevation 235 which is 15 feet lower than proposed by this applicant.

. — T
F\bﬁ:’f-‘ COLLEGC—.’ {r\(rerw).c To Cicavare Te Owey 50 Ecevan
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K-
25358 Prairie Road™

EGR & Associates, Inc. s oo

Fax (541) 688-8087 mn

-
May 20, 2008 : -
Michae] Crow, A.LA.
Crow/Clay & Associates, Inc. .7
125 SW Central Avenue, Suite 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420 P
RE: . Southwestern Oregon Community College -
Curry County Campus
Brookings Ordinance Chapter 17.100, Hazardous Building Site
Dear Mx. Crow:
I have reviewed the Brookings Municipal Code Chapter 17.100 relative to the
Southwestern Oregon Community College (SOCC) site, proposed for Curry County
\ at Brookings. The above referenced Ordinance addresses “Hazardous Building =
Site”, “Protection Hillside”, and “Development Standards”. The standards are quite
specific on what needs to be done based upon slopes alone. -
The area selected for the SOCC campus in Brookings is on the “Borax property”

near the northern extent of the Brookings City limits/UGB boundary (Lone
Ranch/Rainbow Rock). The specific site selected for the SOCC campus is an isolated
hill composed of fine grained rock with basalt like appearance (may be, or include, =
siliceous silts or cherts), which has been used as a gquarry site on its western end.
Locally the slopes exceed 15% as described in the Ordinance. The overall plan for

the SOCC campus is to remove the top of the hill and use the rock materials for -
construction purposes on other parts of the Borax property. Then, on the flat area

created, the SOCC campus will be constructed, along with parking and expansion -
areas. '

My walk over inspection of the site on March 14, 2008, did not reveal any of the
standard signs of slope instability. Trees were not pistol butted, nor jack-strawed.
The hill slopes were not hummocky nor was there any evidence of slumps, scarps, or -
other past slope failures. The site is stable geologically. The isolated nature of the
hill to be used as the SOCC site makes it very stable. Particularly, when the plan is
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1o not build on the hill's exterior slopes, but instead to remove the top of the hill and
build on the resulting flat surface. Removal of the top of the hill will increase slope
stability. By not disturbing the exterior slopes, vegetation can be retained. Given
the hill's isolated nature, the water table will not be an issue of any significance

either for stability or water control issues.

In summary, there are no indications that the proposed development on this site
will cause any stability problems or issues. A 1200-C erosion control permit will be
required through the Oregon DEQ prior to construction (land disturbance), which
will address the issues of turbidity, siltation, and site runoff during construction.
Specific consideration of the Rainbow Rock water supply (about 800 to 1000 feef
south of the site) will be addressed in the engineered storm water and grading

plans.

In the Geotechnical Findings, Lone Ranch Mixed Use Development, Brooking,

Oregon, prepared by Hart Crowser for Otak, Inc. (April 19, 2004) the following
statement appears “During our site reconnaissance, we observed several areas that
will need to be addressed prior to developing them. One area of concern occurs on
the proposed SOCC site, east of the south-trending drainage that empties into the
Rainbow Rock Condominium reservoir area. The west-facing hillside above the
creek contains very steep, irregular topography with contorted trees and fresh scarp
traces. This particular area and the areas along the major drainages will require
fairly detailed mapping to determine the severity and extent of the potentially

unstable areas.”

The description given in the text above specifically describes a location on the
smaller isolated knob some 800 feet south of the SOCC site. This location
corresponds exactly to a slide area shown on Figure 4 of that report and described
as having been mapped by Hart Crowser in 2/2003. At the actual location of the
SOCC site, no slide area is shown on any of the maps associated with the
Geotechnical report, which is consistent with our site walk over of the SOCC site.

The Brookings Ordinances regarding hazardous sites 1s very broad in interpretation
of what is hazardous (slopes greater than 15%) and quite specific in what must be
done. Prior to issuance of a permit to remove vegetation, grade, excavate, or
otherwise disturb the site, an engineered plan will be submitted.

A storm water management plan is being prepared, under separate documents, in
order to take special care and consideration with regard to the wetland and water
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supply for Rainbow Rock, which is within the same watershed area as a portion of
the SOCC site. During construction the 1200-¢ permit and grading plan will be
used to protect the Rainbow Rock water supply and the wetlands. Such a grading
plan/1200-C permit might require removing the rock from the interior, which allows
for better control of any runoff, and keeping all runoff from the site during the
excavation and construction phases out of the Rainbow Rock watershed.

If site conditions change during excavation then a geotechnical engineer,
engineering geologist, hydrogeologist, or geologist can be called in to examine the
changed conditions and make appropriate recommendations.

If I can be of any immediate further assistance please let me know.
Sincerely,

;@A (s

Ralph Christensen, G-870
Senior Geologist,
EGR & Associates, Inc.
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25358 Pralrie Road

EGR & Associates, Inc.  swee ooz
(541) 688-8322

Fax (541) 688-8087

July 8, 2008

Crow/Clay & Associates
Attn: Mr. Mike Crow

125 Cetner Ave, Suite #400
Coos Bay, OR 97420

RE:  Water Table Beneath the SOCC Brookings Campus Site.

»~

Dear Mr. Crowe:

- As you requested, I am writing you this supplement to my previous letter regarding geologic and

liydrogeologic conditions at the SOCC Brookings campus site. There will not be a high water
table condition at the SOCC facilities site. During my previous on-site and literature review of
the site it was clear that the location of the SOCC facilities on the Brookings campus site were
such that no high water table nor water table interference will occur with the site (during
construction or post construction). The isolated nature of the hilltop, the restriction of the
proposed facilities to an elevated site location above the swrounding lands, and the fractured
rock composing the hill, all confirm that a high water table will not be an issue at this location.

If you have any questions or need further clarification please feel free to contact me at any time.
Sincerely,

m«,&%me

Ralph Christensen, G-870
Seniar Geologist .
EGR & Associates, Inc.
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EGR & Associates, Inc.

Engineers, Geologists and Surveyors

C-€
2535B Prairie Road mx
Eugene, Oregon 97402
(541) 688-8322
Fax (541) 688-8087

Stormwater Management Plan
Southern Oregon Community College
Curry County College Campus
Brookings, Oregon

May 16, 2008

Prepared for:

Crow/Clay & Associates, Inc.
Architecture and Planning
125 W. Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, OR 97420

Repipmis |-1-12

Prepared by:

EGR & Associates, Inc.
2535B Prairie Road
Eugene, OR 97402

541-688-8322
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1.0 Purpose

This Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) has been prepared by BEGR & Associates, Inc.
(EGR) on the authorization of Crow/Clay & Associates, Inc. (CCA) for the Southern- Oregon
Community College’s (SOCC) proposed Curry County Campus located in Brookings, Oregon.
The proposed campus site is part of the U.S. Borax Inc. Master Plan of Development (MPoD)
that was approved for the Lone Ranch development project. This SWMP supports the Detailed
Development Plan (DDP) review procedures of the Brookings Municipal Code (BMC)
Chapter 17.70.140.B.5, specifically that portion of the section requiring a utilities plan indicating
how storm sewer and drainage systems will function and how negative impacts to existing storm
sewers and drainage systems of adjacent properties will be avoided.

2.0 Project Location

The college campus is located on a 10-acre portion of the Lone Ranch development property
identified by Curry County Assessor’s Office as Parcel 4014-00-02400. The property is located
on the east side of Highway 101 on the northerly side of Brookings, and is located inside the
Brookings city limits. The campus site is located on the southetly portion of the U.S. Borax Inc.

property.

3.0 Stormwater Standards

Development of the U.S. Borax Inc. site is subject to Brookings® Master Plan Development
(MPD) District of BMC Chapter 17.70 and the Hazardous Building Site Protection, Hillside
Development Standards of BMC Chapter 17.100. In compliance with the MPD District, MPoD
approval has been obtained for development of the Lone Ranch project, which includes the
proposed college campus as an element of that development. As part of the MPoD review
process, & utilities report was prepared that assess the impacts of the Lone Ranch development on
the city’s services, infrastructure, transportation systems and neighboring properties, which was
incorporated into the MPoD application as 2 Technical Appendix titled Lone Ranch Master Plan
Utilities Report, Otak, Incorporated, April 15, 2004 (Otak Report).

The Hazardous Building Site Protection Hillside Development Standards (BMC 17.100) requires
engineeréd plans, including a drainage plan, prior to any site preparation work. As stated above,
the purpose of this SWMP is to support the applicable DDP review procedure regarding storm
drainage of the college campus site. Final engineered plans will be prepared consistent with the
standards of BMC 17.100 in the design phase of the college campus project. These standards
require that all storm drainage be designed in accordance with the city’s comprehensive plan for
storm drainage development (Comprehensive Stormwater Plan). The city’s current adopted
Comprehensive Stormwater Plan is the document A Comprehensive Plan for Storm Drainage
Development (for Brookings, Oregon), HGE, Inc., Engineers & Planners, June 1985. The city is
in the process of updating the Comprehensive Stormwater Plan with the document Storm and
Surface Water Facilities Plan for Brookings-Harbor Area, HGE, Inc., Architects, Engineers,
Surveyors and Planners, Final (Brookings) — October 2007 (updated Comprehensive Stormwater
Plan). The updated Comprehensive Stormwater Plan will provide a single comprehensive
stormwater plan to help guide future development of the Brookings-Harbor area, but as of the
date of this SWMP, neither the city nor the county has formally adopted this document.
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The following describes the relationship of the above-cited codes and documents to the standards
that were selected for use in the SOCC College Campus Stormwater Management Plan contained

herein.

3.1 Master Plan Development (MPD) District (BMC Chapter 17.70)

The college campus site is located on propetty that is within the Master Plan Development
(MPD) zoning district described in BMC Chapter 17.70. The MPD zone is implemented through
approval of a Master Plan of Development (MPoD) that details proposed development of a
property that is subject to MPD zoning requirements. Development of individual phases of the
approved MPoD is reviewed in accordance with the Detailed Development Plan (DDP) review

procedures outlined in BMC section 17.70.140.

U.S. Borax Inc. submitted a Master Plan of Development (MPoD) for the Lone Ranch
development project and has obtained MPoD approval. The proposed SOCC college campus
represents an element of the MPoD for which the applicant is requesting detailed development
plan review and approval. As stated above, this SWMP specifically supports that portion of
section 17.70.140.B.5 requiring a utilities plan indicating how storm sewer and drainage systems
will function and how negative impacts to existing storm sewers and drainage systems of

adjacent properties will be avoided

3.2 Hazardous Building Site Protection, Hillside Development Standards (BMC

Chapter 17.100)
This section of the Brookings Municipal Code applies to all property within the City.
Section 100.070.B.3.2 requires that storm drain facilities be designed for storms having a 25-year
recurrence frequency, be directed into drainage with capacity to be calculated in accordance with
the City’s Comprehensive Plan for Storm Drainage Development and BMC Chapter 8.10, and
address on-site and off-site impacts, so as not to flood adjacent or downstream propetty.

BMC Chapter 8.10 governs the protection of watercourses, drainage channel maintenance, and
storm drains, and requires that a drainage plan prepared by an Oregon-registered professional
engineer be approved by the city prior to any impact to any part of the city”s storm drain system.

3.3  Otak Report

The Otak Report presents a surface water management strategy to serve the proposed Lone
Ranch development project, which includes the college campus site. The study supports
development of the project based on the following surface water management strategies:

1. Stormwater conveyances will be designed for the 25-year peak flow.

2. Developed site runoff from the 5-year, 24-hour and the 25-year, 24-hour design
storms will be detained and released at rates no greater than the corresponding peak

discharges for existing site conditions.

3. Water quality facilities will be designed for two-thirds of the 2-year, 24-hour design
storm.
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4, Water quality BMPs that will be considered include biofiltration swales, filter strips
and wet ponds.

5. Pre-developed and post-developed runoff will be estimated using the Santa Barbara
Urban Hydrograph (SBUH) method.

3.4 Current Comprehensive Stormwater Plan

The 1985 Comprehensive Stormwater Plan does not include the Brookings North UGB extension
area (hence the project site) in the Plan’s existing storm drainage facilities analysis nor the Plan’s
storm drainage development plan recommendations. Storm drainage facilities analyzed in
the 1985 Comprehensive Stormwater Plan were designed for storms having a 5-year recurrence
frequency using the Rational Method for calculating peak storm water runoff.

3.5 Updated Comprehensive Stormwater Plan

The updated Comprebensive Stormwater Plan extends the study area from the 1985 plan to
include all areas within the current UGB boundary as well as areas uphill and tributary to the
UGB. This expanded plan area includes the college campus project site. Modeling of the
existing stormwater system was conducted using the Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph (SBUH)

method.

Stormwater modeling suggests the following approach for basin development:

L. Assume future development will be required to maintain pre-development flows off-
site.

2. Assume existing infrastructure is hydraulically adequate except where specific
problems have been noted. -

3. In general, new or replacement infrastructure should be sized for the 25-year, 24-hour
peak event. An exception is ODOT crossings which will have to follow current
ODOT Standards where design is based on a 50-year event. Another exception is in
areas where the City or County Engineer believe the increased sizing is -either
inconsistent with connecting infrastructure or would otherwise adversely impact

downstream areas.

Interpretation of modeling results of the North UGB Extension basin shows no specific problems
for this area, which includes the college campus project site. As cited in the updated
Comprehensive Stormwater Plan, based on the Lone Ranch approach for storm drainage
(presented in the Otak Report), there should be limited impact on downstream infrastructure.

The following policies are recommended:

Water Quality — For new development, provision of water quality facilities should be provided
and can be combined with detention/peak flow reduction facilities. As a general policy, natural
watercourses should not be adversely altered or impacted. Use of infiltration facilities should

address groundwater quality impacts and mitigation measures.
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Erosion and Sediment Control — Focus management efforts on reducing erosion where it is
likely to occur. City, County and DEQ erosion and sediment control requirements should be

followed.

Hydraulics — In general, new or replacement facilities should be sized to accommodate peak
flows from the 25-year, 24-hour event. Detention capacity should be sufficient to accommodate
the post-development flow for release at the pre-development rate based on the 25-year, 24-hour
event. Furthermore, off-site discharges should be controlled so that they match as closely as
practicable pre-development rates for the “9-year”, “5-year,” and “10-year” rates in addition to
the “25-year” rates.

Design and Development Standards - Although the updated Comprehensive Stormwater Plan
does not present. specific design and development standards, it does suggest that standards
developed by others could be adopted by reference. An example given of a highly developed
design standard is Design and Construction Standards for Sanilary Sewer and Surface Water
Management, Clean Water Services, March 2004, although many other examples are available.

3.6 Selected Standards for use in this SWMP

Because the current Comprehensive Stormwater Plan does not consider the college campus site
in fhe stormwater analysis and plan recommendations, preference was given to the updated
Comprehensive Stormwater Plan which is more restrictive with respect to calculating runoff
estimates, provides water quality guidelines which are not discussed in the current plan, and is
consistent with BMC regarding the design storm. Also, the Otak Report recommended surface
water management sirategies are generally consistent with the hydrologic modeling and water
quality guidelines contained in the updated Comprehensive Stormwater Plan. For these reasons,
the updated Comprehensive Stormwater Plan is deemed more applicable to this project site.

- For purposes of selecting and designing water quality Best Management Practices (BMP)
facilities, this SWMP follows the procedures outlined in the City of Portland’s Stormwater
Management Manual, Environmental Services City of Portland, September 2004 (Portland
Manual). This reference was selected over the Clean Water Services standards cited in the
updated Comprehensive Stormwater Plan because it contains a wider selection of water quality
BMPs and comprehensive design procedures. Water quality BMPs will be selected from the
Portland Manual with preference give to biofiltration swales, filter strips and ponds for
consistency with the Otak Report, although other water quality BMPs may be considered.
Selected excerpts from the Portland Manual, consisting of treatment BMP descriptions, operation
and maintenance procedures, and landscape requirements, are attached to this SWMP. Final
design and sizing of the piped collection system will follow the applicable procedures for
designing drainage facilities -contained in the City of Portland’s Sewer and Drainage Fucilities
Design Manual, Environmental Services City of Portland, June 2007.

4.0 Project Description

According to the Lone Ranch MPoD application, the college campus site is 10-acres in size, of
which 5-acres are committed to development and the balance is open space. The campus site is
located on the southern portion of the Lone Ranch property on a small east-west trending knob,
or hill, immediately south of the larger Sisters Knob (see Figure 1). The hill contours rise
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steeply to approximate elevation 278-feet. An existing road located through the saddle between
the hill and Sisters Knob functions as one of the planned access points into the Lone Ranch
development and will also provide access to the college campus site. The road reaches a high in
the saddle of approximate elevation 235-feet, sloping westerly and easterly from this high point.
A preliminary site plan shows that the hill will be leveled to approximate elevation 250-feet in
order to provide an approximate two-acre area for the initial campus building and parking areas

(see Figure 2).

4.1  Existing Runoff Pattern

Referring to the Drainage Basin Map of the existing site shown on Figure 3a, runoff from the
northwesterly portion of the hill flows westerly off-site and northerly to the road, then westerly
where the runoff is collected in a drainage that crosses underneath Highway 101 through a 24-
inch diameter culvert. The updated Comprehensive Stormwater Plan indicates that this culvert

crossing functions adequately.

Runoff from the northeasterly portion of the hill flows northerly to the road, then easterly and
then southerly around the eastern side of the hill where stormwater collects in wetland areas and
a drainage that flows southwesterly toward Highway 101 (see Figure 3a). Runoff from the
southerly portion of the hill flows southerly into these same wetland areas and drainage. The
drainage ultimately crosses underneath Highway 101 through a 30-inch diameter culvert. The
updated Comprehensive Stormwater Plan indicates that this culvert crossing functions

adequately.

The watershed lying southerly from the hill serves as a water source for the Rainbow Rock
Condominiums which are located on the west side of Highway 101 near the 30-inch culvert
crossing. According to the MPoD application the source of this water appears to be surface and
near-surface water rather than a deep-seated spring’. This necessitates that stormwater that is
collected from paved areas and then discharged into this watershed basin is first routed through
surface treatment, such as biofiltration swales and/or ponds. Stormwater runoff from the site
during grading and other construction activities will also need to be controlled in a manner that
minimizes the potential for sediment-laden runoff to enter the southerly watershed. This is

discussed further in'Section 7.0 of this SWIMP.

4.2 Site Soils Description

According to the soil map of Curry County, Oregon, the underlying soils on the campus site are
predominantly of three soil types consisting of: Bullards-Ferrelo-Hebo complex; Cunniff silty

clay loam; and Hooskanaden-Loneranch-Reinhart complex. The soil map is shown on Figure 4.

Erosion hazard of the Bullards-Ferrelo-Hebo complex is slight for bare soil in off-road areas to

moderate for un-surfaced (dirt) roads or traffic areas. Erosion hazard of the Cunniff silty clay
loam is moderate for bare soil in off-road areas to severe for un-surfaced (dirt) roads or traffic

areas. Erosion hazard of the Hooskanaden-Loneranch-Reinhart complex is moderate for both

! ‘Geotechnical Findings Lone Ranch Mixed Use Development Brookings, Oregon. Hart Crowser, Inc., April 19,
2004,
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bare soil in off-road areas and for un-surfaced (dirt) roads or traffic areas. Infiltration systems
perform poorly in these soil types and are not recommended.

5.0 Stormwater Hydrology Summary

The attached Tunoff calculations include an analysis of pre-construction and post-construction
peak runoff based on standard recurrence intervals of 2-year, 5-year, 10-year, and 25-year
(design storms). Our analysis was performed using Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for
AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2008 software (Hydraflow), Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph (SBUH)
method. The time of concentration was calculated following the procedures of the SCS
Technical Release Number 55 (TR-55) method of the Hydraflow software. Precipitation-

frequency data was obtained from NOAA Atlas 2, Volume X.

As shown on the attached drainage basin map (Figures 3a and 3b), the site is divided into two
drainage basins identified as Basins 1 and 2. Basin 1 consists of the northwesterly portion of the
project site and is approximately 1.75 acres in size. Basin 2 consists of the northeasterly portion
and the remaining southerly portion of the project site and is approximately 8.29 acres in size.
The runoff pattern of these two basins is described in Section 4.1 above.

Each basin is further divided into subbasins to account for areas to remain undeveloped, thus not
included in the hydrologic calculations, and impervious areas (roof and pavement) where runoff

is routed through treatment and detention facilities.

Stormwater runoff was estimated for the current or pre-construction condition and for post-
construction conditions that represent the site after construction of impervious surfaces is

completed. These two runoff conditions are discussed below.

5.1 Pre-Construction Runoff

Runoff has been estimated for standard recutrence intervals of 2-year, 5-year, 10-year and 25-
year for the upper subbasins only, consisting of Basins 1-A and 2-A (zefer to the basin map on
Figure 3b). The downstream or lower subbasins were not included in the runoff calculations
because no development is proposed in these areas thus the runoff from these areas will not

change.

Each subbasin is further divided by soil type and the area of each soil type estimated for input
into the Hydraflow model for calculating the runoff curve number (CN) which is used in the
runoff calculations. Table 1 summarizes the soil type and area of the pre-construction subbasins.

Based on the soil types and areas shown in Table 1, the pre-construction runoff curve number for
subbasin 1-A is calculated as 73 and for subbasin 2-A is calculated as 78. The Hydraflow runoff
hydrograph reports are attached and summarizes the various parameters used in the runoff
calculations. The peak runoff rate for each recurrence interval is summarized in Table 3 (see

Section 5.2 below).
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Table 1. Summary of Pre-construction Basins

Basin Soil Type Area, Acres
Bullards-Ferrelo-Hebo complex 0.58
. Cunniff silty clay loam 0.27
Basin 1-A Hooskanaden-Loneranch-Reinhart complex 0.04
Impervious Surface 0.00
Basin 1-A Total Area 0.89
Bullards-Ferrelo-Hebo complex 0.27
Basin 2-A Cunniff silty clay loam . 0.61
Hooskanaden-Loneranch-Reinhart complex 0.33
Impervious Surface 0.00
Basin 2-A Total Area 1.21

5.2 Post-Construction Runoff

The same procedure used to calculate pre-construction runoff is used to calculate the post-
construction runoff except that the soil matrix is changed to reflect impervious surfaces based on
the development plan shown on Figure 2. The basin map for post-construction is shown on
Figure 3b, Table 3 summarizes the soil type and area of the post-construction basins. Based on
the soil types and areas shown in Table 3, the post-construction runoff curve number for
subbasin 1-A is calculated as 95 and for subbasin 2-A is calculated as 89.

Table 2. Summary of Post-construction Basins

Basin Soil Type - Area, Acres
Bullards-Ferrelo-Hebo complex 0.06
Basin 1-A Cunniff silty clay loam . 0.04
_ [ Hooskanaden-Loneranch-Reinhart complex | 0.02
Impervious Surface 0.77
Basin 1-A Total Area 0.89
Bullards-Ferrelo-Hebo complex 0.10
. Cunniff silty clay loam 0.31
Basin 2-A Hooskanaden-Loneranch-Reinhart complex 0.16
Impervious Surface 0.64
Basin 2-A Total Area 1.21

The Hydraflow runoff hydrograph reports for post-construction runoff are attached. A summary
of the calculated pre-construction and post-construction peak runoff for the standard recurrence
intervals evaluated is included as Table 3 below. The calculated post-construction runoff is for

un-detained flow.
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Table 3. Summary of Pre-construction and Post-construction Peak Runoff

R . Calculated Peak Runoff, cfs
ecurrence
Basin Interval, , .
Year Pre-Construction Post-Constr,nctlon
(unconstrained)

2 0.42 1.00

| 5 0.59 1.22

-4 0.78 1.43

25 0.98 1.65

2 . 0.71 1.10

5 ’ 0.97 1.38

2-A 10 1.24 1.66

25 1.52 1.94

6.0 Stormwater Management System Description

The college campus will be built on the approximate two-acre portion of the hill to be leveled.
Because of the steep slopes on the remainder of the site, stormwater management facilities will
need to be located on the leveled portion of the site, requiring multiple treatment BMP locations
due to space limitations. Vegetated swales and vegetated filter strips have been selected for
treatment BMPs. Detention of collected stormwater is necessary becaunse of the expected
increase in peak runoff due to proposed impervious surfaces, as determined in the hydrologic
analysis above. A dry pond has been selected for detention because dry ponds can also function

as treatment facilities if properly designed.

The limitations for locating stormwater BPM facilities dictate the overall management of
stormwater on this site. In the simplest terms, stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces of the
college campus will be managed by a collection system, treatment and detention BMP facilities,
and controlled discharge into a receiving conveyance. Together, these selected stormwater BMP
facilities will mitigate the potential impacts on water quality and peak flows on adjacent
properties. These three system components are described below.

6.1 Stormwater Collection System

A piped stormwater collection system will be constructed to collect runoff and to convey the
stormwater from the parking area and roof drains to the treatment and detention facilities.
Discharge from the detention facility will be directed into the access road ditch to the north, The
updated Comprehensive Stormwater Plan recommends that detention capacity be sized fo
accommodate the 25-year, 24-hour storm event, thus the collection system will also be sized to
accommodate peak flows occurring during a 25-year storm event (the design storm). Plastic pipe

is proposed, such as PVC or polyethylene material.

The surface of parking areas and access routes will be sloped to drain to catch basins that will be
located at low areas. A sufficient number of catchbasins will be installed to help insure that
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ponding will not occur in the low areas during the design storm. Catchbasins will be
interconnected with a piped storm drain system that will convey and direct collected stormwater
to the proposed treatment facilities. Roof drains from the proposed campus building will connect
into the nearest storm drain pipe. A preliminary piped collection system layout is shown on
Figure 5. Actual catchbasin locations and pipe routes will be dependent on a final grading plan

of the site and final building plans.

Vegetated swales will discharge into a catchbasin and the stormwater conveyed in a pipe to the
detention pond that will be constructed on the east side of the site. The outlet structure of the
detention pond will be sized to control the release of stormwater in order to mimic pre-

construction runoff rates.

Final design and sizing of the piped system will follow the procedures of Portland’s Sewer and
Drainage Facilities Design Manual. As indicated in that manual, the SBUH method is limited to
estimating runoff hydrographs for designing a storage facility and should not be used for
designing conveyance facilities. The Rational method will be used to calculate peak flows for

the design of storm drain pipes and conveyance facilities.

6.2 Stormwater Best Management Practices (BMP)

Stormwater BMPs have been selected for both treatment and detention of collected runoff from
impervious surfaces. The preferred treatment BMP for this site is vegetated swales. However,
because of limited space on the developable portion of the site, there are only two practicable
locations to construct a vegetated swale and these two swale locations alone will not provide
sufficient treatment area to accommodate runoff from all planned impervious surfaces, providing
only approximately 39-percent of the necessary treatment area. The location of the two

vegetated swales is shown on Figure 5.

Stormwater detention is necessary so that the discharge of collected post-construction runoff
mimics pre-construction runoff to the extent practicable. A dry pond has been selected as the
preferred detention BMP for this site because the bottom of the pond will be designed to further
function as a vegetated swale, thus providing approximately 49-percent of the necessary
treatment area. The location of the dry pond is shown on Figure 5. :

A vegetated filter strip has been selected as an additional treatment BMP to provide the
remaining treatment area necessary fo accommodate runoff from all planned impervious
surfaces. Four locations have been identified as having space to construct vegetated filters, as

shown on Figure 5.

Final design of the site grading will consider multiple impervious management areas served by
separate storm drains, or surface runoff where adjacent to filter strips, so that collected runoff
can be directed -to individual treatment facilities in approximate proportion to treatment
capability. For example, properly sized individual vegetated filter strips can provide treatment of
runoff from up to 2,000 square feet of ‘impervious surface, thus multiple vegetated filter strips
will be located where space allows and up to 2,000 square feet of adjacent parking area will be

sloped to drain into each filter strip.
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Other stormwater management facilities that were considered include infiltration planters, flow-
through planters, grassy swales, vegetated infiltration basins, sand filters, and wel ponds.
Table 4 summarizes the BMPs that were considered and the rationale for accepting or rejecting

each BMP.

Table 4. Summary of BMP Selection and Rationale

BMP Facility

Accepted

Rejected

Rationale

Infiltration Planter

X

Site soils are not suitable for infiltration systems.

Flow-Through Planter

This BMP is typically located adjacent to buildings where
flow, such as roof drains, is dispersed through the planter
and discharged overland as sheet flow. However, this
BMP does not provide detention, thus was rejected in
preference to other BMPs where the discharge can
generally be controlled aud routed into a detention

facility.

Vegetated Swale

' This BMP has been selected as a preferred treatment

1 facility on this site, but due to space limitations on this

gite, will need to be used in combination with other
treatment BMPs.

Grassy Swale

This BMP would be appropriate for use on this site if
there were sufficient space to construct the necessary
swale area, but was rejected in preference to the
vegetated swale which has a lower sizing factor.

Vegetated Filter Strip

This BMP was deemed acceptable for use on this site to
help provide the pecessary treatment area. As with the
vegetated swale, space limits the use of this BMP, but
sufficient locations were identified in order for this BMP
to be effective and the discharge side of the filter strips
can be directed toward the detention facility in most
locations.

Vegetated Infiltration
Basin

Site soils are not suitable for infiltration systems.

Sand Filter

This BMP could be incorporated into the site parking
where space allows and used in combination with other
treatment BMPs, but was rejected in preference to other
BMPs that are simpler in construction and for aesthetics.

Wet Pond

This BMP provides treatment functions, but does not ||
provide detention, thus was rejected.

Extended Wet Pond

This BMP provides both treatment and detention
functions, but was rejected because a permanent water
pool must be maintained in the pond.

Dry Pond

X

This BMP provides detention and can provide treatment
if the pond bottom is properly designed, such as with a
' vegetated swale. This BMP was deemed acceptable for
use on the site.

Together the accepted BMPs, consisting of vegetated swales, vegetated filters and a dry pond
will provide the necessary treatment and detention of runoff from planned impervious surfaces
on this site. These selected BMPs are described in detail below.
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6.2.1 Vegetated Swales

As shown on Figure 5, two vegetated swales can be located on the site that meet the design
guidelines of the Portland Manual (see attached excerpts). The simplified approach for
stormwater management presented in the Portland Manual was followed for sizing the vatious
treatment components and is based on a sizing factor representing the ratio of treatment area to
the impervious area being managed. The sizing factor for vegetated swales is given in the
Portland Manual as 0.09, which when multiplied by the impervious area being managed by this

particular BMP yields the required size of the swale.

The total impervious area of the initial campus building and parking is estimated to be 61,390
square feet based on the site layout shown on Figure 2. A future building is also shown with an
estimated atea of 6,300 square feet for a total planned impervious surface area of 67,690 square
feet. The approximate treatment area of the two swales is 2,390 square feet, which can manage
an impervious area of approximately 26,556 square feet (treatment area divided by the sizing
factor), or about 39-percent of the planned impervious area. Additional treatment area will be

provided as discussed below.

6.2.2 Dry Pond

A detention facility is necessary to mitigate increase in peak flow due to the planned impervious
surfaces on the site. Because additional treatment area is needed in combination with the
vegetated swale and filter strip BMPs, a dry pond has been selected as the preferred detention
BMP with the bottom of the pond designed with a vegetated swale. The location of the detention

pond is shown on Figure 5.

The pond will be constructed as 2 below-grade pond (no above-ground structural fill) and will be

designed following the guidelines of the Portland Manual (see attached excerpts). A~

geotechnical review of the final pond design may be needed because of its location to nearby
steep ground slopes. The bottom of the pond will be designed as a vegetated swale with an
approximate treatment area of 2,955 square feet. With a sizing factor of 0.09, this vegetated
swale can manage runoff from approximately 32,833 square feet of impervious surface, or

about 49-percent of the planned impervious area.

During high flow events, the pond will function as a detention facility by temporarily storing
excess runoff and releasing the stormwater at 2 controlled rate that mimics pre-construction peak
discharge. Although the site is divided into two drainage basins that discharge runoff into
separate watersheds, runoff from impervious surfaces will be collected and routed into the single
detention pond because space limitations allow for only one pond location. The pond outlet
control structure will be designed to not only control the peak discharge to mimic pre-
construction peak flows but will also split the flow to approximate the peak flow into each basin
(Basins 1-A and 2-A) based on the peak runoff summarized in Table 3.

The detention volume in the pond was estimated by combining the pre-construction and post-
construction 25-year runoff hydrographs for each basin and graphically calculating the excess
volume of runoff ocourring between the two peaks (see attached hydrographs). Adding the two
volumes give the total required detention storage volume of 2,070 cubic feet. This results in a
required storage depth of less than one foot, and adding a minimum one-foot of freeboard gives a

Page 11 Stormwater Management Plan
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total required depth of about two-feet in the detention pond. This assumes side slopes of 3H
to 1V. An emergency overflow spillway will be designed to convey the 100-year design storm.

6.2.3 Vegetated Filter

Vegetated filters will be located where space allows. The treatment area provided by the
vegetated filters is needed so that the overall required treatment area is achieved to treat runoff
from all planned impervious surfaces. Where vegetated filters are used, the adjacent parking
area will slope to drain into these filters. Stormwater flowing through these filters will sheet
flow overland and away from the parking area and will not be collected in the piped system. The
Jocation of proposed vegetated filter strips is shown on Figure 5. Where practicable, flow
through the filter strips will be directed towards the detention pond as overland sheet flow.

The sizing factor given in the Portland Manual for vegetated filter strips is 0.20. The available
treatment area based on the filter strip locations shown on Figure 5 is approximately 1,800
square feet, which can manage stormwater runoff from approximately 9,000 square feet of
impervious surface. Vegetated filter strip design guidelines excerpted from the Portland Manual

are attached, as well as landscape guidelines.

In combination with the vegetated swales discussed above, the treatment BMPs shown on
Figure 5 can manage up to 68,389 square feet of impervious surface. The area of planned
impervious surface is approximately 67,690 square feet, including a proposed future building,
thus the stormwater management plan BMPs shown on Figure 5 are adequate to treat the

anticipate runoff from impervious surfaces of this site.

6.3 Stormwater Discharge

Stormwater discharge from the pond outlet structure will be split into two flows that will be
conveyed in separate pipes to individual discharge points. These discharge points will be located
in the access road ditch to the north and at such location that one flow split will discharge into
the receiving ditch located in Basin 1 and the other flow split will discharge into the receiving
ditch located in Basin 2. These discharge points are approximately located on Figure 5. The
ditch immediately downstream from the pipe outlets will be armored with rock riprap to
minimize erosion. Attached are outfall design guidelines excerpted from the Portland Manual

that will be followed.

7.0 Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control Plan

Construction activities that disturb greater than one-acre of land require an NPDES-1200C
stormwater erosion control permit issued by the Oregon DEQ. A condition of the 1200C permit
requires that the applicant prepare and implement an erosion and sediment control plan that
addresses stormwater management of runoff from the site during all phases of construction
activities. Prior to starl of any construction activity on the college campus site, the applicant
will submit an application for an NPDES-1200C permit and will include an erosion and sediment
control plan. An erosion and sediment control plan will be prepared when a final grading plan is

completed for the college campus site.

Page 12 Stormwater Managemen( Plan
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Soil erosion due to runoff from a construction site is best controlled by first preventing erosion
from occurring to the extent practicable, then limiting contact of rainwater and runoff with soil,
and finally controlling sediment-laden runoff from disturbed areas prior to discharging off-site.

The erosion and sediment control plan for the college campus site will consider the following:

e The erosion and sediment control plan will be prepared following the DEQ guidance
document Erosion and Sediment Control Manual, GeoSyntec Consultants, April 2005.

¢ Clearing limits will be established that minimize the area that will be stripped of native
vegetation.

o Cleared areas, soil stockpiles, and rough graded areas that will be inactive for a long
duration (several weeks) will be temporarily protected with mulch and/or seeded with
temporary vegetation. Final graded areas will be protected with a mulch layer and seeded
with permanent grass or landscape vegetation per landscape designs.

e Temporary soil and aggregate stockpiles will be covered with plastic and ballast against
wind when not in use for several days.

e Dust from traffic areas and crushing operations will be controlled to prevent adverse dust
nuisance.

e The permanent detention pond on the eastern side of the site will be constructed as soon
as practicable and temporarily used as a sedimentation pond during construction. Runoff
from disturbed areas of the site will be routed into this pond, which will temporarily
discharge into the northwesterly basin (Basin 1) to help insure that sediment-laden water
is not discharged into the southerly watershed during construction of the college campus

project.

e The initial phase of the project calls for removal of the top of the hill, temporary on-site
crushing and stockpiling operations, and use of the crushed rock for conmstruction
purposes on other parts of the Borax property. Leveling of the hilltop will be staged so
that work begins on the north side of the hill and runoff controlled to prevent stormwater
discharge to the south. Excavation will start on the east side where the detention pond

will be constructed so that a temporary stormwater sedimentation pond can be placed into
operation early in the project.

e The erosion and sedimentation control plan will be prepared considering the major stages
of development, such as: start of hilltop leveling prior to a sedimentation pond; hilltop
leveling with a sedimentation pond; mass grading of the leveled site; building, utilities,
concrete work and pavement construction; and final site stabilization.

8.0 Maintenance Plan
The stormwater facilities proposed in this SWMP consist of a private collection and surface

‘treatment and detention system for the purpose of serving the college campus. All stormwater

collection and treatment facilities will be owned, operated and maintained by the college.
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The collection system consists primarily of catchbasins interconnected by an underground storm
drain system. Catchbasins will consist of a grate to catch large debris, a sump to help capture
sediment and a baffle over the outlet pipe to capture floating debris. Maintenance of the
collection system will include periodic visual inspection of all catchbains and removal of debris
where catchbaisn performance is reduced. 1t is important that the sumps be cleaned of
acoumulated sediment on a frequent basis to maximize sediment removal efficiency of the
catchibains. Otherwise, sediment accumulated in the vegelated swales will reduce treatment
efficiency and require frequent sediment removal and re-vepetation of the swales.

Maintenance of the surface treatment and detention facilities is detailed in the attached excerpts
from the Portland Manual. In general, periodic visual inspections should be performed to insure
that there are no obstructions at swale inlets and outlets, and af the pond outlet control structure.
Swales and filter strips should be inspected to insure healthy vegetation and proper performance
during flow events. Vegetation should be watered as needed if stressed during dry periods. The
receiving conveyance should be inspected at pipe outlets to ensure that erosion is not occurring

downstream from final discharge points.

Stormwater Management Plan

SOCC College Campus Page 14
EGR Project #6070-08-0062

Brookings, Oregon
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Lone Ranch ROCC Geologic Evaluation Program

Summary
A brief program consisting of 10 backhoe pits and 11 air track drill holes was completed

on the ten-acre Lone Ranch college site. The results of this program have reduced the
amount of hard, silicified rock on the property to about 45,000 cubic yards, most of
which is exposed in the old pit area on the west side of the property. The remaining
85,000 cubic yards of material can probably be removed without drilling and blasting.

Introduction
A ten-acre site located on the southwestern side of the large Lone Ranch property,

Brookings, OR is being slated for development as a college site (ROCC). The author was
asked by Mr. Dennis Boyle, Director of Lands for Rio Tinto Industrial Minerals, Inc., to
recommend and supervise a brief program of pits and percussion drill tests in order to
ascertain the underlying rock types. It is hoped that the results of these tests will aid in

the development planning.

Background
The ROCC site consists of a hill, trending roughly east west and reaching to about 275

feet above sea level; the site is to be leveled to 235 feet. The western end of the property
had once been used as a quarry. The rock exposed there consists of a hard, dense, black
rock, thought to be pillow basalt, which overlies a light gray sedimentary sequence, the
upper part of which is quite silicified and cherty. The remainder of the property is
covered by a dense stand of brush and trees with few outcrops.

The author made a brief geologic site evaluation in April of this year (RBK to D. Boyle,
April 29, 2006). One of the recommendations made was to have the property evaluated
further with several backhoe trenches in areas where there were no surface outcrops.

This recommendation was approved and a series of air track drill holes added to the
program by Otak, the prime contractor (G. Enire to D. Boyle, May 8, 2006). This was an
excellent addition, The program was set up for June 20 and 21 with Tidewater
Contractors, Inc., a local firm, supplying the equipment. Mr. Robert Vaught represented
Otak; Mr. Scott Darger was the site engineer for Tidewater Contractors, Inc.

Field Program A
The backhoe portion of the field program utilized a Hitachi 300 with an articulated

dipper. This piece of equipment proved to be ideal as it was large enough to remove the
brush and small trees and could excavate to a depth of over 15 feet, but was small enough
to get between the larger trees and to negotiate the rather steep slopes. The Tidewater

operator was excellent.

Trench lines were laid out roughly as recommended in the April 29" memo; Line 1
trended southeast from the northwest edge of the pit access road and cut the western end
of the ridge; Line 2 was run north-south on the eastern end of the ridge, trending south
from the north access road; Line 3 ran north-south about mid-way between lines 1 and 2;
a short Line 4 was put in on the southern side of the ridge and a short Line 5 was added
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from the center of the pit up the western slope of the ridge-line. These lines were
surveyed in by compass and tape and the locations ~ roughly the center of each pit or drill
hole - marked and numbered K1 to K15, see page 4 for the compass and tape survey of

these lines.

1t proved impractical to dig a trench over the length of the lines, so small pits were
excavated to the depth that the backhoe was able to dig. In areas of harder rock, only
about a fool of rock could be removed; in areas of softer rock and overburden, the pits
were dug down to 15 feet or to the top of solid rock. For safety, the first pits on each line
were dug on the top of the ridge with the machine moving back down the slope. A total
of 10 pits were completed, sec attached Drilling and trench pit data, page 5.

The second portion of the program consisted of air track drilling which followed the
general path of the above backhoe trenches. As the drill program began, the pits were
filled and leveled for safety and so that the air-track could negotiate the roads. The driller
preferred to begin drilling about 5 feet from the edge of the pits, so the drill sites are
slightly offset from the points that mark the center of the backhoe pits. Where no

previous pit had been dug, the drill was sited directly on the previously surveyed point.

The air track utilized a small (4”) button bit to drill the holes. In general this was
satisfactory, but the percussion drilling penetration rate was quite rapid and the chips
quite small and very dusty - an accurate, foot by foot geologic log of each hole could not
be made — see attached Drilling and trench pit data. Comments by the driller on the rate
of penetration (hard or softer rock) were noted to assist in the evaluation. In general, the
silicified gray-green sediments were considered harder than the “basalt” or black shale.
Holes were drilled to a depth that would test the rock to approximately the 235-foot level.

A total of 11 holes were drilled. Five of the drill holes (K2, K4, K6,K13, and K15)
offset adjacent backhoe pits and six (K1, X5, K8, K9, K12, and K14) were put down to
£ill in blanks in the coverage. The final result was to receive data on roughly 100-foot
centers in the area where outcrop data was lacking, including at depth in the vicinity of

the pit exposures.

Geologic Comments
Data from the program just completed has revised some of the earlier conclusions. It

now appears that the ridge is held up not by basalt but by silicified black shale containing
thin, wispy, clots of olive green mudstone that become more prevalent in the eastern end
of the ridge. Drill data indicates that this unit is rather flat lying and less than 20 feet
thick under most of the ridge, and the area of the ridge underlain by this unit is rather
narrow, less than 100 feet wide in the eastern portion. Drill data indicates that the ridge
is NOT held up by a vertical volcanic dike, as was originally thought possible.

On the western side of the property, primarily within and adjacent to the old quarry, this
black unit becomes increasingly silicified and in the pit area it looks very much like
pillow basalt; it is non-magnetic. The base of the unit in the quarry area is about 20 feet
lower then is indicated by drilling on the ridgeline. It is possible that this area has been
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down-faulted along the western side of the existing ridge slope - although it is currently
assumed that this break in topography is due to past mining activity. Note that location
K13 is in a depression that appears to have been filled with mine waste and overburden -
the alternative is that this pit and drill hole are located in or close to a fault trending
generally north-south. A fault here would also help to explain the intense silicification of
the sediments in the vicinity of K12 located less then 100 feet to the west and the relative
lack of silicification encountered at drill hole location K4 located 115 feet to the east.

This black unit is underlain by a shale and claystone sequence, gray (o dark green — this
unit also becomes more siliceous to the west, with the upper portion quite cherty in the
pit area, While in the pit area this unit consists of thin to medium bedded gray siltstone,
the drilling indicates a much more variable stratigraphy under the eastern portion of the
ridge, with thin interbeds of soft, dark brown clay as well as intervals of green to brown
coarse sand. Both the equipment operators and Scott from 7i idewater believe that most of
the eastern half of the ridge can be removed without blasting, using a large cat-with a

ripper.

Volumes
Volumes of overburden, hard rock, and softer rock, were calculated from crude cross-

sections drawn on 100-foot centers on a north-south direction. Elevation control was
taken from the Otak site map of April 14, 2006. These volumes are estimates only, but

are thought to be within 20%.

Cross-sections constructed through the ridge indicate that the harder rock makes up most
of the ridge in the pit area but thins and narrows considerably to the east. In addition,
several areas appear to have been back-filled with overburden sand and rubble from the
old pit, again reducing the amount of hard rock from the original estimates.

The original volume of material to be removed from the site area above the 235-foot
contour was estimated at 130,000 cubic yards. Of this amount, 45,000 cubic yards are
now thought to be composed of overburden, sand and rubble; most of this material is in
the eastern half of the area. Approximately half of the remaining, or 40,000 cubic yards,
are thought to be unsilicified sediments and the remaining 45,000 cubic yards are harder,
silicified material that may require some drilling and blasting prior to removal. As noted
above, the difference between the hard silicified rock and the softer sediments in areas
away from the quarry is based largely on comments by the driller, based upon his

penetration rates.

Additional Notes
The property contains some useable timber, The silicified rock, “basalt” and chert, can

probably be used only for fill as these rocks break up into very sharp, very hard,

fragments. The unsilicified sediments might be used for road construction as well as fill
but this would have to be tested. Al present, the pit area has a good stand of gorse, which
apparently will have to be burned before any rock from the site can be used off the Lone

Ranch propery.
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CITY OF BROOKINGS

Attachment D

PUBLIC WORKS
UTILITY CONFIRMATION FORM

This form must be sign by Public Works Division and then submitted with your application. Bring a
copy of your plof plan or plat when discussing your proposal with Public Works.

L Application Information — This section to be filled out by applicant

Applicant Name: S Nde Date: /[ (7-0F
Assessor Map #: G0~ f4 = (noe x Tax Lot: _2400
Site Address: HWY. (o]

Proposal: ___Subdivision/ Partition Variance

Conditional Use Permit v~ Other Deratled DEU&MF’ME'\JT cPf-"

II.  Utility Information — This section to be filled out and signed by Public Works

City Water Lines — Location and size of existing lines Wb Wwom T Pro )9%/7",
US 16]) Repsio pubgs | Keferi/ots Lol Geeqd T Bl adieSSos
A #aell, - Wé/’/?%fsg)('/f#/ﬁq o) Qt—ﬁ/wmv 1 57 AL et & y ¢
bt Cines Mead mpob Stz in, @eluire b3 7 - ver
City Sanitary Sewer Lines — Location and size of existing lines Lines S /mow\f» i~ Seec
mesD mrode Qtkertd o Bovay m LOD o Sit e omnd Qoypocite |
li-péu&' e s Rimpbigo <0f__Lmmp /el :-/"’/fLaOl/‘ ,MQ?QM' '

City Storm Drain Lines — Location and size Lone chL 7‘/):}5 7L/ e

Location and size of proposed utility lines must be submitted by applicant. Plans may need to be
prepared by a engineer licensed in the State of Oregon

Required Street Improvements - a4 Py~ /150D L‘@Omp/f O Shell
h\Ld Clﬁ( OF\:Z'(LD/C‘”W Stend oS {:" S/ao)@’ﬁ;(mj. ’

Signature /M; //OM‘V(
Title .1;0{/&454"& Wkt D dreetr—
Date 7-(f-© ¢
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Attachment E

-
(<}
Fl
(]
June 11, 2008
-n
Mr. Mike Crow
Crow, Clay & ASs0C
125 W. Central Sult #400 =
Coos Bay, OR 97420
Subject: SWOCC Curry County Gampus - Near Lone Ranch Project - Clty of Bhokings
. -

Dear Mr. Crow:

Pursuant to our phone conversation of Tussday, June 10, 2008, in which you requested Coos-Curry

Electric Coopsralive, Inc. (CCEC) provide & will serve letter regarding electrical facilities to the above =
development, the development does fall within-CCEC's service territory and depending upon the size
and scope of the project may necessitate improvements to CCEC's electrical system.

We look forward to working with you on this project.
" Please let me know f you have any further questions or concems.

étncerely,

* Andrew M. McBride, P.E.

System Planning & Engineering Manager -
-l
-
c: Roger Meader
Lauren Parsch
Marly Curtis -
Walt Jurzeenko
Ron Manley
-
Port Otford Office: PO Box 1268 * 43050 Hevy 101 Port Orford OR 97465 * Phone: 541 332-373) Fax: 541 332:3601
. -

Bmkiﬁss Officc: P.O. Box 4819 - 815 ‘Reilroad St Brookings OR 97415 - Phone: 54)-469-2103 Fax: 541-469-3193
Gold Beach Office: PO Box 785 - 29439 Bilenshurg Gold Brach OR 97444 - Phope: 541-247-6638 Fax: 541-247-6630
. Coaquillc Office: PO Box 460 - 74°'W 1* Coquille OR 97423 * Phonc: 541-396-3118 Fax: 541-396-3119

After Bours Outagre Number 866-352-9044
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6" EXTENDED MOUNT

SQUARE DOME® PARKING/ROADWAY (TYPE 1it)

- Housing
Seamless, die-cast aluminum

Finish color: bronze

6" (152 mm) —=

Ballasl

19.0"CI(482 mm) ———-

— Capacltor

13.7" (448 mm)

«— |— lgnltor
' “~—— Lampholder
1 N
i ) Lamp (Included)
«
——— Rellectar

copd:=———————""

Hydrolormed

24" (610 mm) — Patented Lens Frame aluminum wilh
long Hinge Die-casl aluminum brightened and
Assembly door frame securas  anodizad finish

Extended —

Pole Mount!
Finish color: bronze

lens; sealed with
silicone gaskel
Finish color: black

" (o) UDLTAGESUFFIKHEY : -~ -~ |

" i) DPTIDNS:{tactory-installed)

-(a)F

PULSE START METAL HALIDE - L 120/208/240/277V (Slandard) Fusing
] -gh}:(:j 4 200W PSMH ° 53v2620-(a)(h) T 120/277/347V (Ganada Only) -{a)P  Butlon Photocell (N/A on 480V)
9 smcw __ 250W PSMH 53v2626-(a)(h) y 120V -5P  External Photocell {ior 480V)
] SPECH 300W PSMH Sav2630-(a)(h) 2 277V specily (a) Single Voltage — Sec Voliage Sulfix ey
SIS ' sopw PSMH __ 53v2632-(a)(b) 27 977V Roactor (200-450W PSMH Only)
O ‘j'ﬁl-‘.r_‘ ¢ § nsow PSMH  53V2635-(a)(h) 3 208V " ACCESSORIES - - <%
[ SPECE § 400w PSMH  S3v2640-(a)(h) 4 .240V SBL-19 Backlight Shield (fial lans)
O '..-’_—‘ﬁ.’.!-:'-ﬂ' 7 450W PSMH__ S3V2645-(a)(b) 5 480V SBL-198 Backlight Shield (sag lons)
WIETAL HALIDE 6 347V (Canada Only)
A a T BT ety ke s [
s To PRESSURE SODIUM S Exclusive_ DeltaGuard? finish features an E
O e e SVIS25 )] gpoxy primer with me_dium bronze ultra-dt
(] s 4O0W HPS SIVIEA0-(a1(D) Fixture includes clear, mogul-base famps. powder topcoal, providing excellent resist:
790 — 400W PSMH and 400W MH utilize the to corrosion, ulraviolel degradation and

f}]Juully {n) Voltage and (h) Options.
= 9-Lovul available — consull taclory.
I{i Nerluced envelope ED26 lamy.

parking lol and roadway Juminaire for HID lamp,

lotally enclosed. Supplied with IES Type [l
oplical system. Housing is seamless, die-casl
aluminum. Mounting consists of a 1.75" (44
mm) wide by 4.5" (114 mm) high by 6" (152
mm) long extruded aluminum arm. The arm is
held in place with wo 3/8" (8 mm) mounting

rods fastened 1o a steel hacking plale inside the

D28 reduced envelope lamp. Pulse-rated
porcelain enclosed, 4kV rated screw-shell-type
lampholder with spring-loaded center contacl.
Lamp ignitor included where required. Ballast
assemblies are high-power lactor and consist ol
the fallowing circuil types:

Reactor (277V PSMH)

200 - 450W PSMH

CWA — Constant Wattage Autatransliormer
200 - 450W PSMH; 250 — 400W MH;

250 - 400W HPS

pole, and by two nuts inside the lizture housing.

iounling rods are provided with sealing
washers o prevent water leakage. Lens
assembly consisls ol rigid aluminum frame and
higlhi-impacl, clear-lempered glass (sag lens lor
450W PSMH and 250W & 400W HPS)

az() Washmalon /wenue 5

facme, Wisconsin o

4406-3772 USA 69 PHONE (262) 886-1900

abrasion. The finish is covered by our sevs
year limited warranty.

~ LABELS

ANSI lamp wattage label supplied, visible 1
relamping. UL and CUL Listed for wel loce
and enclosure classified 1P54 per IEC 529
IEC 598.

Patent Pending
US 4,689,729

RUL

L1TCTHTI

FhY. (2G2) BB4-3309
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ROUND TUBE CENTER DIRECT MOUNT

SOUARE DOME™ PARKING/ROADWAY (TYPE i)

120100 B0 GO' A0 200 0 200 40° GO BO° 100 12
42,7

120' 100 BO' 60 40 20 0 200 4 60 00100 120
140° —— ‘ 42.7 140" - e
120" [ i .| 36,6 120" |- oeie Pl £ vyt | B0.G
s fassedead foom| 306 100" oy T P
o0 244 a0’ : L oo 244
- A o | 10,3 60’ 100
Wl 40" | pf] 12,2 40' 122
20' 0.1 20' Gt
0' [ A4 om [ Ll [ R om
20' - 0.1 20" 6.1
4o 12,2 40' 102
00" f-=-— ; S | 10,9 a0 10.0
T e ' . A — o I T ¥’ | 171 L [ SR A
|_40000 1 N V1 e
100' " 0.6 1o0' - 306
460 505 244 103 122 04 Om G 122 103 244 305306 206 806 244 100 122 6.1 Om 0.1 122 103 244 305 306
Lighting Sciences Inc. Isofootcandle plol of 400W HPS isolootcandle plal of 250W HPS
cetlified Test Repatl No, LSI 16891 Cutoll Syuare Dome Light at an' (9.1 m) square Dome Light al 25' (7.6 m)
candlgpower disirlbution curve ol 400W HP§ maunting helght and 0° tilt above horizontal miounting height, 0° tit above horizontal
Square Dome Liphl (Plan view) (Plan view)
120 100 BO' 60 40' 20 O 20' 40' EO' 00’ 100' 120
{20 100 67 60 40 20 0' 20 4U 60 80 100 120 140" 2 E.n il o ‘20427
150" I VEER 140 1 T 427 ol ‘ ‘ _ P
e 120" | - +ofemier et 366 ; I
120" 120° 00 ] a5 b i
“/ oy 80" : 24.4 oo 24.4
K s ; 8o’ 18.3
‘= [ 60 / 10,3 5
40' 12.2 1z.2
90" a6 6.1 20! 6.1
A o
\ e o om om
)— 20000 : o0 oy 20 Ny
60" : 60° 40" |- 12.2 40 12,2
B0' i
60 18.3 ~| 16.3
40000 '
s/ [ |\ \ao o0’ 244 &0 , 24.4
100 0.5 100! - — a0
386 305 244 103 122 61 0m 61 122 103 24.4 305 366

966 505 244 100 122 61 0m 6.4 122 103 244 D05 366
Lighting Sciences Inc. |sofootcandie piol of 400W PSMH isofootcandle plot of 260W PSVIH
Certified Tes! Reporl No. LSI 15860 square Dome Light at 30' (9.1 m) Square Dome Light at 25' (7.6 m)
Gandlepower distribulion curve ol 400W PSHH mounting height, 0° Ut above-horizontal mounting height, 0° tt above horizontal
Syuare Dome Light (Plan view) (Plan view)
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nUND TAPERED STEEL POLES

Notes

.
2 PP
(23757 0.0

TONPH {IDWIRH

. BISEDN.XTOPOD.
CAYALOG# * RWALLTHICHNESS

-(INCHES)  (INCHES)

_BPEC# Y, PSRY250TBZ 7.0 x 3.5 AND » 11 Gauge 7.0 X 35'x25'  10.0/9.5-10.5 1 20.3 507 . i
SPliC# %PSRV30CTBZ B0 x 3.8 RND x 11 Gauge 8.0° x38° 130" 11.0105-11.5 1 18.8 473 14.9 373 12.0 300
GpECH  %PSRVASCTBZ B85 x 3.6 AND % 11 Gauge 05 %36 x35 1151112 1 18.9 472 151 377 12.2 305
SPEC# 9PSRVICTBZ 9.0 x 3.6 RND x 11 Gauge  9.0°X 96 %30 1251213 1 17.2 430 13.5 338 10.8 270
| SPECH %PSRVASCTBZ 10.0x 3.7 RD x 11 Gauge 10.0"x 37" 345" 18.5/13-14 i 174 435 13.5 338 10.6 265
10.0% 3.0 AND ¥ 11 Gauge_10.0" % 3.0" ¥ 50° 13.5/153-14 1 13.2 330 10.6 265 8.3 208

T spEc# _%PSRVSICTEZ

Round Tapered Poles combine their graceiul,
distinctive appearance with guality construction.
They are available in lengths of 25, 30, 35, 39,
45 and 50 feel, Fixture mounting is accom-
plished by attaching the fixture, via the Round
Exlernal Mount Vertical or Horizantal Tenon
(PB/PT Series), lo a 2-inch schedule 80 pipe thal
is peripherally welded to the top of the shat.
Each pole is shipped complete, with galvanized
anchor bolts, paper mounting template and base
cover. The two-piece non-metaliic base GOVer is
held together by two fasleners. The poles come
wilh 2 reinforced hand hole thal is welded to the
shall. The steel hand-hole cover is altached with

wwo high-strength fasteners.

0201 Washinglon Avenve  Hacing, Wisconsin 53406-3772 USA 73

NOTE: Round Tapered Poles do nol include Colortas! DellaGuard™ pain!

: TIRTERIALS
Tne shafl, of hot-rolled, commercial-quality

ASTM A595 Grade A 11-gauge steel, has a mini-

mum-yield strength of 50,000 psi. Shaft taper is
a uniform 0.140 inch per foot. The one-piece

construction features a full-length, longitudinal,
high-irequency resistance weld. The base plate,

made of carbon steel with 36,000-psi minimum-

yield strength, telescopes the shaft and is weld-
ed top and bottom.

Round Tapered Poles come standard with a
bronze polyester powder finish thal carries a
one-year warranty.

PHONE (262) 886-1900

finish and are warranled for 1 year. Round Tapered Pales do nol include Lhe Crown-Weld™ base.

The grounding lug meets UL and NEC requi

‘ments for electrical ground bonding. All Ru

Lighting poles meet or exceed NEC require-
ments. The Round Tapered Pole also mests
AASHTO standards for mechanical strength

windloading.

RUU

FAX (262) 884-3309 -
LTI




tachment G
Southwestern Oregon Community College At

Curry Campus .
Part C - Narrative Requirements

Waterline installation alohg highway has been completed and is in the process of being
turned over to the City. The water plan adopted by the City of Brookings cohcluded that

sufficient water will be available to service the College site.

1. No additional land divisions are expected on the ten acres owned by the
College. The plat for the subdivision of the 10 acres to be deeded to the

College at approval of the DDP is attached.

The proposed footprint of the initial two story campus structure is
approximately 12,500 square feet in area. Total square footage is about
22,500 square feet. Proposed parking is 115 spaces. The calculation for
parking is ifdicated on the site plan. See Site Plan tab.

The set back from the structure to the west property line is proposed as 15' - 0"
All other set backs to structure from property lines are in excess of 90' - 0".

2. Entry road -work, utilities installation and site preparation is anticipated to
oceur in the fal-ei2008-and-spring-oF20089: Construction for the facility and
its associatedl site development is expected to be complete in late 2010.

. Vesummer <F Q0070 SeC “ Ao ment Q)
Entry road:and utilities (except power) that are to be installed in the public
right of way. will be turned over to the City or appropriate utility. Appropriate
easements will be provided on College property to utilities for maintenance of
lines to meters, transformers, and backflow prevention devices. All on site
infrastructure down stream from meters efc. will be maintained by the College.
Primary power will be maintained by Coos Curry Electric with appropriate
easements:established fortheir use. No changes have occurred in the MPoD

as it relates to the College site.

3. The College site is bounded on the west by a commercially zoned piece of
property. The commercial property is currently undeveloped. The area north
of the College is also undeveloped. The College site is bounded to the south
and east by designated wet lands that are fairly extensive in area.

The College will establish its own architectural character and will have
minimal impact on surrounding areas which are currently undeveloped or will
always be’ vacant (wetlands).  Although final plans have not yet been
prepared for the College building, the style, character and materials are
illustrated by the attached preliminary elevation. The base of the building will
tie to the natural stone upon which the building will sit with a blend of concrete
and stone veneer. Colors will be selected to complement or blend with
natural color tones occurring on the site.. The roof area will be sloped and
roofed with metal roofing. The proposed height of the structure will be 40' -
0" or less. ‘Please see the Front Elevation tab.

4, A traffic impact study for the College campus, by itself, was submitted
previously to the Oregon Department of Transportation and to the City of

74
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Brookings. The study recommendations were accepted by ODOT as
appropriate for the College.

OTAK, in the process of working on the Lone Rock site access, had prepared
preliminary centerline profiles and a grading plan for the entrance road (see
Entry Road tab). The College will incorporate this design into their final
access road plans. The plan does require filling in a wetland near the
Highway 101 entry access area, fill area was shown in the approved Master
Plan Development. This work will be coordinated with appropriate agencies.
See attached DSL Army Corp of Engineers Joint Permit Application.

A Traffic Impact Study completed by DKS, and forwarded to ODOT and the
City of Brookings, confirms that a two lane college access road will have no
negative impacts on Highway 101. The entry road will be consistent with the
Master Plan and will be 28 feet wide with a ten foot multiuse path along the

south side. See Entry Road tab.

Utilities There are no existing utilities in the proposed development area. No adverse
impacts on existing utilities is anticipated.

Water The College will be extending a 12" water line from the existing 12" line at
Highway 101/Lone Ranch Parkway road intersection. An 8" line will branch
off to the College site. A water pump will be provided as required to insure
proper water pressure for fire and domestic usage.

Sewer The College currently anticipates connecting via an 8" and 6" sewer line to a
yet to be installed sewer line run along the east side of Highway 101. After
discussion with the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality it was
determined that if the sewer line is not installed by the time the campus is
substantially complete and ready for occupancy a temporary holding tank will
be instalied and pumped per a regular schedule. D. E. Q. prefers this method
of disposal to a temporary on site disposal method. D. E. Q. letter attached.

See Agency Comments tab.

Electrical service will be provided by Coos Curry Electric. See Agency

Power
Comments tab.

Phone/Cable/Communication
These services are currently available along Highway 101 and will be routed

to the site adjacent to water and sewer.
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1330 Teakwood Avenue
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420
Ph: (541) 269-0732

THE DYER PARTNERSHIP Fx: (541) 269-2044
ENGINEERS & PLANNERS, INC. www.dyerpart.com
MEMORANDUM Attachment H
DATE July 23, 2008
TO Ms. Diane Morris

City of Brookings

FROM Steve Major, PE
City Engineer
PROJECT NAME Miscellaneous Engineering
SOCC — Curry County Campus
PROJECT NO. 145.00E

I have completed my review of the Detailed Development Plan (DDP) for the above referenced project. This
document includes preliminary plans as required by the City’s Land Development Code. The plans as
submitted, with the addition of a letter from the developer’s geologist regarding the lack of a high ground water
table, satisfy the requirements of Chapter 17.100 of the specified code.

Engineered construction plans based on the submitted materials will be required prior to construction. Utilizing
the proposed engineered plans will protect the Rainbow Rock Service Association’s water and water supply
system from adverse affects. Site excavation and storm drain improvements must be constructed during the dry

weather months, as proposed, for this condition to be met.

Two copies of the submitted plans with copies of the geologist’s letter are enclosed for your use.

If you have any questions please give me a call.

cc: John Cowan — City of Brookings
Michael Crow — Crow/Clay & Associates Inc.
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Attachment I

INTRODUCTION

This document is a request for approval of a Detailed Development Plan (DDP) for the
Southwestern Oregon Community College Curry County Campus. The 10.05 acres
discussed in this application will be deeded to the College upon approval of the DDP.

The proposed development is in substantial compliance with the appropriate area of the
Master Plan submitted in 2004.

Compliance with Conditions of Approval

General Conditions:

Condition 1 requires submittal of DDP within 4 years of approval of Master Plan. This DDP
submittal is being submitted prior to October 25, 2008. Master Plan was submitted

October 25, 2004.

Condition 2 requires compliance with original conditions. This DDP submittal and its
associated development are designed to meet the intent of the original conditions of

approval.

Condition_3 requires amendment to the Master Plan if DDP submittals are not in
substantial compliance with the Master Plan. The development of the College site is
contemplated in the original Master Plan. Site circulation and utilities are illustrated on the
site plan and are in conformance with the original Master Plan. See also Condition 18.

Condition 4. Applicant will submit construction plans tothe City prior to commencement
of construction.

Condition 5. Construction documents will require the placement of a sign containing the
name, address and contact number for the Contractor in a location visible from Highway

101.

Condition 6. The applicant has and is consulting with appropriate state and federal
agencies to protect wetlands and lilies. See Agency Comments tab. A Joint Application
io the Division of State Lands and Army Corp of Engineers for filling in a wetland at the
entry road area is being prepared. Draft attached. See Joint Permit tab. This wetland fill

was proposed in the approved Master Plan of development.

Condition 7. Construction documents for the entry road to the Coliege site will be prepared
prior to construction. This DDP submittal includes the entry road to the site.

Condition 8. The applicant is proposing a phased development of the south entry road as
itis becoming apparent that the college campus will likely occur prior to other development
on the site. DKS (the traffic engineering firm that completed the original study for Lone
Ranch Master Plan) has conducted an additional study of generated trips at the south
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access Highway 101 intersection considering only the college development. The study
was reviewed and approved by ODOT. The study concludes that the initial college
entrance road is adequate as a two lane road (one lane ingress and one lane egress) with -
the additional improvements as recommended in the Master Plan being completed with f
any additional development. The proposed street leading to the College entrance will have
a 70' right-of-way. Ap-easementineludedin-the-entry-readtab-section-allows-the-College ™=
j reg-urtiFsteh-time-that-itHs-turned-ever-te-the-Gity-er i
éNﬂlY Roao wHLe BE A Pultdc ROAD PDeo \LaTeh
Ta Tde ctry. SEE “ATACHUmEnT O . -

to- improve-ang-tse-t
in-perpetuity. See Entry Road tab.

Condition 9. The water system already constructed.along Highway 101 is in the process
of being turned over to the City. The water line from Highway 101 to the College site is

included in this DDP submittal. Construction Documents will be submitted to the City prior =
to construction for the line to College site and they will be prepared to comply with Health
Division and City of Brookings Standard Specifications Document.

Condition 11 and 12. The City of Brookings anticipates the installation of the sewer line
north along Highway 101 to the College entry road location within 5 years. See letter from -
the City of Brookings. [f the sewer is not in place at the time of completion of the
construction of the College buildings a holding tank will be installed and a regular pump-out
schedule will be established. The holding tank was preferred by D. E. Q. in lieu of a o
temporary on-site in ground discharge system. Construction Documents will be submitted

to the City for review prior to work on site. See Agency Comments tab.

Condition 13. The State Department of Parks and Recreation has reviewed our site as it
relates to cultural resources. Although no eligible sites have been identified in the area
proposed for the College, Mr. Griffin has recommended subsurface probes be =
implemented by an archeologist. We propose to follow his recommendations and if it is
determined that eligible sites exist in the area to be developed, either during the site review
or during construction, we will work with the State Historic Preservation office to provide -

appropriate mitigation.

Condition 14. Streets, water lines, sewer lines, storm drainage systems and other utility =
construction for the Coliege site is included within this DDP submittal.

Condition 15. The water system to date has been designed to accommodate reverse flows =
and the phased additions to the system will also be designed to accommodate reverse

flow. -
Condition 16. The applicant will provide a geological report for street and utility
construction if required by the City engineer. -
Condition 17. This DDP submittal is being submitted for the College site phase ofthe Lone

Ranch Master Plan of Development. -
Condition 18. The work proposed for the College site is in significant conformance with the
approved Master Plan. Our initial development will impact 2.25 acres of the 10 acre site, -
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scheduled for development in the Master Plan. The building foot
print will be approximately 12,500 square foot in area with a total of 22,500 square feet on
two floors. The proposed foot print is 25% less than the 17,500 square foot expressed in
the Master Plan. The preliminary site plan and preliminary floor plan are illustrated within

the body of the DDP submittal.

only half of the 5 acres

Condition 19. Utilities and the street system will be extended to within 75 feet of the
wetlands at the north east corner of the College site. This includes approximately 400 feet
of roadway and utilities beyond the College entrance road. The applicant is proposing
stopping short of the wetland to avoid impacting this environmentally sensitive area until
additional development occurs. The College would participate in the cost of completing
the road and utility development work on a proportional basis at the time of additional

development.

Condition 20. A portion of the site included within this DDP submittal contains slopes
greater than 15%. A geological letter report by ERG & Associates is included with this

DDP submittal.

Condition 21. The applicant will obtain all federal and state permits related to direct impact
of development on the water of the State or U.S. prior to development.

Condition 22. Protection of Western Lilies. No Western Lily habitat is contained within this
DDP development area. See Agency Comments tab.

Condition 23. Plans have been prepared and are included within this DDP submittal which
demonstrates measures implemented to protect the Rainbow Rock Service Association
water system. Plans include an erosion and sediment control plan to be implemented
during construction and a hydrology and stormwater management plan to meet the “no
negative effects” requirement of this condition. See Stormwater Management Plan tab.

Condition 24. Highway 101, Lone Ranch access plan. See Condition 8 response.

Condition 25. Applicant agrees to Condition 25.

Condition 26. Traffic. No increase in total Master Plan p.m. peak hour trips will result from
the development proposed in this DDP submittal. See Condition 8 response for additional
information and the DKS Traffic Study in the Entry Road tab. ODOT comments are

included within the Agency Comment tab.

Condition 27. Mobility Standards. See DKS traffic impact study included as part of this
DDP submittal. The proposed development included within this DDP submittal will not
generate sufficient trips to exceed acceptable ODOT mobility standards for the Highway

101/Carpenterville Road intersection.

Condition 28. A hydrology study is included as part of the Stormwater Management Plan
included within this DDP submittal. Also see Agency Comments tab.

79



T-Y

Condition 29. Swale Maintenance: A recordable drainage swale maintenance agreement
for swales adjacent to the Coliege property is provided in this DDP submittal for review and

comment by the City. Agreement immediately following this section.

Condition 30. This DDP submittal does acknowledge and include changes made by errata
sheet dated June 4, 2004 amendments. The height of the College campus facilities will

be designed to be less than 40 feet.
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SWALE MAINTENANCE
COVENANT

Comes now Southwestern Oregon Community College, as agent for U. S. Borax,
owner of the real property located in Brookings, Curry County, Oregon more particularly

described as follows:
See aftached Exhibit A

and does covenant and agree that Southwestern Oregon Community College shall,
following approval by the City of Brookings of the Detailed Development Plan
submitted to the City of Brookings by Southwestern Oregon Community College and
receipt of title to the real property described in Exhibit A, permanently maintain any
swale constructed by Southwestern Oregon Community College located upon the real
property described in Exhibit A and abutting the roadway, also to be constructed by
Southwestern Oregon Community College, that provides ingress and egress to the real

property described in Exhibit A.

This covenant shall run with the land described in Exhibit A and shall be binding
upon all assignees or transferees of the real property described in Exhibit A.

Dated this day of . , 2008.

Southwestern Oregon Community College

By. _
Dr. Judith Hansen, President

State of Oregon )
S

County of Coos )

Personally appeared before me Dr. Judith Hansen, known to me to be the President of
Southwestern Oregon Community College, and acknowledged her signature to be her
free, voluntary and authorized act this day of , 2008.

Notary Public for the State of Oregon
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Attachment J

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Roseburg Field Office
2900 NW Stewart Parkway
Roseburg, OR 97470
Phone: (541) 957-3474 FAX: (541) 957-3475

Reply To: Roseburg
File Name: SWOCCLetter.doc
TS Number: 08-1496
TAILS: 13420-2008-TA-0080

Dac Type: Final
June 10, 2008

Mike Crow

Crow/Clay & Associates Inc.
Architecture and Planning

125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420

Subject:  Development of the proposed Southwestern Oregon Commumity College (SWOCC)
campus at the US Borax Property north of Brookings.

Dear Mr. Crow,

We received an e-mail message from Crow/Clay & Associates Inc. on June 3, 2008 requesting
confirmation that the proposed SWOCC campus (project), as referenced above, would not affect
any western lily habitat. The e-mail message included an attached map of the location and

. drawn plan of the proposed campus. Our latest survey information, from July 2005, indicates
that currently, western lily does not occur within the location of the proposed project footprint,
therefore, we no not believe the project will impact western lily and have no obj ection with the

proposed project as described at this time.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide assistance with the proposed project. If you have
further questions or require additional assistance please contact Dave Imper at 707-825-5112,

Sam Friedman at 541-957-3478, or me at 541-957-3470.

Sincerely,
%7' A oo
Craig A. Tuss

Field Supervisor

cc:  Dave Imper, USFWS, Arcata, CA (e)
Laura Todd, USFWS, Newport, OR (e)
Office Files, FWS-OFWO, Portland, OR (€)

Printed on 100 percenl chlarine free/60 percent post-consumer contenl paper.

TAKE PRIDE®E— 2
INAMEBRRICAT S




Attachment K

o v ‘ 'l,oe On Department of Fish and Wildlife
._.: j Gold Beach District Office
X . Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor | 29907 Airport Way
. PO Box 642

Gold Beach, OR 97444

(541) 247-7605

EAX (541) 247-2321

[oREGON

June 9" 2008

N

Fish & Wilditlo

Ms. Robin Richards

Executive Assistant

Crow/Clay & Associates, Inc.
125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, OR 97420

Re: SOCC riparian setback

Dear Ms. Richards,

| have reviewed you proposed site plan for Southwestern Oregon Community
College. As described in your June 3, 2008 email, the facility is well outside any
stream corridor and the riparian buffers meet or exceed Curry Gounty riparian

setback requirements.

If you have any further questions, feel free to contact me.

Sincerely;
<
/I

Steven Maz
Assistant District Fish Biologist
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Attachment L -

Oregon

Theadore R. Kulongosli, Governor

June 12,2008

Ms. Robin Richards
Crow/Clay & Associales
125 W Central Ste 400
Coos Bay, OR 97420

RE: SHPO Case No. 08-1211

Cutry Campus of Lone Ranch Comm College

Campus construction

Crow/Clay & Assocs./Lone Ranch Comm College

40S 14W 26, Brookings, Curry County

Dear Ms. Richards:

Parks and Recreation Departmen
State Historic Preservation Offiaa
725 Summer St. NE, Suite
Salem, OR 97301-120
(503) 986-072
FAX (503) 986-07
www.hcd.state.or..

Our office recently received a request to conduct a cultural resource review for the area of the

project referen

project and archaeological sites were i
larger area demarcated within

planned to be developed. Given that surface vi

project was nonexistent and
surface was visible, an
development was also zero, our offi
the proposed project area (in area to

ced above. In checking our statewide cultural resource database, I find that there
has been a previous cultural survey of the lands surrounding and encompassing the proposed
dentified. One of these sites (35CS225) lies within the
the proposed SOCC campus but not within the area currently
sibility in the area of the larger Borax property
archaeological sites were found in those few areas where the ground
d that subsurface visibility in the area of the proposed campus

ce recommends that subsurface probes be conducted within -
be disturbed). The proposed campus structures are located

on a landform generally perceived to have a high probability for possessing archaeological sites -

and buried human remains.

A list of possible archaeological consultants

(www.oregonheritage org) by clicking on Archaeolo

section marked Archaeological Permits. State statutes

protection for archaeological sites, objects,

lands in Oregon. I hope that by providing the ab
any archaeological sites in the area of your proposed project can be avoided.

If you have any questions about the above c

please feel to contact me at your convenience,

State Archaeologist
(503) 986-0674
dennis.griffin@state.or.us

63400 0807
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can be found on our web site =
gical Services web page and highlighting the ‘
(ORS 358.905 and ORS 97.740) provide

and human remains on both state public and private =
ove-suggested archaeological survey, damage to

omments or would like additional information,
In order to help us track your project accurately,

please be sure to reference the SHPO case number above in all correspondence.

e ennis Griffin, Ph.D., RPA
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MEMORANDLUM

T Mike Crow, Crow-Clay Asxociatos
FROM: Scot iviunsur, !-’I:‘.‘. DICS Aﬁﬁuciill(:l-i Lrn EXPIRER; /- Bl 20T
TATE: Innuury 16, 2008 . .

. SUBJLCT:  Lone Ranch/SWOCC fl‘rx:nu;»i»:‘tnt:lon JTmpaet Stady 2072 3%0001000

Thie memorandum summarizes amspartation analysis related to the preposed 21,271 square fool
South Western Oregon Community. College (SWOCC) ‘building that i part of the approved Lone
Ransh devefopment located on the cust side of Highway 101 in the City of Brookings. “The

project site is shown in Figure 1.

Projeet Backpround .
The Lone Ranch Mastar Plan Fransportation Impact Study was previously approved for L0306

tota) p.m. peak hour trips including-E39 nel now p.m. penk hour trips. Al the fime-of the Lone
Ranch transportation study, it was assumedl that the SWOCC pad would be construeizd-ag part of
phase 1, -which inéinded fhe vesitentidl and commerciul uses, Analysis indicatesd thil phase 1 .-
woulkd require numerous tausportation improvements; iherefore, the off-site impriivements were
planned-ta bi: constructed piiot to phnge 1 oceupaney.

- 1t is our understunding that while the Lone Ranch residentia] and commercia] uags arc still
- soveral yews fiom construetion, SWOCC would like to construct their planned first phoase

buiilding hefort: the ather planmed uses within the Lone Ranch site. The puipose of i studly is
to deerming what raffic impacts, if any, would -be triggered by constructing the SWOCC uge
independently from the remeining Lone Ranch phiise. 1. uses.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The proposed Lone Runzh Development, which includes the SWOCT building, is located on the:
eag! side of Highway 101 north of the City of Brookings. The project site s 2 vacant ming that i
currently undeveloped; thetefore, the project.necsss locations-on Highway 101 are nat cumrently
in operation. In consultation with OBROT stafl) two existing intersections wete sélocied for the
EWOCC andlysis: .

. H’iglmnf 101/Carpentarville Rond

*«  Highway 101/Rainbow Rock Rupidential drivewny

2rSGranueatar e 1

Solte 20

XD RITE, e

T Bulwe SRUTM

(gl selal fax T
vvew dr3nsvosden ot
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) ; Lone Ranch SWOCC Transportation Impact Study
DKS Associates | January 16, 2008

' !,f‘- TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS Page 3 of 11

The following sections summatrize current traffic and transportation conditions in the study area,
with supporting detail (i.e. traffic counts and level of service calculations) provided in the

appendix.

Roadway Network : .
Highway 101 -adjacent to the project frontage is currently considered a rural arterial by ODOT.

Rural arterials generally have high speeds (>55 MPH), no curb and gutter, no bike lanes, and no
sidewalks. In addition, traffic signals are highly discouraged, Table 1 summarizes the study area

roadway network.

. ——

Table 1: Roadway Networlk

City of Brookings ODOT Posted ,
_ Roadway Classification Classification __ Speed _ Sidewalks  Bile
i Highway 101 (Rural) Arterial ?;la;;‘:l;:; ?vlsi,s}i No I?;:;tee
Carpenterville Road Collector I-]I? lgilmw‘;tv TBD .No No

: 30th Higheét Hour Design Volumes . B
' Based on recommended guidelines set forth by ODOT for developing design hour volumes' and

phone conversations with ODOT staff®, the following section summarizes current assumptions
for developing 30" highest hour volumes for the transportation impact study.

i ODOT- has an Automatic Traffic Recorder (ATR) located 1.1 miles north of the
Oregon/California border on Highway 101 (Winchuck ATR). This ATR is located

! A approximately 16 miles south of the proposed project frontage, .and because there are mo
east/west highways or freeways between the ATR and project site, the ATR counts should -

provide a good representation of what traffic patterns would be adjacent to the proposed site.

i Seasonal Factor . ‘
Using the ATR seasonal information, it was determined that the 3 0" highest hour occurs in July,

: Since the traffic counts were collected in September, a seasonal factor will be applied to adjust

d the traffic counts to represent traffic volumes typical of July. The last five years of count data
were used from the Winchuck ATR in order to determine the applicable seasonal factor. Table 2 '
summarizes the seasonal adjustment factors for July, August, and September from 2002 to 2006 '

' based on the percent of average weekday traffic.

e ! Developing Design Hour Volumes, Transportation Procedures Manual, 7/27/01.
\ ’ 2 Phone conversations with Ron Hughes, ODOT Access Management Engineer, September 17, 2007
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; Lone Ranch SWOCC Transportation Impact Study
DKS ASSOC/@ TeS January 16, 2008

i i TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS Page 4 of 11

Table 2: Seasonal Aﬂj ustments using ATR 08-005

' { : Month 2006 T 2005 2004 2003 2002
July _ 1.20 | AT

: ‘ Aupust 1.21
September 1.14

i' Note: Shaded cells represent the highest and lowest data points for the associated month that were not included in
~ the average calculation.

' ) * The average for July is (120 + 1.17 + 1.22)/3 = 1,20 (Highest Month)
i » The average for August is (1.21 +1.21 + 1.14)/3=1.19
. «  The average for September is (114 + 111 + 1,12)/3 = 1.12 (Count Month)

: 1 A seasonal adjustment factor of 1.07 is needed to convert the September counts to represent
traffic volumes in Tuly.”

‘ | Lxisting Traffic Operations _
’ While analysis of traffic flows is useful in attempting to reach an understanding of the general

i natare of traffic in an area, traffic volume alone indicates neither the ability of the street network
a o} to carry additional traffic nor the quality of service provided by the street facilities, For this

b reason, the concept of level of service (LOS) has been developed to correlate traffic volume data
: to subjective descriptions of traffic performance at intersections. Intersections are the controlling
: ‘ bottlenecks of traffic flow, and the ability of a roadway system to carry traffic efficiently is

neatly always diminished in their vicinity.

: ~ An intersection's level of service (LOS) is similar to a "report card" rating, based on average

vehicle delay. Level of service A, B and C indicate conditions where vehicles can move freely.
Level of service D and E are progressively worse, For signalized intersections, level of service F
) , represents conditions where the average delay for all vehicles through the intersection exceeds
L 80 seconds per vehicle, generally indicated by long queues and delays. Under this operating
condition, delay is highly variable, and it is difficult to estimate average delay accurately because
congestion often extends into and is affected by adjacent intersections. Existing 30" highest hour
operating conditions was determined based on the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual methodology
for signalized and unsignalized intersections. Descriptions of levels of service for signalized and

unsignalized intersections are contained in the appendix.

All of the unsignalized study intersections currently operate at LOS C or better based on HCM
methodology. The City of Brookings does not currently have minimum acceptable level of
service standards. ODOT does not have level of service standards for Highway 101, but they do
have mobility standards based on capacity. The statewide highway classification of the portion
of Highway 101 adjacent to the Lone Ranch site corresponds to a volume-to-capacity (V/C)

{ i * July Seasonal Factor / Seplember Season Factor = Seasonal Adjustment (1.20/ 1,12 = 1.07).
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Lone Ranch SWOCC Transportation Impact Study

DKS ASSOC/'E?’ZL@S . January 16, 2008

TRAWSPORTATION SOLUTIONS

Page 5 of 11

mobility standard of 0.75 for speeds >45 MPH and 0.80 for speeds <45 MPH for peak hour
volumes.* The existing study intersection levels of service are shown in Table 3 and the existing

traffic volumes are shown in Figure 2.

Table 3: Existing Intersection Performance (30" Highest Hour)
' - 30" Highest Hour

Intersection

Unsignalized Delay . LOS vIC
Fiighway 101/Carpentervillc Road ' 2.7 AC - 040(WBL)
Highway 101/Rainbow Rock Residential driveway 9.6 AJA 0.01 (EBR)

V/C = Volume-to-Capacity Ratio (Worst Movement)

Dely = Avernge Stopped Delny per Vehiole
A/A = Major Street LOS/Minor Street LOS

LOS = Level of Service

Pedestrian/Bicycle . .
The City's Transportation Master Plan’ designates Highway 101 as the primary bikeway within

the study area. Bike lanes.are present of both sides of the highway throughout the study site.
Due to the rural nature of the Lone Ranch location, no sidewalks currently exist or are planned
adjacent to the site. Both bicycle and pedestrian traffic in the study area are low due to the rural

. setting.

Public Transit o '
Curry Public Transit Coastal Express offers local transit service along Highway 101 from North

Bend to Brookings. Service is provided from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through Friday.
Monthly passes and limited ride punch cards are available. Riders may await at designated bus
stops or flag the bus anywhere along Highway 101 where there is a safe stopping area.

{ Oregon Highway Plan, ODOT, 1999, Table 6, Non-MPO outside of STA’s but inside UGB,
3 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, City of Brookings, by David Evans and Associates, June 2000.
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Lone Ranch SWOCC Transportation Impacl Study

DKS Associates . 5003

- THANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS

Page 7 of 11

PROJECT IMPACTS

This section reviews the impact of the proposed community college on the existing
transportation system. The analysis includes assessment of ttip generation and distribution,
capacity analysis of study intersections with existing and projected future traffic loadings and

site circulation.

Trip Generation :
The methodology used for estimating trip generation for the proposed community college was

based on ITE Trip Generation Manual® The ITE trip rates reflect both the type of land use and
size of land use. The 21,271 square foot community college would generate approximately 580
daily trips, including 54 p.m. peak hour trips. Bstimated peak hour project traffic is shown in

Table 4.
Table 4: SWOCC Community College Trip Generation Summary
Use " Size PM Trip Rate  PM Trips(In/Out) Source
Community College 22718 2.54/KSF ' 54(32722)".  ITE Code 540
Trip Distribution : ;
The approved trip distribution from the Lone Ranch.Master Plan Transportation Impact Study

was utilized for the SWOCC analysis. The approved trip distribution was based on current
traffic patterns and the ODOT Brookings travel demand-forecasting model. Figure 3 shows the
assumed ‘distribution of project traffic. on the existing street network as well as the estimated

project traffic volumes from the community college.

Intersection Capacity '
Study intersection capacity was enalyzed for the proposed community college during the 30"

highest hour. Based on a discussion with ODOT staff’, the analysis focused on three operating
scenarios: .

» Existing operating conditions (previous section) , ,
= 2008 bi_lckground conditions (no project traffic)
x 2008 total traffic onditions (includes community college project traffic)

Future traffic volumes for each of the future scenarios are based-on historical and. projected
trends provided by ODOT in the Future Volumes Table. The trends were taken from a data point

“in fhe Vicinity of the project site. The fiitire volumes fables yielded a growth rate of 2.8% per

year for the study area intersections.

¢ Trip Generation Manual, Institute of Transportation Engineérs, Sixth edition, 1997,
7 Phone conversations with Ron Hughes, ODOT Access Management Bngineer, September 17, 2007
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’ Lone Ranch SWOCC Transportation Impact Study
DKS ASSOC/HTQS Jﬂnuary ]6, 2008

: Il\ TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS Page 9 of 11

2008 Background Conditions (Estimated Community College Build-out)
A 2008 analysis scenario was selected because it is the estimated construction year for the

21,271 square fool community college building. This scenario includes one year of background
traffic growth (2.8% per year) and does not include project traffic.

All of the study intersections would operate at level of service “C” during the 2008 background
traffic scenario. The 2008 background traffic operating conditions are shown Table 5 and traffic
volumes are shown in Figure 4. Detailed intersection analysis worksheets for this scenario are

attached in the appendix.

] Table 5: 2008 Background Traffic Intersection Performance (30" Highest Hour)
30" Highest Hour

lntersgction
Unsignalized Delay LOs vic
Highway 101/Carpenterville Road 24.0 A/C 0.43 (WBL)
Highway 101/Rainbow Rock Residential driveway 9.6 A/A 0.01 (EBR)
Delny = Average Stopped Delny per Vehicle VIC = Volume-to-Capucity Ratio (Worst Movement)
LOS=Level of Service A/A = Major Street LOS/Minor Street LOS .

A " 2008 Total Traffic (W/SWOCC Project Traffic) -
. To determine the 2008 total traffic volumes, SWOCC community college project traffic was

added to 30" highest hour volumes and estimated 2008 background traffic growth. Based.on the
2008 total affic evaluation, all of the study intersections would-operate at an acceptable level of
service “D” or better and would meet ODOT volume to capacity standard. The 2008 total traffic
operating conditions are shown Table 6, and traffic volumes are shown in Figure 4.

Table 6: 2008 Total Traffic Intersection Performance (30" Highest Hour)
30" Highest Hour

Intersection

Unsignalized Delay LOS . V/C
Highway 101/Carpenterville Road 268 AD 0.46.. (WBL)
Highway 101/Rainbow Rock Resiclential driveway 9.8 A/A 0.01 (EBR)
Highway 101/South Lone Ranch Access 12.2 A/B 0.04 (WBL) -

Dolny = Average Stopped Delny per Vohicle V/C = Yolume-lo-Capucity Ratio (Worst Movement) )
.. - .- LOS=Levcl-of-Service- - - - - . - -A/A = Major-Streot LOS/Minor-Strecl-LOS: - -

O
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' , ’ Lone Ranch SWOCC Transportation Impact Study
DKS Associates January 16, 2008

: j(. -, TRANSPURTATION SOLUTIONS Page 11 of 11
)

Left and Right Turn Lane W arrant Summary
ODOT left and right turn lane warrants were evaluated at the SWOCC project access point

during the 30" highest hour. Based on project traffic from the community college, no turn lanes
would be warranted. Turn lane warrants are summarized in Table 7, and worksheets are attached

in the appendix.
Table 7: Turn Lane Warrant Summary (2008 Total Traffic Conditions)
| “Turn Lane
. . . . '
Intersection Movement Traffic Volumes Warrant Met?
: [ Right Turn Lane Warrants .
1l . Highway 101/South Lone Ranch Access Point NBRT %‘:g;‘?g?ry:)gﬁ :fe—,-22893 No
! Left Turn Lane Warrants )
L . Opposing and Advancing .

: I Highway 101/South Lone Ranch Access Point SBLT Volumes- 512 No

Left Turn Volume- 3

l ' Site Plan/Internal Connectivity
' Phase 1 of the Lone Ranch development included the construction of the internal street network.

' Until the remaining uses of the Lone Ranch first phase of development are built, SWOCC will
P need to construct an internal roadway from Highway 101 to the community college campus.
This temporary roadway should be constructed in a manner that it would provide a sufficient
roadway width that is acceptable to the City, emergency services and ODOT.

SUMMARY

»  South Western Oregon ‘Community College (SWOCC) is cun’éntly proposing a 21,271
“squate foot community college building that is part of the approved Lone Ranch
development, which is located on the east side of Highway 101 in the City of Brookings.

» Currently, all unsignalized study intersections operate at LOS C or better based on HCM
methodology. .

» The 21,271 square foot community college would generate approximately 580 daily trips,
including 54 p.m. peak hour trips. -

» During the 2008 tétal traffic conditions (with SWOCC project traffic), all of the study
intersections would operate at an acceptable level of service “D™ or better and would

meet ODOT volume to capacity stgndard.

= No turn lanes would be warranted with the addition of the SWOCC project traffic.

. ‘ Feel free to give me a call if you have any questions or comments.

95
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iintersection Tuming Movement
; Summary Report

H
Location CARPENTERVILLE ROAD AT HIGHWAY 101
Dato 92772007 |

Day of Woek Thursday
Time Begin 16:00 .
Reviewed By: BV . .
Eastbound . Westhound Nerthbound Southbound
Time Period Thiul _ fet Thr! R Thn Thi Totals
1600 - 1615 [ of - o 3 1 25 39 5 8 23 174
1615 - 1650 3 [} 2 0 =] 33 6 6] 3 200
1830 - 184S © [ G i i 28 61 1 155
1648 - 1700 7 o1 F] [} 34 21 =) 5 [ 1 78
TAT00 - 1515 5 E] ) -0 20, F=i 5 1 44} 4| 3
T8 - a0 12| i :0 1 1 21 25 61 3 53l
1730 - 17:45 ki] o 2 k] 3 22 21 55 18| [} 8
1748 - 1800 Fi o0 1 [i] 18| 18 58 11 [1] 43 161
Movement Totsls, =] 3 4 0 al__is1| _208) as1| 100 5 5] 1ast
Enter Totals : 208 412
Ext Totals, 25 b 109 | 481 | 1
Two-Heur Tolals

Pedesstans ° 4

PeakHour 16:00 1700  :

Movement Total

Posk Hour

Enter Totls;

Poak Hour

Fector]

Intersection Tuming Movement

Peak Hour Diagram .
Location CARPENTERVILLE ROAD AT HIGHWAY 101
Datte 812172007 .
Day of Week Thursday
Time Beg'n 16:00
Reviewed By: BY

PHF =288

Ta100%
Peak Hour Starts ~ 16:00
20 PHF = 088 Peak Hour Volume 751

1 1w a ‘ﬁ
JLG| = :
CARPENTERVILLE ROAD Pecex1
Q-
PHF =078 (: 5 @rf;su.:
2 1w
- P‘?:;‘gmscpnrja;.ai‘ °
=01%
VA=) R e w A
& <
. 29 ]
=081
T=00%

—
-

22 =) meenss
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-
. e
s | ﬂ o 23 ng
g
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x
PHF =092
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P Hour Diagram
H Summary Report . eak ’ gra
. . Locatian RAINBOW ROCK CONDO ACCESS AT HIGHWAY 101
Location RAINBOW ROCK CONDO ACCESS AT HIGHWAY 101 . Date 872772007
. Oate 9272007 D:‘vm :';V:ggk‘:'ggdw
Day of Week Thursday | n
Time Begln 16:00 Reviewsd By: 8V
Reviewed By: BV : . .
PHF » 0T9
Tine Period Te=gax
16:00 - 16:1S Peak Hour Starts ~ 17:00
16:15 - 16230
16:30 - 16:45
16:45 - 17:00 * 208 PHF=0S3 Peak Hour Volume 440
17:00 - 17215
17:15 - 1730
37230 - _17:4S ﬂ
1748 _~_18:00
Movement Totals|
Enter Totals (J ﬂ % 21
Exk Totls;
RAINBOW ROCK CONDOD Pessu0
ACCESS ’ i
. [
mEzozs {1 e

Truk Percmranpe Mo 558

&
Peak Hour Fazr (PHF) = 0.85 — o ¢
&

Padem O
FPeds=Q

- ' PHF =025
Peak Hour 17:00 18:00 .

0 :> PUF =R

Pedsz0
Pesk Hour Factor{___0.25]

m_ﬁm_ﬂ-ﬂ_ﬂ‘]m_]‘]mﬁ_ﬂ
— —— m [ NG
1
Enter Totala} I [] T =} T 206 1.
Paak Hour Factor| | NA 1 0s3 1

: s
025 0.79 | 2
[
otls] 7 T i ] P T 70 ] g
NA 025 ] :g PHF =078 =2
| 9] | 0 I
O )
- . Tme3x
| O
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Existing 30th highest houi: Thu Oct 16, 2007 14:52:53 Page 2-1

Lone Rn.nch SAOCC Transportaticn Impact RAnalysis
! 30th Eighest Hour Volumes
H Existing Conditicos

r.cve]. Of Service Computation Report -
- 2000 ECM Unsignalizsd Method (Base Volume Rlternative)

Intersection {#S Highway 191/ca=gu=e: Road

Average Delay (sec/veh): 4.4 Worst Case Level Of Sexvice: Cf{ 21.9]
Rpproach: Worth Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Movement: L - T -'R L - T - R L - T - R L - - R

! 1 1t - 1t [
Coatrol: U 1led 2 1led Stop Sign Stop Sign
Rights: Include. Include Izelude Include
Lanes: 10 0 1:0 1 00 2O 0 0 100 1 0010

{ —11 B} "

Volume Module: H
Base Vol: 54 249 127 3 2211

1 1 2 Q 29 118 2 7
Growth Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 54 249 127 3 a1l 1 2 0 29 118 7
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1:00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PHF Adj: 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 ©0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
PRE Volume: 87 265 135 3 224 1 2 ) 3 2 7
Reduct Vol: 1] 0 :0 1] 0 0 <] Q 0 0 0 0
l‘muvolmae:' §7 265 135 3 224 1.' 2 1] 31 128 2 7
1 I I 3 I

Critical Gap Module: '

Critical Gp: 4.2 xoox xxoox 4.2 xxxx

7.2
to!.\.ouvp‘tm' 2.3 xoxx xoox 2.3 xoxx 3.6

- m
o

XXXXR

bo——-3

Capacity Hodule~

Caflict Vol: 226 xox 400 xoxx xxxxx 684 746 225 694 679 332

Potent Cap.: 1303 xoom xxxxx 1117 sooxx xxzxx 366 344 019 352 368 700

Move Cap.: 1303 oo sodoee 1117 soooe x—e=x 347 328 619 326 351 700

Volume/Cap: 0.04 xox xoox 0.00 oox x©ox 0.01 0.00 0.04 0.36 0.01 0.01
] 1 1 "

I =
Level Of Service Module: |
2Ray95thQ: 0.1 oo oo 0.0 yoek TOTEE XTRX XTX X000 1.8 seex jooocc
Contrel Del: 79:===::=6==: 9.2 Yo TIXE KX XXXX XXXXX  22.6 30008 XXXXX
108 by Move: . A + - + . . c - >
tovement: t.-r - x.-m -kt Lr-1m-rr
Sha:edcap..mmm TOX XXX XX IXxx 153 ook ook xox 574
SharedQueue: XOOMK XX JOCTKX JOCCTX. 1% X xxxxx 0.1 xoox ook meex 0.1
shdcmﬁmmmmmmmlﬂ&mmm 11.4

shared LOS: + L2 4 + * + * A * + * B
\pproachDel : : FoooKR . 10.0 21.9
ApproachlOs: L + A

RRECE PRSI PRI IR
tote: Queue rcported is t.he oumber of cazs pes l.._n
0&0000000006&6&60&006000&6‘0006006000006060b * 12222

* PhAEIN (2124
1

s

Traffix 7.9.0415 {(c) 20;07 Dowling Assoc. Licensed to DKS RSSOC., BORTLAND, OR

Existing 30th highest hour Thu Oct 18, 2007 14:52:53 Fage 2-1

Lone Ranch SROCE Tzaaspo=tatioz I=sact Anrlysis
30th Highest Ecur Volumes
Existing Ccnditieas -

Level Of Service Ccxputatisa Repsst
2000 ECM Unsignalized Method (Base Volume Alternative)

Inte=section #7 Highway 10l/Rainbow Rock Access

soss

L e T e L L T T T

Average Delﬂylsssflveh): 0.1 Wezst Case Level Of Sexvice: A 2.6)
Rpproach: Rorth Bound South Sornd Zast Bound Rest Bound
Maovement: L - T - R L - T - R LE - T - R L - T - R
1 I I

Control: Uncontrolled Uncentzolled Stop Sigm Step Sign
Rights: Include Include Toclude Include
Lanes: 9 10 00 00 100 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 O

1 th t 1t !
Volume Module: >> Cougt Date: 30 Sep 2007 <<
Base Vol: 1 247 0. - 0 220 0 0 0 2 ] 0 ]
Growth Rdj: 1.00 1.00 21.00 1.00 1.00 221.00 1.0C 1.00 1221.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Initial Bse: 1 247 0 Q 220 - 9 Q 0 2 1 0 0
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 .00 1.00 1.0C
PHE Rdj: 0.85 0.8S 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.8 0.85 0.85 0.85
PHE Volume: 1 291 Q 0 253 Q 0 0 2- 0 1] 0
Reduct Vol: 0 0 o 0 c 0 0 0 0 0 0 ]
FinalVolume: 1 29 0 0 259 0 0 0 2 ¢ 0 0

1 A H 1] |
Critical Gap Module:
Criticzl Gp: 4.l X XX TORX OOX YTOXX XXX XXX 6.2 I00TIX XU YOOX
Enllouﬂpﬂm. 2.2 0O FIXXIX T WO TOCKX 100X XX 3.3 3000 100X 10002

I Il X} |

Capacity Hodnle: :
Coflict Vol: 259 xxxx xxwxx XXXX OOX O oxx xxxx 258 xxxx
Potent Cap.: 1310 >oomr mocrr oo xyoo¢ Yooo: o xoo=x 78§
Move Cap.: 1318 Tox TR TETX XTOKX XXXXX 00X T 785
Volume/Cap: 10.00 XXX FEXR ROR XXX X X xo=x 0.00
" . n 1] i

Level Of Service Modle:

27ay95thQ: 0.0 == mooex XTOX XOUCR XORt o= o= 0.0 sooor xotx xooom:
Control Del: 7.7 X oo OOKX TOX OO XOXX XXXz 9.6 1000 oo oo
10S by Move: R * . LR AR A v i
Movement: LT - LIR - RT LT - LIR - RY LT - LIR - R

Shared Cap.: XEXT XXX XIXXX XIXYX TIXX XXX XXX IIIX . DOTX XXX XX

R
SharedQueue: 0.0 % TOOX XOOOK XXXX JTLXX XXXXX TXXX XECCK TXXXX 0O X00X%
Shrd ConDel: 7.7 50X TOOKKE XXXRX XXXX 00X XXXXX XXXE XXAXK YXOXXK YOTX XXKXX
Shared LOS: A + * + + * + + + + + +
\pD hhel: T 9.6 XXX
ApproachL0S: * -+ A M
(1444 * YR R R R 22 2 2 2 ’ SRRSO PNOOIP IS

Note: Qucue reported is the m=ber of cazs rer laue.

TR PR

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c) 2007 Cowlirg Assoc. Licensed to DXS ASSCC., PORTIAND, OR

Q=W



- - e -t oes oo

101

- — ‘\~ -
~ -~ _
i
H
2008 Background i Tew Cew 18, 2007 14:53:07 fage 2-1 2008 Backgxound Tbu C=t 18, 2007 14:53:07 Page 3-1
Lose Ranch Transp tion Ymp Analysis Lone Renchk Izemsportation Iopect Rnelysis
; 30th Bighest Houx Volumes 30th Bighest Eour Volumes
2008 Backgzoumd 2008 Backgyzound
Level Of Sezrice Cezputation Repost Level Of Sezwice Computaticn Repsst
2000 ECH Ussigralized Mathed (Future Volume Rlternative} 2000 BCM Unsignelized bod (Fature Volwmme Altewnative)
+4 ceerrow
Intersectioc £#5 Eighway 101/Carpanter Poad : Intersection fi7 Bighway 101/Reinkow Rock Rocess
Rverage Delay {(sec/veh}: ’ 4.6 Wozst Case Level Of Service: C[ 23.2) RAverage Delay (sec/vek) N 0.1 foxst Case Level Of Sexsice: A[ 9.€}
-e 4 rebo s *ebboie
Rpproach: ¥orth Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound Rpproach: North Bound South Bound Zast Doumd Rest Boumd
Movement: - T -iR L - T - & - TR L - T =~ Movement: L -T~-R L -T -1’ I - T -2 L - - &
1 1" 11 1 1 1 H— 1 1
Control: \y Led o lled Stop Sign Stop Sign Control: )/ 1led o 1led Step Sign Stor Sign
Rights: Include; Include Include Include Rights: Include Include Include Include
Lanes: 0 0 1:¢ 1 0010 00 1100 1 0010 Lanes: 010900 0000 0000 1 00 00 O
1 | =1 " | t " 1" 11 i
Volume Module: : Volume Module: >> Cotmt Date: 30 Sep 2007 << .
Base Vol: S4 249 127 3 211 1 2 Q 29 18 2 7 Base Vol: 1 297 0 o 220 L 0 e 2 0 0 ¢
Growth Adj: 1.03 1.03 3103 21.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 2.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 Growth Adj: 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 31.03 1.031.03 1.0%
Initial Bse: S6 256 331 3 217 1 2 [ 30 121 2 7 Initial Bse: 1 254 [} 22¢ ¢ Q ¢ 2 0 ¢ [
Added Vol: 0 o .0 0 L] 0 ) 0 Q 1] [} 0 Rdded Vol: 1] 0 0 [} 0 o 9 ] 0 [+] o 0
FassezByVol: 0 LI 0 0 [} 0 0 © 0 0 0 0 PasserByVol: 0 0 ] 0 9 0 0 C 0 0 e Q-
Initial Fut: 56 256 131 3 217 1 2 0 30 12 2 7 Initial Fut: 1 254 0 0 228 0 0 1} 2 ] 0 ¢
User Adj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1l.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 . Usexr Rdj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 21.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.0
EEF Adj: 0.84 0.8¢ 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.9¢ 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 PEE Adj: 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.B5 0.85 0.85 0.8 0.83 0.B5 0.85
PRE Volume: 59 272 13% 3 231 1 2 [ 32 129 2 8 PHEE Volume: 1 299 0 0 266 0 0 Q 2 0 0 o
Reduct Vol: ] o o Q 0 0 1] 1] 0 0 0 0 Reduct Vol: 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0 0 1] ]
FinalVolume: §9 272 139 3, 231 1 2 0 32 129 2 ] FinalVolume: 1 299 [} 0 266 0 0 [ 2 1] e e
1 et 1} 3l 3] ! | R hl it |
Critical Gap Module: : Critical Gzp Module:
Critical Gp: 4.2 xoox ™o 4.2 xox xoox 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.2 6.6 6.3 Critical Cp: 4.1 ro moooox oo (0Ot 30000t Xomix oo 6.2 oootx et o
FollowUpTim: 2.3 xox xoox 2.3 xxx xoox 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.6 4.1 3.4 EollowUpTim: 2.2 yorx oo oo XXXX LOO0X oo onxx 3.3 XX okt oo
1 =11 1] 1" |

1
Capacity Module:

714 €88 342
341 359 692
316 342 692
0.41 0.0r 0.01
1
!

Cnflict Vol: 232 momx xxoex 411 sooxx xeoex 703 767 231
Botent Cap.: 1296 moxx xximex 1106 soox xoox 355 335 613
Move Cap.: 1295 xoce xooxx 1106 xox xooox 337 319 613
Volume/Cap: 0.05 xeoce Tox 0.00 xox xoor 0.01 0.00 0.04
| —11 I .

Level Of Sexvice Module:

2w/ay95thQ: 0.1 oox xxxxx 0.0 % XOTSE TODCX TTUX XXWRX
Contzol Del: 7.9 xocx oo 0.3 oo 0OXXT 00TX O IO0CKK
LOS by Move: A v e A+ M - - .
Movement: LT - LTR ~ RT LT - LTR - BT  IT - LIR - RT

Shared LOS:

. Shared Cap.: oo xoct
SharedQueue: oot xoex
Shrd ConDel:xoocy oo

a

- H

TCOX  XOX XOX TOox XX 745 xoox

TIXXR. XX XXXX TOOX oo 0.1 pxxxx

3 oo e XX oaxx 10.1 xoox
+

- - - -

1.9 eme ook

24.0 xxxx xXRXX -

c L 4 *

LT - LTR - RT
¥Xxxx XIXXx 564
ooxx roex 0.1
ooex o 11.5
B

B - - -

op hDel H oo 10.1 23.2

ApproachLos: hd . B [
Note: Queue

P T

ed is the number of cars per lane.

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c} 20:07 Douling Assoc. Licensed to DKS ASSOC., PORTLAND, OR

3
1

1 1 it b |
Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: 266 xo s
Potent Cap.: 1310 »ox oo
Move Cap.: 1310 = oo
Volume/Cap: 0.00 xoxx oo

| 1 1" 11 !
Level Of Service Module:

27ays5thQ: 0.0 xooxx oo ook ook oo ot oome 0.0 oo smesm ymovoe
Contxol Del: 7.8 xxxe ;o0 30X OO UK XRRRE 5o 9.6 XO=X 100 xoooex
LOS by Move: A * - > - > - - a - - -
Movement: LT -~ LIR - PT LT - LI2 - BT LT - LT - 2T LT - LIR - 2T

Shared Cap.: DX XXX TOODX  YOIX TR SOSTT SO TR OO
SharedQueuve: 0.0 ooz XOX XX XXTX XX JD0X IEIT WX OO OO 000X

Shrd ConDel: 7.8 XXXz 300000 YOXX XXEX YDOOOK XOO XXXX JODDK X0 0T 005X
Shared LOS: A . - - - - - - - . - -
App hDel: s 8.6 xonomx
RpproachlOS: . + A -

P e T Y 2z A e e T s R R S S e i s ad s
Note: Queue ted is the nuember of cavs per lane.

Traffix 7.9.0415 (c)” 2007 Dowling Assoc. Licensed ¢o DXS 2SS0C., FORTLAND, OR

LY -\W
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2008 Total ' Thu Oct 18, 2007 14:53:38 Page 2-1

Lone R:an:h Transportation Impact Analysis
1 30th Eighest Bour Volumes
: 2008 Total -

l’.wu Of Sexvice Coxputaticn Report |
2000 IO Uasig'nnn.zed Hethod {futuze Volume Alternatize)

Intersection #¢ Eighway lpllsutbb Lome Ranch Rccess
Py

Average Delay (sec/veh): ! 0.5, Wozst Case Level Of Se:vice- B[ 12.2]
& 2222223
Approach: Noxth BounH South Bound East Bound West Bound
Hovement: L - T -'R L - T - R L - T ~R L - T - R
1 i 1} t 3] [
Control: Uncentzolled Uncontzrolled - Stop Sign Stop Sign
Rights: Include Include Include Include
Lanes: 000 170 01000 ¢ 0000 0 0 110 O
1 —1l B " 1
Volume Module: : ]
Base Vol: 0 247 0 220 0 0 0 0 0 Q
Growth Adj: 1.03 1.03 L.03 1. 03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1. 03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03
Initial Bse: 0 254 0 22 0 g 0 0 Q9 ¢ ]
Added Vol: 0 0 -29 3 0 Q 0 0 Q 20 0 -2
PassezByVol: Q o '0 0 0 0 0 0 N 0 0 Q
Initial Eut: 0 288 '29 3 226 0 0 0 Q 20 0 2
User Rdj: 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
" PHE Rdj: 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 "0.84 0.94 0.94 0.94
PHE Voluze: 0 270 -31 3 241 [} Q [} [} 21 o 2
Reducst Vol: [} 0 0 ] ] Q 0 0 Q 0 Q 0
FinalVolume: 0 270 ;3a1. 3 24 Q 0 0 ] 2% 0 2
—1 — I 1 1 1
Critical Gap Module:
Critical Gp:xocee ToX xxXxxXX 4.1 XTOX TOX XXX IXX e 6.4 6.5 6.2
FollowUpTim:ooooe ook ook 2.2 3000 oo oo ooxx xxx 3,5 4.0 3.3
1 —1 ] 1" |

Capacity Module:

Cnflict Vol: xxxx xxxx xxxxx 3J01l xxx xxxxr ook ook oooex $33. 533 266

Potent Cap.: JOX XTCT Xooxex 1272 oot IR XX XXXX ooex 511 456 756

Move Cap.: ooct Jooex xXxxx 1272 Joocx XTOOKX  TOXX XXX xxxxx 510 4S5 758

Volume/Cap: ox xoxx o 0.00 oo FXXX Im xrzx ™xx 0.04 0.00 O ool
| 11 § "

Level Of Service Module: :

2Ray9SthQ:  scex Jooce XoSoeR 00 TEEX OO 00X XXX XX JOOR XXXXK 300K
cantmlbﬂ.mmm 7.8 xXXX XTI XIILX TXIX TOXX XXKX XXXXX
LOS by Mover - L. R - - . « P

Movement: LT - L‘Et RT LT - LIR -~ RT LT -~ LTR - RT LT - LIR - RT

Sharéd Cap.: JOXX XXX XXXXX XXXX
SharedQueue: ooy XX XXX
Shzd ConDel :xxoex m p- -]
Shared LOS: A

XIX XIXXX  XXRX XEXX DXXXKX xoox 526 xxxxe
XXXX TXXXX XXXXX XXXX XXXXX e 0.1 xxoexx

. + - L L3 > * » B +
hpel: : FoooEx 12.2
Rpp:oac.hms ¢ . * B

Note: Queie reported is tke pumhex of cars per lane.
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Lome Ranch Traomsportation Impact Analwvsis
30th Bighest Hour Volumes
2008 Total

*  Level Of Sexvice Coc—rutation Repsst
2000 ECM Unsiynalized Method (Futuxe Volume Altervative)

Intezgsection §5 Eighway 101/§a=pence: 2oad

Rserage Delay {sec/veh): 4.8 Worst Case Level Of Service: D{ 25.7)
pod e FPeduwi PO e eire .
Approach: North Bound Sounth Bownd East Bound Rest Boumd
Movement: L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R L - T - R
1 | ; H 1" !
Control: U 1led us trelled Stop Sign Stop Siga
Rights: Include Inciunda Include Include
Lanes: | 10010 1 00110 0 0 110 0 10020

11} 3 I
Volume Module:
Base Vol: 54 243 127 3 21

1 1 2 0 28 118 2 7
Growth Adj: 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.031.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03
Initial Bse: 56 256 131 3 a1 1 2 0 30 2% 2 7
Rdded Vol: 0 27 Q 1 12 Q 1 0 0 0 ] 1
PasserByvol: ¢ ] 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Initial Fut: 56 283 131 4 235 1 3 0 30 122 2 ]
User Adj: 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.001.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
BHE RAdj: 0.94 0.94 .84 0.24 0.94 0.9¢ 0.94 0.9¢ 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.9¢
PHE. Volune: 59 301 138 4 251 1 3 [} 32 1209 2 9
Reduect Vol: =~ € 1] 0 Q 0 [} ] 0 0 0 0 0
FinalVolume: §9 301 139 4 251 1 3 0 32 220 2 e
1 H i t ~1

Critical Gsp Module: .
Critical Gp: 4.2 xox xxxx 4.2xox > 7.1 £.5 6.2 7.2 €.6 6.3
tonouﬂp‘r‘_ml 23 xxx oo 2.3 oox xoex 3.8 4.0 3.3 3.6 3.1 3.4
" 1 1t |

Capacity Module:

cnflict Vol: 252 x<xxx xxxex 440 = oo 754 818 252 765 749 370

Potent Cap.: 1273 oo xoocx 1079 xooox x=oxe 328 313 792 315 336 6s8
Move Cap.: 1273 wox xo=x 1079 wox oo 31¢ 237 782 291 319
Volume/Cap: 0.05 zxxx wo=x 0.00 xxxx' =< 0.01 0.00 0.04 0.44 0.01

1 n 11 1 |

Level Of Sexvice Mcdole:
ZRay95thQ: 0.1 xxxx xo=oex 0.0 xo=x oooTX ORI TTTX 000
Coptrol Del: 8.0 xxxx xxxxx

10S by Move: R e A
Movement: LT - LIR - RT LT-’TR-RT r.r-r"xx v u-xm-ar
Shared Cap.: XXXz XXX XXXXX XXXX XXXt XOU o 622 rxomx  sooxx oo 547
SharedQueue: XXXxXxX XXXT IXXXX XXIXIX TTX o ooxx 0.2 ©oox oo = 0.1
smacmﬂmmmmmmmlu 5mmm 1.7 -

2.2 xox oo
84mmmmm 25.9mm

Shared LOS: * * * B +
ApproachDel: FRXKXR XXXETE 10.5 25.7
* ApproachlOs: + hd D ..

Note: Queue reported is the muzber of =a=s per lane.
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- Looe Rinch T P tion Impact Analysis
} 30th Bighest Hour Volimes
2008 Total

Level Of Sezvice Corputation Peport .
2000 BCM Unsignalized Method (Euture Volume Alternative)
-

e

Intersection #7 Highway 1:01/Ra1nhou Rock RAccess
vy

cos - e
Rrerage Delay (sec/veh): ; 0.1 Wozst Case Level Of Service: A[ B.8]
AOTOS-Srours- S ‘ L PO L b L bbbl b batits Pty P
Rpproach: Northk Bound South Bound East Bound West Bound
Hovement: L - T -:iR L - T - 2 L - T - R L - T - R

1 -—11 13 N} I
Control: Uacontrollad Uncontrolled Stop Sign Stop Sign
Rights: . Include’ Include Include Include
Lanes: 0 1L oo 10 0 ¢ 00 0 0 0 0 1 0 ¢ 0 00

! I [} " !
Volume Module: >> Count Date: 30 Sep 2007 <<
Base Vol: 1 247 i0 0 220

' Q Q 2 0 ] 0
Growth Adj: 1.03 1.03 1:03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03
Initial Bse: 1 254 0 ¢ 228 [} [} 0 2 1] 0 0
Added Vol: 0o 29 00 0 29 0 0 ] ] 0 Q° 0
PassexByVol: 0 [} i 0 0 0 Q Q 0 [ 0 /] 0
Initial Fuk: 1 283 i 0 0 246 ¢ 0 ] 2 0 0 ¢
User RAdj: 1.00 1.00 1100 1.091.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PRE Adj: 0.85 0.85 0185 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85
PRE Volume: 1 333 ] 0 290 o Q Q 2 0 o ‘0
Reduct Vol: 0 o :0 [i] [} o] 0 [} 0 0 [} 0
FinalVolume: 1 333 0 0 2s80. [} o 0 2 0 0 0
! rand B I t I
Critical Ga2p Module: !
Czitical Gp: 4.1 XXX XTTHOX XOTCE 0T TIOTX XOTX X 6.2 XTOUX 3000 30X
FolloxUpTim: 2.2 xoxx FHRIXT JOTTX ITHX FICKX x:ml x> 3.3 xooex e FIIXX
i t I I |
Capacity Module: H
Cnflict Vol: 290 xoxx xome= OOX TOOX 290 xxix oo Jooom
Potent Cap.: 1264 xox xogox XXIX  TXXR 754 o Joxx 00X

Move Cap.: 1284 m=xxx
Voluma/Cap: 0.00 xox

Level Of Service Module
2Aay9SthQ: 0.0 xo=x

FIXXX  IHXX XXXX .0 Tox xooot oxxx
Control Del: 7.8 xoxx XXXXX 00XX oxx 9.8 ooz ook ook
LOS by Move: R + + + * A - * *
Hovement: LT - LIR - BT LT - LIR - RT LT - LTIR - RT

Shared Cap.: xx=x ==

SharedQueve: 0.0 XX XTOXX COXX X0 IIOHX XIOK JXXKE XXEXX TEXXX 00O XXX
Shrd ConDel: 7.8 3ot 0o YOO X0 XXRXE XXXKE XXXT TXITT IIXXX XXXX XRKXXX
Shared LOS: Ao e E L . .
Rpp hpel : i xoooae 9.9 et
PpproachLos: L + A +

tWote: Queues reported is t}’xe mmber cf caxs per lane.

P
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Lone Ranch SWOCC Transportation Impact Study
2008 Total Traffic .
. 1 N
Right Tum L ane Warrant Analysis
: 2-1ane (1), NCHRP
Mutti-lane Posted ‘RT RT Taper | RTLane | NCHRP| NCHRP | ODOTRTLana| ODOTRT RT Lane
No.|intersection Mvmnt {2) Speed va | Volume | Volume | Warrant | Warrant | Taper? | RT Lane? Warant .Lane? Recommended?
HWY 10¥/South Access __[NB RT 1 55 283 29 29 42 83 No No 6625 S
Left Tum Lane Warrant Analysis
H HRB oBoT
Advancing | Opposing LT Warrant VaWarmant | Warrant{ ODOT Criterla
No.|Intersection Mvmnt Lanes Lanes |Speed| PHF Va Volume Yo LT% |  Factor |5%Wanantva| Threshold Met? | Volume Met?
HWY 101/South Access ISB LT 1 1 55 | 0.85 223 3 283 0 1.9167587 416.37344 798.0874082 No 512 2.
]
i
1
i
1]
1 1 1 ) | | i 1 ] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Attachment N

‘ ; - Department of Transportation
]. egon SouthWest Area Office
Theadore R. Kulongoski, Governor .307 Highway 42E
Coquille, Oregon 97423

(541) 396-3707

EAX (541) 396-5321

June 27, 2008
PILE CODE:

Crow/Clay & Associates
Attn: Mike Crow

125 W. Central Ave.
Coos Bay, OR 97420

Re:  DKS Traffic Study for the Lone Ranch/SOCC project

Dear Mike:

ODOT has reviewed the Transportation Impact Study from DKS Associates, ODOT has
no issues regarding the study that was submitted.

ODOT has also received the application for the new access for SOCC, which is processed
at this time.

If you have any questions feel free to contact me at 541-396-1151.

Sincerely,

Jeff Waddington
Permit Specialist

Form 734-2093 (3-03) 105 %N



Attachment O

Modifications and Clarifications to Findings

Please note the following modifications and/or clarifications to the Southwestermn Oregon
Community College Detailed Development Plan submitted information, the Land Divisions

Findings of Fact.

Compliance with Conditions of Approval

Condition 8, Amend as Follows: The applicant is proposing a phased development
of the south entry road as it is becoming apparent that the college campus will likely
occur prior to other development on the site. DKS (the traffic engineering firm that
completed the original study for Lone Ranch Master Plan) has conducted an
additional study of generated trips at the south access Highway 101 intersection
considering only the college development. The study was reviewed and approved
by ODOT. The study concludes that the initial college entrance road is adequate
as a two lane road (one lane ingress and one lane egress) with the additional
improvements as recommended in the Master Plan being completed with any
additional development. The proposed street leading to the College entrance will
have a 70' right-of-way. The entry road is a urban residential collector (curbed as
indicated in Exhibit 7 of the Lone Ranch Master Plan) with the addition of a swale
along the north side, outside of the curb line. The engineers are proposing the
swale in order to maintain a more metered flow and sediment free water to the
wetlands at either end of the entry road area. See Stormwater Management Plan
tab. Details will be submitted with construction documents. The multiuse path will

be located on the south side of the street.

Stormwater Management Plan

Clarification. The Lone Ranch Rock study refers to a large quantity of excavation
on the site approximately 130,000 cubic yards. The calculation for the larger
quantity referred excavations down to an elevation of 234'. The college is intending
to excavate down to an elevation of 250' (15' higher than the Lone Ranch Study)
which results in approximately 45,000 cubic yards of total excavation.

Part C Narrative Requirements

Number 2. Please amend the first paragraph as follows: Entry road work, utilities
installation and site preparation is anticipated to occur in the summer of 2009.
Construction of the facility and its associated site development work is expected to

be completed in late 2010.

Revised Findings of Fact for Land Division

ltem 6. The street is to be dedicated to the City upon completion of irhprovements
contained within this DDP.
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Attachment P
PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL :

Southwest Oregon Community College
Detailed Development Plan
DDP-1-08

General Conditions

1.

The final plat shall be in substantial conformance with the submitted preliminary plal as amended herein
and as approved by the Planning Commission. Substantial changes to the approved preliminary plat
require re-approval by the Planning Comm ission.

Approval of this preliminary plat will expire two (2) years from approval unless the final plat is approved
and recorded or unless an extension of time is requested and approved. The extension of time may be
granted by the Planning Commission with good cause and will not exceed two (2) additional years.
Should the applicant wish to proceed with the subdivision following expiration of the two (2) year
extension, the preliminary plat process must be re-initiated and resubmitted to the Planning Commission

for review and approval.

Approval of this Detailed Development Plan will expire three (3) years from the date of initial approval
unless the final plat has been recorded in a timely manner and construction has begun. At its discretion
and without a public hearing, the Commission may extend the approval one time for a period not to

exceed two additional years per extension.

The subject property shall conform to the provisions of the Master Plan Development/ Public/ Open
Space Zones, and to all other applicable provisions of the Land Development Code.

Plans for utility improvements and/ or plans to meet Chap. '17.100, BMC, Hazardous Building Site
Protection Hiliside Development Standards shall not be commenced until the City Engineer has reviewed

and approved construction plans for adequacy.

All costs of plans checks and inspections by the City Engineer shall be paid by the applicant to the city.

Information on the construction plans shall be pursuant to the Public Works document, “General
Engineering and Standard Specifications and other requirements found elsewhere in these Conditions of

Approval.

Prior to any construction or grading on the site, the contractor will place, in a location visible from an
existing public street, a sign containing the name of the contractor and a telephone number where the

contractor can be reached.

The Applicant must follow the recommendations from the State of Oregon Parks and Recreation
Department, State Historic Preservation Office, letter dated June 12, 2008 and provide written
documentation to the City that this Department’s concerns have been satisfied prior to final plat approval.
All development shall comply with the State regulations regarding cultural resources, specifically, ORS
358.905 to 358.961, ORS 390.235 to 390.240, and ORS 97.740 to 97.760 to the extent possible.

The plat must clearly delineate the 4.97 acres of required open space located on the 10 acre parcel. A
statement dedicating this open space must be shown on the plat.

10. The Applicant must provide a copy of the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 1200C

Erosion Control permit prior to any construction on the site.

DDP-1-04 SWOCC Proposed Conditions o*’l a;v\roval
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11. A final landscape/ irrigation plan must be submitted and approved by the City’s Site Plan Committee
prior to issuing a building permit.

Street Conditions

1. The public street, Lone Ranch Parkway, shall be dedicated to the City of Brookings on the plat.

2. A copy of the Road Approach Permit issued by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
approving the access point for Lone Ranch Parkway at it’s intersection with Highway 101 must be

submitted to the City prior to final plat approval.

2. Lone Ranch Parkway shall be constructed as proposed with a 70 ft. right-of —way, 28 ft. 2 land paved
road surface, curb and 10 ft. multi-path on the south side and bioswale on the north side.

3. Lone Ranch Parkway shall be plated to the furthest northeast corner of the subject property and
constructed to within 175ft. of the northeast corner. A Deferred Improvement Agreement must be
recorded stating the property owner will participate by paying a proportionate cost of the extension of the
street to the northeast corner of the subject property at such time as additional development needs access

from the street.

4. Prior to any construction or grading for the street the Applicant shall submit four (4) copies of street
construction plans for review and approval by the City Engineer. The Applicant shall provide a geologic
report related to the construction of the street if required by the City Engineer.

5. A “STOP” sign shall be placed on Lone Ranch Parkway at the intersection with Highway 101. The siting
of the sign shall be in compliance with ODOT requirements.

6. Street lights shall be placed at the intersection of the driveway to the College and at the intersection of
Lone Ranch Parkway and Highway 101as shown on the preliminary plat map, and pursuant to the
provisions of the Pubic Works document, “General Engineering Requirements and Standard

Specifications.”

7. A street name sign shall be placed at the intersection of Lone Ranch Parkway and Highway 101. The
siting of the sign shall be in compliance with ODOT requirements. :

8. A Deferred Improvement Agreement (DIA) for the 10 ft. multi-use path shown on the plat must be
recorded. The DIA will stipulate that the path must be constructed when the connecting, adjacent path is
approved and constructed. Statements dedicating the future path to the public and specifying that the
college will accept maintenance responsibilities, once the path is constructed, must be shown on the plat.

Sanitary Sewer

1. The Applicant shall cbtain and submit a copy of the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
permit to utilize a temporary holding tank to provide on-site septic system. Once installed written
documentation of the approval shall be provided. The Applicant shall record a Deferred Improvement
Agreement (DIA) agreeing to connect to City sewer when mains become available.

Storm Drain Conditions

1. Prior to construction of the proposed storm drainage system, the Applicant shall submit four (4) copies of
construction plans for review and approval by the City engineer. Plans considering all drainage from the

DDP-1-04 SWOCC Proposed Conditions Ofl é\tsmroval
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subject property, including roof drains, shall be prepared by an engineer, licensed in the State of Oregon,
to address on-site and of-site impacts in a manner that protects down stream properties from water flow
greater than currently exists as shown in the Applicant’s preliminary plans.

2. All storm drains shall be installed pursuant to the provisions of the Pubic Works document, “General
Engineering Requirements and Standard Specifications.”

Additional geologic reports may be needed for final detention pond design, if required by the City
Engineer.

(93]

4. The plat must state the on-site storm drainage facilities will be owned and maintained by the property
owner.,

5. Bio-swales adjacent to the subject property must also be maintained by the College. The proposed
«Swale Maintenance Covenant” must be amended to include all required language as found in Condition
of Approval # 29 of the Lone Ranch Master Plan Final Order. This Covenant must then be recorded and

a copy provided to the City.

6. The Applicant must submit documentation from the Department of State Lands (DSL) and the US Army
Corps of Engineers approving the filling of the wetland adjacent to the entrance street prior to any

construction in that area.

7. The City Engineer has reviewed the preliminary drainage plan and stated, in writing, that the plan will
protect the Rainbow Rock Service Association’s surface water system and water supply system from
adverse impacts. The Applicant must construct and maintain the storm drainage facilities to continuously

provide this protection.

Water System Conditions

1. The subject property shall be served by the City domestic water supply system.

2. The Applicant shall extend water mains into the public street. - The Applicant shall also extend service
laterals to the College site.

3. All water lines, booster pumps, and reservoirs shall be installed pursuant to the provisions set forth in the
OAR Chapter 33, Sections 42-200 through 42-243, by the Oregon State Health Division and the Pubic
Works document, “General Engineering Requirements and Standard Specifications.”

4. Prior to construction of the proposed water system, the Applicant shall submit four (4) copies of
construction plans for review and approval by the City Engineer. The Applicant shall provide a geologic
report related to the construction of the water system if required by the City Engineer

5. A fire hydrant shall be located in the parking lot, as shown on the plat, and one at the entrance to the
college site. '

6. The college building must be constructed with a fire suppression sprinkler system.
7. Fire equipment must have access to within 150 ft. of the back of the building.
8. A ladder must be permanently attached to the outside of the building. The Applicant must confer with

the City Fire Chief regarding the specifications for this ladder.

DDP-1-04 SWOCC Proposed Conditions o'Fl afg\hroval



Utilities

1.

All utility lines, including but not limited to, electric, communication, street lighting, and cable television
shall be placed underground in the street and college site.

All utility easements shall be clearly defined as to their scope, purpose and term and clearly shown in
dashed lines on the plat including the size and locations as required by the affected utilities, public

agencies and service companies.

A continuous five (5) foot Public Utility Easement "PUE" adjacent to the right-of-way on Lone Ranch
Parkway shall be shown on the plat and provided to be utilized for water related equipment (meters,
valves, etc. and other utilities (electrical pedestals, street lights, telephone and other facilities).

The applicant shall be responsible to coordinate final acceptance of all proposed "PUE's" with the
affected utilities, public agencies and service companies prior to final plat approval.

The applicant shall coordinate the placement of mailboxes with the U. S. Postal Service (USPS).
Mailboxes shall be placed in a manner that leaves at least 48” of unobstructed sidewalk area. A
completed and signed copy of the USPS “Mode of Delivery Agreement” form must be provided prior to

receiving final plat approval.

Restrictive Covenants

1.

In order for retaining walls, fences, etc, to be constructed within the remaining public right-of-way in
back of and abutting the sidewalks the applicant shall incorporate in the covenants a "hold harmless"
clause absolving the city and/or utilities of any liability or responsibility for the replacement of such
appurtenances within the right-of-way should it be necessary to remove same to make repairs to existing

facilities or install new facilities therein.

Bond and Agreement

1.

Prior to the Planning Commission certification of the final plat, the applicant shall install the required
improvements.

If the Applicant wants to postpone construction of some of the components of the infrastructure,
Brookings Municipal Code (BMC) 17.80.080, Security and the Secured Improvement Process, describes

the process.

When all improvements have been constructed, inspected, and approved by the City, the Applicant shall
provide a warranty bond as described in BMC 17.80.090, Warranty of Public Improvements.

DDP-1-04 SWOCC Proposed Conditions of Approval
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EXHIBITB

Materials submitted before Planning Commission meeting on
August 5, 2008 for File No. DDP-1-08

Brookings, OR 97415

EXHIBIT | TO: FROM: DOCUMENTS:
_ DATE:
B:
Delos Devine Robin Richards
Stewardship Forester | Architecture & Planning
B-1 7-23-08 | ODF-Coos District Crow/Clay & Assocs, Inc
63612 Fifth Rd. 125 W. Central Ave. E:mail
Coos Bay, OR 987420 Coos Bay, OR 97420 Correspondence
Forwarded to
Dianne Morris, "
7-28-08 | pianning Director from
Robin Richards
. | Ben Mundie-DOGAMI E:mail
B-2 7.28-08 figmggg‘i tSic?Hal\l{l lors | 229 Broadalbin Correspondence
Albany, OR 97321
Susan Lynn White, RPA E-rma
B-3 . | Asst.State Archaeologist ‘mal
7-28-08 ;gx"ggsa tﬁ;?ﬁal\ffsms State Historic Preservation Ofc | Correspondence
725 Summer St. NE Ste.C
Salem, OR. 87301
Lori Warner-Dickason
Western Reg. Mgr. ‘mai
B-4 7.28-08 FonNarded to D. MOI‘I’iS Dept. of St?te L?ngs-vve%and & Waterway (E":é?raells d
| F -28-08 | &0 Robin Richards | Conservation Div. ponaence
775 Summer St. NE St.100
Salem, OR 97301-1279
Dennis Boyle
B-5 7-30-08 | Planning Commission ggsef t;r lﬁaﬁﬁbﬁ?ﬁggés letter
Greenwood Village, CO 80111
Dennis Griffin-Lead
Forwarded to Planning é‘;‘iﬂ:?ggf_ﬁ_‘erita‘ge_ E:mail
B-6 7-30-08 Dlre'ctor.Morrls from Conservation Div. Correspondence
Robin Richards 725 Summer St. NE Ste.C
Salem, OR 97301-1271
Fgrwarded to. P]Itanning Craig Tuss,
7 31.08 a'ifecgig\',\v""" isfrom | Us Fish & Wildife Service | 5 etter
B-7 . ' 2900 NW Stewart Parkway
Architecture & Roseburg, OR 97471
Planning for SWOCC 9,
I Allan Haddox, Chairman of
. . Rainbow Rock Condo Assoc.
8-1-08 To Planning Director | paciic Vista Condo Assoc. 2-pg letter
B-8 Morris 17744 N. Hwy.101 #100

111



EXHIBIT | jaTE: TO: FROM: DOCUMENTS:
B: X
' Page 2
Pete Chasar -
B-9 8-4-08 | Planning Commission | 935 Marina Heights 1 page
Brookings
EGR & Associates -,
Engineers, Geologists, Surveyors
B-10 8-4-08 | Mr. Crow 2535.B Prairie Road 5-pages
Eugene, OR 97402 -
Pat Sherman
8-5-08 | Planning Commission | P. O. Box 1140 9 pages
B-11 Brookings, OR 97415 -
CRAG Law Center
James Brown,
, o On behalf of Oregon Shores =
B-12 8-5-08 | Planning Commission |~ ~atherine Wiley 20 Pages
917 SW Oak St. Ste. 417
Portland, OR 97205 =
Bill & Cate Yocum
B-13 8-5-08 | E:mail to D. Morris P. O. Box 4910 1 page -
Brookings, OR 97415
Michelle McCormick
B-14 8-5-08 | E:mail to D. Morris P. O. Box 2552 1 page -
} Harbor, OR 97415
Steve Major
s , Dyer Partnership -
B-15 8-5-08 | E:mail to D.Morris 1320 Teakwood 1 page
Coos Bay, OR 97420
F
F ]
F
.
F
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Dianne Morris

Page 1 of 2
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From: robin [robin@crowclay.com)
Sent:  Monday, July 28, 2008 1:46 PM
To: Dianne Morris

Subject: OR Dept of Forestry

Ms. Robin Richards

Executive Assistant

Crow/Clay & Associates Inc.
Architecture and Planning

125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420

(541) 269-9388

(541) 267-6187 FAX
www.crowclay.com

-----0Original Message-----

From: DEVINE Delos G [mailto:Delos.G.Devine@state.or.us]
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2008 2:11 PM

To: robin
Subject: RE: SOCC - 26 T405 R14W

| have reviewed the Stormwater Management Plan dated July 14, 2008. The Oregon Department of Forestry will
except the plan, as is, providing it meets other local, state, and federal agencies (if required) approval for

development.

If you have any questions please contact me.

Delos Devine
Stewardship Forester
ODF - Coos District
541-267-1752

From: robin [mailto:robin@crowclay.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2008 3:50 PM
To: 'DEVINE Delos G'

Subject: RE: SOCC - 26 T40S R14W

| understand. Thank you.

Ms. Robin Richards
Executive Assistant
Crow/Clay & Associates Inc.
Architecture and Planning
125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420
(541) 269-9388
(541) 267-6187 FAX
www.crowclay.com
----- Original Message-----
From: DEVINE Delos G [mailto:Delos.G.Devine@state.or.us]

Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2008 3:48 PM
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Page 2 of 2

To: robin
Subject: RE: SOCC - 26 T40S R14W

Yes, | have received it. Due to a family emergency | have been out of the office for the last couple of
weeks. | am currently going through mail and messages etc. | have not reviewed the plan but will do so

this week.

From: robin [mailto:robin@crowclay.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2008 11:02 AM

To: DEVINE Delos G
Subject: SOCC - 26 T40S R14W

Good morning. On July 14, 2008 we sent you a copy of the Stormwater Management Plan for the SOCC
property in Brookings, Oregon. Did you receive it? We sent you this plan to comply with the City of
Brookings DDP compliance conditions. See below:

"A hydrologic study shall be provided with each Detailed Development Plan (DDP) and any
such study must be provided to federal and state agencies responsible for wetlands and
endangered species protection. Each successive hydrologic study will cumulatively incorporate
and consider information provided in the previously prepared hydrologic studies. The City will
review the agency comments regarding the hydrologic study to determine compliance with
applicable standards relating to storm drainage and to determine compliance with standards
relating to the protection of wetlands and western lilies. At the time of the DDP review, the City
shall require changes to the DDP that it determines are needed to comply with applicable

standards and to protect wetlands and western lilies."

I this does not pertain to your agency or you have comments or concerns, please respond in writing
before August 5. Thank you for your time. Robin

Ms. Robin Richards

Executive Assistant

Crow/Clay & Associates Inc.
Architecture and Planning

125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420

(541) 269-9388

(541) 267-6187 FAX
www.crowclay.com
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Dianne Morris

From: robin [robin@crowclay.com]
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2008 1:46 PM
To: Dianne Morris

Subject: DOGAMI

- Ms. Robin Richards

Executive Assistant

Crow/Clay & Associates Inc.
Architecture and Planning

125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420
(541) 269-9388

(541) 267-6187 FAX
www.crowclay.com

----- QOriginal Message--—-

From: Ben A. Mundie [mailto:Ben.A.Mundie@mlrr.oregongeology.com]

Sent: Friday, July 25, 2008 8:48 AM
To: robin

Subject: Re: Southwestern Oregon Community College

Good morning Robin - DOGAMI did receive the Stormwater Plan and do not have any comments.

Thanks for the opportunity to reveiw this project.

Ben Mundie
DOGAMI

541-967-2149
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Dianne Morris Jz‘@
k%)
From: robin [robin@crowclay.com]
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2008 1:47 PM
To: Dianne Morris
Subject: SHPO #08-1211 @
Ko
v /i 73
Ms. Robin Richards ! %? ¢ ‘b{:»
Executive Assistant ‘L ‘iﬂ;
Crow/Clay & Associates Inc. ézt~ “5@9
Architecture and Planning ' é%?
125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420 47/%}:5’

(541) 269-9388
(541) 267-6187 FAX
www.crowclay.com

----- Original Message-----
From: Susan White [mailto:Susan.White@state.or.us]

_ Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2008 B8:32 PM

To: robin
Subject: Re: SHPO #08-1211

Ms. Richards,

ith the SHPO case 08-1211, However, since we deal
logical resources and historic structures, it would
ffice to comment on a stormwater management plan

Dr. Griffin did reply to the inguiry w
with cultural resources, i.e., archaeo
not be pertinent or appropriate for our o
that deals with natural resources.

I believe with the initial inquiry under SHPO case 08-1211, Dr. Griffin recommended that a
cultural resource assessment survey be conducted for the project area since its location
is in close proximity to a known archaeological site.

Please let me know if you have any further questions or concerns. Thanks very much,

***********************************************

Susan Lynn White, RPA

Assistant State Archaeologist
State Historic Preservation Office
725 Summer Street NE, Suite C
Salem, Oregon 97301

503-986-0675

503-986-0793 FAX
Susan.White@state.or.us

www.oregonheritage.org

***********************************************

>>> "robin" <robinfcrowclay.com> 7/23/2008 11:16 AM >>>
Good morning. On July 14, 2008 we sent Dennis Griffin a copy of the Stormwater Management

Plan for the Southwestern Oregon Community College property in Brookings, Oregon. Do you
know if he received it? We sent this plan to Dennis to comply with the City of Brookings

Detailed Development Plan compliance conditions. See below:

"A hydrologic study shall be provided with each Detailed Development Plan

1
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(DDP) and any such study must be provided to federal and state agencies responsible for
wetlands and endangered species protection. Each successive hydrologic study will
cumulatively incorporate and consider information provided in the previously prepared
hydrologic studies. The City will review the agency comments regarding the hydrologic
study to determine compliance with applicable standards relating to storm drainage and to
determine compliance with standards relating to the protection of wetlands and western
lilies. At the time of the DDP review, the City shall require changes to the DDP that it
determines are needed to comply with applicable standards and to protect wetlands and

western lilies."

Would you be able to determine if this pertains to your agency and if so, can someone

review it for comments or concerns in writing before August 57
Let me know if we have to wait for Dennis to return. Thank you for your time. Robin

Ms. Robin Richards

Executive Assistant

Crow/Clay & Associates Inc.
Architecture and Planning

125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420

{541) 269-9388

{541) 267-6187 FAX

www.crowclay.com



Page 1 of 2

-,
C«\’/; iby.
'8
~4
. L
Dianne Morris
From: robin [robin@crowclay.com] -,
Sent:  Monday, July 28, 2008 1:48 PM
To: . Y y i?@(‘a
o: Dianne Morris vﬁ‘/l’ )
Subject: DSL #41037 y [y, -
Far 29
] -,
Ms. Robin Richards | 3/?()0
Executive Assistant 7 lﬂjyg .
Crow/Clay & Assogciates Inc. S —
Architecture and Planning
125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420
(541) 269-9388 =
(541) 267-6187 FAX
www.crowclay.com
----- Original Message----- -
From: WARNER-DICKASON Lori [mailto:Lori.Warner—Dickason@state.or.us]
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2008 3:45 PM
To: robin
Subject: RE: DSL #41037 =
Hi Robin,
Please work directly with Bob Lobdell for the DSL permit. Thanks. -,
Lori Warner-Dickason
Western Region Manager -
Wetland and Waterway Conservation Division
Department of State Lands
775 Summer St. NE Suite 100
Salem, OR 97301-1279 i)
(503)986-5271
(503)378-4844 (fax)
lori,warner-dickason@state.or.us -
From: robin [mallto:robin@crowclay.com] =
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2008 2:38 PM
To: WARNER-DICKASON Lori
Subject: DSL #41037 -
Good Afternoon. On July 14, 2008 we sent you a copy of the Stormwater Management Plan for the Southwestern
Oregon Community College property in Brookings, Oregon. Did you receive it? We sent you this.plan to comply -
with the City of Brookings Detailed Development Plan compliance conditions. See below:
. ==
“"A hydrologic study shall be provided with each Detailed Development Plan ‘
(DDP) and any such study must be provided to federal and state agencies responsible for wetlands and
endangered species protection. Each successive hydrologic study will cumulatively incorporate and consider =
information provided in the previously prepared hydrologic studies. The City will review the agency comments
regarding the hydrologic study to determine compliance with applicable standards relating to storm drainage and
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to determine compliance with standards relating to the protection of wetlands and western lilies. At the time of the
DDP review, the City shall require changes to the DDP that it determines are heeded to comply with applicable

standards and to protect wetlands and western lilies."

I this does not pertain to your agency or you have comments or concerns, please respond in writing before
August 5. Thank you for your time. Robin

Ms. Robin Richards

Executive Assistant

Crow/Clay & Associates Inc.
Architecture and Planning

125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420
(541) 269-9388

(541) 267-6187 FAX
www.crowclay.com
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VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL

Planning Commission

City of Brookings

898 Elk Drive

Brookings, OR 97415 July 29, 2008

Re: DDP-1-08
Dear Chair Markham and Members of the Commission:

Rio Tinto Minerals and its affiliate, U.S. Borax Inc., encourage you to approve the Detailed
Development Plan submitted by Southwestern Oregon Community College (SOCC), which we
have reviewed and found to be consistent with the approved Master Plan of Development for the

Lone Ranch property.
Also, please be advised that under the terms of the Donation Agreement between U.S. Borax and
SOCC, the actual transfer of title will not be completed until SOCC’s Detailed Development

Plan has been approved by the City of Brookings. Accordingly, we urge your approval of the
SOCC application at the public hearing on August 5, 2008.

Sincerely,

Do bl

Dennis M. Boyle
Director of Land, Americas

cc: Michael R. Crow, Crow/Clay & Associates Inc.
Burton Weast

8051 E. Maplewood Ave., Greenwood Village, CO 80111
T +] 303-713-5075 F +1 303-713-579)
dennis 120 ‘folinto.com



Dianne Morris

From: robin [robin@crowclay.com) o
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2008 11:23 AM

To: Dianne Morris

Subject: FW: SHPO #08-1211

rFYI.

Ms. Robin Richards

Executive Assistant

Crow/Clay & Associates Inc.
Architecture and Planning

125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420

(541) 269-9388

(541) 267-6187 FAX

www. crowclay..com

----- Original Message-—---

From: Dennis Griffin [mailto:Dennis.Griffin@state.or.us]
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2008 11:19 AM

To: robin :

Subject: Re: SHPO #08-1211

Robin,

Our office did receive the management plan that you refer to in your email.

Since I had earlier commented on the results of the previous cultural resource survey of
the larger Borax area and the college property, recently, I did not think it important to
send an additional reply at this time. My earlier letters stressed the high potential for
the area to have buried significant cultural resources. Oral history information has
highlighted the importance of this general area to area native peoples through time. A
previous archaeological survey discovered a number of sites in the area but complained

that ground visibility throughout the larger area was literally zero. The author

recommended that ‘subsurface testing in areas of high probability be completed prior to

ground disturbing activities. Our office supports this recommendation.

Prior to development of the proposed college area subsurface probing is recommended in
areas of high probability to insure that buried significant cultural sites are not
adversely affected by the proposed project. Our office recommends that the applicant
contact an archaeologist to see what area within the current project area should be

probed.
\ Dennis /

Dennis Griffin, Ph.D., RPA
SHPO State Archaeologist
(503) 986-0674

(503) 986-0793, fax
dennis.griffin@state.or.us

>>> "robin" <robin@crowclay.com> 7/23/2008 11:03 AM >>>
Good morning. On July 14, 2008 we sent you a copy of the Stormwater Management Plan for

the Southwestern Oregon Community College property in Brookings, Oregon. Did you receive
it? We sent you this plan to comply with the City of Brookings Detailed Development Plan
compliance conditions.

See below:

"A hydrologic study shall be provided with each Detailed Development Plan
(DDP) and any such study must be provided to federal and state agencies responsible for

1
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wetlands and endangered species protection. Each successive hydrologic study will

cumulatively incorporate and consider information provided in the previously prepared
hydrologic studies. The City will review the agency comments regarding the hydrologic
study to determine compliance with applicable standards relating to storm drainage and to
determine compliance with standards relating to the protection of wetlands and western
lilies. At the time of the DDP review, the City shall require changes to the DDP that it
determines are needed to comply with applicable standards and to protect wetlands and

western lilies."

If this does not pertain to your agency or you have comments or concerns, please respond
in writing before August 5. Thank you for your time. Robin

Ms. Robin Richards

Executive Assistant

Crow/Clay & Associates Inc.
Architecture and Planning

125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420

(541) 269-9388

(541) 267-6187 FAX

www.crowclay.com
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Roseburg Field Office
2900 NW Stewart Parkway
Roseburg, OR 97470
Phone: (541) 957-3474 FAX: (541) 957-3475

Reply To: 8330.TAC0B0(08) N i LW Ao IR
File Name: SWOCC_Sterm_Lcller.doc RELJE.!VE.D
TS Number: 08-1716 T

TAILS: 13420-2008-TA-0080

Dac Type: Final JUL 3} 2[][]8 ]uly 30. 2008
Mike Crow - AALINEE
Crow/Clay & Associates Inc. OITY OF BROONNL‘N

" Architecture and Planning

125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420

Subject:  Review of the proposed Southwestern Oregon Community College (SOCC) campus
Stormwater Management Plan and hydrology study at the U.S. Borax Property
north of Brookings.

Hikes

Dear Mz-€row,

We received the Stormwater Management Plan from Crow/Clay-& Associates Inc. on July 16,
2008 requesting review of the SOCC campus hydrology study (study). You requested our
comments of the study by August 5, 2008.

The study includes a description of the stormwater filtration and containment system that will be
used to contain runoff from construction disturbance and impervious surfaces. The system will
utilize vegetated filter strips, vegetated swales, and a detention pond to intercept surface water
runoff before it enters down-gradient wetlands. The study also describes how the drainage
patterns of the surface flow from the project area to the down-gradient wetlands and beyond to

the culvert under Highway 101.

Our latest survey information, from July 2005, indicates that currently, western lily does not
occur within the location of the proposed project footprint or in down-gradient wetlands. Our
analysis of the water flow patterns at the project area is consistent with the hydrology study. We
anticipate that the stormwater plan, if built as described, will adequately protect wetland
resources down-gradient from the proposed SOCC construction activities. We anticipate that the
stormwater system will significantly reduce contaminants, excess sediment, and excess water
from entering into the down-gradient wetlands if the stormwater management system is

maintained as described in the study.

We are also aware that the college desires to introduce westem lily to down-gradient wetlands as
part of a potential classroom research project. In order to enhance the protection and maintain

Printcd on 100 percent chlorinc frec/60 percent posl-consumer content paper.
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the integrity of the down-gradient wetlands and improve conditions for western lily introduction
we further recommend:

1) Vegetated filtration strips, vegetated swales, and the detention pond water barriers are
inspécted at least on a quarterly basis by the college in order to catch early indication
of possible problems with the filtration systems.

2) Filtration strips, vegetated swales, and the detention pond water barriers are inspected
afier each heavy storm event (at least 5 inches of rain within a 24 hour period).

3) Soil moisture and water levels in down-gradient wetlands are monitored quarterly
using a soil moisture sensor and a peizometer to ensure that conditions are stable for
the potential introduction of western lily. Information from the soil moisture data can
help determine if the hydrology is consistent with western lily suitable habitat and if

the location is adequate to introduce western lily.

These recommendations should enable the college to better preserve and protect the underlying
habitat conditions that support the western lily and further increase the likelihood western lily

introduction will be successful.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide assistance with the proposed project. If you have
further questions or require additional assistance please contact Dave Imper at 707-825-5112,

Sam Friedman at 541-957-3478, or me at 541-957-3470.

cc:

Sincerely,

(i # Devns

Craigé Tuss
Field Supervisor

Diane Morris, City of Brookings, Brookings, OR ()
Dave Imper, USFWS, Arcata, CA (e) ‘
Laura Todd, USFWS, Newport, OR (€)

Office Files, FWS-OFWO, Portland, OR (e)
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Allan F. Haddox “§
Rainbow Rock Condominium '

17744 N. Hwy 101 #100
Brookings, OR 97415

August 1, 2008

Detailed Development Plan (DDP-1-08)

<3
Dianne Mortis, Planning Director ﬁé’(;‘éu v
City of Brookings S/ /;*[
898 Elk Drive | L
Brookings, OR 97415 0/}}/0 g 26%;
Re: /Lé’/??()( W
Southwest Oregon Community College /f//[/b» o

L

Dear Dianne Morris;

1 appreciate receiving the notice of the August 5, 2008, Public Hearing regarding the approvél of
a Detailed Development Plan on a 10 acre site with APN 40-14-00.

May 21 2003, the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and the Oregon Department of
Human Services (DHS) prepared a Source Water Assessment Summary Brochure. This
summary was prepared to identify the surface areas that supply water to Reinbow Rock
Condominiums’ public water system intake and to inventory the potential contaminant sources
that may impact the water supply. The assessment was prepared under the requirements and

guidelines of the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act.

The DEQ/DHS summary states that the forestlands within the drinking water protection. area are
identified as “sensitive areas”, and pose a relatively higher risk to the drinking water. The
sensitive areas within the Rainbow Rock PWS #4101361 drinking water protection area include
areas within high soil permeability, high soil erosion potential, high runoff potential, and areas
within 1000’ from the river/stream.

The Stormwater Management Plan for Southwestern Oregon Community College, prepared by
EGR & Associates, Inc., is based on the sensitivity of the area as being moderate. The design
analysis assumed basic run-off design assumptions with silting and settlement control, and run-
off detention. The stated preferred Best Management Pratices treatment for this site is vegetated
swales, but only 39% of the necessary treatment area is provided. Approximately 2400 sf of
treatment area is proposed, ‘but approximately 6100 sf is needed. Grassy swale would be
appropriate for use on this site, but was rejected because they were not willing to provide the

required space.

Primary consideration in this management plan should be based on the fact that this is a Public
Water System Watershed, and no quantitative provisions are included to remove water
contaminants from the applicants proposed development. Provisions are needed for the removal
of nitrates, phosphates, and potassium from the landscaped areas; and petrochemicals and
autornobile coolant from the parking lots, and contaminants quantified for treatment projections.
Monitoring facilities will be required to identify intrusion of contaminants into the stream that

serves the PWS #4101361.
Condition No. 23 of the Conditions of Approval of the Lone Ranch Master Plan provides:
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“Prior to construction of any phase that may adversely affect the quality or quantity of
water available through the existing Rainbow Rock Service Association (RRSA) surface
water supply system, the applicant shall demonstrate how the water and water supply -
system will not be negatively affected. Each DDP (Detailed Development Plan) shall ;‘
evaluate the impact of the development on the existing RRSA surface water system,

unless RRSA has previously discontinued use of the system.” -

The design will need to be modified or expanded to quantify any residue contamination and
demonstrates how the RRSA water and water supply system will not be negatively affected. The -
Special Provisions within the Stormwater Management Plan in the sections identified as:
Selected Treatment BMP Facilities, Selected Operation and Maintenance Procedures, Selected

Landscape Guidelines, and Outfall Design Guidelines, should be incorporated in any approval .
process for the site. ‘

J

A Wastewater Holding tank is proposed for this site. The holding tank should be placed so as to -

" not provide any risk to the Rainbow Rock PWS. The approval of such a holding tank should
conform to OAR 340-071-0340. The Planning Commission should make specific findings that -
the design, construction, and installation conforms to the Provisions of OAR 340-071-0340, and -
that the City of Brookings is committed to extend a commuuity sewerage system, with expansion
of the treatment facilities, within five years from the date of the application.

Contrary to testimony by Borax representatives, because of construction of a geo-techmical
investigation access road built by Borax within the project site in 2004 , two years before any
wotk on the oak tree removal which began in 2006, etosion from 2 Borax install culvert washed -
out an area approximately 5-feet wide, 3-feet deep, and 150-feet long. This erosion deposited a

. large amount of silt into our inlet pond that needed to be removed by RRSA. Rainbow Rock
found it necessary to acquire equipment to monitor the turbidity and amount of suspended solids -
in our incoming water. Run-off from the watershed area into our water source pond will be

compared with the water quality history these monitors provide.

For more than twenty years, the residents of Rainbow Rock Condominiums have enjoyed the

beautiful, natural environment in and around Brookings. We want to protect and continue this

wonderful lifestyle, and look forward to continue being a part of the Greater Brookings -

community. : .

1 appreciate this opportunity to submit my comments for your consideration. -
]
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August 4, 2008 RE (,; :BEV,ED

Brookings Planning Commission _
CITY OF BROOKINGS AG 4 2006
898 Elic Drive

Brookings, OR 97415 CITY OF BRODKINGS
Dear Madam Chair & Commissioners:

Regarding approval of File No. DDP-1-08, we are not taking a position in support or in opposition
to this request, but rather, offering the following cautions and suggestions:

General Condition No. |
The word “substantial” used here is troublesome. It is far too vague and open to broad interpreta-

tion. For example, would a 20 percent increase in the area devoted to either parking or the build-
ing footprint be considered “substantial” How about 50 percent? The word substantial needs to be
replaced with a specific measure of some kind. Unless it is made specific, this condition is meaning-

less, perhaps even unenforceable.

General Condition No. 2
The phrase “good cause” in the second sentence of this condition is also troublesome.What con-

stitutes good cause? Like the vagueness of “substantial” in Condition No. |, “good cause” is open
to broad interpretation, and gives future planning commissions a blank check to grant an extension

for almost any imaginable reason. Is this sound planning?

General Condition No. 3
This condition not only gives a future planning commission broad powers to extend the DDP's

approval schedule, it allows the extension to be granted without a public hearing. Under Goal I,
the Brookings Planning Commission serves as the City's Citizens’ Involvement Committee. But if
the Commission can grant an extension without a public hearing, then the Goal | objective of citi-
zen involvement is not being met. The phrase “without a public hearing” should be stricken.

Holding tank
Also needing revision or deletion is the provision for a temporary holding tank for sewerage, par-

ticularly the language that appears to obligate the City to extend a sewer line at its expense, if
after five years neither the applicant nor Borax extend that line. This is not prudent fiscal policy
nor good planning. Please revise this provision and put the financial risk where it belongs: on the

applicant and the property owner.

Sincerely, ' '
' @1/{//“/ lGna &444_
Peter Chasar _ Diana Chasar
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August 4, 2008 . RECEIVELD

Michael Crow, A.LA.
Crow/Clay Associates, Inc. AUG 4 2008
125 W. Central Aveuw, Ste. 400

Coos Bay, OR 97420 CITY OF BROOK]N G
RE:  SOCC Detailed Development Plan (DDP 1-08)
Dear Mr. Crow:

This letter is in response to written testimony submitted by Allan Haddox on August 1, 2008
regarding the above referenced Detailed Development Plan (DDP). In general, Mr. Haddox’s
written testimony does not present any technical argument that refutes our work nor does he
specifically address the review criteria for determining compliance with master plan
development, as contained in Brookings Municipal Code 17.70.170. Our responses below follow

the order of Mr. Haddox’s letter.

Paragraphs 2 and 3

In the second and third paragraphs of Mr. Haddox’s letter, reference is made to a Source Water
Assessment Summary Brochure prepared jointly by the Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) and the Oregon Department of Human Services (DHS) for the Rainbow Rock
Condominiums (RRC) public water system. In the third paragraph Mr. Haddox states:

The DEQ/DHS summary states that the forestlands within the drinking water protection area
are identified as “sensitive areas”, and pose a relatively higher risk to the drinking waler.
The sensitive areas within the Rainbow Rock PWS #4101361 drinking water protection area
include areas within high soil permeability, high soil erosion potential, high runoff potential,
and areas within 1000’ from the river/stream. '

We are not sure of the point Mr. Haddox makes with his statements and how it relates to the
review criteria, but we have reviewed the referenced DEQ/DHS brochure and surmise that Mr.
Haddox is merely pointing out that the watershed serving the RRC water supply contains
sensitive areas. The DEQ/DHS brochure states that the “sensitive areas are those where the
potential contamination sources, if present, have a greater potential to impact the water supply.”
The proposed college campus site is not located in an area with high soil permeability, high soil
erosion potential, and will not consist of managed forestlands. A proposed stormwater detention
pond will be located on the campus site so that peak discharges from the site do not exceed

historical discharge rates.

We acknowledged the sensitive nature of this watershed in our Stormwater Management Plan
(SWMP) dated May 16, 2008, of which a copy was included with the DDP application. On page
5 of the SWMP, we state that because the watershed lying southerly from the campus site serves
as a water source for the RRC collected stormwater from the site that discharges into this
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August 4, 2008
Mike Crow
Page2of 5

watershed will first be routed through surface treatment, such as biofiltration swales and/or
ponds. This is consistent with the approved Lone Ranch master plan of development. Careful
management of runoff from the campus site, as recommend in our SWMP Plan, will help insure
pollution reduction of runoff from the site so that the proposed development does not adversely

impact the RRC water supply.

The proposed college campus site represents a relatively small area of the total watershed size.
The DEQ/DHS brochure states that the size of the watershed serving the RRC water supply is
0.24 square miles, or approximately 154-acres. The portion of the campus site located within the
watershed that is being developed is approximately 1.2-acres in size, which represents
approximately 0.8-percent of the total watershed area. One option for stormwater management
that was considered (but not discussed in the SWMP) is to discharge collected runoff from the
1.2-acre area of the campus site into the watershed to the northwest, thus eliminating the
potential for discharging pollutants into the RRC watershed, but this option was rejected due to
an apparent need to maintain hydrologic control for wetland areas located downstream from the

site.

Paragraph 4

In the fourth paragraph of Mr. Haddox’s letter, reference is made to our Stormwater
Management Plan. Once again, we are not sure of the point Mr. Haddox makes with his
statements and how it relates to the review criteria, but Mr. Haddox makes two misleading
comments that beg a response. With respect to the first misleading comment, Mr. Haddox states

that:

The stated preferred Best Management Practices treatment for this site is vegetated swales,
but only 39% of the necessary treatment area is provided. Approximately 2400 sf of

treatment area is proposed, but approximately 6100 sf is needed.

Beginning on Page 9 of our SWMP, we discuss stormwater best management practices (BMP)
that were selected for both treatment and detention of collected runoff from impervious surfaces.
For purposes of selecting and designing water quality BMP facilities for this site, the SWMP
follows the procedures outlined in the City of Portland’s Stormwater Management Manual,
Environmental Services City of Portland, September 2004 (Portland Manual). Because
development of the site involves leveling the hilltop to create a relatively flat area for the campus
building and associated parking, space is limited. There are two areas adjacent to the parking lot
in which a biofiltration system, such as a vegetated swale, can be constructed, but the surface
area provided at these two locations alone will not provide the necessary overall treatment area
needed for the given impervious area of the campus site. We note on Page 5 of the SWMP that
vegetated swales in these two areas will provide for approximately 39-percent of the total needed
treatment area, from which Mr. Haddox apparently derived his comment quoted above. Whether
intentional or not, Mr. Haddox fails to note that further on down the page, we wrote that an
additional 49-percent of the needed treatment area will be obtained by constructing a vegetated
swale in the bottom of the proposed detention pond and that vegetated filter strips strategically
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placed adjacent to parking areas will provide the remaining 12-percent of the needed treatment
area.

With respect to the second misleading statement made by Mr. Haddox, he states in the same
paragraph that:

Grassy swale would be appropriate for use on this site, but was rejected because they were
not willing to provide the required space. ‘

Page 10 of the SWMP includes a summary of our BMP selection and rationale (Table 4). As
indicated in Table 4, numerous BMP facilities would be appropriate for use on the site, but only
a few were selected because of the development nature of the site and the limited space as
discussed above. Following the procedures of the Portland Manual, vegetated swales are more
efficient than grassy swales at removing potential pollutants, thus a relatively smaller.area of a
vegetated swale is needed than that of a grassy swale to treat the same area of impervious
surface. This was discussed in the SWMP as a sizing factor that represents the ratio of treatment
area to the impervious area being managed. Because of the space limitations as discussed above,
a vegetated swale with a lower sizing factor was selected over a grassy swale with a higher
sizing factor, not because of any unwillingness to provide the required space as implied by Mr.

Haddox.

Paragraph 5
In the fifth paragraph Mr. Haddox states in part:

Provisions are needed for the removal of nitrates, phosphorous, and potassium from the
landscaped areas; and petrochemicals and automobile coolant from the parking lots, and
contaminants quantified for treatment projections. Monitoring facilities will be required to
identify intrusion of contaminants into the stream that services the PWS #4101361.

As stated above, BMP selection and sizing follows the procedures outlined in the Portland
Manual to address water quality of stormwater runoff from the site. As stated in this manual,
facilities designed in accordance with the Portland’s sizing and design requirements are
presumed to comply with the City’s pollution reduction and flow control requirements. The
landscape will be designed in a manner that limits or avoids the need for fertilizers, thus the
presence of nutrients from fertilizers, such as nitrates, phosphorous and potassium, will be
limited or nonexistent. Incidental leaks from automobiles will be retained on-site within catch
basins that will utilize a baffled outlet, spill control manholes and retention in vegetated filter
strips and swales. As discussed below in response to Paragraph 9, the RRC currently monitors

* water quality in the watershed.
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August 4, 2008
Mike Crow
Page 4 of 5

Paragraph 6

The sixth paragraph of Mr. Haddox’s letter is a quote of Condition No. 23 of the Conditions of
Approval of the Lone Ranch Master Plan requiring that each DDP of the Lone Ranch
development evaluate the impact of the development on the existing RRC water system.

It is our professional opinion that potential impacts to the water quality of runoff entering the
RRC watershed from the campus site can be mitigated by following the recommendations of the
SWMP that we have prepared for the proposed project. As discussed above, potential impacts
can be eliminated if collected runoff were allowed to discharge into the watershed to the

northwest.

Paragraph 7
The seventh paragraph of Mr. Haddox’s letter states:

The design will need to be modified or expanded to quantity any residue contamination and
demonstrates how the RRSA water and waler supply system will not be negatively affected.
The Special Provisions within the Stormwater Management Plan in the sections identified as:
Selected Treatment BMP Facilities, Selected Operation and Maintenance Procures, Selected
Landscape Guidelines, and Outfall Design Guidelines, should be incorporated in any

approval process for the site.

We agree that the recommendations contained in the SWMP should be followed for development
of the site. This includes development of detailed construction plans for site grading, and for the
stormwater collection, treatment, detention and discharge system following approval of the DDP.
In accordance with Brookings Municipal Code, detailed construction plans will be submitted to
the City for review and approval prior to constructing these facilities. BMP sizes may increase
or decrease based on the final site design and grading, and final design of the BMP facilities.
Other locations for BMP facilities may also be evaluated and incorporated into the treatment
system, such as an approximate 200-foot long area on the north side of the main road leading to
the site. This area is located in a saddle between the two hills and is relatively flat, so it could be
used for additional biofiltration treatment of stormwater prior to discharge into the RRC

watershed.

Paragraph 8

The eighth paragraph of Mr. Haddox’s letter addresses location restrictions of the wastewater
holding tank and that approval of a holding tank should conform to OAR 340-071-0340.

We agree with this comment.
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August 4, 2008
Mike Crow
Page 5 of §

Paragraph 9

The ninth paragraph of Mr. Haddox’s letter comments on previous erosion from the Borax site
and subsequent utilization of monitoring equipment by the RRC to monitor turbidity and
suspended solids of incoming water. Run-off from the watershed and into the RRC source pond

will be compared with the water quality history that these monitors provide.

We are not sure of the point Mr. Haddox makes with this statement and how it relates to the
review criteria, other than the RRC will continue to monitor the quality of incoming water into
their supply system. As a public water system, the RRC must by state law provide water quality

monitoring, therefore we generally agree with Mr. Haddox’s comment.

If you have any questions or need further information please give us a call at (541) 688-8322,

Sincerely,

EGR & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Clint Beecroft, P.E.
Civil Engineer
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ro By 1140 CITY OF BROOKINGS

Brookings, OR 97415

August 5, 2008

City of Brookings Planning Commission
898 Elk Drive
Brookings, OR 97415

RE: Filc No: DDP-1-08
Detail Development Plan for Southwest Oregon Community College

Madam Chair and Commissioners:

Please include this letter and attachments in the record for this quasi-judicial hearing.

The Detailed Development Plan proposes the use of a temporary on-site Holding Tank for sewage until a
public sewer is available. Ina letter to Mr. Mike Crow, (Packet p. 21) Del Cline, On-Site Wastewater
Specialist for Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) refers to Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR)
340-071-0340 (1) () (A) & (B) that lists the criteria for allowing the installation of a temporary holding

tank within an area-wide sewerage district.
OAR 340-071-0340 (1) (b) (A) states in its entirety:

(4) The application for permit includes a copy of a legal commitment from the legal entity to
extend a community or area-wide sewerage system meeting the requirements of this division to the

property covered by the application within five years, from the date of the application

What this means, of course, is that before the holding tank application is issued, the City must make a legal
commitment to install the entire needed sewer within five years from the date the application is approved.
The legal commitment will not be with the applicant or any future applicant; it will be with the City.

Prior to and without the requirement for a legal commitment to install the sewer by a date certain, the plan
for phasing of the installation of the sewer mains and pump station to serve Lone Ranch had been

dependent on market conditions. The new requirement for a legal commitment does not offer relief to the
City in the event of adverse market conditions; the sewer musl be installed by the city within five years.
This would be inconsistent with Brookings Municipal Code (BMC) Sections 13.10.280 and 17.168.130 and
17.168.140 (as they were in force at the time of the MPoD approval) because doing so would shift the
burden for installing sewer from the applicant or future applicants to the city. (E) According to BMC,
changes to zoning ordinances, policies and standards adopted afier the date of approval of a Master Plan
shall not apply to the development during the duration of the Master Plan. (BMC 17.70.110) (E)

The missing links in the sewer main include a section from Carpenterville Road to Parkview Drive, a
seclion from Crissey Circle to Moore Street, and a section from the end of Rowland Lane to the Mill Beach

Pump Station. Also needed is a pump station at Taylor Creek.

The Crissey/Moore and Rowland/Mill Beach segments have been over capacity in high rain events for
many years and have needed replacement for quite a while.

Pat Sherman Testimony
File # DDP-1-08
August 5, 2008

Page ] of 2
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But, except for the requirement for a legal commitment lo install all sewer within five years, there would be
no need at the present time to install the Carpenterville/Parkview segment or the Taylor Creek pump station

unless market conditions for the Lone Ranch project so required.

As you are no doubt aware, the housing and real estate markel is in a stump. However, you may not realize
how severe the housing decline is or how long it is expected to last. I have attached three charts.

The first chart, Case-Shiller/Standard & Poor’s Current Data, lists price data from regional markets
throughout the country and shows average national decline in house prices of 16.2% percent through May

2008. (A)

The second chart, from the California Realtors Association, lists price changes in various regional markets
in California through June, 2008. As you can sec, the realtors list an average price decline of 38.38% in

California. (B)

The third chart, Case- Shiller/Standard & Poors Futures Data, forecasts future trends. As you can see from
the chart, prices in San Francisco and Los Angeles markets arc not expected to reach their bottom until
May 2011, at which time the total anticipated price decline from the peak will be 41% and 44.5%

respectively. (C)

After prices reach the bottom, experts predict that prices will level off for a couple years and then will
gradually begin to increase. Simple arithmetic gets us to 2013 before we can expect a recovery from the

meltdown in the housing market.

Generally, the anticipated buyers of new homes in the Brookings Harbor area are expected to be retirees
from the baby boom generation- many coming from California. As you can see from the data in the charts,
the collapse of the housing market is catastrophic; the equity of the homeowners, including baby boomers,
is being diminished or wiped out altogether; and the forecast is bleak.

It does not seem realistic to expect a company that is in a profit-making business to commit to spending
money- in Brookings® case what would be millions of dollars- to install sewer infrastructure unless and
until there is a demand for houses. But, with the new five year legal commitment associated with the
holding tank permit requirement, the City- not the developer- would be legally obligated to do exactly that,
including the sewers and the pump station for which there is no current need.

The DEQ regulation for a temporary holding tank permit will require the City to make a financial
commitment in the near future that will have a material impact on the City and its ratepayers. City staff did
not disclose this requirement to the Planning Commission, which must make a decision, and to the public,
who will have to pay the bills. As the June 3, 2008 lefter from the City Manager to DEQ shows, it seems
{hat staff is aware of the requirement. (D) It is regrettable that the information about this DEQ requirement

is being brought into the public record at this late date and in this manner.

Like many in the community I recognize and support the need for a new college campus. But it would not
seem right to make the decision about the college plan without giving consideration to the impacts of the
legal commitment associated with the holding tank permit that is herein disclosed.

Sincerely,

ALt

Pal Sherman
Attachments A, B, C,D,E

Housing article if you are interested:
hitp://online.wsj.com/article/SB121727861 946290899.html?mod=googlenews_wsj

Pat Sherman Testimony
File #f DDP-1-08
August 5, 2008

Page 2 of 2
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CASE-SHILLER CURRENT DATA

Be_m L '|'Peak:Month-| 'Peak Price | May.2008 | % Chg - $Chg . . .
San Francisco May 2006 £910,026 $676,029 -25.5% -$231,997
Los Angeles Sep 2006 $607,639 §440,501 -27.5% -§$167,137
San Diego Nov 2005 $619,707 $440,706 -28.9% -$179,001
Miami Dec 2006 $428,808 $294,946 -31.2% -$133,862
Las Vegas Aug 2006 $343,344 $235,506 -31.4% -$107,838
Washington DC May 2006 $450,073 | $364,285 -20.6% -$94,768
New York Jun 2006 $540,206 | $485267 -10.2% -$54,939
Boston Sep 2005 $410,956 $361,177 -12.1% -$49,779
Chicago Sep 2006 $279,935 $249,102 -11.0% -$30,833
Denver Aug 2006 $246,020 | $227,516 -71.5% -$18,504
Atlanta Jul 2007 $168,847 $153,826 -8.8% -$14,921
Charlotte Aug 2007 $199,088 $195,103 -2.0% -$3,985
Cleveland Jul 2006 $118,477 104,480 -11.8% -$14,017
Dallas Jun 2007 $151,325 | $145,499 -3.9% -§5,827
Detroit Dec 2005 $163,847 $119,505 -27.1% -$44,442
Minneapolis Sep 2006 $240,521 $196,948 -18.1% -$43,573
Phaoenix Jun 2006 $302,646 $209,358 -30.8% -$93,288
Portiand Jul 2007 $306,519 | $288,474 -5.9% -$18,045
Seattle Aug 2007 $401,555 | $373,004 -7.1% -$28,462
Tampa Jul 2006 $241,277 | $179,511 -25.6% -$61,766
q0:City:composite |- Jiiii2006 | $470,864 | $377,704 | -19.8% | --$93,260
20:cHy.composie: .- | Jul2006- |: $351,853 | $287,146 | ---184% | -$64,707 . -
|NEtional::2008:01 2006:G2 $234,221 $196,300 --16.2% -$37:521

http://bp0.blogger.com/_nSTO-vZpSgc/S) CnobwBHel/AAAAAAAAC E/BmNVKIDgYw...
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Regioi:-CAR:data: -~ PealcMonth | PeakPrice | Jun2008 %Chy | $Chy

Monterey County Aug 2007 $799,500 $359,900 -54,98%(-$439,600
Santa Barbara County Jun 2007 $805,929 $364,280 -54,80%(-5441,648
High Desett Apr 2006 $334,860 $180,570 -46.08%-5154,290
Sacramento Aug 2005 $394,450 $220,630 -44.07%|-%173,820
Montersy Regioh Aug 2007 $798,210 $450,000 -43.62%|-$348,210
No Santa Barbara Couny Feb 2006 $479,856 $290,620 -39.44%|-$188,236
Ceniral Valley Aug 2005 $363,680 $220,492 -39.37%-5143,188

Santa Barbara So Coast Sep 2007 $1,667,500 | $1,035,000 -37.93%|-$632,500

RiversidefSan Bernardino Jan 2007 $415,170 $261,980 -36.90%| -$153,190
Las Angeles Feb 2007 | $616,230 $396,560 -35.65%|-$219,670
Northern Wine Country Dec 2005 $645,099 $415,820 -36.54%1-$229,279
Ventura Aug 2006 §711.,115 $480,430 -32.44%|-$230,685
San Diego May 2006 $622,380 $434,857 -30.13%|-$187,523
Palm Sptings/Lower Desert Jun 2007 $393,750 $277,970 -29.40%|-$115,780

Orange County Apr 2007 $747,260 $560,900 -24.94%|-$186,360
Santa Cruz County Aug 2007 $794,200 $610,000 -23.19%]|-$184,200
Northern California Aug 2005 $441,661 $341,400 -22.70%|-$100,261
San Luls Ohispo "Jun 2007 $625,000 $487,500 -22.00%(-$137,500
San Francisco Bay May 2007 $853,910 §676,740 -20.75%|-$177,170
Santa Clara Apr 2007 $868,410 $740,000 -14.79%|-$128,410
californlasCARE - 1. ~Apr2007: |- .$597,640- | $368,250 | -<38.38%}+<$229,390
Canromia--DaNews ©| May2007 $484,000 | ‘$328,000 -32.23%]-§156;000

O

http://bp0.blogger.com/_nSTO-vZpS go/ST-efUKiet/AAAAAAAAC-0/zfCBmTTU3gM/s1...  7/31/2008
136



CASE-SHILLER FUTURES DATA
Regionsit:.. -~ .. :|Trough Month Tro@ifprice' %©Chg . 1 :$Chyg Addil'$:Decl .
San Frantisco day 201 1 $536,756 -41.0% -$373,270 -$141,273
Los Angeles May 201 1 $337,158 -44.5% -§$270,481 -§103,343
San Diego Nov 2010 $351,020 -43.4% -$268,687 -$89,686
Miami Nov 2010 $239,694 -44.1% -$189,114 -$55,252
Las Vegas iay 201 1 $182,508 -46.8% -3160,835 -§52,898
Yyashington DC May 201 1 $301,697 -34.3% -§$157,376 -$62,588
New York May 2010 $405,474 -24.9% -§134,732 -$79,783
Boston Nov 201 2 $331,107 -19.4% -$79,849 -$30,070
Chicago May 2010 $207 543 -25.9% -$72,391 -$41,5568
Denver Nov 201 2 $195,736 -20.4% -$50,284 -$31,781
Allanta NA NA NA NA NA
Charlotte NA NA NA NA NA
Cleveland NA NA NA NA NA
Dallas NA NA NA NA NA
Detrolt NA NA NA NA NA
Minneapolis NA NA NA NA NA
Phoenix NA NA NA NA NA
Portland NA NA NA NA NA
Seattle NA NA NA NA NA
Tampa NA NA NA NA NA
4 0:City coimposite . May 2010 | $312,186. . -33.7% -$158,778 | 565,517
20(Mmposne o e NRGL: o ) o NAY CoNA ] NRA- T | NA L
National:2008:Q1 -+ -~ NA.~ | MR- “NA. - | . NA-: NA&.

http://bp1.blogger.com/_nSTO-vZpSge/ SJERFOVWWIVAAAAAAAAC U/mWDqigSkW... 7/31/2008
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ity of Brookings
898 Elk Drive, Brookings, OR 97415

(541) 469-1100 Feax (541) 469-3650
pmilliman@brookings.or.us

GARY MILLIMAN
City Manager

Del Kline

State of Oregon Tune 3, 2008
Department of Environmental Quality

381 N. 2" Street

Coos Bay, OR 97420

Dear Mr. Kline,

This Jetter is in referencé to the proposal of South Western Oregor Corumunity College to
develop an education center on 10 acres of land generally located east of Highway 101 on
property currently owned by U.S. Borax and generally known as the Lone Ranch

Development.

Based upon our current discussions with representatives of U.S Borax in the development
of an infrastructure cost sharing agreement to fund the construction of sanitary sewer
service facilities for this area of the City, we anticipate that sanitary sewer service will be

available to the College site within the next five years.

espectiully,

Gary Milliman
City Manager

felephene < all oo

acena -\e_c:[r
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Brookings Municipal Code

13.10.280

within city, county, state and public rights-of-way,
within sanitary sewer line easements, and includ-
ing connection to the public sewer main. All con-
nections, including the building sewer, shall be
made gastight and watertight. (Ord. 88-0-430 Art.

TV §13]

13.10.240 Installation requirements.

All excavations for building sewer installation
shall be made in a safe and workmanlike manner,
adequately guarded with barricades and lights so as
to protect the public from hazard. Streets, side-
walks, parkways and other public property dis-
turbed in the course of the work shall be restored in
a manner satisfactory to the city and to the state.
Such restoration, if not properly completed by the
owner, shall be completed by the city and all costs
of such restoration shall be and become a lien
against the property to be collected as provided by
law. The property owner shall be responsible for
obtaining all necessary permits required by the city
and state for construction in rights-of-way. [Ord.
88-0-430 Art. IV § 14.] :

13.10.250 As-constructed drawings required.
Prior to final connection to an existing public
sewer, and before the public sewer is used, the
property owner or his agent shall provide the city
with written documented evidence that the city
building and plumbing inspector has approved the
building sewer plumbing on the building side to a
point five feet outside the building line. Such evi-
dence shall in all cases include as-comstructed

drawings bearing the seal and signature of a regis-

tered, professional engineer. [Ord. 88-0-430 Art.
IV§15]

13.10.260 Responsibilities of owner.

The property owner or his agent shall be respon-
sible for the operation, maintenance and condition
of the entire building sewer, starting at the sewer
main in the street or sewer easement right-of-way.
The property owner shall install a clean-out at the
street or sewer easement right-of-way line. [Ord.
88-0-430 Art. IV § 16.]

13.10.270 Connections outside city limits.

In order to assure required control by the city of
connections and input to its sewage system and
treatment plant in perpetuity, all persons initiating
or renewing requests for sewer service outside the
corporate limits of the city shall execute an agree-
ment by and between the requesting property
owner and the city to annex to the city at such

future time as all legal requirements for annexation
have otherwise been met and at the discretion of
the city. The said agreement shall be and become a
covenant to run with the land so served. [Ord. 88-
0-430 Art. TV § 17.]

13.10.280 Sewer main extensions.

A. Any person or persons desiring a City sewer

line to be extended to their property for connection
thereto shall be responsible for the costs of said

construction and for the construction of the same
according to the requirements hereof and to stan-
dard specifications and drawings submitted to and

approved by the city.

B. All such sewer main line extensions, exclu-

sive of service lines, shall become the property of
the city upon completion of the same by the owner
or contractor and inspection and acceptance by the
city. The person or person constructing said sewer
system shall provide and dedicate to the city an
easement of a width and length required by the city
for maintenance and operation of said sewer sys-
tem prior to acceptance of the same by the city.

C. If the sewer line, as extended, provides

sewer service or is capable of providing sewer ser-
vice to other property in the city not previously
connected with the city sewer system, then the per-
son or persons constructing the sewer line shall file
a verified statement of the total cost of construction
of the sewer main line with the city. The city man-
ager, after verifying said statement of costs, shall
compute the proportionate cost of construction of
said line per lot for each lot capable of being served
by said line, said costs to be determined according
to the proportionate number of square feet in each
of said lots. Corner lots already served by existing
sewer main shall be exempted from the calculation.

D. After computation of the proportionate costs

attributable to each lot by the city manager, the city
manager shall file with the city clerk a statement
showing the costs of construction attributable to
each lot. The city recorder/treasurer shall then
maintain a certified list of the costs attributable to
each lot owner who did not share in the cost of con-
struction of the sewer main in the first instance.

E. Any person or persons owning a lot who did

not share in the initial cost of construction of the
sewer main line who desires to connect to the sewer
main line shall first pay to the city recorder/trea-
surer the proportionate amount as computed by the
city manager to be the cost per lot together with in-
terest at the rate of eight percent per annum before
said person or persons shall be allowed to connect
to the sewer main line or before a building permit

pes

139

13-25



Brookings Municipal Code

17.168.140

A. Minimum/Maximum Approach Width, Drive Separation.
Separation
Use Minimum Width | Optimum Width | Maximum Width | Between Drives

Single- and two-family dwellings 10° 15 24 5
All other residential 15’ 24’ 32’ 22
Commercial 24’ 24’ 32 22
Industrial 24’ 30’ 48’ 22’
*For up to two parking stalls. For each additional parking stall within a garage that faces the street from which it is
accessed, an additional 12 feet of width may be added.

B. Distance from Intersection. Driveway
approaches shall be positioned from the intersec-
tion of a residential street a distance of no less than
20 feet and 100 feet for collector and arterial
streets; provided however, that such distances may
be reduced by the city engineer where impractical
due to lot configuration and/or width.

C. Number of Accesses Permitted. Access '

points to a public street shall be the minimum nec-
essary to provide reasonable access while not inhib-
iting the safe traffic circulation and carrying
capacity of the street. Exceptas further restricted by
this section, properties of less than 100 feet of front-
age shall be limited totwo access lanes per frontage
which may be together or separate and properties
exceeding 100 feet of frontage shall be limited to
two access lanes per each 100 feet of frontage.

D. Double Frontage Properties. Properties
which have frontage on more than one street may
be restricted to access by the streets of a Jower clas-
sification.

E. Joint Access Encouraged. Common access-
ways at a property line shall be encouraged and in

some instances may be required in order to reduce

the number of access points to streets. Construction
of common accessways shall be preceded by
recording of joint access and maintenance ease-
ments. [Ord. 94-0-446.S § 3; Ord. 89-0-446 § 1.
Formerly 16.05.110.

17.168.120 Underground utilities.

A. Utility lines, including, but not limited to,
electricity, communications, street lighting and
cable television shall be required to be placed
underground. All such service and facilities shall
be located in a public utility easement with a junc-
tion box designed to carry the service drops under-
ground to each serviced building or structure for
each lot of the development. The developer shall
pay any necessary cost or make other arrangements
with each of the public utility companies involved
for the installation of the underground facilities and

for the relocation of existing overhead facilities on
the property. All such installation shall be in con-
formance with the respective utility company’s
operating rules and regulations on file with and
approved by the public utilities commission.

B. The following exceptions shall apply to the
requirements of subsection (A) of this section:

1. Transformers, pedestal-mounted terminal
boxes, meter cabinets and concealed ducts may be
situated above ground if they are solely for the pur-
pose of providing service within the development;
and

2. Poles supporting electricity transmission
lines may be situated above the surface of the
ground if the voltage carried by such lines exceed
12 KV and such lines are not connected to any dis-
tribution line situated within the development and
do not in any way serve any part of the develop-
ment; and

3. Poles supporting street lights, and the elec-
trical lines within said poles. [Ord. 89-O-446 § 1.
Formerly 16.05.120.]

17.168.130 Service extension.
Within the city limits, and as a condition of
development permit approval, basic urban services

(water, sewer, storm drainage and streets) shall be

extended along the full length of all portions of the
subject property fronting a public right-of-way.
Basic urban service extension shall be consistent
with the requirements of this land development

code. [Ord. 89-0-446 § 1. Formerly 16.05.130.]

17.168.140 Sanmitary sewer system.
Sanitary sewers shall be installed by the devel-

oper in public street rights-of-way, private streets

or public easements to serve each new develop-
ment, and to connect the development to existing
mains or install additional mains and laterals as
necessary to adequately serve such development.

" A. Sanitary Sewer Design. All sanitary sewer
facilities shall be installed to grades, standards,

E

17-109
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Brookings Municipal Code

17.70.140

written statement of the city council decision, & ref-
erence Lo findings leading to it, any conditions of
approval, and appeal period deadline. A notice of
decision shall also be mailed to persons who pre-
sented testimony orally or in writing at the public

hearing. [Ord. 03-0-446.PP.]

17.70.116  Effective date and assurance.

The decision of the city council shall become
effective 15 days from when the notice of decision

is mailed.

Approval of the MPoD shall assure the applicant
the right to proceed with the development in sub-
stantial conformity with the plan and approval of

. the DDP, subject to such modifications as may be

authorized. Changes to zoning ordinances, policies
and standards adopted after the date of approval of
the plan shall not apply to the development during

the duration of the plan. [Ord. 03-O-446.PP.]

17.70.120  Effective period of master plan of
development (MPoD) approval.

If the applicant has not submitted a DDP for the
planned development or the first phase within four
years from the date of approval, the MPoD shall
expire. Where the planning commission finds that
conditions have not changed, the commission may,
at its discretion, extend the period for two addi-
tional years per extension, subject to applicable
hearing and notice requirements. If after the
approval of the first DDP, construction has not
been started or at any time construction has lapsed
for a period of three years, the MPoD will expire. -

[Ord. 03-0-446.PP.]

17.70.130 Modification of a master plan of
development (MPoD).

An applicant may request modification of an
approved MPoD subject to the review criteria set
forth above as applicable to the initial approval of
the plan and subject to the following review proce-
dures (all modifications within this chapter relating
to a change in traffic trip generation shall be based
on the most recent edition of the Institute of Trans-

portation Engineers (ITE) manual):

A. A modification shall qualify for a minor
review if the proposed modification request results
in an increase in traffic generation trips equal to or
less than 10 percent of the total peak hour trips
anticipated in the MPoD, as approved. The city
planner shall make the determination as to whether

a proposed modification is major or minor. A

minor modification may be approved condition-
ally, approved, or denied by the city planner. If the

city planner determines that the proposed minor
modification has significant impacts of a magni-
tude equivalent to those of a major modification,
the city planner may refer the matter to the site plan
committee to determine if the application should be
referred to the planning commission for decision.
The following notice and appeal requirements
apply to a decision by the city planner to allow,
allow conditionally, or deny:

1. Application. The applicant must submit an
application on the appropriate form and accompa-
nied by the correct fee. The application must con-
tain all of the information required by BMC
17.70.140, modification of a MPoD.

2. Notice of a Request. Within seven days of
receiving the complete application the city planner
will mail a notice of the request to all property
owners within 250 feet of the lot and to persons on
record as interested parties. :

3. Processing Time. A 20-calendar-day writ-
ten comment period shall be provided from the
time notice is mailed to provide interested persons
with an opportunity to submit written comments
about the proposed modification before the city

planner makes a decision on the request.

4. Decision. Upon close of the comment
period the city planner shall review all written
comments actually received by the department
within the comment period and the applicant’s
response to the comments. The city planner shall
then issue a decision. The notice of decision shall
be mailed to the applicant and those provided
notice.

5. Appeal. The decision of the city planner
shall be final. Within 15 days of the mailing of the
notice of decision, an appeal may be made to the
planning commission. '

B. A modification shall gualify for a major
review if the proposed modification results in an
increase in traffic trips greater than 10 percent of
the total peak hour trips anticipated in the approved
MPoD. In reviewing a major modification request,
the commission shall follow the procedures
required for a MPoD submittal.

C. In all modifications, review shall be limited
to the area proposed for modification and the
impacts attributed to the proposed change. [Ord.
03-0-446.PP.]

17.70.140  Detailed development plan (DDP)
review procedures.

The applicant can request that each phase or a

portion of a phase be reviewed in accordance with

the DDP review procedures, so long as each
o™

(=
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917 SW Oak. St. AUG &
Suite 417

Portland, Oregon 97205

Telephone (503) 525-2725

CRAG Fax (503) 296-5454

www.crag.org

James D. Brown
Staff Attorney

jd@crag.org
August 4, 2008

Via Hand Delivery

City of Brookings Planning Commission
898 Elk Drive
Brookings, Oregon 97415

Re: Detailed Development Plan for Southwest Oregon Community College (File No.
DDP-1-08)

Planning Commissioners,

On behalf of the Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition and Catherine Wiley as an
individual (collectively “Oregon Shores”) our office provides the following comments on the
Detailed Development Plan (“DDP”) for the Southwest Oregon Community College
(“SWOCC”) campus on the Lone Ranch property. Please include these comments in the record

for this matter.
Request for Seven Additional Days to Provide Comment

Pursuant to ORS 197.763(6), Oregon Shores requests a continuance of the hearing, or
that the record be left open, in order for members of the public to provide additional comments

on the DDP application and to respond to new information that may arise during the hearing.

The DDP materials were made available to the public a little more than a week before
this hearing. Given the short period of time to review the materials and the complex nature of
the materials, it will be beneficial to the public to have extra time to provide additional comment

if needed.

1
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Letter to City of Brookings Planning Commission re: SWOCC DDP
August 4, 2008
Page 2 of 7

Background

The DDP is the first detailed development plan submitted to undertake construction
pursuant to the terms and conditions of the Lone Ranch Master Plan of Development (“MPoD”),
which was approved by the City on October 25, 2004 and sets forth a plan for development of
540 single family detached homes, 150 single family attached homes, a commercial area and

college campus.

Prior to construction of any phase of the MPoD or the issuance of any building permits,
the City must approve a DDP. Brookings Municipal Code
(“BMC”) 17.70.020. The BMC sets forth several specific graphic and narrative requirements
for a DDP application, which include a general incorporation of the requirements that an
applicant must address when submitting the MPoD. BMC 17.70.140. The BDC sets forth
review criteria for the City to consider in reviewing a DDP. BMC 17.70.170. The overarching
requirement is that the DDP must be “in substantial conformance with the MPoD.”

Approval of the DDP would extend the life of the MPoD. BMC 17.70.120. The first
condition of the MPoD approval states:

1. Approval of this Master Plan will expire in 15 years or in four (4) years from
approval, unless a Detailed Development Plan (DDP) pursuant to Section 70, Master
Plan Development District, of the Land Development Code, is submitted and
approved by the Planning Commission and construction of the DDP shall start
within three years of approval. Each subsequent DDP must be filed within four (4)
years of the completion of the previously approved DDP, or the Master plan will
expire. If the conditions at the time warrant, the Planning Commission may extend
the 15 year Master Plan permit or the four (4) year DDP permit period for an
additional two-year period at the request of the applicant.

The Applicant in its narrative incorrectly states that the condition is satisfied with only the
submission of the DDP. As the condition makes clear, the DDP must be approved by the County
before the MPoD has prolonged viability.

Comments

Oregon Shores has the below specific comments regarding the terms of the DDP and the
compatibility of the DDP with the terms and conditions of the MPoD.

(1) Sewer

The DDP proposes a temporary holding tank to serve the campus if a sewer line is not
installed by the time the campus is ready for occupancy. A holding tank is not compatible with
the terms or conditions of the MPoD. The MPoD states: “If the college develops before a
sanitary sewer system is installed, it may be necessary to construct an on-site sanitary sewer
system designed to accommodate the college. Options for serving the college may include an
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on-site stand alone system or connection to the existing Rainbow Rock package plant.” MPoD at
31

The terms of the MPoD requiring an on-site sewer system are consistent with the
requirements of the BMC. BMC 13.10.510 states: “Where a public sanitary sewer 1s not
available under the provisions of BMC 13.10.020, the building sewer shall be connected to a
private sewage disposal system complying with the provisions of this article.” The BMC

clarifies the required City approval process and states:

Before commencement of construction of any private sewage disposal system, the
owner shall first obtain written approval from the city stating that because of
topography, distance or other special factors, a public sewer cannot be supplied at
the time and the city has no objection to the installation of a subsurface disposal
system. The letter or a copy thereof will be presented to Oregon DEQ or its
authorized agent when applying for a subsurface disposal permit.

BMC 13.10.520 (emphasis added). BMC 13.10.540 further clarifies that “[t]he DEQ or its
authorized agent has the sole authority for the issuance of subsurface disposal permits.” The
Joint Management Agreement (“JTMA”) between the City and the County is consistent with the
limitations of the BMC and also specifies that an “on-site sewage disposal system” is limited to a
rural level of development. The City’s Comprehensive Plan, specifically Comp Plan Goal 14,
requires adherence to the terms the JMA. The section of the BMC relating to the approval of
subdivisions, such as requested with the DDP, requires conformance with the Comp Plan, and
applicable development standards of the BMC. BMC 172.070(B).

Accordingly, the BMC requires, in lieu of connection to a public sewer system, that the
only option for the provision of sewer services is a subsurface disposal system. Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality (“DEQ”) administrative rules provide the following

definitions of relevance to this application:

(82) "Holding Tank" means a watertight receptacle designed to receive and store
sewage to facilitate treatment at another location.

(99) "Onsite Sewage Disposal System" means "onsite wastewater treatment
system."

(100) "Onsite Wastewater Treatment System" means any existing or proposed
subsurface onsite wastewater treatment and dispersal system including but not
limited to a standard subsurface, alternative, experimental, or nonwater-carried
sewage system. It does not include systems that are designed to treat and dispose
of industrial waste as defined in OAR chapter 340, division 045.

(156) "Subsurface Absorption System" means the combination of a septic tank or
other treatment unit and an effluent sewer and absorption facility.
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(157) "Subsurface Sewage Disposal" means "subsurface wastewater treatment."
(158) "Subsurface Disposal System" means "subsurface absorption system."

(159) "Subsurface Wastewater Treatmen " means the dispersal of wastewater
from a septic tank or other treatment unit into the zone of aeration to be further

treated through physical, chemical, or biological processes.

160) "System" or "onsite system" means "onsite wastewater treatment system."
y Y y

OAR 340-071-0100. As a result, there is a critical difference between an on-site treatment
system or a subsurface absorption system, which treat sewage, and a holding tank, which merely
stores sewage for treatment at another location. Moreover, a tsmporary holding tank requires a
commitment from the City to provide sewer services to the site within five years:

(b) Temporary use: A holding tank may be installed in an area under the control
of a city or other legal entity authorized to construct, operate, and maintain a

community or area-wide sewerage system if!

(A) The application for permit includes a copy of a legal commitment from the
legal entity to extend a community or area-wide sewerage system meeting the
requirements of this division to the property covered by the application within
five years from the date of the application;

OAR 340-071-0340(1)(b). Thus, by authorizing the use of the holding tank, the City would be
obligating itself to provide a connection to the City’s sewage system within five years. Thus,
permitting the installation of the holding tank will shift the burden of providing actual sewer

services away from the Applicant to the City.

The Applicant states that DEQ has stated a preference for a holding tank as opposed to a
temporary on-site disposal method. The record does not reflect this statement. The only letter
from DEQ in the record states that a temporary holding tank would require a Water Pollution
Control Facilities (“WPCF”) permit for the installation of the tank. There is also no confirmation
in the record that the Brookings Public Works Department has approved the holding tank. The
Staff Report incorrectly finds that the DDP complies with the terms and conditions of the MPoD

by improperly characterizing the holding tank as a temporary on-site septic system. As set forth
above, a holding tank is not in compliance with the terms of MPoD or the BMC and cannot be

approved as an element of the DDP.
(2) Storm Water Management

Condition 23 of the MPoD states:

23. Prior to construction of any phase that may adversely affect the quality or
quantity of water available through the existing Rainbow Rock Service
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Association (RRS) surface water supply system, the applicant shall demonstrate
how such adverse impacts will be mitigated or that RRSA can obtain an adequate

alternative water supply. Each DDP shall evaluate the impact of development on
the existing RRSA surface water system, unless RRSA has previously
discontinued use of the system.

The condition addresses the requirements of BMC 17.70.070(D), which requires that “[t]he
proposed MPoD will further demonstrate that existing utility services and water supplies for
adjacent properties will not be negatively affected at each phase.” The MPoD states that plans
for storm water treatment plans will be addressed at the DDP stage and states that a water quality

treatment facility is required prior to discharging storm water. MPoD at 31.

The Applicant indicates that submitted plans for storm water management will meet
condition 23. However, the RRSA has already reported adverse impacts from preliminary
construction activities. See Letter from Al Haddox, Chairman of RRSA, to Dean Peggy
Goergen, dated March 8, 2007 (Attachment A). See also generally Letter from Pat Sherman to
Mayor Larry Anderson and City Councilors, dated July 15, 2008 (Attachment C) (discussing
impacts to RRSA drinking water as one change in condition precluding extension of time for
MPoD). The storm water management plan must demonstrate that proposed mitigation is
sufficient to protect the drinking water source as required by Condition 23 of the MPoD.

(3) Water Services
Condition 9 of the MPoD states:

9. Prior to any construction within the project area, the applicant shall submit four
(4) copies of water system construction plans providing service to the

construction site, for review and approval of the City Engineer and an application
for a DDP for the water system construction for review and approval by the

Planning Commission.

The DDP provides a general discussion of plans for the provision of water services but includes
no construction plans. The Applicant proposes a condition of approval for the DDP that
incorporates the first part of this condition but does not require an application for a DDP for
construction of the water system for public review and approval by the Planning Commission.
Staff Report, Attachment P. Applicant’s findings addressing condition 9 indicate that the plans
for the construction of a water line from Highway 101 to the campus are included in this DDP
submission, although the details regarding construction will come at some later point. If the City
is to approve construction plans as an element of the DDP, the actual plans must be part of the

public process and available for review as part of the DDP.

The Applicant’s findings addressing condition 9 state that the water system is in the
process of being turned over to the City. Comments from the Public Works Department indicate
that the City has not accepted the infrastructure as part of its water system. Staff Report,
Attachment D. As of September 2007, the City’s Public Works Director informed the City
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are limited and inadequate to supply sufficient water to prepare

infrastructure leading to the Lone Ranch site for connection to the City’s system. See Memo
from John Cowan to Gary Milliman, dated September 12, 2007 (Attachment B) (stating concern
y system to flush waterline in preparation for connection to

regarding adequate flow within Cit
City system). See also Attachment C (setting forth changes in conditions regarding availability

of water services). Approval of the DDP should await the actual provision of water services as
set forth in the proposed DDP.

Manager that City water services

(4) Transportation

Approval of the MPoD was conditioned upon transportation improvements. A
Transportation Impact Study prepared for the MPoD demonstrated that the proposed
development would cause adverse impacts to transportation facilities and, thus, specific
improvements were required for each phase of the proposed development.

The Applicant proposes to undertake no improvements for the proposed project because
the DDP involves only construction of the college campus. In support of this request, the
Applicant has submitted a new study to demonstrate that at least one existing intersection,
currently operating a grade of C, will decline to 2 tipping point of D but not completely fail
requirements. As recognized by the MPoD, most urban communities set D as the minimum
acceptable level of service for peak hours, but plan for a C level of service for all other times of
day. MPoD at 17. The Applicant’s study does not distinguish between the level of service at
peak and non-peak hours. The City should consider carefully whether mitigation for
transportation impacts from this first stage of the larger development is warranted.

The Applicant proposes to delay the construction of a multipath, which was included as
an element of street design in the MPoD. The Applicant requests delay until a connecting
multipath is approved and constructed. This request violates conditions 8 and 19 of the MPoD,

which states:

8. All streets shall be constructed in the manner and standards set forth in the
approved Master Plan for that street segment. Any deviation from that of the
approved Master Plan beyond that allowed by Section 70 of the Land

Development Code shall require an amendment to the Master Plan document.

19. Each phase of development shall be complete within itself for access, water
service, sewer service, storm drainage, and all utilities, and all streets, services
and utilities shall be extended to the furthest limit of the phase to ensure

connection to the next phase.

Since it is indeterminate when the next phase of the project will be undertaken, the Applicant is
required by the terms of the MPoD to undertake all improvements to make each phase self-
sufficient in accordance with the design as set forth in the MPoD.
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The Applicant also proposes to only pay for a proportionate cost of onsite street
improvements to complete the required streets. To the degree that the Applicant proposes that
the public bear a portion of the costs to complete deferred road improvements, this conflicts with
BMC 17.070.030, which requires that onsite improvements must be paid for by the developer.

(5) Open Space

The MPoD indicates that a 10 acre portion of the Lone Ranch property is dedicated to the
development of the SWOCC campus. MPoD at 9. The MPoD indicated that no more than 5.03
acres of that area was dedicated to improvements associated with the development of the campus
and the balance was to be left as open space. MPoD at 9. The DDP indicates that it will use
only 2.25 acres of the 10 acre parcel for the campus. The DDP does not verify that the balance
of the parcel will remain as open space. Instead the Applicant proposes that a specific 4.97 acres
will be designated as open space. Approval of the campus should be conditioned on the entire
balance of the 10 acre parcel remaining open space as was intended in the MPoD.

Conclusion

Oregon Shores requests that the Planning Commission not approve the DDP until the
above issues are resolved.

Sincerely,

[7e

James D. Brown
On Behalf of Oregon Shores and Catherine Wiley
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Al Haddox
5 - . 17744 W, Hwy 101, #100
}' Brookings, OR 97415
March 8, 2007 L

Dean Pepgy Goergen
Southwest Qregon Communlty College
420 Alder Street
Broakings, OR 97413
Via o-mait; peoergen@soce.edu

Denr Dean Goergen,

Curry Constal Pilot printed an erlicle “Colloge inks deal for new Brooftings compus” indleoting SOCC Js activoly
pursuing the development of the new campus for Southwestem Oregon o the Lone Ranch Development property. .
Lust yeor, documentation was delivered to you by Rainbow Rock Condomintums thet the Oregon Department of

Enviroomenial Quality lind designated this aron & Drinking Water Protection Ared, PWS 4101361,

Ralntbow Rock Condaminiums has suceeasfully operated its water system for over 20-years, The proposed slte of
the 10-ncre porce] is located in n degignated sensitive arsa posing e higher risl to the drinking water.” It is reasonable
{o sasume thal ony development within the desipnated site will contaminate the Rainbow Rack Condominium water
supply. Tho Drinling Water Protection Avez, PWS 47101361 hos been identified: in the Bource Water Asvesament,

preparer by ODEQ, 55 high soll pecmeabllity, high sofl erosion potentin), hiph runoft potential, and within 1 000-feet
from stroama. s

Abendy, with the sonstruction- of preliminary ronds. for geotechnical investigation, substentie! contaratnatinn of aur
water supply hes already ocourred. These occurrences have bezn seported to the Oregon DEHS & DEQ. They have
sent lefters of violotion to the properly owners. The state sgencies are aware of the sensitivity of the area and the
Impact disturbanes will have on the desigoated Drlnking Weter Protection Aren.

In October of 2004, Relnbow Rock proposed to dedicate gl lands, water treatment and pumping fcilities, 75,000 -
gallon water tank and site, end water rights to the City of Brookings in exchange for annexation and connection to
thecity system. With the current city fes strucrure, connection fees far excecd any benefit to Reinhow Rock. Itis in
" our best interest fo mointein our existing operating oystem, but we cannot permit it to be destroyed,

AsT indicated Jagt year in oor telephone conversation, Raibow Rack supporte & new SOCC campus in Southwest
Oregon. Haviog the- campus located peross the highway wonld add to local traffic, but would alse add the
convenience of-educations! progroms close to the-units. Rainhow Rock does not want 1o be gear 19 on obstruction to

- this pew facllity, but our exiating watar facility is vital to.our existence. Jtmuat be protectet.

The Lone Ranch Site could require SQCC to. provide extensive mitigation meesures to protect ovr water system, and
the Habllity for any fitture contemination would be placed on SOCC, My request is that SOCC investigates other
sites that con equally serve the communlty without degtroying our waler system or exposing SOCC to nesdless
linbility, Other slies would heve less impact on tesignnted sensltive aress, and would not impact &n existing public
water system,

Representatives. ol Reinbow Rock will be gled to meet with yolt to resolve this conflicl.
Respectiully submitta

Al Haddox
Chairmsn,
Roinbow Rock Service. Asocintion

Co:  PatShermen, Mayor, City of Brookings, Fax: 541-469-3650
—Q’hr-isly—Sewon,-OrcgorrBEQ;'sewall.ch:isty@dgq.stnte.or.us
Scolt Curry, Oregon DHS’,.Scon.G.Cun'y@slale.or.us
Mike Meszaroe, Curry Health Depl,, me3zaresm@co.curry.or.us
Tom Hubka, Curry Coesta) Pilof, thubke@currypilot,com
Jim Stigamire, Chalrman, PVCA, jstipamire L 4@gmall.com
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City of Brookings - Public Works Department
898 Lli Drive
Brookings, OR 97415

M@ﬂng (541) 469- Fax: 469-3650
www.brookings.orus

To: Gary Milliman

From: John Cowan, Public Warks Director
Date: September 12, 2007

Re: - SWOCC/Borax Water Line

|
F
E

!
-Ii

‘| have been contacted by Mike Crow of Crow/Clay Architects Planners of Coos Bay.

Mike is asking for a letter from the city to Borax (RIO TINTO) to facilitate Borax turning

over ownership of the 16" water line from Carpenterville Road to the Borax property. -
Crow/Clay are the architects of record for the SWOCC campus project. In order for this

to happen the water line would have to be pressure tested, fiushed, chlorinated, fiushed,

and tested for bac-t, and accurate as-built plans would need o be provided as wouid

associated easements. Mike is asking that a letter be drafted to Borax to start this

process and that he be copied. Mike had mentionad that he had been in touch with

Burton Weast and that Burton had stated that Borax would love to turn over ownership of

the waterllne o the City of Brookings.

The only drawback in this process at this fime that | see is that it takes approximately
200,000 gallens of water each time we flush this fine. Currently the flow in CFS of the
Chetco River is below 100, if we have hot weather there is a possibility that the water
treatrent plant would not be able to keep up with demand caused by the flushing of this
line. | would hope that the testing and acceptance of this line would take place sometime
after the fall rains start.

What is your take on this issue? Did you wart me to take the iead on this or would you
be interested in pursuing this issue.
NS J\;\OU‘»\s ot prr’ed WA l\a_sl:mc\ P ket W Alows in ane \\u’@'
WtV ot We CF Y Qp\}j\ :
| Arraeiten’ O
N N

150



Pat Sherman

PO Box 1140
Brookings, OR 97415

July 15, 2008

Mayor Larry Anderson and City Councilors
898 Elk Drive
Brookings, OR 97415

RE: Testimony for July 16, 2008 City Council appeal MPD-1-04 Extension

Mayor and Councilors,

omments regarding the extension application for the Borax Lone Ranch Masler

I am submitting the following ¢
Plan. Pleasc include these comments and attachments in the record. These comments are in addition to my

comments of June 3, 2008 which are included here by reference (Council packet pp. 167-171).

aster Plan. I believe that this development is very important

I have consistently supported the Lone Ranch M
tly expressed concerns retated to the project’s infrastructure.

for the future of Brookings. I have also consisten

The Brookings Municipal Code (BMC) lists two criteria that must be met for an extension o be granted. First,
you must find that conditions have not changed since the Master Plan of Development (MPoD) was approved.
After making a finding that conditions have not changed, then you can use your discretion as to whether or not

you choose to grant the.extension.

I have considered the current conditions in several areas and compared them to the conditions as they were
facts available to me and arrived at a conclusion based on

when the MPoD was approved. Iexamined the
those facts. My comments focus on the topics of water, Rainbow Rock Condominiums, electricity, western

lily and cost of infrastructure.
Water- Goal 16- Estuarine Resources and Change in Water Rights Law

Current Condition: Water will be supplied to the property, from the beginning, using the City’s water system
(Option 2 in the MPoD proposal). Oregon House Bill (HB) 3038 requires extension of municipal water right
permits to be conditioned to protect listed fish species.

Prior Condition: Goal 16, Estuarine Resources, assessment in Master Plan application was based on initially
having wells on the property, and only later connecting to the City’s water supply (Option 3 in the MPoD
proposal). When the MPoD was adopted, municipal water rights law did not provide for the protection of

listed fish species.

Argument:
o The adopted Master Plan will use City water from the beginning (Option 2). This option was chosen

during the Master Plan hearings. The Goal 16 analysis was completed prior to the Master Plan
hearings based on Option 3. Option 2 has a greater impact on the Chetco than Option 3.

e Testimony submitted June 2, 2008, (Council Packet pp 129-136) Genc Emre, OTAXK, the applicant’s
engineer, argues that there is no change in water source for the projecl. In support of his argument he
submitted pp. 27-29 of the Master Plan application. The application stales: “the Utility Analysis and
Plan is based on the third option.” The third option is described: “Lone Ranch would develop an
onsite waler system to serve the initial phases of development. When the City’s water system is
extended to the site, Lone Ranch’s on-site system would be connected, providing the City’s system

with a back-up ground water system.”
By the applicant’s own testimony, the analysis for water withdrawals from the Chetco- and thereby

Goal 16- was based on the less demanding Option 3.

Pat Sherman Testimony
MPD-1-04 Extension Hearing
July 16,2008 #WW/&;—M—,— C

Page 1 of 11
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o In the same June 2, 2008 testimony, Mr. Emre included a stalement made by the City Engineer,
Richard Nored, on July 6, 2004, about the adequacy of the plan for water. As was argued in my
testimony of June 3, 2008, (Council Packet pp 167-171) the City engineer’s testimony was based on
selection of the less demanding Option 3, the same as the applicant’s Goal 16 analysis.

o  As]also argued in my June 3 letter, Mr. Nored was not asked for his opinion concerning the change
from Option 3 to Option 2 during the MPoD hearing process. In fact, Mr. Nored in an October 31,
2006 e-mail (Council Packet p. 39) described the water system initially based on wells. He stated that
the Lone Ranch site was not included in the 2000 Water Master Plan and he stated that including
Lone Ranch will place an additional demand on the water system, specifically 583 gallons per minute
(gpm) for Lone Ranch domestic use and 53.5 gpm for Rainbow Rock- a total of 646 gpm or 144
cubic feet per second (cfs).

e In his testimony Mr. Emre implies that, since the City’s Water Master Plan was updated in 2007 to
include the Lone Ranch site, the problem of Goal 16 not being addressed in the Lone Ranch Master

Plan is solved.

o In the staff report the Planning Director seems to agree with Mr, Emre.

e Bu, the City’s Water Master Plan and the Lone Ranch Master Plan arc two different products

developed for two different reasons.

The fact that the City updated its Water Master Plan in 2007 does not correct the deficiency in the

Lone Ranch Master Plan regarding Goal 16 analysis.

e During the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) appeal the deficiency in Goal 16 was more or less
acknowledged, and the opinion was that the deficiency was harmless.

e  What changes the Goal 16 deficiency in the Lone Ranch Master Plan from ‘harmless’ to important is
the new water rights law, HB 3038, which became effective June 29, 2005.

o Now, the City finds itself in the position that, upon application for extension of its water right permit,
the extension will be conditioned on preservation of listed fish species. And the Chetco has two-
Pacific Lamprey Eel and the Coast Cobo.

e Mr. Richard Allan, the applicant’s attorney, argues in a June 2, 2008 letter (Council Packet p 134) that
HB 3038 is an improvement in municipal water rights law. He submitted a comment from League of
Oregon Cities in support of his statement. All agree that increasing the length of extension from 5 to
20 years is an improvement.

e But the improvement in the length of time an extension is good for came with a compromise; and the
compromise was that the extension will be conditioned on preservation of listed fish, and the
compromise has a direct effect on Brookings and its Chetco River water right.

e At this point in time the City is in the process of obtaining an extension for its 10 cfs water right on
the Chetco. When the extension is granted, by law it will be conditioned. And whatever those
conditions are, the City will be stuck with them for at least 20 years.

e The City is interested in not having conditions on its water right that restrict the withdrawals from the
Chetco beyond the voluntary restriction of 5.1 cfs during periods of low flow that the City has already
agreed to.

e  Whal better way to send a message to the people responsible for making the decision about any
possible restrictions (Fish and wildlife Service), and 1o the watchdog groups (Water Watch), than for
the City to demonstrate its sincere commitment to its stewardship of the Chetco River resource by
requiring the completion of Goal 16 analysis in the Lone Ranch Master Plan.

e The Lone Ranch area will require 1.44 cfs of water from the Chetco.

« Mr. Tim Ramis, the applicant’s attorney, in oral testimony at June 3, 2008 Planning Connission
hearing, argued that HB 3038 could not be considered a change in condition because it became law on
June 29, 2008, and that date was before the remand hearing on August 22, 2008. Mr. Ramis is
incorrect. The change in the law occurred afier the approval of the MPoD. The remand hearing was
limited in scope and did not address this issue. So the only important date is October 25, 2004, the
date the MPoD was approved. The LUBA opinion was issued April 20, 2005.

Pat Sherman Testimony

MPD-1-04 Extension Hearing 4 /% —

July 16, 2008 /7 W 7 C
Page 2 of 11
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analysis is the right thing to do because the Lone Ranch

Summary: Requiring the completion of Goal 16
Master Plan is deficient in this arca, and because we carc about our Chetco River water resource. Requiring

{he completion of Goal 16 analysis is also the smart thing to do if the City intends to send the right message to
the agencies involved with permitting and to the watchdog groups.

Rainbow Rock Condominiums

Current Condition: Construction activities have already taken place on the Borax property. Prior to the
construction activities, Borax failed to demonstrate how the Rainbow Rock Service Association (RRSA) water
supply system would not be negatively affected, as required by MPoD Condition of Approval #23. Borax’
construction activities have had an adverse effect on the quality and quantity of the water available through the
RRSA water supply system. RRSA complained to the City about the problem on May 1, 2006. The City
failed to review the applicant’s permit, as required by Condition of Approval #2.

Prior Condition: Prior to the problems related to the construction activities, the RRSA water treatment plant

and system had been working fine.

Argument:
«  BMC states: “The proposed MPoD will further demonstrate that existing utility services and water

supplies for adjacent properties will not be negatively affected at each phase.”
o Lone Ranch Findings #41f states: “Rainbow Rock Condominiums (RRC) water system....will be able
to connect to the City’s water system at the time it is extended to serve the Lone Ranch project and

before any adverse impacts occur.”
o Condition of Approval #23 states: Prior to construction of any phase that may adversely affect the

quality or quantily of water available through the existing RRSA surface water supply system, the

applicant shall demonstrate how the water and water supply system will not be negatively affected.

Each Detailed Development Plan (DDF) shall evaluate the impact of development on the existing
RRSA surface water system, unless RRSA has previously discontinued use of the system.
« The extension of the water pipes to the Borax property line was completed in 2005-2006. RRC water
system has not been connected to the City’s water system primarily due to the cost. According to a
complaint filed with the City on May 1, 2006, adverse impacts have already occurred as a result of
construction activities by Borax. (Attachment A)
In oral rebuttal on June 3, 2008, Mr. Tim Ramis argued that the adverse impacts were not the result of
construction work done by Borax. He claimed that the adverse impacts may have been a result of
Sudden Oak Death (SOD) remediation efforts carried out by Oregon Department of Agriculture

(ODA). Ina June 23, 2008 e-mail (with accompanying map), Alan Kanaskie, Forest Pathologist,
Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF), stated: “The first SOD infestation on the US Borax property
was discovered on July 25, 2006. So ODA/ODF did no work on the property prior to that time.
There was some hand-cutting, piling and burning of trees done intermittently in November-December
2006. There is little or no soil disturbance during these activities. The first use of machinery for SOD
eradication on the Borax site was not until February-March of 2007.” (Attachment B) Since the
discovery of SOD did not occur until after the adverse impacts had occurred, the SOD work could not
have been the cause of the adverse impacl. Mr. Ramis’ argument is incorrect.
In oral rebuttal on June 3, 2008 Mr. Ramis argued that Borax had a NPDES 1200-C permit for the
construction activity, which is required for construction activities exceeding one acre when
construction activities may discharge to surface waters of the state. I have no reason 1o doubt that
Borax has oblained the permit. However, the construction permit was not obtained until after the
construction activities had occurred. Further, the permit was obtained only afier Borax received a
warning letier from Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), and also a follow-up letter from
DEQ. 1t took two letiers from DEQ before Borax applied for the permit. (Council packet p.89)
e  Source Water Assessment Summary Brochure for Rainbow Rock Condominiums PWS #4101361 is
included in the Council packel (pp. 85-87). The brochure maps the Drinking Water Protection Area
and potential contamination sources. The Drinking Water Protection Area includes much of the
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Borax property. Within the Drinking Water Protection Arca, managed forest lands are identified as a
polential contamination source and is rated at a relative risk level, “higher”. Potential impacts are:
“cutting and yarding of trees may contribute to increased erosion, resulting in turbidity and chemical
changes in drinking water supply. Over-application or improper handling of pesticides or fertilizers
may impact drinking water source.”

« An additional possible future contamination source to the Rainbow Rock water system has been
identified. According to a June 23, 2008 e-mail from Chuck Costanzo, Oregon DEQ and a June 27,
2008 c-mail from Del Cline, Oregon DEQ, Southern Oregon Community College (SOCC) intends to
apply for a WPCF Holding Tank Permit to handle its sewage until they can raise enough money to
pay the connection fec for the City of Brookings. The Del Cline e-mail states: “the primary option
would be the use of a large holding tank. Holding tanks arc site tested for water tightness and are
required to be equipped with an alarm and a contract with a licensed pumper.” (Attachment C) The
problems with this kind of system are the problems related to power outages and human error, Ina
power outage, the alarm couldn’t work. If the system is nol maintained properly, or is not empticd
often enough, or suffers a spill during transfer from the tank to a truck, the error could result in
contamination of Rainbow Rock’s water source.

e  Staff Report states (hat Condition of Approval (#23) provides adequatc assurance that Rainbow Rock
Condominiums water source and water shed will be protected. But, since Borax has already ignored

. this condition, before a DDP has even been submitted, and the City has already failed to enforce the
condition, the condition is obviously inadequate to protect the Rainbow Rock water system from

existing and future threats.

Summary:
Nothing short of providing water to the Rainbow Rock Condominiums from the City water system will resolve

this problem. The condition of approval needs to be amended so that it states that construction activity is
prohibited unless and until Rainbow Rock Condominiums are hooked up to the City water system. All costs of
hooking Rainbow Rock Condominiums up to City water must be paid by the developer. I can find nothing in
the City Charter or City Ordinances that prohibits the City from providing water service outside its Urban
Growth Boundary. It appears that a service contract between RRSA and the City would be needed.

Electricity

Current Condition: Coos Curry Electric Cooperative (CCEC) member-owners must either pay the cost of
removing the power lines from the Borax property or pay the cost of installing electrical infrastructure on the
property or pay some of both.

Prior Condition: Inits Annexation Application the applicant stated the developer would pay these costs.
Finding #42 for the MPoD links the MPoD approval to the annexation document concerning utilities.

Argument:
e The U.S. Borax Annexation Application, page 18, states: “Electricity- according to CCEC, there is

clectrical service adjacent to the Property within the U.S. 101 right-of-way. ... The developer will pay

the costs to connect to these utilities.” (Attachment D)

Section 17.70.070.C BMC states: “the proposed MPoD will demonstrate that adequate utilitics and

infrastructure are available or can reasonably be made available at each phase.”

The MPoD ordinance does not specifically mention electrical utilities and other dry utilities, but the

ordinance does not specifically exclude electrical utilities and other dry utilities. Since electrical

utilities and other dry utilities continue to be infrastructure, it appears that the omission is an error of

omission.

o Absent any specific comment in the Master Plan about the electric utility, the default comment would
be the comment in the annexation application. MPoD Finding #42 links the master plan to the

annexation concerning utilities.
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o  Finding #42 for the Master Plan states: “Based on the Lone Ranch Master Plan Utilities Report, the
City’s Public Facilities Plan, the testimony and evidence provided, and the approval of the annexation,
public services are adequate or will be adequate during course of Lone Ranch.” (Attachment E)

e The omission in the Master Plan would not necessarily be significant except for a change in

conditions that was revealed in 2007. 1 describe the situation below.

e There are two clectric transmission lines that run from Thomas Creek to Brookings Harbor. One is
ble. The other onc runs through the Borax

the old “T” linc that needs Lo be replaced as soon as possi
property.

o During a 2007 CCEC controversy unrelated to the Borax Master Plan, an old 1977 lease was

discovered. (Council Packet pp.91-94) The 99-year Jease between Borax (lessor) and CCEC (lessec)

states: “In consideration of the leasc rights herein granted by lessor, lessee agrees to construct, operate
and maintain electrical distribution lines to any and all buildings that may hereinafier be constructed
by lessor, its successors and assigns, during the period of this lease, on any property now owned by
lessor in Sections 14, 23 and 26 of Township 40 South of Rangc 14 West of the Willamette Meridian,

Curry County, Oregon.” Further, il states: “In the event that the premises herein leased are not used

by lessee, its successors and assigns for a continuous period of one (1) year for the purposes set forth,

then and in such event, this lease and all rights of lessee hereunder shall immediately revert to lessor,
its successors and assigns.”

In other words, as long as the electric transmission lines remain on the Borax property, and for up to

one year after the utility lines are removed from the property, the property owner is entitled to free

electrical infrastructure.

The U.S. Borax Master Plan application is silent about the electrical infrastructure. But, since this old

Jease has been brought into the open in 2007, it appears o be a significant and costly omission.

I do not have access to cost estimates from CCEC, but I found the following two cost estimates in the

Borax files. For the sake of making this particular argument, these estimates seem to be reasonable.

The U.S. Borax Annexation Application, Page 18, Table 5, On-site Cost Estimates for Installation of

Services, states: “Electrical, TV, Fiber Optic, Telephone (dry utilities) equals $2,000,000. ” There is

no break out for each utility. (Attachment D)

In a letter from Otak to Burton Weast, June 20, 2001, an estimate given for “Power Line Relocation to

Eastern Property Line is $875,000.” (Attachment F)

I do not have access to Engineer News Record (ENR) Construction Cost indexes for all dates. But by

using ENR indexes that are pretty close in time to the dates when the above reports were made,

came up with ball park estimates of what these costs would be adjusted for inflation. The ENR

Construction Cost Index, July, 2008 is 8293. ENR in November, 2001 was 6395.

o Adjusted for inflation, the estimated cost to install dry utilities today is $2.6 million. To avoid having
CCEC member-owners pay the cost, the electrical transmission lines must be removed from the Borax
property.

e Adjusted for inflation, the estimated cost to move the lines is $1.3 million. The lines cannot be

removed from the Borax property until the old *T” line is upgraded.

According to “State of the Cooperative”™: “The planning stages for the completion of the transmission

line upgrade from the Thomas Creek area to Brookings Harbor is progressing on schedule. While we

have some property easement issues to resolve, we may be able to begin construction later this year.”

(Council packet p. 161) Councilor Kitchen, who also is on the CCEC Board, may have an idea of the

{otal time estimate to upgrade the old ‘T" linc and then remove the Borax line.

o The upgrade of the old ‘T” transmission line is essential. The removal of the lines on the Borax
property is not essential at this time, but for the need to avoid having the CCEC member-owners pay
the cost of installation of electrical utilities on the Borax property.

o  Simply, if the transmission lines are lefl on the Borax property, the CCEC member-owners get (0 pay
estimated $2.6 million to install the utility. If the lines are removed from the property, the CCEC
member-owners get o pay an estimated $1.3 million to move the line. Either way, the CCEC

member-owners lose.
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o  Upon annexation the statement was that “the developer will pay the costs.” We now know that, at a
minimum, the CCEC member-owners will have to subsidize (he cost of removing the lines from the
property, about $1.3 million, and, if construction begins sooner than one year after the power lines are
removed from the property, there may be additional unknown costs to CCEC member-owners {o
install some of the electricity infrastructure. This is a significant change in conditions.

e  Staff report about electric lines does not address the issue of who pays for electricity infrastructure.

Summary:
Borax Annexation Application says developer will pay for electric utility infrastructure.

There were no City Findings in MPoD concerning electricity infrastructure, an error of omission.
The change in conditions is that now CCEC member owners mus! either pay the cost of electric infrastructure

or pay the cost of moving the lines or pay some of both.

Western Lily

Current Condition: There are deficiencies in the conceptual MPD design and available information
pertaining to the natural resources of the project area that could affect the ability to meet the development goals

stated in the MPD.
Prior Condition: Deficiencies in the conceptual MPD design pertaining to natural resources of the project

area had not been identified.

Argument:

e In his May, 30, 2008 letter Craig Tuss, US Dept of Interior (USDI)/Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
identified issues that needed to be addressed IF the extension was granted. (Council packet p.173)
Generally the issues raised are: Raedeke Associates survey report, 2006, did not show the full extent
of the lily population; the FWS had concerns about the accuracy of the wetland delineations; the
wetland buffers were inadequate.

e Mt Tuss also stated: “We believe it is important for all interested parties to recognize that each of the
above deficiencies in the conceptual MPD design and available information pertaining to the natural
resources of the project area could affect the ability to meet the development goals stated in the MPD.
Based on our partial inspection of the property in July, 2005, it appears that the MIPD overly
estimates the development potential of the site. with regards to the stated objective (LUBA remand

”

order) to ‘protect the wetlands and western lily’.

Previous comments by FWS, including comments made at the August 22, 2005 remand hearing,

(Attachment G) generally focused on: threats to the lily, storm drainage, buffers, and wetland

delineation.

e Previous response to FWS comments by the applicant has generally been that the MPoD is a
conceptual plan, and that the specific issues concerning the western lily would be deferred until a
DDP is submitted, at which time the applicant will be required to obtain joint permits through Corps
of Engineers and Division of State Lands.

e As an additional safeguard, Condition of Approval #28, which basically requires a cumulative
hydrologic study to be performed with each DDP, was added to the MPoD.

e  Whatis different now is that, having done a preliminary survey in July, 2005 and having reviewed the
Raedeke report dated 2006, FWS now describes the shortcomings as deficiencies in the MPD design
with respect to the western lily. Basically the MPoD concept is flawed.

o Specifically, FWS believes that the MPoD overstates the development potential of the site with

respect to the lilies. FWS does not quantify or qualify how the development potential is overstated.

But it seems reasonable to conclude that there would be an impact on many elements of the master

plan- number of dwelling units, roads, infrastructure, walkways- and, subsequently, whatever those

impacts might entail.

While FWS affirms their commitment to work with the applicant if the extension is granted, it seems

clear that if the basic concept of the MPoD is flawed with regard to the western lily, the appropriate
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action would be to redesign the conceptual plan. In other words, thc Master Plan needs to be

amended.

o  Stafl report states: “A letter was received after the Planning Commission hearing on June 3 from
USDI discussing the need to coordinate with any applicant submitting a DDP. Once DDPs arc known
it is then possible to determine appropriatc care and protection of the lilies and wetlands. .. .etc.”

e Staff report docs not discuss the salient points raised in the Tuss letter.

Summary: The change in condition described in the Tuss letter seems Lo require an amendment to the Masler

Plan.

Cost of Infrastructure

Current Condition: Adequate utilities and infrastructure are not available and cannol reasonably be made
available because the cost is prohibitive. In 2006 documents that describe the off-site infrastructure needed (o
serve Lone Ranch were discovered by the mayor during a review of the Borax file. The information about the
extent and cost of the needed off-site infrastructure to serve Lone Ranch had been available before and during
the time of the MPoD approval, and the information had been freely discussed among certain City staff, Borax
representatives and the City’s contract Engineer before the time of the MPoD approval. But the information
about the cost and extent of the needed off-site infrastructure was withheld from the Planning Commission, the
City Council, and the public before and during the time of the MPoD approval. The information was and is

critical information.
Prior Condition: MPoD Findings concluded that utilities and infrastructure are or can reasonably be made

available

Argument:
The argument has three sections. Section 1 shows that information about the cost of the off-site infrastructure

was available at the time of the MPoD hearing, and that it was withheld from the decision makers. Section 2
argues that the cost of off-site infrastructure needed to serve Lone Ranch is prohibitive relative to funds

available or reasonably likely to become available in a timely way. Section 3 argues that, when evaluating the

feasibility of a project the size of Borax relative to the size of the City, failure to consider the cost of the project
is unreasonable, and further, failure to provide the decision makers with the critical information about the

costs, when the information was readily available, was negligent. Before an extension is granted, the oversight

should be corrected.

Section 1:
e In November, 2001 HGE Inc, the City’s contract engineer, prepared a report for the City of Brookings

entitled “Water and wastewater facilities plan to serve Borax development and surrounding areas.”
(report)

e The information that was in the report was a topic of discussion in letters from HGE dated February
16, 2004 (Council Packet, p. 64) and April 22, 2004 (Council Packet p. 54) to various City staff.

e  The information in the report was a topic of discussion between Richard Nored, HGE, the City’s

engineer, and Genc Emre, Otak, the applican(’s engineer, on April 8, 2004 (Attachment F)

Neither the report nor information included in the report was included in testimony submitted for the

MPoD hearing.
The report was mentioned by title in testimony submitted for the MPoD hearing by Richard Nored,

(Council Packel p. 22)
e The response by the City Manager to a pointed question posed by Councilor Anderson during the

MPoD hearing about the off-site infrastructure was incomplete and erroneous. (Council Packet pp.

170, 53 and the tape of the meeting)
e Inarelated matter, during development and adoption of the 2004-2005 Fiscal Year budget, the

Budget Officer, Finance Director Paul Hughes, was not aware that Richard Nored had advised anyone
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of a fair cost sharing split with Borax on the Crissey- Parkview sewer project when the budget was
adopted. (Attachment I) The project is onc of many needed for the Lone Ranch project. The cost
sharing split for this project was specifically addressed in the April 22, 2004 letter from Mr. Nored 1o
the City: “projected costs that the City has authorized for replacement of the sewer system from
Crissey Circle to Parkview Drive have not been addressed in this analysis. Lone Ranch costs for this
project total $601,560.” Further, according (o Mr. Hughes, he was unaware of the fair cost sharing
during the project construction and he didn’{ become aware of Mr. Nored’s opinion until some time
later. Incidentally, the contract for the Crissey Parkview project was awarded at the October 11,

2004, the same meeting as the MPoD hearing.

Conclusion: The information about the cost of infrastructure was known at the time of the MPoD hearing, had
been discussed between the applicant and the City, but was withheld from the decision makers.

Section 2:

Cost of Project

The HGE reporl was revised in November, 2006. (Attachment J) The information in the report is
also included in the City’s Water Master Plan and Wastewater Master Plan that were adopted in 2007.
1 am using data from the November, 2006 report because that is what I have available.

Using the 2006 report, the total cost for recommended water system expansion for Lone Ranch is
$3,749,175. The total cost of needed collection system improvements is $7,425,435. The ENR
Construction cost index used when the report was prepared was 7883. The ENR index for July, 2008
is 8293. Adijusted for inflation the costs for water and sewer, respectively, are $3,944,172 and
$7,811,637, or a total estimated cost of $11,755,809.

Recommended cost sharing between Borax and the City is described in a September 27, 2007 letter to
the City from Richard Nored (Council Packet, p. 62): “WATER- Borax would provide all costs of
water installation North of Carpenterville Rd. Borax and the City of Brookings would share
recommended improvement costs South of Carpenterville on a 50-50 basis. SEWER- Borax would
provide all costs of sewer installations North of Dawson Road. Borax and the City of Brookings
would share recommended improvement costs from Dawson Rd. to Moore Street on a 50-50 basis.
This work includes costs previously incurred by the City of Brookings from Crissey Circle to
Parkview Dr. Borax and the City of Brookings would share recommended improvement costs from
Moore St to the Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) on 77% City, 23% Borax basis.”

Completed work includes extension of water and sewer mains from Carpenterville Rd and Dawson
Rd., respectively, to the Borax property line and replacement of the Parkview-Crissey segment of the
sewer main, The Taylor Creek pump station and all of the other water and sewer mains have not been
constructed. The cost of the Crissey-Parkview project was $793,714.81 (Attachment K)

Summary- The needed off-site infrastructure for Lone Ranch will be very expensive.

Funds Available:

The City of Brookings 2008/2009 adopted budget is $26.8 million. (Attachment L)

Needed Capital Improvement Projects for the City of Brookings listed in the budget document,
including street, water, wastewater, and storm water projects, and including projects needed for
Borax, but excluding General Fund and Recreation projects, total $42,863,278. (Attachment M)
Unfunded projects- assuming the City is awarded $4,000,000 loan for its Biosolids A upgrade- totals
$33,847,788. Shortfall of funds available for these projects, considering the cost of the projects less
funds available but uncommitted in System Replacement and System Development Funds (SDF) is

$30,830,716.
The City adopted Master Plans for Storm Water, Water, and Wastewater in 2007; therefore those

items are up to date.
Summary- There are currently no funds available to pay for the needed infrastructure for Lone

Ranch.
Recent Funding History for Various Projects for Brookings:

In 2000 total System Development Charge (SDC) fees were approximately $4500 per equivalent
dwelling unit (EDU).
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In 2001 the City received a $13,100,000 loan to fund improvements to the WWTP. Payment in FY
2008-2009 will be $1,002,488. Funds for the loan payments come from Wastewater Fund and

Wastewater SDF.
After the WWTP loan was received total SDC fees were increased to approximately $8,000 to pay the

‘growth’ portion of the WWTP loan.
In 2006 the City increased the total SDCs 1o $17,209 based on a study done by Dyer and Associates.

Currently the City adjusts SDCs annually based on ENR Construction Cos! Index. Current fees are

$17,776 per EDU.
Single Family Dwelling (SFD) Permits have fallen sharply.

YEAR | SFD Permits
2004 48
2005 44
2006 41
2007 10
2008 YTD 7

As teported in a June 25, 2008 Pilof article, “City Manager Gary Milliman expects to see
development-related revenues drop by as much as 50 per cent, which will hamper its ability to pay off
debt, particularly that used to make improvements to its waste water treatment plant several years
ago.” In the article Mr. Milliman is also quoted saying: “Due to the building decline, this growth rate
(3%) is not being achieved. While we have sufficient funds to meet debt service requirements this
year, the city may need to consider an additional sewer rate increase.” (Attachment M)

Next, the Westside Interceptor problem is described. At the February 27, 2006 meeting City Council
voted to advertise for bids for replacement of the Westside Interceptor. At the April 24, 2006 meeting
City Council voted to reject all bids for the interceptor because the bids were higher than the
engineer’s estimate of $974,800. (Attachment N) On Christmas Day, 2006 the bottleneck problem in
the Westside Interceptor, aggravated by a rain event, overflowed into the street and into the ocean.
The Council later learned that this problem had occasionally been occurring during high rain events
for eight years. The City has been attempting, so far unsuccessfully, to secure funds for this project.
An appropriation request was made to Congress without success (Attachment O). In 2006 at least one
and perhaps two meetings were had with Oregon Economic and Community Development

Department (OECDD) to secure funds without success. In 2007 the City mitigated the problem by
installing a bypass to handle excessive flows during heavy rain events. The effectiveness of the
bypass has not been tested yet since there have been no rain events that challenged the system since
the bypass was installed. In 2008 another attempt was made to secure funds for this project through
OECDD with no success yet. (Council Packet, p 65)

Next, the Biosolids A problem is described. In 2005 the City Council voted to construct a Biosolids
A processing plant. Since that time (almost three years) the City has attempted in many different
ways to obtain the funds (not grant funds, but a loan) to finance the project. During this entire time
the ratepayers have been paying into the Wastewater Fund to pay for the project. The project is
included in the current adopted budget and we are told that our prospects for getting the loan approved
look good, but to my knowledge no deal has been finalized yet. The project cost is about $4,000,000.
In the City of Brookings 2000 Water Master Plan numerous needed capital projects were identified.
In 2007 the City took action and finally requested and received $5,000,000 loan to complete some of
the needed projects. The specific projects that the money is being used for had been deferred since at
least 2000. None of the projects are related to Lone Ranch. _

The City continues in its attempts to secure funding for its needed Capital Improvement Projects.

In 2001 in its Annexation Application, Borax had proposed using an on-sile sewage disposal system
for the initial stages of the project because the cost of extending sewer lines was “cost prohibitive.”

(Attachment P)
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« The Lone Ranch project will be phased, and the entire infrastructure does not need to be installed
immediately. But paying for the infrastructure needed for the first phase of the project appears 10 beca
formidable obstacle. Some of the sewer line has been installed but much more needs to be installed.

e Currently, SOCC is exploring the use of a Holding Tank as a way to avoid the cost of the needed
sewer improvements for the first phase. (Attachment C)

e Stafl Report (Council Packet, p.7) states that the applicant (Borax) and the City are working on a
cost sharing agreement. The fact is that Borax and the City have been in discussions about cost
sharing agreements since al least April, 2003 (Attachment Q). As yet none has been consummated.
Likewise, Rainbow Rock Condominiums had been in discussions with Borax since October, 2004
(Attachment A) about an agrecment (o resolve Rainbow Rock’s issues and, likewise, no agreement

has been consummated. While it is encouraging to hear that the City’s discussions with Borax in this

matter are making progress, it is clear thal the promise of an agreement is not the same as an actual
agreement.

o Summary: The City’s ability to securc funds for capital projects has been spotty and there is no
reason to believe that the situation will change. The City has an extensive backlog of needed
capital improvement projects. Funding requests for Lone Ranch-related projects must be

considered along with all other requests for ather city-wide projects. The City anticipates decline in
revenues due to economic downturn. The developer has expressed concern about the cost of off-
site infrastructure since 2001. SOCC is secking ways to avoid the costs of the infrastructure.

Conclusion: The cost of off-site infrastructure needed to serve Lone Ranch is prohibitive relative to funds

available or reasonably likely to become available in a timely way.

Section 3:
Size is important. Relative size is important. The need for the city to consider financial conditions as an

element in determining whether or not infrastructure is or can reasonably be made available depends on the

size of the project and the size and resources of the city. For a small or moderately sized development proposal
the cost of the infrastructure probably doesn’t need to be considered. The Borax project is an enormous project
for a city the size of Brookings. The cost of the infrastructure has been one of the biggest obstacles preventing

the project from moving forward. Knowing what we now know about the cost of the off-site infrastructure,
ANY reasonable person would consider cost of the infrastructure as one important element when evaluating

whether or not infrastructure is or can reasonably be made available. Further, knowing what we know now
about the cost of the project, any Teasonable person who would NOT consider cost of infrastructure would be
failing in the performance of his basic fiduciary responsibilities.

Staff did not provide the decision makers with the appropriate information regarding these issues in the MPoD

hearing in 2004. This omission was not discovered until 2006. In this particular case, the information about
the cost of the infrastructure is critically important to a decision about whether or not infrastructure can
reasonably be made available. In fact, I think it is so important, that, had the cost been known at the time of
the MPoD hearing, the approval of the MPoD may have been at risk. I think that city staff may have withheld

the information precisely to avoid that risk.

Summary of Argument about Infrastructure:
The change in conditions relevant to the cost of needed ofi-site infrastructure to serve

Lone Ranch has as much to do with the information that was withheld and later
discovered, as it has to do with the fundamental facts of the matter. The omission and
later discovery of the information is a change in conditions on its own merit.
Considering the facts of the matter, and remembering that the standard is that the
infrastructure can reasonably- as compared to possibly- be made available, a
reasonable person would not conclude, without having further information, that
infrastructure can reasonably be made available. Based on the information that is now
available, a reasonable person would conclude that infrastructure cannot reasonably
be made available in a timely way. That is a change in conditions related to the

Findings.
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Additional Comments

ual for staff to recommend overturning {he decision of the Planning Commission.
1t seems thal if therc were procedural or technical errors madc by the Planning Commission during the
Planning Commission hearing then therc might be a good rcason for staff to recommend overturning
{he decision based on those errors. But {hat docs not seem to be the basis for making a
recommendation to overturn the Planning Commission decision in this case. Rather, it appears that
staf’s recommendation is based solely on the fact that stafl does not agrec with the Planning
Commission decision. That’s not how the process usually works. How the process usually works is
{hat slaff makes a recommendation 0 the Planning Commission, the Planning Commission makes a
decision, and if the decision is appealed to the City Council, the City Council takes measure of the
Planning Commission decision and usually staff makes no further recommendation.

o Ii also seems highly unusual for staff to change definitions between Planning Commission and City
Council hearings. In staff report for the Planning Commission, change in conditions was defined as:
“no circumstances have changed that were fundamental to the findings which are the basis for
approval of the MPoD.” (Council packet p. 10) In the staff report for the City Council, staff uses a
definition of: “none of the above stated concerns results in changes to the Conditions used in
reviewing and approving the original Master Plan.” (Council packet p.7)

o  Staff reporl states on several occasions in its comments concerning Review Criteria that “no request
for a change to the Plan is being made.” If the applicant were seeking a modification to the Plan he

would need to submit an application for a modification of MPoD under Section 17.70. 130 of the

BMC. The applicant is seeking an extension to the MPoD under section 17.20.120. Staff comments

seem to be off the point.

o 1t secms highly unus

believe that the City Council cannot make a finding that

«conditions have not changed.” In particular, I believe that the changes in conditions related to electricity,

western lily, and cost of infrastructure are profound changes that require an amendment to the Master Plan. 1
request that the City Council deny the request for an extension, and that the City Council make a
recommendation that the applicant submit an amendment to the MPoD under Section 17.70.130 of the BMC to
address the substantial changes that have occurred since the MPoD was approved.

Based on the above changes in conditions, I

Sincerely,
Pat Sherman

Pat Sherman Testimony
MPD-1-04 Extension Hearing
July 16, 2008

Page 11 of 11 /4 ﬁﬂ/ﬁ/ﬂé}\” .
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From: Bill Yocum [byocum@hughes.net]
Sent:  Tuesday, August 05, 2008 10:20 AM

To:
Cc:

Dianne Morris
Dave Pratt; Cherie J. Mitchell, Roger Thompson; dic81 8@wildblue.net; Ted Freeman; Larry

Anderson; Michelle McCormick

Subject: DDP for Southwestern Oregon Community College: Letter of Support

TO:

Brookings Planning Department/Commission

FROM: Bill & Cate Yocum, PO Box 4910, Brookings, OR 97415

SUBJECT: Letter of Support for DDP of SW Oregon Community Coliege

We are in support of the DDP being presented to the Brookings Pl
The new Curry Campus will provide a full A
Associate Degree Nursing programming an

anning Commission for the Curry Campus..
ssociate Degree program, as well as distance connectivity for
d baccalaureate programs through the Southwestern University

Center.

The community of Brookings Harbor is in need of;

The Curry Campus will assist in meeting the above n
expedite the process for approving the

Higher education,
Additional trained individuals in the medical field,

Diversity of an educated workforce and
increased employment opportunities.

eeds. We urge the Brookings Planning Commission to
needed Curry Campus. Thank you for this opportunity to give support for

improving our Community.

Sincerely,

Bill & Cate Yocum
PO Box 4910
Brookings, OR 97415
541-661-4576
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Sincerely,

From: mipmccormick [mlpmccormick@hughes.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2008 11:14 AM

To: Dianne Morris

Subject: Re: DDP for Southwestern Oregon Community College: Letter of Support

| am also in support of this.

Michelle McCormick, PO Box 2552, Harbor, OR 97415

--——- QOriginal Message -----
From: Bill Yocum

To: dmorris@brookings.or.us

Cc: Dave Pratt ; Cherie J. Mitchell ; Roger Thompson , dic818@wildblue.net ; Ted Freeman ; Larry Anderson ;

Michelle McCormick
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2008 10:19 AM
Subject: DDP for Southwestern Oregon Community College: Letter of Support

TO: Brookings Planning Department/Commission
FROM: Bill & Cate Yocum, PO Box 4910, Brookings, OR 97415

SUBJECT: Letter of Support for DDP of SW Oregon Community College

We are in support of the DDP being presented to the Brookings Planning Commission for the Curry Campus..
The new Curry Campus will provide a full Associate Degree program, as well as distance connectivity for
Associate Degree Nursing programming and baccalaureate programs through the Southwestern University

Center.

The community of Brookings Harbor is in need of;

Higher education,
Additional trained individuals in the medical field,

Diversity of an educated workforce and
Increased employment opportunities.

eeds. We urge the Brookings Planning Commission to

The Curry Campus will assist in meeting the above n
Campus. Thank you for this opportunity to give support

expedite the process for approving the needed Curry
for improving our Community.

Sincerely,

Bill & Cate Yocum
PO Box 4910
Brookings, OR 97415
541-661-4576
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Dianne Morris

From: Steve Major [smajor@dyerpart.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, August 05, 2008 11:58 AM
To: Dianne Morris

Subject: SOCC DDP

Dianne,

| have completed my review of the letters from Mr. Al Haddox, P.E., dated August 1, 2008 and EGR & Associates,
Inc. dated August 4, 2004. Mr. Haddox's letter identifies six specific areas of concern with the submitted SWMP
for the above referenced project. EGR’s letter identifies where the SWMP addresses these concerns. | feel that
the submitted SWMP adequately addresses the concems presented in Mr. Haddrox's letter. As stated in my July
23, 2008 Memorandum, the submitted DDP, which includes the SWMP, meets the requirements of Chapter
17.100 of the City's Land Development Code. If you have any further questions or concerns, please give me a

call.

Steve Major, P.E.
City Engineer

R/51008R 164



EXHIBIT C

Materials submitted at August 5, 2008 hearing
DDP-1-08
Detailed Development Plan for SWOCC
(Southwestern Oregon Community College)

NUMBER DOCUMENTS:
EXHIBIT | paTe: FROM: OF
C: ' ' PAGES:
Pat Sherman 3pages | -Page letter
c 8-5-08 2 pages of Chapter

17.168 of the BMC
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Exhibit C-1\

Pat Sherman
PO Box 1140
Brookings, OR 97415

August 5, 2008

Brookings Planning Commission
898 Elk Drive
Brookings, OR 97415

‘Madam Chair and Commissioners:
Please include this additional (estimony in Case # DDP-1-08.

As noted in previous testimony, BMC Section 17.70.120 assures that policies and standards adopted after
the date of approval of the plan shall not apply to the development during the duration of the plan.

Attached is Chapter 17.168.010 that was in force when the Master Plan was approved. It describes general
development standards and requirements that are applicable to the Master Plan and should be considered in
conjunction with my previous testimony, and my previous testimony (page 1) should be amended to read as
follows, with italics being the amendment:

This would be inconsistent with Brookings Municipal Code (BMC) Sections 13.10.280 and 17. 168.130 and
17.168.140 and Section 17.168.010 (as they were in force at the time of the MPoD approval) because doing
so would shift the burden for installing sewer from the applicant or future applicants to the city. (E)
According to BMC, changes to zoning ordinances, policies and standards adopted after the date of approval
of a Master Plan shall not apply to the development during the duration of the Master Plan. BMC

17.70.110) (E)

Sincerely,

DN A Aot rsen

Pat Sherman
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"17.164.050

security fence. The planning commission may
require additional landscaping as a condition of
approval. [Ord. 99-0-446.GG § 1, Ord. 89-0-446

§1.]

17.164.050 Abandoned towers.

A. Wireless telecommunication towers that do
not have functioning antennas for a period of six
months shall be considered to be abandoned and
shall be removed by the operator within 60 days
thereafter.

B. Upon written application, prior to the expira-
tion of the six-month period, the planning commis-
sion may, in writing, grant a six-month time
extension for reuse of the facility. Additional exten-
sions beyond the first six-month extension may be
granted by the planning commission subject to any
conditions required to bring the project or facility
into compliance with current regulation(s) and
make it compatible with surrounding development.
[Ord. 99-0-446.GG § 1; Ord. 88-0-446 § 1.]

PUBLIC FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT

Chapter 17.168

STANDARDS AND CRITERIA

Sections:
17.168.010

17.168.020
17.168.030
17.168.035
17.168.040
17.168.050
17.168.060
17.168.065
17.168.070
17.168.080
17.168.090
17.168.100
17.168.110
17.168.120
17.168.130
17.168.140
17.168.150
17.168.160
17.168.170

General development standards and

requirements.

Street standards.

Easements.

Shadow platting.
Neighborhood circulation plan.
Street lights.

Sidewalks.

Reimbursement procedures.
Street improvements, deferred.
Street names and signs.

Traffic impact report.

Bicycle routes.

Driveway approaches.
Underground utilities.

Service extension.

Sanitary sewer system.

Storm drain system.

Water system.

Improvement plans.

17.168.180 Performance bond and improvement
agreement.

17.168.190 Public facilities construction
standards.

17.168.010 General development standards
and requirements.

A. The developer shall provide, pay for and
install, or cause to be installed, including by way of
example and not by way of limitation, water distri-
bution systems, storm drain structures, sewer lines,
pumps and appurtenant sewage disposal devices,
curbs and gutters, sidewalks and pedestrian walk-
ways, street base course and wearing course mate-
rials, bridges, electrical transformers and electrical
distribution facilities, underground wiring, street
lights, underground communications systems and
wiring, gas distribution systems, underground
cable TV wiring, fire hydrants, fire alarms, and
other fire control devices, street signs, traffic con-
trol devices, the preservation or replacement of
trees, shrubs, ground cover and other vegetation,
structures and provisions to stabilize soil and to pre-
vent erosion, culverts or other devices to enclose
open ditches and inhibit access to them by children,
devices for the removal of materials and wastes
from sewage not amenable to or capable of treat-
ment or reduction by the city’s sewage treatment

(Revised 8/06) 17-94



Brookings Municipal Code

17.168.020

processes or prohibited by state or federal laws or

regulations, the reservation or dedication to the city
of utilities easements along lot lines and easements
for drainage purposes in order to accommeodate
expected runoffs as determined according to gener-
ally accepted drainage accommodation principles,
pedestrian easements along boundaries contiguous
to streets, vehicular turning and deceleration lanes
and easements and the delay or phasing of develop-
ment so as to ensure that the city can provide nec-
essary municipal services and facilities, and those
public improvements necessary to serve the devel-
opment consistent with the comprehensive plan or
any specific plan thereof, and such other improve-
ments as required by this code, in accordance with
the standards and criteria set forth herein, and shall
thereafter warrant the materials and workmanship
of said improvements for a period of one year from
date of completion and acceptance by the city.

B. Such improvements as set forth herein shall
be considered necessary for the general use of the
property owner(s) of the development, the local
neighborhood, and the citizens of the community
as a whole.

C. All improvements’ works shall be at the sole
cost and expense of the developer unless otherwise
provided in this code. [Ord. 89-O-446 § 1. For-
merly 16.05.010.]

17.168.020 Street standards.

A. Prior to the issuance of a development per-
mit, all parcels of land shown on any development
proposal and intended for vehicular use shall have
access to an improved street. An improved street
shall be defined as a street having an improved
paved section. All parcels of land intended for
vehicular use by the general public shall be offered
for dedication, except as otherwise provided in this
code.

B. 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. Street
determination shall be coordinated with any con-
sideration of solar access to building sites and with
need for utility locations. Street classification and
location shall conform to the city comprehensive
street improvement and traffic circulation plan,
Section 4.1, as adopted and amended, or to an
adopted neighborhood circulation plan. Where
street classification or Iocation is not shown in the
comprehensive street improvement and traffic
plan, the arrangement of public streets shall either:

1. Provide for the continuance or appropriate !
projection of existing streets in the surrounding
area; or

2. Conform to a neighborhood circulation
plan pursuant to BMC 17.168.040. !

C. Standard Minimum Right-of-Way and
Roadway Width. Unless otherwise indicated in the
transportation element of the comprehensive plan,
or in an adopted neighborhood circulation plan, the
street right-of-way and roadway widths shall not be
less than the minimums shown in the following '
table:

Table 17.168.020-1
Standard Minimum Right-of-Way and
Roadway Width

Minimum Minimum |
Right-of- |Roadway (curb
Way Width | face to face)

Type of Street (feet) Width (feet)
Major arterial 100
(Highway 101)
(a) With median and 90
curbside parking
(b) Without median and 70
curbside parking
Arterial 80 44
Residential (collector) 50 36
Residential (upon 45 30

which a maximum of
20 dwelling units front
and take access)

Cul-de-sac radius 45 36
Commercial/industrial 60 - 80 44
Alley 20 20

1. The planning commission may accept a
narrower right-of-way width than those set forth in
Table 17.168.020-1, where it can be shown by the
developer, to the satisfaction of the commission,
that the topography or the small number of lots
served and the probable future traffic development
are such as to unquestionably justify a narrower
width. Increased right-of-way and roadway width
may be required where streets are to serve com-
mercial property, or where probable traffic condi-
tions warrant. Additional slope easements may be
required for cuts and fills in areas of extreme
topography or slopes. Approval or determination
of street classification, right-of-way width and
roadway width shall be made by the planning com-

17-95
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EXHIBIT D

SUPPLEMENTAL PACKET for DDP-1-08

Detailed Development Plan for SWOCC

Materials submitted from Wednesday, August 6" 2008, to no
later than 4:30 p.m.. Tuesday, August 12" 2008, anyone who

participated in the public hearing is allowed to submit additional
written testimony and/or evidence. No additional testimony
will be accepted after this time.

NUMBER | pocumeNTS:
EXHIBIT DATE: FROM: OF
D: ’ ' PAGES:
James D. Brown,
Attorney for CRAG
D-1 August 11, | On behalf of Oregon Shores 3 pages 2-page letter +
2008 and Catherine Wiley Pages | ors 197.829
917 SW Oak Street Ste. 417
Portland, OR 97205
oat Sh One page letter-
at Sherman Sherman
D-2 Augla%t812, P. 0. Box 1140 3 pages |2 page letter from
Brookings, OR 97415 Barbara Nysted
427 Buena Vista Loo
Michael Crow, A.LA. 3-page leth
D3 August 12, | Agent for SWOCC 19 ; ?893 etier
2008 125 W. Central Ave.Ste. 400 pages pg. attachments
Coos Bay, OR 97420
Suntayea Steinruck
D-4 August 12, For Smith River Rancheria y y
2008 | 140 Rowdy Creek Road page | 1page letter

Smith River, CA 95567=9525
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917 SW Oak. Su{,_%ﬁ .
Suite 417 r
Portland, Oregon 97205 @Q)

C R A G Fax (503) 296-5454

www.crag.org

James D. Brown
Staff Attorney
jd@crag.org
August 11, 2008

Via Hand Delivery

City of Brookings Planning Commission
898 Elk Drive
Brookings, Oregon 97415

Re: Detailed Development Plan for Southwest Oregon Community College (File No.
DDP-1-08)

Planning Commissioners,

On behalf of the Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition and Catherine Wiley as an
individual (collectively “Oregon Shores”) our office provides the following additional comments
on the Detailed Development Plan (“DDP”) for the Southwest Oregon Community College
(“SWOCC”) campus on the Lone Ranch property. Please include these comments in the record

for this matter.

City Law Precludes Use of Temporary Sewage Holding Tank

As stated in our first comment letter, the terms of the Lone Ranch Master Plan of
Development (“MPoD”) require sewer services to be provided by either connecting to the City’s
system or the existing Rainbow Rock package plant, or by creating an on-site stand alone
system. The terms of the MPoD are consistent with City law, which prohibits the adoption of a
holding tank to provide sewage services. BMC 13.10.510 states: “Where a public sanitary sewer
is not available under the provisions of BMC 13.10.020, the building sewer shall be connected to
a private sewage disposal system complying with the provisions of this article.” The BMC
clarifies the required City approval process and states that in lieu of public sewer services, if
certain administrative approvals are obtained, a private “subsurface disposal system” can be
installed. BMC 13.10.520. Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (“DEQ”)
administrative rules define "Subsurface Disposal System" to mean "subsurface absorption
system", which in turn is defined to mean the combination of a septic tank or other treatment unit
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Letter to City of Brookings r1anning Commission re: SWOCC DDP
August 11, 2008
Page2 of 2

and an effluent sewer and absorption facility. OAR 340-071-0100. In contrast, DEQ regulations
define "Holding Tank" to mean a watertight receptacle designed to receive and store sewage to
facilitate treatment at another location. Jd. Accordingly, the BMC states, in lieu of connection to
a public sewer system, that the only option for the provision of sewer services is a subsurface
disposal system, which is defined by DEQ regulations as requiring on-site treatment of sewage.

The Applicant states that DEQ has stated a preference for a holding tank as opposed to a
temporary on-site disposal method. As demonstrated above, regardless of whether the Applicant
has accurately stated DEQ’s preference, City law prohibits the use of a holding tank and the
DDP cannot be approved in its present form.

Approval of DDP Cannot Be Conditioned Upon Waiver of State Law Requiring
Connection to City Sewage System Within Five Years

As discussed at the Planning Commission hearing, the use of a holding tank would
commit the City to providing a connection to the City’s sewage system within five years. OAR

340-071-0340(1)(b) requires:

(b) Temporary use: A holding tank may be installed in an area under the control
of a city or other legal entity authorized to construct, operate, and maintain a
community or area-wide sewerage system if:

(A) The application for permit includes a copy of a legal commitment from the
legal entity to extend a community or area-wide sewerage system meeting the
requirements of this division to the property covered by the application within
five years from the date of the application,

Thus, by authorizing the use of the holding tank, the City would be obligating itself to provide a
connection to the City’s sewage system within five years. During the Planning Commission
hearing, there was discussion of conditioning approval of the DDP application based on a waiver
of the five year requirement. As OAR 340-071-0340 is state law, the Planning Commission has
no authority to waive the law and receives no deference in its interpretation of the law’s

requirements. See ORS 197.829(1)(d).

Conclusion

The Planning Commission cannot approve the DDP as presently proposed with the
inclusion of a temporary sewage holding tank. The Planning Commission additionally cannot

condition approval based on a waiver of state law.
Sincerely,

)
//({M%M

James D. Brown
On Behalf of Oregon Shores and Catherine Wiley
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ORS 197.829 Board to affirm certain local government interpretations. (1) The Land
Use Board of Appeals shall affirm a local government’s interpretation of its
comprehensive plan and land use regulations, unless the board determines that the local
government’s interpretation:

(2) Is inconsistent with the express language of the comprehensive plan or land use
regulation,

(b) Is inconsistent with the purpose for the comprehensive plan or land use regulation;

(c) Is inconsistent with the underlying policy that provides the basis for the
comprehensive plan or land use regulation; or

(d) Is contrary to a state statute, land use goal or rule that the comprehensive plan
provision or land use regulation implements.

(2) If a local government fails to interpret a provision of its comprehensive plan or
land use regulations, or if such interpretation is inadequate for review, the board may
make its own determination of whether the local government decision is correct. [1993

c.792 §43; 1995 ¢.595 §4]
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Pat Sherman '7% <
PO Box 1140 “
Brookings, OR 97415 , ‘7 A
o, /’;(/6‘ i;;(
August 12, 2008 «[/;1,. Yy, il
: . . - e, T,
City of Brookings Planning Commission é;)? 23
898 Elk Drive ()0 9’¢ =
Brookings, OR 97415 /fﬁ/ Ay
7
. o 6;?’ c,
Madam Chair and Commissioners: Y

ORS 197.763 (6) (a) states that “prior to the conclusion of the initial evidentiary hearing, any
participant may request an opportunity to present additional evidence, arguments or testimony
regarding the application.” Thus, making the request for the opportunity to present additional
evidence is limited to those who participated in the hearing.

However, once the time is extended, ORS 1987.763 (6) (b) and (c) do not explicitly limit the
opportunity to provide additional testimony within the first seven days to those people who

participated in the initial hearing.

Apparently Ms. Nysted had been told by planning staff that her testimony would not be accepted
because she had not testified in the initial hearing. John Trew had consistently advised me that
when there is uncertainty it is more prudent to allow additional testimony than not.

Accordingly, | am submitting Ms. Nysted's letter as testimony in Case # DDP-1-08 in the form of
an attachment to this letter. Since | participated in the initial hearing there can be no doubt that |

have standing in the hearing.

| have no opinion about the contents of the letter.
Sin};_e ely, y

‘Pat Sherman

Attached: 2 pages
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Pumpkin Ink

Barbara A. Nysted
427 Buena Vista Loop
Brookings, OR 97415

Home Phone (541) 469-3711
Email pumpkin5@charter.net

August 08, 2008

City of Brookings Planning Commission
898 Elk Drive
Brookings, OR 97415

Planning Commissioners,

I am not going to mitigate the amount of disgust and frustration 1 have been experiencing for
how ogttain public servants have been conducting business at City Hall and thus, this testimony
ﬁ(ﬁgﬁ"«déntain what may be considered harsh judgements based upon my observations of what
pethaps Gmig be considered dishonest conduct of city officials and outside special interests.

1 am appealing to this commission on behalf of the many citizens of this community that could
suffer the financial hardships as the result of this duplicitous conduct. The costs of providing
infrastructure for new development has already proven to be a burden on the existing taxpayers
and in saying this, I point out the fact that continuously during negotiations with Borax, they
insisted there would be no financial burden to the city for the cost of development when in fact,
cost sharing was always the plan and even that, appears was not part of any legal contract
between Borax and the City of Brookings which came to light after the city was unable to collect
the Borax share of costs for extending infrastructure to the Borax property. Many of these ‘wink
and a handshake’ deals were formulated during the tenure of then city manager Leroy Blodgett.
This is the same Leroy Blodgett who has brought us HW3!

Having read testimony submitted by Pat Sherman to this commission dated June 3, 2008 and
August 5, 2008, and testimony from 1.D. Brown of the CRAG Law Center dated July 11, 2008
and August 4, 2008, I am greatly concerned for the integrity of the current City Manager and
Planning staff which for all outward appearances, indicates at a minimum a lack of ethical

conduct.

At this time, of the many concerns I and many others have, this rush to adopt the DDP-1-08 is by
far most significant unless of course one considers the attempt to slip a ‘DRAFT” copy of the
flawed CSWMP into an adopted city document! However, I choose to focus this testimony on

the current DDP-1-08 which is before you for approval.
I believe that Pat Sherman once again has done her homework thoroughly and in a forward

looking manner whereas she points out what all economic indicators conclude and that is that
this housing market decline is not a little blip on the screen, but is here for the duration which
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has been forecast as far out as 2013 for full recovery. She makes a case for how no thinking
developer would commit to investing in infrastructure if there is no demand for housing.

Which brings us to the major flaw with regard to approving DDP-1-08 and the ramifications of
the proposed use of a “lemporary on-site Holding Tank for sewerage unti] a public sewer is
available.” The ‘gotcha’ is of course OAR 340-071-0340 (1) (b) (A) which basically is a legal
contract with DEQ that requires the City of Brookings to install the entire needed sewer within
five years after the date of application for the temporary Holding Tank. The legal entity required
to perform per the contract with DEQ is the City of Brookings, not Borax nor the college or any
future developer, which is pointed out by Pat Sherman in her testimony.

1 share Pat Sherman’s concern for just why city staff failed to reveal this requirement to the
Planning Commission and have personally concluded that this failure was no mistake, but just
another example of duplicitous behavior on the part of city management and planning staff.

In my opinion, this Planning Commission is by far the best group of citizen advocates I have
experienced in the sixteen years I have been a resident of Brookings. I feel city management and
the planning staff insults the intelligence of this commission and yet, at the same time, it appears
that planning staff felt compelled to withhold this crucial information concerning the
ramifications of DDP-1-08 and the Holding tank issue in the hopes it would go unnoticed. It

also perplexes me how this issue could escape the approval of the Director of Public Works,
John Cowan or perhaps it is standard procedure for Planning to usurp the authority of the Public

Works Director.

I fully recognize the burden of responsibility you face because the college ‘trump card’ has been
played and who wants to be the impediment to having a college. Clearly, do we really want a
college at the expense of ignoring laws and regulations? We can follow the law and make
certain that existing homeowners and citizens do not pick up the tab for development, or we can
choose to ignore blatant disregard for the law and likewise, disregard for the unknowing citizens
who trust that city government is acting in their best interest. I think this commission will agree
that if it is a simple choice of having a college or following the law, the latter is the only choice.

It is my hope that this Planning Commission has already wei ghed the issues and perhaps has
concluded that there is financial risk to the city. Attaching Conditions of Approval is one
possible way of making certain that the legal entity responsible for any required sewer
improvements associated with the DEQ application for the temporary Holding Tank is not the

City of Brookings.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter of great importance to this community.

Sincerely,
Barbara Nysted
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Brookings Planning Commission /YOU -

898 Elk Drive .
Brookings, Oregon 97415 @ \C?‘ﬁ.’

RE: Southwestern Oregon Community College
Detailed Development Plan - Additional Information

City File DDP-1-08
Dear Commissioners:

Please include the following comments and additional information into the file forthe above
referenced DDP submittal.

Sewer

The “Holding Tank” is an approved disposal method by the Department of Environmental
Quality (D. E. Q.) for either a permanent or temporary system. D. E. Q. prefers the
“holding tank” instead of a “traditional” subsurface disposal method as a temporary
measure until such time as the public sewer system is installed as they would prefer not
to decommission an in ground on-site system.

If the Planning Commission or the Brookings Municipal Code requires a different method
of disposal, that is also D. E. Q. approved, please make it a condition of approval. We

request that consideration be given to the holding tank proposal. The College must rely
on the D. E. Q. as the approving authority for the disposal method selected, but are willing
to ask D. E. Q. to consider and review another method of disposal.

Please also note that D. E. Q. is not interpreting the City of Brookings Letterto D. E. Q. on
the timing of possible sewer line improvements as an obligation to provide those services.

See the attached letter from D. E. Q.

Stormwater

Southwestern Oregon Community College has initiated no construction activities on site
other than foot traffic by the design engineers. The stormwater management plans were
prepared by E. G. R. and Associates based upon current conditions at the site. E. G. R.
responded to the concerns raised in Mr. Haddox's letter to the planning commission dated
August 1, 2008. Their response, as well as the original stormwater management plans
passed a peer review by the City's consulting engineer, Steve Major. See E. G. R.'s letter
dated August 4, 2008 and Steve Major’s email of August 5, 2008, all attached.

Coos BAY, OREGON
125 W. CENIRAL AVE., SUITE 400 * C0OS BAY, OR 97420 (541) 269-9388, FAx (541) 267-6187
MEMBERS AMERICAN INSTTUTE OF ARCHITECTS
www.crowclay.com
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Brookings Planning Commission
August 12, 2008
Page 2

Water Service

Condition #9 of the MPoD as can be interpreted in several ways. The water system from
Carpenterville road intersection of Highway 101 to the south entrance of the Lone Ranch
site has been designed and installed. Southwestern Oregon Community College believes
that this was the intent of Condition #9. We do not believe that it was intended to ask for
a separate design for 300' of water line from Highway 101 to the College site prior to DDP
~ approval. Complete plans and specifications for the water line (and other utilities)

extending from Highway 101 to the end of the site (within 75' of the wetlands at the east
end of the site) with laterals to the College will be submitted to the City for review upon

approval of the DDP.

Transportation

ODOT mobility standards require a volume to capacity ratio, V/C ratio, at the 30th highest
hour not exceed .75. The DKS Traffic Study, reviewed and approved by ODOT shows a
V/C ratio of .46, well within ODOT requirements. Said another way, ODOT will not allow
traffic in excess of 75% of volume to capacity. The Carpenterville intersection (with the
College in place) will be operating at 46% .of volume to capacity. An additional 29%

volume to capacity is still available.

Multi-Use Path

The multi-use path along the street is proposed to be completed with the street
improvements. The multi-use path through the site is being proposed as a deferred
improvement as it would be a pathway that connects to nothing but both ends. We would
prefer to complete it when we know that it will have a connection and be a usable pathway.

Street Costs

- The College and future developers fully intend to pay for the cost. of all street
improvements. By proportionate cost the College was inferring that the other adjacent
properties, that may be developed, also bear a proportionate cost along with the College

when future development occurs.

Open Space

The College does not feel that the MpoD implies that an area that is undeveloped in
excess of the 4.97 acres, in this DDP submittal be required to be open space.
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Brookings Planning Commission
August 12, 2008
Page 3

Responses to Other Issues

A number of issues raised at the hearing or alluded to in written comments are similar to
issues in File No. App-1-08. The proposed finding submitted by Mr. Timothy Ramis
(Exhibit L) on behalf of U. S. Borax are public record and are hereby requested to be
included as additional information for this DDP-1-08. More specifically please include

responses:

City Water Service

Adverse impacts to Rainbow Rock Condominium water
Electric Infrastructure

. Westermn Lily/Wetland Concerns

0. Archeological

1. Overall Economic Concerns.

No

Sincerely,

CROWY/CLAY & ASSOCIATES INC.

Michael R. Crow, A. | A.

Principal

Enclosures

MRC/r/07346-Brookings Planning Commission Lit.wpd
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Department of Environmental Quality

Or eg On Western Region Coos Bay Ofﬁce.

- 381 N Second Street

Thcadors Kulongosld, Governar ‘ Coos Bay, OR 97420
(541) 2692721

FAX (541) 269-7984

August 12, 2008

Michael R. Crow/RR
Crow/Clay & Associates, Inc.
125 W. Central Ave., Suite 400

RE: Southwestern Oregon Community College Annex
Brookings, OR ‘

Dear Mr. Crow:

A "holding tank’ is defined in Oreéon Administrative Rule (OAR) 340-071-0100 (82) & (83) as an
approvable on-site septic system for the proposed building at the Southwestern Oregon
Community College site in Brookings. It is approvable as a temporary or permanent on-site

system to serve the College’s needs.

The letter from the City of Brookings as to the possible timing of the sewer line along Highway
101, does not obligate the City to install the sewer line to serve the college.

The college may, in the future, look at other DEQ approved “on-site” treatment and dispersal
methods if desired, or if City services do not become available.

Del Cing, R.S.
On-Site Wastewater Specialist

Page 1 of 2
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Department of Environmental Quality Water Quality Division

340-071-0360 Absorption Trenches in SAPrOLHE ... rmsescrscesseraicstcsssnsmmssmsassmmsssssssssssissssasarsassssassssases 91
340-071-0400 Geographic Area Special Considerations . vernsensnenanesd2
340-071-0410 Rural Area Consideration.........ceevessscsernserncssares 98
340-071-0415 For Cause Variances. werees 101
340-071-0420 Hardship Variances........oiueer ....100
340-071-0425 Variance OfICELS cuu.uscemmmsismssmmmsssimssssssssssssasmansssssssssnsnense ' 100
340-071-0430 Variance Hearings and Decisions...........eusvvsee. crmsrsssnonianssasanntorseons 101
340-071-0435 Variance Permit Issuance, Inspections, Certificate of Satisfactory Completion............ 101
340-071-0440 Variance Appeals ....... : ' ..101
340-071-0445 Variance Administrative REVIEW .oeucveeiscessennns 102
340-071-0460 MOTatOriUm ATEAS c..ceuserriserssisssssssasessaasescrsressacss 102
340-071-0500 Community Systems....... reetensestassst st sas s st s b e e s e Rt sassbe e seb e RSO e 103
340-071-0520 Large Systems . tertresresesssses et As SRS SR bR s sa R R SRS s e SR RO RS RR SRS RS ST bSO 103
340-071-0600 Sewage Disposal Service Licenses....... ....104
340-071-0650 Training and Certification Requirements for System Installers and

Maintenance Providers ......coccceeerinsarseens ..110

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
DIVISION 71
ONSITE WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEMS

General -
340-071-0100

Definitions
As used in OAR 340, divisions 071 and 073, unless otherwise specified:

(1) "Absorption Area” means the entire area used for underground dispersion of the liquid portion of
sewage including the area designated for a future replacement system. It may consist of a seepage
pit, absorption field, or combination of the two. It may also eonsist of a cesspool, seepage bed,
bottomless sand filter, or evapotranspiration-absorption system.

(2) "Absorption Facility" means a system of open-jointed or perforated piping, alternative distribution
units, or other seepage systems for receiving the flow from septic tanks or other treatment facilities
that are designed to distribute effluent for oxidation and absorption by the soil within the zone of

aeration.
(3) "Absorption Field" means a system of absorption trenches, a seepage trench, or a system of seepage
trenches.

(4) “Absorption Trench” means a ditch or a trench installed into soil, permeable saprolite, or diggable
bedrock, with vertical sides and a substantially flat bottom. ’

(5) "Active Sand Dune" means wind-drifted ridges and intervening valleys, pockets, and swales of sand
adjacent to the beach. The sand is grayish-brown with little or no horizon, color, or textural
difference. Active dunes are either bare of vegetation or lack sufficient vegetation to prevent

blowing of sand.

OAR Ch, 340, Div. 071 (effective March 1, 2005) 071-2 Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Rules
I )

Page 2 of 3
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Department of Environmental Quality Water Quality Division

(79) "Hardpan" means a hardened layer in soil caused by cementation of soil particles with silica,
calcium carbonate, magnesium carbonate, iron, or organic matter. The hardness does not change
appreciably with changes in moisture content. Hardpans impede movement of water and air and

growth of plant roots.

(80) "Header Pipe" means a tight-jointed part of the sewage drainage conduit that receives septic tank
effluent from the distribution box, drop box, or effluent sewer and conveys it to the absorption area.

(81) "Headwall" means a steep slope at the head or upper end of a land slump block or unstable
|andform.

(82) "Holding Tank" means a watertight receptacle designed to receive and store sewage to facilitate
treatment at another location. .

(83) "Holdmg Tank System" means an alternative system consxstmg the combination of a holding tank,
service riser, and level indicator (alarm), designed to receive and store sewage for intermittent
removal for treatment at another location.

84 "Hydrosplitter" or "hydrasplitter" means a hydraulic device to proportion flow under pressure by
the use of one or more orifices.

(85) "Incinerator Toilet Facility" means "combustion toilet facility."
(86) "Individual System" means a system that is not a community system.

(87) "Individual Water Supply" means a source of water and a distribution system that provides water
for drinking, culinary, or household uses and is not a public water supply system.

(88) "Industrial Waste" means any liquid, gaseous, radioactive, or solid waste or & combination thereof
resulting from any process of industry, manufacturing, trade, or business or from the development or

recovery of any natural resources.
(89) "Intermittent Sand Filter" means a conventional sand filter.

(90) "Intermittent Sueam" means any public surface water or groundwater interceptor that continuously
flows water for a period greater than two months in any one year but not continuously for that year.

(91) "Invert" is the lowest portion of the internal cross section of a pipe or fitting.

(92) "Large System" means any onsite system with a projected daily sewage flow greater than 2,500
gallons.

(93) "Lateral Pipe" means "distribution pipe."

(94) “Maintenance” means taking the actions necessary to keep onsite system components properly
functioning as designed. Maintenance includes but is not limited to pump repair, replacement of
screen or filter, and other component cleaning and replacement.

(95) “Maintenance provider” means a person who performs maintenance of onsite systems and:

OAR Ch. 340, Div. 071 (effective March 1, 2005) 071-9 Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Rules
{ 3

Paae 3 of 3
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#8/01/2208 as: 21 "TRUCKEE MEADOWS WATER AUTHORJTY < 815414883850 ‘ NO.733 2Bl

Allan F. Faddox

_ 'ReinbowRock Condominium
17744 N. Hwy 101 #100
Brookings, OR 97415

August 1,.2008

Diate Morrds, Planning Divector | &3&‘ q
City of Brookings ' ' . / L’ED
898 Elk Drive Ap I
Brookings, OR 97415 . , C/ﬁ’aﬁ gy

Re: ‘ - 20
Southwest Oregot Community College /V/VGS‘

Detalled Development Plan (DDP-1-08) . f
Dear Diapne Morris; |

1 appreciste recelving the notice of the August 5, 2008, Public Heating regearding the .approvél of
'3 Dstailed Deveiopment Plan op.a 10 acre site with APN 40-14-00.

May 21 2003, the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and the Oregon Department of
Human Services (DHS) prepared 2 Source Water, Assessment Summary Brochure. This
summary was prepared to identify the surface .areas that supply water to Rainbow Rook
Condominiums’ gublic water system intake and to inventory the potentidl contaminant sources
that may impaot the water supply. The assesstent wés prepared under the requirements and
guidelines of the Federal Safe Dainking ‘Water Act. :

The DEQ/DHS summery states that the forestlands within the drinking water protection arse are
ideptified as “gensifive arcas”, uod pose a relatively higher risk to the drinking water. The
sensitive areas withit the Rainbow Rock PWS #4101361 drinking water protection area includs

- greas within high sofl permenbility, high soll stosion potential, high rumoff potentiel, and areas
within 1000° fiom the rivet/stream, .

The Stormwater Manegement Plan for Bouthwestern Orsgon Coxumunity College, prepared by
BGR & Assoniates, Inc., i3 based on the setisjtivity of the area a5 being moderate, The design,
enalysis assumed besic run-off design assumptions with siiting and settlement control, and run-
off detention. The stated preferred Best Management Pratices treatment-for this site is vegetated
swales, but omly 39% of ‘the necessary tremtment eres is provided. Approximately 2400 sf of
treztment ares is propoged, ‘but approximately 6100 sf is needed. Grassy swale would be
appropriate for use an this site, but was rejected besanse they -were pot willing to provide the
required spaoe.

Primery. consideretion in this managemext plan should be based on the fact that this is a Public

- Water Systemw Watcrshed, and no quantitative provisions are included to remove -water

_contaminants from the applicants proposed development. Provisions are needed for the removal

of nitrates, phosphates, and potassium from the landscaped arcas; amd petrochemicals and

automobile coolant from the patking lots, and contaminants quemtified for treatment projections,

Monitoring facilities will be Tequired to identify intrusion of contaminants into the streamn that
servesthe PWS #4101361.

Condition No. 23 of the Conditions of Approval of the Lone Ranch Master Plan-provides:
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©8/@1/28e8  @B:21 TRUCKEE MERDOWS WATER RUTHURITY < 91541468358 ND.?759 D@2

“Prior to construction of any phase that may adverscly affect the quality or quantity of
water available throngh the existing Reinbow Rock Service Assooiation (RREA) sutfave
water supply system, the applicant ‘shell demonstrate how the waier and watet supply
systetn will ot be negatively affected. Bach DDP (Detsiled Developtetit Plan) shall
evaluate the impact of the devclopment on the exigting RREA wurface water system,
xless RRSA has previpusly discontinued use of the system,™ _

The design will need to be modified or expanded to quantify any residue cotitamination and
demonstrates how the RRSA water and water supply system will not be negatively affected, The
Special Provigions -within the Btormwater Memngement Plan in the sections identified as:
Selected Treatment BMP Facilities, Selected Operation and Maintenance Procedures, Selested,
Lendscepe Guidstines, and Outfall Design Guidefines, shonld be incorporated in any approval
progess for the xite. ‘ ‘

A Wastewater Holding taxik is proposed for this site, The holding tank should be placed.so as to
not provide ay risk to-the Rainbow Rock PWE, The approval of such & holding tank should
eotiform to OAR 340+071-0340, The Planting Commission should meke specific findings that -
fhe design, constmetion, and instalistion conforms to-the Provisions of OAR 340-071-0340, and
that the City of Brookings is committed to extend a community sowerage system, with expansion
of the treatment fucilities, within five years from the date of e application. ,

Contrary 1o testimony by Boxay representatives, becauge of construction of 2 geo-technieal
investigution access road built by Borax within fhe project-site in 2004 , two ‘yeus before any
work on the oak tree removal ‘which begen in 2006, etosion from 2 Borez install culvert washed
oLt an area approximetely S-fect wide, 3-fect deep, and 150-fest long. This exosion depostied &

+ leyge amount of sflt into our inlet pond thet nesded to be removed by RRBA. Rainbow Rosk
found it necessaty to acquirs eguipment to monitor theturbidity and amonrrt of suspended wolids
in -our incoming water, Run-off from the watershed area into ont water sowrce pond will be
compared with the water quality history these monitors provide.

“Far more then twenty years, the residents of Reinbow Rock Condominiums heve etjoyed the
‘beartifil, naturg] epvironment jn and around Brookings, We want:to proteot and contimuc this
wnndexﬁ_itly lifestyle, .and look forward to conmtinue being & -part of the Gester Brookings
community. .

Y.eppreciate fhis opportunity to submit ny cothments far your considerttion.
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25358 Prairie Road

EGR & Associates, Inc. — =eegeesme

Engineers, Geologists and Surveyors Fax (541) 588-8087

August 4, 2008

Michael Crow, A.LA.
Crow/Clay Associates, Inc.

125 W, Central Aveuw, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, OR 97420

RE:  SOCC Detailed Development Plan (DDP 1-08)

Dear Mr, Crow:

This letter is in response to written testimony submitted by Allan Haddox on August 1, 2008
regarding the above referenced Detailed Development Plan (DDP). In general, Mr. Haddox’s
written testimony does mot present any technical argument that refutes our work nor does he
specifically address the review criteria for determining compliance with master plan
development, as contained in Brookings Municipal Code 17.70.170. Our responses below follow

the order of Mr, Haddox’s letter.

Paragraphs 2 and 3

In the second and third paragraphs of Mr. Haddox’s letter, reference is made to a Source Water
Assessment Summary Brochure prepared jointly by the Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) and the Oregon Department of Human Services (DHS) for the Rainbow Rock
Condominiums (RRC) public water system. .In the third paragraph Mr. Haddox states:

The DEQ/DHS summary states that the forestlands within the drinking water protection area
are identified as “sensitive areas”, and pose d relatively higher risk to the drinking water.
The sensitive areas within the Rainbow Roclk PWS #4101361 drinking water protection area
include areas within high soil permeability, high soil erosion potential, high runoff potential,
and areas within 1000° from the river/stream. : ; '

We are not sure of the point Mr. Haddox makes with his statements and how it relates to the
review criteria, but we have reviewed the referenced DEQ/DHS brochure and surmise that M.
Haddox is mersly pointing out that the watershed serving the RRC water supply contains
sensitive areas. The DEQ/DHS brochure states that the “sensitive areas are those where the
potential contamination sources, if present, have a greater potential to impact the water supply.”
The proposed college campus site is not located in an area with high soil permeability, high soil
erosion potential, and will not consist of managed forestlands. A proposed stormwater detention
pond will be located on the campus site so that peak discharges from the site do not exceed

historical discharge rates.

We acknowledged the sensitive nature of this watershed m our Stormwater Management Plan
(SWMP) dated May 16, 2008, of which a copy was included with the DDP application. On page
5 of the SWMP, we state that because the watershed lying southerly from the campus site serves
as a water source for the RRC collected stormwater from the site that discharges into this
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August 4, 2008
Mike Crow
Page 2 of 5

watershed will first be routed through surface treatment, such as biofilfration swales and/or
ponds. This is consistent with the approved Lone Ranch master plan of development. Careful
management of tunoff from the campus site, as recommend in our SWMP Plan, will help insure
pollution reduction of runoff from the site so that the proposed development does not adversely

impact the RRC water supply.

The proposed college campus site represents a relatively small area of the total watershed size.
The DEQ/DHS brochure states that the size of the watershed serving the RRC water supply is
0.24 square miles, or approximately 154-acres. The portion of the campus site located within the
watershed that is being developed is approximately 1.2-acres in size, which represents
approximately 0.8-percent of the total watershed area. One option for stormwater management
that was considered (but not discussed in the SWMP) is to discharge collected runoff from the
1.2-acre area of the campus site into the watershed to the northwest, thus eliminating the
potential for discharging pollutants into the RRC watershed, but this option was rejected due to
an apparent need to maintain hydrologic control for wetland areas located downstream from the

site.

Paragraph 4

In the fourth paragraph of Mr. Haddox’s letter, reference is made to .our Stormwater
Management Plan. Once again, we are not sure of the point Mr. Haddox makes with his
staternents and how it relates to the review criteria, but Mr. Haddox makes two misleading
comments that beg a response. With respect to the first misleading comment, Mr. Haddox states

that:

The stated preferred Best Management Practices treatment for this site is vegetated swales,
but only 39% of the necessary treatment area is provided. Approximately 2400 sf of

treatment area is proposed, but approximately 6100 sf is needed.

Beginning on Page 9 of our SWMP, we discuss stormwater best management practices (BMP)
that were selected for both treatment and detention of eollected runoff from impervious surfaces.
For purposes of selecting and designing water quality BMP facilities for this site, the SWMP
follows the procedures outlined in the City of Portland’s Stormwater Management Manual,
Environmental Services City of Portland, September 2004 (Portland Manual). Because
development of the site involves leveling the hilltop to create a relatively flat area for the campus
building and associated patking, space is limited. There are two areas adjacent to the parking lot
in which a biofiltration system, such as a vegetated swale, can be constructed, but the surface
area provided at these two locations alone will not provide the necessary overall treatment area
needed for the given impervious area of the campus site. We note on Page 5 of the SWMP that
vegetated swales in these two -areas will provide for approximately 39-percent of the total needed
treatment area, from which Mr, Haddox apparently derived his comment quoted above. Whether
intentional or not, Mr. Haddox fails to note that further on down the page, we wrote that an
additional 49-percent of the needed treatment area will be obtained by constructing a vegetated
swale in the bottom of the proposed detention pond and that vegetated filter strips strategically
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placed adjacent to parking areas will provide the remaining 12-percent of the needed treatment
area.

With respect to the second misleading statement made by Mr. I-Iaddox,' he states in the same
paragraph that:

Grassy swale would be appropriate for use on this site, but was rejected because they were
not willing to provide the required space. 25T ~

Page 10 of the SWMP includes a summary of our BMP selection and rationale (Table 4). As
indicated in Table 4, nunerous BMP facilities would be appropriate for use on the site, but only
o few were selected because of the development nature of the site and the limited space as
discussed above. Following the procedures of the Portland Manual, vegetated swales are more
efficient than grassy swales at removing potential pollutants, thus a relatively smaller.area of a
vegetated swale is needed than that of a grassy swale to treat the same area of impervious
surface. This was discussed in the SWMP as & sizing factor that represents the ratio of treatment
‘area to the impervious area being managed. Because of the space limitations as discussed above,
a vegetated swale with a lower sizing factor was selected over a grassy swale with a higher
sizing factor, not because of any unwillingness to provide the required space as implied by Mr.
Haddox. ‘ : '

Paragraph 5
In the fifth paragraph Mr. Haddox states in part:

Provisions are needed for the removal of nitrates, phosphorous, and potassium from the
landscaped areas; and petrochemicals.and automobile coolant from the parking lots, and
contaminants quantified for treatment projections. Monitoring Sacilities will be required to
identify intrusion of contaminanis into the stream that services the PWS #4101361.

As stated above, BMP selection and sizing follows the procedures ouflined in the Portland
Manual to address water quality of stormwater runoff from the site. As stated in this manual,
“facilities designed in accordance with the Portland’s sizing and design requirements are
presumed to comply with the -City’s pollution reduction and flow control requirements. The
Tandscape will be designed in a manner that limits or avoids the need for fertilizers, thus the
presence of nutrients from fertilizers, such as nitrates, phosphorous and potassium, will be
Timited or nonexistent. Incidental leaks from automobiles will be retained on-site within catch
basins that will utilize 2 baffled outlet, spill control manholes and retention in vegetated filter
strips and swales. As discussed below in response to Paragraph 9, the RRC currently monitors

water quality in the watershed.
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Paragraph 6

The sixth paragraph of Mr. Haddox’s letter is a quote of Condition No. 23 of the Conditions of
Approval of the Lone Ranch Master Plan requiring that each DDP of the Lone Ranch
development evaluate the impact of the development on the existing RRC water system.

It is our professional opinion that potential impaots to the water quality of runoff entering the -
RRC watershed from the campus site can be mitigated by following the recommendations of the
SWMP that we have prepared for the proposed project. " As discussed above, potential impacts
can be eliminated if collected runoff were allowed to discharge into the watershed to the

northwest.

Paragraph 7
The seventh paragraph of Mr. Haddox’s letter states:

The design will need to be modified or expanded to quaniity any residue contamination and
demonstrates how the RRSA water and water supply system will not be negatively affected.
The Special Provisions within the Stormwater Management Plan in the sections identified as:
Selected Treatment BMP Facilities, Selected Operation and Maintenance Procures, Selected
Landscape Guidelines, .and Outfall Design Guidelines,. should be incorporated in any

approval process for the site.

We agree that the recommendations contained in the SWMP should be followed for development
of the site. This includes development of.detailed construction plans for site grading, and for the
stormwater collection, treatment, detention and discharge system following approval of the DDP.
Tn accordance with Brookings Municipal Code, detailed construction plans will be submitted to
the City for review and approval prior to constructing these facilities, BMP sizes may increase
or decrease based on the final site design and grading, and final design of the BMP facilities.
Other locations for BMP facilities may also be evaluated and incorporated into the treatment
system, such as an approximate 200-foot long area on the north side of the main road leading to
the site. This area is located in a saddle between the two hills and is relatively flat, so it could be
used for additional biofiltration treatment of stormwater prior to discharge into the RRC

watetshed.

Paragraph 8

_The eighth paragraph of Mr. Haddox’s letter addresses location restrictions of the wastewater
holding tank and that approval of a holding tank should conform to OAR 340-071-0340.

We agree with this comment.
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Paragraph 9

The ninth paragraph of Mr. Haddox’s letter comments on previous erosion from the Borax site'
and subsequent utilization of monitoring equipment by the RRC to monitor turbidity and
suspended solids of incoming water. Run-off from the watershed and into the RRC source pond

will be compared with the water quality history that these monitors provide.

We are not sure of the point Mr. Haddox makes with this statement and how it relates to the
review criteria, other than the RRC will continue to monitor the quality of incoming water into
their supply system. As a public water system, the RRC must by state law provide water quality

monitoring, therefore we generally agree with Mr, Haddox’s comment.

If you have any questions or need further information please give us a call at (541) 688-8322.

Sincerely,

Clint Beecroft, P.E.
Civil Engineer
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Dianne Morris

| From: Steve Major {smajor@dyerpart.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, August 05, 2008 11:58 AM
To: Dianne Morris
Subject: SOCC DDP

Dianne,-

iew of the letters from Mr. Al Haddox, P.E., dated August 1, 2008 and EGR & Associates,
addox's letter identifies six specific areas of concern with the submitted SWMP
EGR's letter identifies whefe the SWMP addresses these concerms. | feel that
the concems presented in Mr. Haddrox's letter. As stated in my July
hich includes the SWMP, meets the requirements of Chapter

ave any further questions or concerns, please givemea

| have completed my rev
inc. dated August 4, 2004. Mr. H
for the above referenced project.
the submitted SWMP adequately addresses
23, 2008 Memorandum, the submitted DDP, w.
47.100 of the City's Land Development Code. If you h

call,

Steve Major, P.E.
Clty Engineer

R/5/2008 ' 189



5. CITY WA'LER b VICES

Comment 1: The Lone Ranch Master Plan proposed to use on-site wells not-City water and the
water supply has now changed from on-site wells to City water.

Response and Findings:

There is testimony in the record from Pat Sherman (letters dated July 23, 2008; July 15,
2008; June 3, 2008 and May 28, 2008), Peter and Diana Chasar (letters dated July 22, 2008; July
14, 2008 and May 30, 2008) and CRAG (letter July 11, 2008) stating that the source of water
supply has changed from on-site wells to City water. The City Council finds this to be factually

incorrect.

The City Council finds that the water supply has not changed for the MPoD. The MPoD

recognized that the water system would be part of the City’s water system (Condition of
Approval number 15). That is still a requirement and therefore nothing has changed.

Jt is true that during the hearing process on the MPoD proposal the method of providing
water to the project was refined. Since the MPoD decision, however, there has been no change.
As explained by the applicant’s consultant, OTAK, in a letter dated June 2, 2008, the application
for the MPeD provided several alternatives to serve the site. There were three options to provide
water service put forth so that all alternatives could be analyzed. One of the identified options
was to connect to the City’s water system., It would therefore be incorrect to find that the MPoD
was bound to use wells as the water source. The application recognized that there could be well
water, City water or a combination of both to serve the project. The City ultimately determined
that the project should be served by City water and the applicant did not object. Nothing has

changed which alters that aspect of the MPoD decision.

We do not find that the record supports the contrary claims presented by Ms. Sherman.
During the MPoD hearings process the City’s consultant, HGE, Inc, reviewed all of the technical
information, and provided a letter dated July 6, 2004 to the Community Development Director .
stating, “in general, Master Plan recommendations appear sound, and are provided in a manmer
that will benefit the development, the environment, and surrounding properties, and should not
‘be 2 detriment to any public facilities. Coordination and cost sharing with the City of Brookings
in developing off-site public infrastructure which benefits existing and future residents -of the

City appears to be fair and equitable for all parties.”

, Evidence that the applicant agreed to use City water is provided in letters dated
September 21 and 24, 2004 entered into the record by the attorney for Borax, Tim Ramis, where
he states the applicant understands the water system will be part of the City’s water system. This

. was more than a month before the City Council made their decision on October 25, 2004 to

approve the MPoD and almost a year before all the appeals had run their course and the City

Council approved the remanded application on August 22, 2005,

* The record demonstrates that the City provided water was one of the alternatives
considered and that is the option chosen by the City Council. This has not changed.

Comment 2: The City lacks the capacity to provide waler services Lo the MPoD.

Response and Findings:

There is testimony in the record from Pat Sherman (Jetters dated July 23, 2008; July 15,
2008; June 3, 2008 and May 28, 2008), Peter and Diana Chasar (letters dated July 22, 2008; July

Excerpts from Exhibit L Page 1 of 5
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. output of the on-site wells wh

14, 2008 and May 30, 2008) and CRAG (letter July 11, 2008) stating that the source of water
supply has changed from on-site wells to City water and that the City lacks the capacity to

provide water service to the MPoD.

The City Council finds, based on the expert testimony that the City has adequate water to
provide water services to the MPoD. OTAK hired two independent consultants to evaluate the
ich were part of the original technical report for the MPoD. The
testing was in compliance with the State of Oregon requirements to determine their output.
There is no new technical evidence that there is a change in the capacity of the wells.

Additionally, the City conducted a thorough review and update to the City’s Water
System Master Plan. This update considered water service to all City residents and the Urban
Growth Area north of the Chetco River, including the MPoD area. Given the improvements
listed in this update, including increased storage capacity, which is also a component of the
MPoD, the update concludes the City has the ability to serve these areas. The update was
reviewed and approved by the City Council after several workshops and hearings in November
9007, There is evidence in the record provided by OTAK in its July 10,2008 letter that the City
can adequately supply water to the MPoD. We therefore conclude that conditions have not

changed.

Comment 3: Municipal water rights were modified by HB 3038 and this change limits the
ability of the-City to secure water rights.

Response and Findings: -

: " There is testimony in the record from Pat Sherman (letters dated July 23, 2008; July 15,
2008; June 3, 2008 and May 28, 2008), Peter and Diana Chasar (letters dated July 22, 2008; July
14, 2008 and May 30,2008) and CRAG (letter July 11, 2008) stating that the adoption of HB
3038 modified municipal water rights and that this change in law will limit the ability of the City
1o secure Wwater rights need to meet demands. The applicant provided testimony from its ‘
consultant OTAK (letters dated July 10, 2008 and June 2, 2008) as well as a memorandum dated
- July 10, 2008, from Richard Allen. CRAG has presented testimony that the Richard Allen
memorandum is unpersuasive, stating that the memorandum fails to recognize that HB 3038
imposed additional restrictions on municipal water rights. CRAG states that HB 3038 extends
the statutory five year time limit for use of municipal water rights to a period of twenty years, but
. also imposed an additiona) restriction that conditions municipal water rights on the protection of
sensitive, threatened and endangered species if the development of water rights will lead to the. -
extinction of a species. Finally, CRAG concludes, “HB 3038 therefore newly restricts the City’s

water rights if they will impact these species.”

. The City Council finds that the City’s water rights have not changed since the MPoD was
approved and that the adoption of HB 3038 is nota change in the facts relied upon in the MPoD
approval. The City Council cites the memorandum by Richard Allen, a qualified expert on
Oregon water rights, which addresses the issue and disagrees with other commentor’s
interpretation on the effect of HB 3038. In addition, the League of Oregon Cities released a
press release explaining the HB 3038 was an improvement for cities. Moreover, the City
Council relies on the agenda report stating that the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has

Excerpts from Exhibit L Page 2 of 5
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7. ADVERSE IMPACTS TO RAINBOW ROCK CONDOMINIUM WATER
SOURCE :

Comment: Need assurance that Rainbow Rock Condominiums water source and water shed
will be protected.

Response and Findings:

There is testimony in the record provided by CRAG (letter dated July 11, 2008) that the
findings in support of the MPoD approval state before any adverse impacts occur to the drinking
water source for the adjacent Rainbow Rock Condominiums community, the community will be
able to connect to the City’s water supply via the infrastructure put in place to serve the Lone
Ranch site. CRAG argues that the Rainbow Rock community reports adverse impacts from
ground clearing and development that has occurred on the Lone Ranch site and, therefore,

conditions have changed.

The City Council finds that there are adequate assurances that the Rainbow Rock
Condominiums water source and water shed will be protected through existing Condition of
Approval number 23 that requires each phase of development to evaluate impacts and
demonstrate that there will be no negative impact to the water source or water shed. The City
Council further finds that al] original conditions of approval will remain in effect upon extension

of the request and that the applicant is bound to comply.with those conditions. In testimony the
applicant has affirmed its commitment to honor the condition.” We find nothing in the applicant’s
actions that is inconsistent with this statement.

The City Council also finds that CRAG overstates the meaning of the letter from
Rainbow Rock community representatives. The Rainbow Rock letter dated May 30, 2008 states
. its hope that if any of the conditions of approval are reconsidered, that the Planning Commission

will continue to enforce the protection of its water quality. The letter goes on to say that because
the construction of a geo-technical investigation access road built by Borax within the project
site in 2004 deposited a large amount of silt into Rainbow Rock’s inlet pond, Rainbow Rock - -
acquired equipment to monitor the turbidity and amount of suspended solids in its incoming
water. In addition the letter states that run-off from the watershed area into our water source
‘pond will be compared with the water quality history these monitors provide. There is no
discussion of any results from the monitoring nor is there any evidence presented or allegation
by Rainbow Rock that there have been adverse impacts to its water supply. This letter does not
change our conclusion that the protective condition of approval remains in place and that the
. conditions have not changed.

Excerpts from Exhibit L Page 3 of 5
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8. ELECTRIC INFRASTRUCTURE

Comment:  Coos-Curry Electric Co-op's plans to remove their transmission lines will allow
new development. The cost of removing lines and developing an alternative will be costly.

These increased costs are a change in conditions.

Response and Findings:

The City Council finds that the Coos-Curry Electric Co-op electrical lines are currently
still in place and therefore there is no change in conditions. The City Council also finds that the
Co-op has the right to remove its lines however, this will not automatically lead, as claimed by
some witnesses, to more development. As indicated by the Planning Director, no additional
development could take place without prior approval by the City Which would require a new
application with the City. The possibility of removal of the lines is therefore not a change in

conditions.

Concerns have been raised that under the lease that allows the Co-op’s electrical lines,
the Co-op is required to provide electrical infrastructure at its expense and that this is a major
change in costs. The City Council finds that the lease has been in place for decades a.qd no
aspect of the findings supporting the MPoD required any particular cost split for electn.ca.l
infrastructure, this matter was not part of the approval. Therefore, we find no change in

conditions.
9. WESTERN LILY/WETLAND CONCERNS

Comment: More consideration of these issues is needed.

Response and Findings:

There is testimony in record stating concerns about Western Lily and wetlands (Peter and
- Diana Chasar letters dated July 14, 2008 and May 30, 2008 and CRAG letter dated July 11,
2008). These cite to a letter from USFWS expressing concern that plans may endanger the lily.
The witnesses maintain that the USFWS letter provides new information and is a change in
condition. Specially the comment letters state: (1) the letter recounts that a March 2006 survey -
does not show the full extent of the lily on the property and (2) based on partial inspection of
property in July 2005, USFWS has concerns on accuracy of wetland surveys in MPoD.

‘We read the letter from USFWS to be reiterating the importance of the western lily and
wetlands protection. It also seeks to prevent future conflicts between development and the long
term protection of these resources. The City Council finds that the USFWS letter does not make.
" a recommendation for a denial of the extension request but rather calls for coordination with the
USFWS to ensure that these resources are protected as the DDP are prepared and development
takes place. The City Council finds that both the applicant and the USFWS have previously .
indicated that they will work on these resource issues during the DDP process and this has not
changed. The City Council also finds that existing conditions of approval require further
analysis for the DDP and the applicant is bound by Conditions of Approval numbers 6, 21, 22,
and 28. Therefore there has been no change in conditions. We do not agree with those witnesses
who characterize the Jetter as a change in the conditions relating to the MPoD. We consider the
letter and the related testimony of the applicant, as an affirmation of the requirements of
Condition of Approval number 28 of the MPoD decision.

-

Excerpts from Exhibit L Page 4 of 5
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10, ARCHEOLOGICAL CONCERNS

Comment: 4 cultural resources survey has not been dore.

Response and Findings:

This issue was raised in a letter from Catherine Wiley dated May 31, 2008. Ms. Wiley
stated that the City has no inventory of cultural sites as required under the Comprehensive Plan,
and that a letter from the State Historic Preservation Office describing the lack of a cultural sites
discussion in 2005 indicate a change in conditions under the extension approval standard.

As pointed out in the July 16, 2008 agenda report, a cultural resources survey has been
submitted, but the State Historic Preservation Office does not release these to the public. Ina
letter dated October 18, 2006, the State Historic Preservation Officer states when the details of
the first DDP are known he will confer with the applicants. Coordination with State and Federal
agencies at the time of each DDP is a condition of approval (Condition of Approval number 13).
Based on these facts, the City Council finds that the protection of any significant cultural
resources on the site will be considered in detail through the DDP process as development of the
site progresses, as expected under the approval standards for an MPoD. The applicant testified
to its willingness to abide by the Condition of Approval number 13. We find that there has-been

no change in condition in this respect.

11. OVERALL ECONOMIC-CONCERNS

Comment: = The overall economy is in decline constituting a change in conditions.

Response and Findings:

This issue is set forth in a letter submitted by Diana and Peter Chasar on July 22, 2008,
during open record period following the close of ‘the public hearing. The letter claims that
changes in overall economic conditions since 2004-are a reason for denial of this extension
request because of the impact on the Master Plan of Development and the City’s ability to fund
infrastructure improvements. Exhibits to the letter include news articles from California and

" Arizona, and an economist’s report describing the effect of high gasoline prices on the housing
market in America. The applicant responded that there is no burden on an applicant for a Master
Plan of Development in Brookings or an extension of an MPoD to address market conditions or

other general economic factors. o

The City did not consider the state of the nation’s economy under the approval standards
for this MP6D in 2004. The City Council agrees with the applicant in this case and finds that an
applicant for an MPoD has no burden to address market conditions or other general economic
factors as these factors are not in the approval criteria. An applicant for an extension request

similarly has no burden to do so.

Excerpts from Exhibit L Page 4 of 4
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Smith River Rancheria

140 Rowdy Creel Rd, Smith River, CA 95567-9525 A UG ] e 7008

CITY OF BROOKING
4.30pm R

RECENVET

August 11, 2008

City of Brookings

Braokings Planning Commission
898 Elk Drive

Brookings, OR 97415

RE: File # DDP-1-08

Dear Brookings Planning Commission:

On behalf of the interests of the Smith River Rancheria (Tribe), we are submitting comments
and concems regarding the proposed project of the Curry Campus of Lone Ranch Community
College in Brookings, OR. At this time, the Tribe would like to initiate a government-to-
government relationship as defined in both federal laws, Section 106 and NHPA (National
Historic Protection Act), to work to protect cultural, natural, and archaeological resources found
within the area of potential effect (APE). It is of grave concern, of the Tribe, that a formal
consultation process has not yet been formalized during the creation of this project and proper
mitigation measures have not been discussed. The village site of Natlh-dee-nee-dvn is located
within the APE of the proposed undertaking and although it would seem that the Tribe opposes

the construction of such a facility this is not the case.

Our main concern is the need for a proper mitigation plan to be set in place prior to any ground
disturbing activity; as we wish to be more proactive than reactive when it comes to protecting
culturally significant areas. The high sensitivity of this particular area has invaluable value to our

people and it is our goal that the integrity of this village is kept intact.

At this time we are requesting a more detailed project description. Upon receipt and after
thorough study we will be registering additional comment.

Thank you for your time and understanding in this matter. Should you have any questions or
concerns please contact either Russ Crabtree, Tribal Administrator @ 707-487-9255 or
Suntayea Steinruck, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer at extension 3180.

Sincerely,

.
@@@M%an
Suntayea Steinruck
NAGPRAITHPO Officer

Waa-saa-ghitlh-"a~ Wee-ni Naa-ch'aa-ghitlh-ni
Our Heritage Is Why We Are Strong
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EXHIBIT E

SUPPLEMENTAL PACKET for DDP-1-08

Detailed Development Plan for SWOCC -
Materials submitted from Wednesday, August 13", 2008, to no 3
later than 4:30 p.m., Tuesday, August 19", 2008, anyone who
participated in the public hearing is allowed to submit written -
rebuttal testimony and/or evidence.
NUMBER | pocumMENTS:
EXHIBIT | patE: FROM: OF 5
E: ’ ' PAGES:
8-19-08 Pat Sherman ‘ -
11:30 P. O.Box 1140 Brookings 2 2-page letter
E-1 '
-
=
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Pat Sherman
PO Box 1140 l%(..
Brookings, OR 97415 Q”O .7
August 18, 2008 4 Y7 f
‘ ‘.C,"// % A %)
Planning Commission // 0 4 ‘ ("00 .
City of Brookings AL, ¢ Jy.
898 Elk Drive ' ()0 . Sey.
Brookings, OR 97415 K s
Go ~4
Madam Chair and Commissioners: ? <

Please include this letter as additional testimony in Case #DDP-1-08

This letter responds to additional testimony submitied by Michael Crow in a letter dated August 12, 2008. Mr.
Crow’s testimony included a letter dated August 12, 2008 from Del Cline, Department of Environmental Quality

(DEQ) On-Site Wastewater Specialist.

There are so many inconsistencies among Mr. Cline’s statements, DEQ Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR), Lone
Ranch Master Plan (LRMP), Brookings Municipal Code and Brookings Comprehensive Plan that it is difficult 1o

know where to begin.

First, a temporary (or now possibly a permanent) holding tank being permitted by DEQ rules does not change what
is required by the LRMP, the Brookings Municipal Code especially Title 13, or the Comprehensive Plan.

Second, in his letter Mr. Cline states “a ‘holding tank’ is defined in OAR 340-071-011 (82) & (83) as an approvable
on-site septic system for the proposed building at SWOCC in Brookings.” Mr. Cline attached the definitions he
referenced. The DEQ definitions are not consistent with Mr. Cline’s definition of a holding tank. The DEQ
definitions are: (82) “Holding Tank” means a watertight receptacle designed to receive and store sewage to facilitate
treatment at another location. (83) “Holding Tank System” means an alternative system consisting of the
combination of a holding tank, service riser, and level indicator (alarm), designed to receive and store sewage for
intermittent removal for treatment at another location.” Additional relevant DEQ definitions had been submitted by

CRAG in previous testimony.

Third, Mr. Cline states further; “It is approvable as a temporary or permanent on-site system to serve the College’s
needs.” It appears that Mr. Cline is now saying that the intention may be to make the holding tank a permanent
feature. OAR 340-071-0340 lists the following criteria for permanent use of a holding tank.

Criteria for approval. Excep! as provided in section (5) of this rule, installation of a holding tank system
requires a construction-installation or WPCF permit. A construction-installation permif may be issued jor sites
that meet all the following conditions. ( a) Permanent use. (4) The site cannot be approved for installation of a
slandard subsurface system. (B) No community or areawide sewerage system is available or expecled (o be
available within five years. (C) The tank is intended to serve a small industrial or commercial building or an
occasional use facility such as a county fair or a rodeo. (D) Unless otherwise allowed by the department, the
projected daily sewage flow is not more than 200 gallons. (E) Setbacks required for seplic lanks can be mel,

So the problems with a permanent tank, in addition to inconsistency with LRMP and local law, are: rules for a
permanent holding tank preclude possibility of future subsurface disposal system; the rule for temporary holding
tank requiring sewer within five years conflicts with the rule for permanent tanks- either the sewer will be available
within five years or it will not; the college could not be considered a small industrial or commercial building;

projected daily flow will likely exceed 200 gallons.

Fourth, in previous testimony I had raised concerns about the financial liability that the City would incur if it
approved the installation of a temporary holding tank for sewage, as follows: '
Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 340-071-0340 (1) (b) (A) states in its entirety:
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(A) The application for permit includes a copy of a legal commitment from the legal entity lo extend a community
or area-wide sewerage system meeling the requirements of this division Lo the properly covered by the
application within five years from the date of the application.

Mr. Cline states: “the letter from the City of Brookings as to the possible timing of the sewer line along Highway
101 does not obligate the City to install the sewer line to serve the coliege.” The letter submitted by the City
Manager to DEQ isn’t the issue. What the issue is is that OAR would require the City, meaning the City Council, {o
make a legal commitment to extend the sewer as stated in the plain language of the OAR. The legal commitment
would carry a financial liability along with it and the liability would be on the City.

Fifth, Mr. Cline further states: “The College may, in the future, look to other DEQ approved ‘on-sile’ treatment and
dispersal methods if desired, or if City services do not become available.” As can be scen in OAR 340-071-0340
this option would be precluded by a holding tank.

Perhaps the best resolution of the issue would be to add a condition of approval that the sewage disposal method
shall be limited to those methods described in the express language of the Lone Ranch Master Plan,
Brookings Municipal Code, the Comprehensive Plan and shall exclude use of a holding tank. Doing so would
be consistent with the law and would eliminate the need for the OAR legal commitment and any financial liability
associated with the holding tank. As seen in their August 12, 2008 letters neither Mr. Cline nor Mr. Crow seem to
object to this solution. Other proposed conditions of approval related to this issue would also need to be

reconsidered.

Sincerely yours,

%%/%WM\/

Pat Sherman
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EXHIBIT F

SUPPLEMENTAL PACKET for DDP-1-08

Detailed Development Plan for SWOCC

Materials submitted from Wednesday, August 20™ 2008, to no
later than 4:30 p.m.. Tuesday, August 26", 2008, the applicant
will be allowed to submit final written argument to the testimony
and/or evidence submitted during the first two seven day
periods. No new evidence may be submitted during this time.

| NUMBER | bocumENTS:
EXHBIT | pate. EROM: OF
S - ' PAGES:
Michael Crow _
Fo1 8-21-08 Crow/Clay & Associates, Inc 1 One-page letter

125 W. Central Avenue Ste.400
Coos Bay, OR 97420
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mmm 0y /(LAY ¢ AISOCATLS INC K

- ARCHITECTURE AND PLANNING

LAND USE AND INTERIORS ,?a
August 21, 2008 C/’)} 4&6‘ | P/\\/n
i ,(_’2' 5 Y !)
U, o,
&, Y
O%//‘%} Z, )
)
Brookings Planning Commission S 'cjl "
City of Brookings "
898 Elk Drive

Brookings, Oregon 97415

RE: Southwestern Oregon Community College
Detailed Development Plan - Additional Information

City File DDP-1-08
Dear Commissioners:

Much concern has been expressed about sewage dispesal options for the new campus.

The Department of Environmental Quality (D. E. Q.) is the governing authority on this
issue. The College will and is committed to following D. E. Q. regulations and
requirements. We will put in a sewer system that the D. E. Q. recommends and approves

for the conditions at the College site.

D.E. Q. considers the conditions specific to the site under consideration and will make
decisions on the system options that are appropriate to the proposed Brookings campus.

Please make it a condition of approval that the College install a sewer system as required
and approved by D. E. Q.

Sincerely,

CROW/CLAY & ASSOCIATES INC.

Yol G

Michabl R. Crow, A. I. A.
Principal

Enclosures

Coos Bay, OREGON
125 W. CENTRAL AVE,, SUITE 400 » Coos BAY, OR 97420 (541) 269-9388, FAx (541) 267-6187
IMEMBERS AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS
www,.crowcloy.com
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SUBJECT: Detail Development Plan for

EXHIBIT G

CITY OF BROOKINGS
PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT

REPORT DATE: August 25, 2008
Southwest Oregon ITEM NO: 7.1
Community College

FILE NO: DDP-1-08
HEARING DATE: Sept. 2, 2008

Subject: A continuation of the hearing requesting approval of a Detailed Development Plan (DDP) for
Southwest Oregon Community College (SWOCC) within the Lone Ranch Master Plan area.

Background/Discussion:

The Planning Commission conducted a hearing on this matter on August 5, 2!

and continued the hearing until September 2, 2008 to allow time for further written comment and rebut

The staff report provided for the August 5

5" hearing dealt with the applicable criteria and responses to th

This report will discuss specific issues rajsed in the hearing and in written comments submitted as of s

date.

Issues:

S
7

Y

Open Space - Exhibit B-12 from Crag Law Center states SWOCC should dedicate more o)
space than was required in the approved Lone Ranch Master Plan (LRMP). The LRMP requi
4.97 acres to be designated open space and the applicant has met that requirement. Propo
Condition of Approval #9 requires the open space be dedicated and shown on the plat.

Transportation ‘— Exhibit B-12 from Crag Law Center states SWOCC should constr
improvements on the State Highway. As explained in more detail in the August 5 ™ staff rept
the trigger for these improvements was approval of “Phase 17 which included 680 dwelling un
commercial area, and college site. Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), the St
agency responsible for determining appropriate improvements for the State Highway system, |
agreed with the Applicant’s Engineer’s analysis which does not require improvements to

constructed with this development.

Another stated concern related to the 175 ft of Lone Ranch Parkway, well beyond the entrance
the college site, that will be platted but not constructed until such time as additional developme
in the LRMP area is approved. Proposed Condition of Approval #16 requires SWOCC to pay
proportionate amount and future development that will utilize this section of street will pay t
remainder amount of the construction costs. The public will not bear the cost as stated in Exhil

B-12.

The section of multi-use path that is the subject of a requested Deferred Improvement Agreeme
(DIA) is not a part of the street design as stated in Exhibit B-12. Itis on the western boundary
the college site and will be used to connect 1o future development to the north and south of tl
subject property. The Applicant is not requesting a DIA for the multi-use path adjacent to Lo

Ranch Parkway. That pathway will be constructed at the same time as the street. —
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Water Service - Exhibit B-12 from Crag Law Center states LRMP Conditions of Approval
requires SWOCC to submit water system construction plans together with their application for the
DDP. That Condition of Approval is a two part requirement. Construction plans are to be
approved by the City Engineer, and the DDP, which shows proposed locations and sizes of water
lines, is to be approved by the Planning Commission. The detailed, engineered construction plans
are to be submitted after approval of the DDP as stated in proposed Condition of Approval # 34.

Another concem is insufficient water to flush newly installed water lines within the Hwy. right-
of-way adjacent to the property. The Public Works Department has verified the Applicant will be
required to wait until there are adequate flows in the Chetco River before the flushing can be

done.

Septic Holding Tank - Exhibits B-11 and D-2 submitted by Pat Sherman, as well as Exhibits B-
12 and D-1, submitted by Crag Law Center express concerns about using a septic holding tank.
These exhibits reference a letter written by City Manager Gary Milliman dated June 3, 2008
(found in Ex. B-11, page 6) and state this letter commits the City to pay for any needed sewer
lines to serve this development in .5 years if the lines have not already been installed. This letter
does not commit the City to pay for installation of sewer lines. It states “...we anticipate that
sanitary sewer service will be available to the College site within the next five years”, Exhibit D-
3, page 4, is a letter from the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), the State agency
responsible for regulating sewage disposal systems, which states the City is not obligated to

install a sewer line in the future.

The DEQ letter does not agree with Exhibits B-11, D-2, B-12, and D-1’s interpretation of DEQ
regulations. The City has written a proposed Condition of Approval # 22 requiring SWOCC to
install an on-site sewage disposal system that is in compliance with DEQ regulations. The City
has no authority to dictate what type of on-site septic system DEQ determines is required. The

Applicant has agreed to this Condition of ‘Approval. This same Condition of Approval also

requires the Applicant to record a DIA stating the College will connect to City sewer when it
becomes available.

Storm Water Management - Exhibit B-12 from Crag Law Center states concerns about the

-adequacy of the Applicant’s engineered storm water management plan. The plan, as well as

written concerns in Exhibit B-8 submitted by Allan Haddox, Chairman of Rainbow Rock Condo
Assoc., has been reviewed and addressed by the City Engineer in page 67 of the original staff
report and Exhibit B-15. The City Engineer concludes the plan will adequately deal with storm
water and protects the Rainbow Rock Condo’s water source and water shed.

Changes to Zoning Ordinances: Exhibit C-1 submitted by Pat Sherman references 17.70.110,
Brookings Municipal Code, which states any changes to zoning ordinances, policies, or standards

after the approval of a Master Plan will not be applicable to the approved development. The
concerns related to whether the Applicant will be required to pay for all needed infrastructure.
The Applicant has proposed to pay all development costs. To give additional assurance Staff has
proposed Condition of Approval # 12 stating the Applicant shall pay for all utilities and

improvements approved in this DDP.
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One zoning ordinance provision has changed that effects the SWOCC application. At the ti
the LRMP was approved there was a provision that allowed bonding for undergrot
infrastructure. Proposed Condition of Approval # 45 has been added 1o reflect this.

During your Augusl 5" hearing the public testimony portion was closed. This continued hearing is
Planning Commission deliberations based on all the materials you have received. No new evidence can
discussed and there can be no questions to the Applicant or the public. You may ask questions of Staff ab
materials in the record. If you have questions please feel free to call or come by and ask them as 1 will tl

have an opportunity to research the extensive record, if need be, to get you the most accurate response.

Summary: After reviewing all the materials submitted related to DDP-1-08, Staff finds the Applicant |
adequately addressed the criteria to approve this application. Staff recommends approval.

Attachmeni(s):

Attachment A - Proposed Conditions of Approval
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PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Southwes{ Oregon Community College
Detailed Development Plan
DDP-1-08
Additional Proposed Conditions of Approval are italicized.
Text to be Removed has Steileethronshs

General Conditions

o

L

The final platshall be in substantial conformance with the submitted preliminary plat as amended herein
and as approved by the Planning Commission. Substantial changes to the approved preliminary plat

require re-approval by the Planning Commission.

Approval of this preliminary plat will expire two (2) years from approval unless the final plat is approved
and recorded or unless an extension of time is requested and approved. The extension of time may be
granted by the Planning Commission with good cause and will not exceed two (2) additional years.
Should the applicant wish to proceed with the subdivision following expiration of the two (2) year
extension, the preliminary plat process must be re-initiated and resubmitted to the Planning Commission

for review and approval.
ment Plan will expire three (3) years from the date of initial approval

ded in a timely manner and construction has begun. At its discretion
extend the approval one time for a period not to

Approval of this Detailed Develop
unless the final plat has been recor
and without a public hearing, the Commission may
exceed two additional years per extension.

shall conform to the provisions of the Master Plan Development/ Public/ Open

The subject property
able provisions of the Land Development Code.

Space Zones, and to all other applic

Plans for utility improvements and/ or plans to meet Chap. 17.100, BMC, Hazardous Building Site
Protection Hillside Development Standards shall not be commenced until the City Engineer has reviewed

and approved construction plans for adequacy.

All costs of plans checks and inspections by the City Engineer shall be paid by the applicant to the city.

Information on the construction plans shall be pursua
Engineering and Standard Specifications and other requirements found elsewhere in these Conditions of

Approval.

truction or grading on the site, the contractor will place, in a location visible from an

Prior to any cons
tractor and a telephone number where the

existing public street, a sign containing the name of the con
contractor can be reached.

The Applicant must follow the recommendations from the State of Oregon Parks and Recreation
ate Historic Preservation Office, letter dated June 12, 2008 (Attachment A) and provide

Department, St
written documentation to the City that this Department’s concerns have been satisfied prior to final plat

approval and prior to any disturbance, construction, or grading on the subject properiy. All
development shall comply with the State regulations regarding cultural resources, specifically, ORS
358.905 to 358.961, ORS 390.235 to 390.240, and ORS 97.740 to 97.760 to the extent possible.

The plat must clearly delineate the 4.97 acres of required open space located on the 10 acre parcel. A

DDP-1-08 SWOCC Proposed Conditi 204 f Bpproval

nt to the Public Works document, “General
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statement dedicating this open space must be shown on the plat.

10. The Applicant must provide a copy of the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 1200C
Erosion Control permit prior to any construction on the site.

11, A final landscape/ irrigation plan must be submitted and approved by the City’s Site Plan Committee
prior to issuing a building permit.
pay for and install, or cause to be installed all utilities and improvements

12. The Applicant shall provide,
approved in this Detailed Development Plan unless otherwise stated in this Final Order.

Street Conditions

13. The public street, Lone Ranch Parkway, shall be dedicated to the City of Brookings on the plat.

14. A copy of the Road Approach Permit issued by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
approving the access point for Lone Ranch Parkway at it’s intersection with Highway 101 must be

submitted to the City prior to final plat approval.

15. Lone Ranch Parkway shall be constructed as proposed with a 70 ft. right-of —way, 28 ft. 2 land paved
road surface, curb and 10 ft. multi-path on the south side and bioswale on the north side.

Lone Ranch Parkway shall be plated to the furthest northeast corner of the subject property and
constructed to within 175ft. of the northeast corner. A Deferred Improvement Agreement must be
recorded stating the property owner will participate by paying a proportionate cost of the extension of the
street to the northeast corner of the subject property at such time as additional development needs access
from the street. Other future developments utilizing this streef will pay the remaining costs to construct

the 175 fi. portion to the northeast corner of the subject property.

16.

17. Prior to any construction or grading for the street the Applicant shall submit four (4) copies of street
construction plans for review and approval by the City Engineer. The Applicant shall provide a geologic
report related to the construction of the street if required by the City Engineer.

A “STOP” sign shall be placed on Lone Ranch Parkway at the intersection with Highway 101. The siting

18.
of the sign shall be in compliance with ODOT requirements.

19. Street lights shall be placed at the intersection of the driveway to the College and at the intersection of
Lone Ranch Parkway and Highway 101as shown on the preliminary plat map, and pursuant to the
provisions of the Pubic Works document, “General Engineering Requirements and Standard
Specifications” and ODOT requirements.

20. A street name sign shall be placed at the intersection of Lone Ranch Parkway and Highway 101. The
siting of the sign shall be in compliance with ODOT requirements.

21. A Deferred Improvement Agreement (DIA) for the 10 ft. multi-use path shown on the plat adjacent to the

western boundary of the subject property must be recorded. The DIA will stipulate that the path must be
constructed when the connecting, adjacent path is approved and constructed, Statements dedicating the
future path to the public and specifying that the college will accept maintenance responsibilities, once the

path is constructed, must be shown on the plat.
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Sanitary Sewer

22. The Applicant shall obtain and submita copy

of the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
-vside construct an on-site sewage disposal system prior Lo
Once installed writien documentation of the approval shall be
agreeing to connect to

permit to wtHize-t-temporar o
the issuance of a building permil.
provided. The Applicant shall record a Deferred Improvement Agreement (D1A)

City sewer when mains become available.

Storm Drain Conditions

23,

24,

26.

27.

28.

29.

Water System Conditions

Prior {o construction of the proposed storm drainage sysiem, the Applicant shall submit four (4) copies of
view and approval by the City engineer. Plans considering all drainage from the -

construction plans for re
Il be prepared by an engineer, licensed in the State of Oregon,

subject property, including roof drains, sha
to address on-site and of-site impacts in a manner that protects down stream properties from water flow
-

greater than currently exists as shown in the Applicant’s preliminary plans.

ommendations as siated in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife letter dated July

The Applicant mus! follow the rec
30, 2008 (Attachmen! B) to protect and maintain the integrity of down-gradient wetlands and improve =
conditions for the potential introduction of western lilies. '
All storm drains shall be installed pursuant to the provisions of the Pubic Works document, “General -
Engineering Requirements and Standard Specifications.”
Additional geologic reports may be needed for final detention pond design, if required by the City -
Engineer.
-

The plat must state the on-site storm drainage facilities will be owned and maintained by the property
owner.

Bio-swales adjacent to the subject property must also be maintained by the College. The proposed *=*
«Swale Maintenance Covenant” must be amended to include all required language as found in Condition
of Approval # 29 of the Lone Ranch Master Plan Final Order. This Covenant must then be recorded and

a copy provided to the City prior to final approval of the plat.

ation from the Department of State Lands (DSL) and the US Army

The Applicant must submit document
lling of the wetland adjacent to the entrance street prior to anyms

Corps of Engineers approving the fi
construction in that area.

eviewed the preliminary drainage plan and stated, in writing, that the plan will protecies
face water system and water supply system from adverse
in the storm drainage facilities to continuously provide this

The City Engineer has
the Rainbow Rock Service Association’s sut
impacts. The Applicant must construct and mainta

protection.

-
j

2.

32. TheAp

31. The subject property shall be served by the City domestic water supply system.

plicant shall extend water mains into the public street. The Applicant shall also extend service laterals’

=
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to the College site.

All water lines, booster pumps, and reservoirs shall be installed pursuant to the provisions set forth in the OAR

33.

Chapter 33, Sections 42-200 through 42-243, by the Oregon State Health Division and the Pubic Works
document, “General Engineering Requirements and Standard Specifications.”

34. Prior to construction of the proposed water system, the Applicant shall submit four (4) copies of construction
plans for review and approval by the City Engineer. The Applicant shall provide a geologic report related to the
construction of the water system if required by the City Engineer

35. A fire hydrant shall be located in the parking lot, as shown on the plat, and one at the entrance to the college site.

36. The college building must be constructed with a fire suppression sprinkler system.

37, Fire equipment must have access to within 150 fi. of the back of the building.

38. A ladder must be permanently attached to the outside of the building, The Applicant must confer with the City
Fire Chief regarding the specifications for this ladder.

Utilities

39, Al utility lines, including but not limited to, electric, communication, street lighting, and cable television shall
be placed underground in the street and college site.

40. Al utility easements shall be clearly defined as to their scope, purpose and term and clearly shown in dashed
lines on the plat including the size and locations as required by the affected utilities, public agencies and service
companies.

41. A continuous five (5) foot Public Utility Easement "PUE" adjacent to the right-of-way on Lone Ranch Parkway
shall be shown on the plat and provided to be utilized for water related equipment (meters, valves, etc. and other
utilities (electrical pedestals, street lights, telephone and other facilities).

42. The applicant shall be responsible to coordinate final acceptance of all proposed "PUE's" with the affected
utilities, public agencies and service companies prior to final plat approval. :

43. The applicant shall coordinate the placement of mailboxes with the U. S. Postal Service (USPS). Mailboxes

shall be placed in a manner that leaves at least 48” of unobstructed sidewalk area. A completed and signed copy
of the USPS “Mode of Delivery Agreement” form must be provided prior to receiving final plat approval.

Restrictive Covenants

44. TIn order for retaining walls, fences, etc, to be constructed within the remaining public right-of-way in

back of and abutting the sidewalks the applicant shall incorporate in the covenants a "hold harmless”
clause absolving the city and/or utilities of any liability or responsibility for the replacement of such
appurtenances within the right-of-way should it be necessary to remove same to make repairs to existing

facilities or install new facilities therein.

‘Bond and A greement

DDP-1-08 SWOCC Proposed Conditions of Approval
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provide-g-warrar-bond-as-deserb ed-in-BMCH7-80-090 Warranty-of Publie-tmprovements,

45. Ifthe Applicant requests final plat approval or issuance of a building permit prior to completion of all
required utilities and improvements, an improvement agreement and security as described in 80.080,
Land Development Code (in effect on October 25, 2004) will be required. When all utilities and
improvements have been installed and approved the Applicant musi provide a warranty, for materials and
worlananship as described in 172.180 and 80. 080(B), Land Development Code (in effect on October 25,

2004).
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ATTACHMENT

i ;lf'eg OI‘I‘ Parks and Recreation Dej
State Historic Freserve

Theadare 12, Kulongosid, Governal 726 Summer SL T
Salem, OR

(50.

June 12, 2008 FA! (50:
www e

M. Robin Richards
Crow/Clay & Associates
125 W Central Ste 400
Coos Bay, OR 97420

RE: SHPO Case No. 06-1211
Curry Campus of Lone Ranch Comm College

Campus construetion
Crow/Clay & Assocs./Lone Ranch Comm College

40S 14W 26, Brookings, Curry County

Dear Ms. Richards:

Our office recently received a request to conduct a cultural resource review for the area of the
project referenced above. In checking our statewide cultural resource database, 1 find that there
has been a previous cultural survey of the lands surrounding and encompassing the proposec

d. One of these sites (35CS225) lies within the

project and archaeological sites were identifie
larger area demarcated within the proposed SOCC campus but not within the area current)y
planned to be developed. Given that surface visibility in the area of the larger Borax propert)

project was nonexistent and archaeological sites were found in those few areas where the grounc
surface was visible, and that subsurface visibility in the area of the proposed campus
development was also zero, our office recommends that subsurface probes be conducted withir
the proposed project area (in area to be disturbed). The proposed campus structures are locatec
on a landform generally percei

ved to have a high probability for possessing archaeological sites
and buried human remains.

A list of -possible archaeological consultants  can be found on our web site
a) Services web page and highlighting the

(wvm.oregonher.itage.org) by clicking on Archaeologic
State statutes (ORS 358.905 and ORS 97.740) provide

section marked Archaeological Permits.
protection for archacological sites, objects, and human remains on both state public and private
lands in Oregon. 1 hope that by providing the above-suggested archacological survey, damage to

any archaeological sites in the area of your proposed project can be avoided.

uestions - about the above comments or would like additional information
. ]
venience. 1n order to help us track your project accurately
. v v

ber above in all correspondence.

If you have any q
please feel to contacl me at your con
please be sure (o reference the SHPO case num

. ._/‘fow/r/? LM
ennis Griffin, Ph.D., RPA) ,

State Archaeologis!
(503) 986-0674
dennis.griffin@state.or.us

»
!



ATTACHMENT ¥

U.8,
RIHN & WILDLIFE
BERVICE

VIO

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Roseburg Field Office
2900 NW Stewart Parkway
Roseburg, OR 97470
Phone: (541) 957-3474 FAX: (541) 957-3475

Reply To: 8330.TAG080(08) ?I{ E (,; E‘ r\ IVE:. D

File Nnme: SWOCC_Storm_Lelter.doc
TS Number: 08-1716
TAILS: 13420-2008-TA-0080

Doc Type: Final o -,
JUL 8 2008 July 30, 2008

Mike Crow eIy OF BROOK‘NGS

Crow/Clay & Assaciates Inc.

" Architecture and Planning
125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420

Subject:  Review of the proposed Southwestern Oregon Community College (SOCC) campus
Stormwater Management Plan and hydrology study at the U.S. Borax Property
north of Brookings.

Hike

Dear Mr-€fow,

We receivea the Stormwater Management Plan from Crow/Clay-& Associates Inc. on July 16,
2008 requesting review of the SOCC campus hydrology study (study). You requested our

comments of the study by August 5, 2008.

1 of the stormwater filtration and containment system that will be
used to contain runoff from construction disturbance and impervious surfaces. The system will
utilize vegetated filter strips, vegetated swales, and a detention pond to intercept surface water
runoff before it enters down-gradient wetlands. The study also describes how the drainage
patterns of the surface flow from the project area to the down-gradient wetlands and beyond to

the culvert under Highway 101.

The study includes a descriptio

Our lates! survey information, from July 2005, indicates that currently, western lily does not |

occur within the location of the proposed project footprint or in down-gradient wetlands. Our
analysis of the water flow patterns al the project area is consistent with the hydrology study. We
anticipate that the stormwater plan, ifbuilt as described, will adequately protect wetland
resources down-gradient from the proposed SOCC construction activities. We anticipate that the

stormwater system will significantly reduce contaminants, excess sediment, and excess water

from entering into the down-gradient wetlands if the stormwater management system is

maintained as described in the study.

introduce western lily to down-gradient wetlands as

We are also aware thaf the college desires to
the protection and maintain

part of a potential classroom research project. In order to enhance

Printed on 100 percent chiorine free/60 pereent posi-consumer content paper.
*
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the integrity of the down-gradient wetlands and improve conditions for western lily introduction:

we further recommend:
1) Vegetated filtration strips, vegetaled swales, and the detention pond water barriers are

inspected al leas( on a quarterly basis by the college in order (o catch early indication
of possible problems with the filtration syslems.

2) Filtration strips, vegetated swales, and the detention pand water barriers are inspecled
afler each heavy slorm event (at least 5 inches of rain within a 24 hour period).

3) Soil maisture and water levels in down-gradient wetlands are monitored quarlerly
using 4 soil moisture sensor and a peizometer to ensure thal conditions are stable for
the polential introduction of western lily. Information from the soil moisture data can
help defermine if the hydrology is consistent with western lily suitable habitat and if

the location is adequate to introduce western lily.

These recommendations should enable the college to better preserve and protect the underlying
habitat conditions that support the western lily and further increase the likelihood western lily

introduction will be successful.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide assistance with the proposed project. If you have
further questions or require additional agsistance please contact Dave Imper at 707-825-5112,

Sam Friedman at 541-957-3478, or me at 541-957-3470.

Sincerely,

(L{QJ—C‘ A ’ch&g

Craigé Tuss
Field Supervisor

cc:  Diane Mortis, City of Brookings, Brookings, OR (€)
Dave Imper, USFWS, Arcata, CA (e)
Laura Todd, USFWS, Newport, OR (€)
Office Files, FWS-OFWO, Portland, OR (e)
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EXHIBIT H

BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF BROOKINGS, COUNTY OF CURRY
STATE OF OREGON

In the matter of Planning Commission File No. ) Final ORDER
DDP-1-08; a request for approval of a Detailed ) and Findings of
Development Plan, SW. Oregon Community ) Fact

College, Applicant; Mike Crow, Agent.

)
)

ORDER approving a request for a Detailed Development Plan to site a college campus, create a
ten acre parcel, and plat a street, Lone Ranch Parkway. The subject property is an 80 acre parcel
of land located on the east side of Highway 101 within the Lone Ranch Master Plan area;
Assessor's Map 40-14 & Index, Tax Lot 2400; zoned Master Plan of Development (MPD).

WHEREAS:

L.

v

The Planning Commission duly accepted the application filed in accordance with Chapter
17.70, Master Plan Development District; 17.100, Hazardous Building Site Protection;
17.172.070, Subdivisions; 17.168; Utilities; 17.170, Street Standards, Brookings
Municipal Code (BMC). Land Development Code Sections 176.060, Subdivisions; 172,
Public Facilities; 100, Hazardous Building Site Protection were in effect at the time of
Master Plan approval and have since been revised. This application has been reviewed
considering these Chapters and found to meet the criteria, as well as the criteria-in the
above referenced, unrevised BMC Chapters.

Such application is required to show evidence that the above referenced criteria have
been met. '

The Brookings Planning Commission duly considered the above described application on
the agenda of a public hearing on August 5, 2008; and

At the public meeting on said application, evidence and testimony was presented by the
Applicant and recommendations were received from and presented by the Planning
Director in the form of a Staff Agenda Report, dated July 28, 2008, and oral presentation
of same. The hearing was continued, allowing time for additional written comment and
rebuttal, and on September 2, 2008 the Planning Commission deliberated; and

After consideration and discussion the Brookings Planning Commission, upon a motion
duly seconded, approved the request for a Detailed Development Plan to site a college
campus and directed staff to prepare a Final ORDER with the findings set forth therein

for the approval of said application.

THEREFORE, LET IT BE HEREBY ORDERED that the application requesting an approval
of a Detailed Development Plan to site a college campus on the subject parcel is approved. This
approval is supported by the following findings and conclusions:

Page | of 24 Final Order DDP-1-08 SWOCC
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FINDINGS and CONCLUSIONS

Detailed Development Plan for Southwestern Oregon Community College

DDP-1-08

CITY OF BROOKINGS PLANNING COMMISSION

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Planning Commission conducted a hearing on this matter on August 5, 2008,
continued the hearing until September 2, 2008, and approved the proposed DDP on September 2,
2008. The DDP is the first submitted under the Lone Ranch Master Plan (LRMP) approved in
2005 (File MPD-1-04). The approved master plan is generally referred to in this document as
the MPoD (Master Plan of Development).

The following findings explain the decision of the Planning Commission to approve the
DDP and its determination of the issues raised in the case. Some of these issues raised by
opponents were also raised by the same opponents in the application for extension of the MPoD
(File APP-1-08). The approved MPoD is an essential component of this DDP. The record in
this case includes the findings in the MPoD extension file, and the City Council has resolved the

issues consistently in the two cases.

The Detailed Development Plan application is required to satisfy specific criteria under
the Brookings Municipal Code (BMC) Title 17. The Staff Agenda Report dated July 28, 2008
includes analysis, findings and conclusions in response to the approval criteria. The Planning
Commission hereby adopts the analysis, findings and conclusions presented on Pages 3-12 of the
July 28, 2008 Staff Agenda Report (Attachment 1), based on and in response to information
submitted by the applicant. The analysis and findings on those pages address the approval
criteria found in BMC Chapter 17.70.140, Detailed Development Plan; Chapter 17.172.070(B),
Subdivisions; Chapter 17.70, Streets; Chapter 17.168, Utilities; and Chapter 17/100, Hazardous

Building Site Protection.

The following findings address the comments made in testimony during the hearings and

comment periods regarding contested issues.

Page 2 of 24 Final Order DDP-1-08 SWOCC
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1. SEPTIC HOLDING TANK

Comment:  The use of a DEQ-approved holding tanks does not satisfy the requirements of the
MPoD or the BMC, and it could lead to the City having to construct a sewer connection 1o the

project site within five years.

Determination:
The CRAG letters (Exhibits B-12 and D-1) assert that the proposed holding tank does not

meet the sewer requirements of the MPoD and city code, which require sewer services be
provided by either connecting to city sewer or the existing Rainbow Rock system, or by creating
an on-site stand alone system. As quoted in the CRAG letter, the MPoD states that if the college
develops before a sanitary sewer system is installed, “it may be necessary to construct an on-site
sanitary sewer system designed lo accommodate the college.” (Emphasis added.) The CRAG

letter goes on to detail BMC requirements for providing a private sewage disposal system when a

public sanitary sewer system is not available.

BMC 13. 10.510 states that where a public sanitary sewer is not available, “the building
sewer shall be connected to a private sewage disposal system complying with the provisions of
this article.” BMC 13.10.010 states: “Private sewer disposal system” shall mean a nonpublic
sewer disposal system approved by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ),
and operated and maintained in conformity with requirements of DEQ.” The code requires that
the owner must get a letter from the city stating that a sewer cannot be supplied and that the city
does not object to the installation of a subsurface disposal permit. BMC 13.10.520 The same
code section states that “[t]he installation of a private sewage disposal system shall neither
commence nor proceed” without a DEQ permit. BMC 13.10.540 declares that DEQ has the sole
authority for the issuance of subsurface disposal permits. BMC 13.10.580 states that “[n]o
statement contained 'in this article shall be construed to interfere with any additional
requirements that may be imposed” by DEQ. The CRAG letter goes on to detail the DEQ rules
and definitions and attempts to distinguish subsurface disposal from the proposed holding tank

system.

We interpret the MPoD and the code to mean that an applicant must have a system that
complies with DEQ’s regulations. ~ The DEQ rules allow several types of on-site sewage
disposal systems, as pointed out by the applicant ( Exhibit D-3, pages 4-6) and by the CRAG

Page 3 of 24 Final Order DDP-1-08 SWOCC
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letter (Exhibit B-12). The applicant has been in touch with DEQ about the specifics of the
college, and DEQ has indicated that it prefers the holding tank instead of the drainage field
method as a temporary measure, until such time as the public sewer system 1s installed. The tank
approach is preferable because DEQ does not favor decommissioning an in-ground on-site
system. (Exhibit D-3, page 1) A letter from DEQ states: “A ‘holding tank’ is defined in
Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 340-071-0100(82) & (83) as an approvable on-site septic
system for the proposed building at the Southwestern Community College site in Brookings. It
is approvable as a temporary or permanent on-site system to serve the College’s needs.” (Exhibit
D-3, page 4) There is no intention in the LRMP conditions or the City code to eliminate any of

the options available through DEQ. The City defers to DEQ in this matter.

The applicant worked with DEQ staff to find an on-site system that would satisfy the state
regulators. The proposed holding tank is such a system. Because the DEQ has the sole authority

for the issuance of permits under the city code, we believe that the code should be read to be

consistent with DEQ policies.

Accordingly, the Planning Commission finds that the proposed holding tank is in
compliance with intent of the MPoD and the city code, and with DEQ rules, and that there is
convincing evidence in the record to find that the proposed holding tank on-site septic system as

approved by DEQ will be satisfactory until the property can be connected to the city sewer

system.

Exhibits B-11 and D-2 submitted by Pat Sherman, as well as Exhibits B-12 and D-1
submitted by Crag Law Center reference a letter written by City Manager Gary Milliman dated
June 3, 2008 (found in Ex. B-11, page 6) and object that this letter commits the City to pay for
any needed sewer lines to serve this development in 5 years if the lines have not already been
installed. The letter states “...we anticipate that sanitary sewer service will be available to the
College site within the next five years”. The Planning Commission finds that this letter does not
commit the City to pay for installation of sewer lines. Furthermore, we find that in Exhibit D-3,
page 4, a letter from the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), the State agency
responsible for regulating sewage disposal systems, states the City is not obligated to install a
sewer line in the future. Finally, proposed Condition of Approval # 22 also requires SWOCC to

record a Deferred Improvement Agreement (DIA) stating the College will connect to City sewer

Pagc 4 of 24 Final Order DDP-1-08 SWQCC
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when it becomes available. The Applicant has agreed to this Condition of Approval. This
condition places the cost on SWOCC and not the City.

2. OPEN SPACE

Comment:  The proposed college development will not use the entire 5.03 acres intended for

the college use, so the remainder from the 10-acre should all be open space.

Determination:

Exhibit B-12 from Crag Law Center states SWOCC should dedicate more open space
than was required in the approved Lone Ranch Master Plan (LRMP). In this proceeding the City
is not considering amendments to the LRMP. The application instead presents the question of
whether the proposal is consistent with the LRMP requirements. The LRMP required 4.97 acres
to be designated open space and the applicant has met that requirement. Proposed Condition of
Approval #9 requires the open space be dedicated and shown on the plat. For these reasons, we

find that the proposed DDP complies with the LRMP’s required open space on the college

campus portion of the master plan.

3. TRANSPORTATION
Comment: Transportation improvements called for in the MPoD should be

constructed with this DDP.

Determination:

Exhibit B-12 from Crag Law Center states SWOCC should construct improvements on
the State Highway. As explained in more detail in the August 5" staff report, the trigger for
these improvements was approval of “Phase 1 which included 680 dwelling units, commercial

area, and college site. The application before us is more limited and therefore does not trigger

construction of these improvements.

Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), the State agency responsible for
determining appropriate improvements for the State Highway system, has agreed with the
Applicant’s engineer’s analysis which demonstrates that adequate service does not require

improvements to be constructed with this development. We agree with the applicant’s engineer
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and the state agency responsible for the highway and find that these improvements to the state

highway are not required at this time.

Another stated concern is that improvements to 175 ft of Lone Ranch Parkway, well
beyond the entrance to the college site, will be platted but not constructed until such time as
additional development in the LRMP area is approved. Proposed Condition of Approval #16
requires SWOCC to pay a proportionate amount of the costs of road improvements. Future
development that will utilize this section of street will pay the remainder amount of the

construction costs. The public will not bear the cost as stated in Exhibit B-12. We find that the

condition of approval addresses this concern.

There is also a concern that the path adjacent to the Lone Ranch Parkway will not be built
at the same time as the street is constructed due to a Deferred Improvement Agreement. The
staff reports that the section of multi-use path that is the subject of a requested Deferred
Improvement Agreement (DIA) is not a part of the Lone Ranch Parkway street design as claimed
in Exhibit B-12. It is instead on the western boundary of the college site and will be used to
connect to future development to the north and south of the subject property. The Applicant is
not requesting a DIA for the multi-use path adjacent to Lone Ranch Parkway. We find that that

pathway will be constructed at the same time as the street.

4. WATER SERVICE

Comment:  Water system plans should be included with the DDP application.

Determination:

Exhibit B-12 from Crag Law Center argues that LRMP Condition of Approval No. 9
requires SWOCC to submit water system construction plans together with their application for
the DDP. That Condition of Approval is a two part requiremenf. Detailed construction plans are
to be approved by the City Engineer, and the DDP, which shows proposed locations and sizes of
water lines, is to be approved by the Planning Commission. The detailed, engineered |

construction plans are to be submitted after approval of the DDP as stated in proposed Condition

of Approval # 34.

Another concern is the sufficiency of water to flush newly installed water lines within the

Highway right-of-way adjacent to the property. The Public Works Department has verified the
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Applicant will be required to wait until there are adequate flows in the Chetco River before the

flushing can be done.

For this reason, the Planning Commission finds that the proposed water system, as

conditioned by Condition of Approval #34, will satisfy Condition of Approval No. 9 in the
MPoD.

S. ISSUES PREVIOUSLY RESOLVED IN MASTER PLAN PROCEEDINGS

Several issues raised at the hearings and in written comments repeated the issues raised in
Case File No. APP-1-08 (appeal on the request to extend the Lone Ranch Master Plan MPD-1-
04). The applicant in this case submitted a copy of a portion of the APP-1-08 findings into this
record (Exhibit D-3, pages 15-19). Opponents have also resubmitted some of the testimony from
APP-1-08. The Planning Commission finds that these matters were previously determined by

the City Council’s findings in the APP-1-08 case.

CITY WATER SERVICES

Comment 1: The Lone Ranch Master Plan proposed to use on-site wells not City water and the
water supply has now changed from on-site wells to City water.

Comment 2: The City lacks the capacity to provide water services to the MPoD.

Comment 3: Municipal water rights were modified by HB 3038 and this change limits the
ability of the City to secure water righis.

Determination:

These matters are outside of the scope of the Planning Commission’s review of a DDP.

Moreover, they have been heard and resolved by the City Council.

These issues were raised in the APP-1-08 extension of the Lone Ranch Master Plan, and
raised again (at least in part) in this case in an attachment to the letter submitted by CRAG
(Exhibit B-12). The City Council found in APP-1-08 that the MPoD recognized that the water
system would be part of the City’s water system (Condition of Approval No. 15). The Council
found that the City has adequate water to provide water services to the MPoD. Finally, the City
Council found that HB 3038 does not limit the City’s ability to secure water rights. These issues

were previously resolved, and the Planning Commission adopts the Council’s findings on them.
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218



Conditions of Approval require that the college will be served by the City domestic water
supply system( #31); that the applicant shall extend water mains into the public street and service
laterals on site (#32); that all water lines, booster pumps and reservoirs shall be installed to state
and city standards, with approval from the City Public Works Department (#33); and that prior to

construction of the waler system, the applicant shall submit construction plans for review and

approval by the City Engineer (#34).

For these reasons, the Planning Commission finds that the proposed water system

complies with the Brookings Municipal Code 17.168.010.

ADVERSE IMPACTS TO RAINBOW ROCK CONDOMINIUM WATER SOURCE

Comment: Need assurance that Rainbow Rock Condominiums water source and water shed

will be protected.

Determination:

This issue was raised in File No. APP-1-08 and again by opponents to the DDP
application. Condition of Approval No. 23 of the MPoD requires that each DDP must evaluate
the impact on the existing RRSA (Rainbow Rock Service Association) surface water system and

must demonstrate that there will be no negative impact to the water source or water shed.

We find that this requirement is satisfied by the expert evidence provided by the City
Engineer. He has reviewed the preliminary drainage plan and states that the plan will protect the
RRSA’s surface water system and water supply system from adverse impacts. Moreover,

Condition of Approval #30 requires that the applicant construct and maintain the stormwater

facilities to continuously provide this protection.

For these reasons, the Planning Commission finds that there is adequate evidence to

conclude that the proposed DDP as conditioned will comply with MPoD Condition No. 23.

ELECTRIC INFRASTRUCTURE

Comment:  Coos-Curry Electric Co-op's plans to remove their transmission lines. The cost

of removing lines and developing an alternative will be costly.

Determination:
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This issue was raised in the APP-1-08 file. In that case, the City Council found that the
Coos-Curry Electric Co-op electrical lines are currently still in place, but has the right to remove
its lines. In this DDP application, the applicant has submitted a letter from the Co-op stating that
the college is in the service tetritory and the Co-op looks forward to working with the applicant

on the project. (Attachment E to the July 28 Staff Agenda Report).

For this reason, the Planning Commission finds that there is adequate evidence in the
record that the Co-op will provide electricity to the college as required by Chapter 17.168,

Utilities, BMC. That is the only aspect of this matter that is relevant to our decision.

WESTERN LILY/WETLAND CONCERNS

Comment:  More consideration of these issues is needed,

Determination:

Condition No. 28 of the MPoD requires that a hydrologic study be provided with each
DDP, and that each study must be provided to federal and state agencies responsible for wetlands
and endangered species protection. The Condition also requires the City to review the
hydrologic study to determine compliance with applicable standards relating to storm drainage.
Condition No. 22 of the MPoD requires covenants to protect the Western Lily as part of each
DDP which includes known Western Lily habitat. The application included required study.

Staff has reviewed it and determined that storm drainage requirements are met.

. Concerns about the Western Lily and wetlands were raised by opponents to the Lone
Ranch Master Plan extension in APP-1-08. In that case, the Council found a letter from the
United Stated Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service(USFWS) to be reiterating
the importance of the western lily and wetlands protection, and calling for coordination with the
USFWS to ensure that these resources are protected as the DDP are prepared and development

takes place, in compliance with Condition of Approval No. 28 of the MPoD decision.

The record in this DDP application includes another letter from USFWS (dated June 10,
2008- Attachment L to the July 28 Staff Agenda Report)) stating that “we do not believe the
project will impact the western lily and have no objection with the proposed project as described

at this time.” For this reason, we find that the covenant under MPoD Condition of Approval No.

22 is not required for this DDP.
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The USFWS also reviewed the applicant’s proposed Stormwater Management Plan, and
in a letter dated July 30, 2008 (Exhibit B-7), stated that the proposed Plan “will adequately

protect wetland resources down gradient from the proposed SOCC construction activities.”

In this same letter, the Service offered advice to the college for plans to introduce western
lily to the down-gradient wetland as part of a potential classroom project . Condition of
Approval # 24 requires that the college follow the recommendations in the letter should they

pursue introduction of the western lily on the property.

For these reasons, the Planning Commission finds that the applicant is working with the
necessary government agency on these resource issues, as expected and as required by MPoD

Condition of Approval No. 28.

ARCHEOLOGICAL CONCERNS

Comment: A cultural resources survey has not been done.

Determination:

This issue was raised in APP-1-08, and the City Council found that the protection of any
significant cultural resources on the site will be considered in detail through the DDP process as
development of the site progresses, as expected under the approval standards for an MPoD.
MPoD Condition of Approval No. 13 requires that all development shall comply with state

regulations regarding cultural resources, to the extent applicable.

The record in this DDP application includes a letter to the applicant’s representative from
the State of Oregon Parks and Recreation Department, State Historic Preservation Office which
states that a survey has already been done in this area, and that that there may archeological sites
and human remains in the location of the proposed campus structures. The letter recommends
subsurface probes be conducted within the proposed project area. Condition of Approval #8

requires that the applicant follow the recommendations of this letter and provide written
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documentation that the state office is satisfied prior to any disturbance. The Planning

Commission finds that this condition of approval satisfies the requirement of MPoD Condition of

Approval No. 13.
OVERALL ECONOMIC CONCERNS

Comment:  The overall economy is in decline constituting a change in conditions relating to

the MPoD.

Determination:

This issue of the declining overall economy was raised in the APP-1-08 file as a
condition that had changed that would it more difficult to meet the provisions of the adopted
MPoD. The City did not consider the state of the nation’s economy under the approval standards
for Lone Ranch Master Plan in 2004. The City Council found that an applicant for an MPoD, or
an extension of the same, has no burden to address market conditions or other general economic

factors, as these factors are not in the approval criteria. Neither are these matters relevant to this

DDP application.

The Planning Commission finds the applicant for this DDP need not consider the overall

economy because it is not required to do so by any of the approval criteria.
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ATTACHMENT 1

PROPOSED COLLEGE CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT

The Lone Ranch Master Plan included a 10 acre site to be given to Southwest Oregon
Community College to develop a campus. The Lone Ranch Master Plan is incorporated in this
staff report by this reference. Exhibit # 1 following this report is a copy of the survey plat
creating the entrance street, Lone Ranch Parkway, and the 10 acre College site. Exhibit # 2
depicts the entrance way, parking, footprint of the structure and other development details as
well as topography. There is only one two-story structure proposed. The Lone Ranch Master
Plan states the footprint for the College structure will be no greater than 17,500 sq. ft. The
Applicant states the footprint of the proposed structure is approximately 12,500 sq. ft. Exhibit #
3 is the floor plan of the structure. Exhibit # 4 is the Lone Ranch Master Plan showing the
location of the College site in relationship to the rest of the area. The College site is an east-
west trending knob or hill at an elevation of 278 feet. The top of the knob will be removed to
create a level development site at approximately 250 feet elevation. The Lone Ranch Master
Plan states only 5.03 of the 10 acre site will have development and the remainder will be open
space. The Applicant states the proposed development plan covers only 2.25 acres. The Lone
Ranch Master Plan Final Order states each DDP will use the existing zoning standards for the
type of use proposed. The Public/ Open Space zone of the BMC allows public schools as an
outright use. The proposed structure meets the setback and height requirements for that zone.

There are various criteria and Conditions of Approval the Applicant needed to address:
Subdivision, DDP, Hazardous Building Site, Streets, and Utilities criteria, as well as compliance
with the Lone Ranch Master Plan and Conditions of Approval from the Final Order. This report
will address each criterion individually.

ANALYSIS
Chapter 17.172.070 (B), Subdivisions, BMC states:

1. Conformance with the Comprehensive Plan, and applicable development
standards of this code, and state and federal laws.

RESPONSE: The subdivision plat is needed and anticipated in the Lone Ranch
Master Plan (LRMP) to allow deeding of this property to SWOCC. Staff has
reviewed the plat and, if approved, it will be recorded in compliance with Oregon

surveying requirements.

2. Development of any remainder of property under the same ownership, if any,
can be accomplished in accordance with this code.

RESPONSE: Presently the property is in U.S. Borax ownership and the creation of
the entrance street allows for future extension of the street to provide access to the

surrounding property.

3. Adjoining property under separate ownership can either be developed or be
provided access (connectivity) that will allow its development in accordance with

this code.
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RESPONSE: As explained above the entire Lone Ranch Master Plan area is in one
ownership and with the creation of the entrance street access to the remaining area

can be provided.

The proposed name of the subdivision shall be approved by the Commission,
provided the name does not use a word which is the same as, similar to or
pronounced the same as a word in the name of any other subdivision in Curry
County, except for the words "town," 'city," "place," "court," "addition," or
similar words unless the land platted is contiguous to and platted by the same
applicant that platted the subdivision bearing that name, or unless the applicant
files and records the consent of the party who platted the subdivision bearing
that name and the block numbers continue those of the plat of the same name

last filed.

RESPONSE: The proposed subdivision name, College at Lone Ranch, is not in
conflict with existing subdivision names. A

The proposed name of a street in the subdivision shall be approved by the
commission provided it is not the same as, similar to, or pronounced the same as
the name of an existing street in the same zip code area, unless the street is
approved as a continuation of an existing street. A street name or number shall

conform to the established pattern for the area.

RESPONSE: The proposed street name, Lone Ranch Parkway, is not in conflict with
existing street names within the 97415 zip code area.

Streets that are proposed to be held for private use shall be distinguished from
the public streets on the subdivision plat, and reservations and restrictions
relating to the private streets are established.

RESPONSE: Lone Ranch Parkway will be constructed as approved in the LRMP
and dedicated to the City as a public street.

If the developer intends to record and develop a subdivision granted preliminary
plat approval .in phases, the Planning Commission may authorize a total time
schedule for platting all phases not to exceed ten (10) years, but the first phase
and each subsequent phase must each be recorded within consecutive three (3)

year periods.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has not requested approval of phases.

Chapter 17.170, Streets, BMC

This Chapter has general development standards and standard right-of-way and road widths. The
Lone Ranch Master Plan was approved with alternate street standards. Lone Ranch Parkway is
designed as an “Urban Residential Collector” with a 70 ft. right-of-way, 28 ft. paved road

surface, a 10 ft. multi-use path on the south side, and a bioswale on the north side (Exhibit 5).

As explained by the Applicant the street will have a curb on the south side and bioswale to

collect drainage, rather than a piped drainage, to better protect the wetlands in the area. A
Condition of Approval will require construction plans be submitted and approved by the City.
When the street is constructed and approved it will be a public road dedicated to the City. The
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Applicant has requested a Deferred Improvement Agreement (D1A) for the 10 ft. multi-path to
allow postponement of construction until the adjacent, connecting multi-path is approved and
constructed. The City supports this request. The City is also applying for a grant from the US
Forest Service to study pedestrian/ bicycle paths throughout the City. The exact location of the
connecting paths in the Master Plan area may be effected by the outcome of this study.
Requiring a DIA for the path will be a condition of approval.

Chapter 17.168, Utilities, BMC

This Chapter has general development standards relating to both on-site and off-site utilities.

o Water — The campus site will be served by City water. The Applicant will be
responsible to construct the water main in the right-of-way to the subject property as
well as to the private lines serving the site. Submission of construction plans,
installation of the water main/ lines, and approval will be a Condition of Approval.

o Sewer — The City sewer main has not been extended to the subject property. The LRMP
had the option of a temporary on-site septic system serving the College campus. The
Applicant has chosen that option and submitted a letter from the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) citing the Oregon Administrative Rule authorizing the
temporary holding tank type system (Attachment B). Obtaining and submitting a copy
of the DEQ permit for this system, as well as installation and documentation of approval
will be a Condition of Approval.

o Storm Drainage — The Applicant has provided a stormwater management plan done by
an engineer to describe the conditions both before and after construction and how
stormwater will be dealt with (Attachment C). (The engineered plans have additional
technical materials such as “runoff calculations” that you may review at the Planning
Department if you wish to see them.) The plans discuss the use of detention ponds,
filtration, treatment facilities, filter strips, and vegetated swales to release storm water at
pre-construction rates. Additional geologic reports may be needed for final detention
pond design, if required by the City Engineer. Submission of construction plans,
installation of the stormdrainage facilities, and approval by the City will be required.
The plat must state the storm drainage facilities will be owned and maintained by
SWOCC. These items will all be Conditions of Approval. This topic is dealt with in
relation to other criteria elsewhere in this staff report.

The Public Works Department has reviewed the application and provided a Utility Confirmation
Form (Attachment D).

The Applicant has provided a utility confirmation form from Coos-Curry Electric Cooperative
(Attachment E)
FINDINGS

The following are findings related to the above referenced criteria.

1. The applicant is requesting approval of a subdivision plat creating the entrance street, Lone
Ranch Parkway, a 10 acre College site, and a remainder parcel.
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2. The applicant has submitted all the materials required by Chapters 17. 170, Subdivisions,
17.168, Utlities, and 17.170 Street Standards, BMC for preliminary approval of the

subdivision plat.

4. The applicant has submitted findings addressing the criteria found in Chapter 17.172.070
(B), Subdivisions, (Attachment A) and Staff has provided responses to the above criteria,

as well.
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Chapter 17.70.140, Detailed Development Plan (DDP)

(B) Graphic Requirements — This requires the Applicant to submit materials showing
topography, proposed structures, landscape plan, utility and circulation plan, open spaces, and
lighting. Most of these are depicted in Exhibits 1- 4. The other materials are found in

Attachment F.

(C) Narrative Requirements — The Applicant has provided findings addressing this
requirement in Attachment G.

Chapter 17.70.170, Review Criteria for Determining Compliance with Master Plan of
Development (MPoD) states:

1. Increase in development density and/or intensity that results in a peak hour trip
generation of greater than 10 percent of the total approved in the MPoD.

RESPONSE: The proposed College campus is only a small percentage of the trip
generation approved in LRMP. There is no increase proposed with this application.

2. Increase in the floor area proposed for nonresidential use by more than 10 percent from
what was previously specified.

RESPONSE: The LRMP proposed a 17,500 sq. ft. footprint for the structure on the College
campus. This application has a structure with a footprint of 12,500 sq. ft. There is no increase

proposed with this application.

3. Reduction of more than 10 percent of the area reserved for common open space and / or

usable open space from what was previously specified.
RESPONSE: The LRMP specified no more than 5.03 ac of the 10 ac. College site would be

developed. The Applicant indicates only 2.25 acres will be used by the proposed development
(Exhibit 6). There is no reduction in the open space requirement.

4. Increase in the total ground area proposed to be covered by structures by more than five
percent from what we previously specified.

RESPONSE: See # 2 above.
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5. Reduction of specific sethack requirements by more than 25 percent where previously
specified. ‘

RESPONSE: The Public/ Open Space (P/OS) zone allows public schools as an outright use and
is the appropriate zone standards for setbacks and height requirements. The proposed structure
meets the setback and height requirements for the P/OS zone. No reduction in setbacks has been

requested.

6. Reduction of project amenities provided such as recreational facilities, screening, and/
or landscaping provisions by more than 10 percent from what was previously specified.

RESPONSE: None of the above amenities were proposed in the LRMP for the College site. No
reduction is requested.

7. If subdivision or partition, the application does not meet the applicable requirements of
Chapter 17.172, BMC.

RESPONSE: This application does include a subdivision and the needed materials to address
Chapter 17.172 have been provided as shown earlier in this staff report.

FINDINGS

The following are findings related to the above referenced criteria.
1. The Applicant is requesting approval of a Detailed Development Plan (DDP) for a
College campus on a 10 acre site located within the LRMP area.
2. The Applicant has provided findings in Attachment F and G and Staff has provided
responses to the above criteria to demonstrate the application meets the DDP

requirements and criteria.

*********************#*************************************************** o} ok o ofe o
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Chapter 17.100, Hazardous Building Site Protection, BMIC — As the subject property has
slopes greater than 15%, the requirements of Chapter 17.100 must be addressed. A geologic
hazard report and engineered plans dealing with erosion control, stormwater management,
grading, and vegetation removal, as required, have been submitted (Attachment C). The report
states removal of the rock will increase slope stability by not disturbing the exterior slopes with
development and retaining vegetation on the slopes. The City’s Engineer has peer reviewed the
materials and made comments (Attachment H).

FINDINGS

The following are findings related to the above referenced criteria.
1. The Applicant has provided the required materials (Attachment C) to address Chapter
17.100, BMC for the subject property. '
2. The City’s Engineer has peer reviewed the materials (Attachment H) and determined
they adequately address the requirements.
3. A Condition of Approval will be the submission of engineered construction plans based
on the materials submitted to address Chapter 17.100, BMC. These must be reviewed
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and approved by the City and then constructed and approved upon completion.
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Conditions of Approval for the Lone Ranch Master Plan Development

Following are the Conditions of Approval from MPD-1-04, LRMP and Staff responses.

LONE RANCH MASTER PLAN
MPD-1-04/Remand
(As Amended by the City Council August 22, 2005)

General Conditions

1. Approval of this Master Plan will expire in 15 years or in four (4) years from approval,
unless a Detailed Development Plan (DDP) pursuant to Section 70, Master Plan
Development District, of the Land Development Code, is submitted and approved by
the Planning Commission and construction of the DDP shall start within three years of
approval. Each subsequent DDP must be filed within four (4) years of the completion
of the previously approved DDP, or the Master plan will expire. If the conditions at
the time warrant, the Planning Commission may extend the 15 year Master Plan
permit or the four (4) year DDP permit period for an additional two-year period at

the request of the applicant.

RESPONSE: The Master Plan has not expired. The submission of the DDP application has
been made in a timely manner.

2. The conditions stated herein are mandatory and must be completed. Failure to comply
with any condition will result in the review and possible revocation of your permit
pursuant to Section 70, of the Land Development Code.

RESPONSE: The findings of the Applicant and Staff in this staff report demonstrate
compliance with these conditions.

3. All subsequent applications for a DDP shall be in substantial conformance with the
appropriate area of the approved Master Plan. Any deviation from the approved
Master Plan beyond that allowed by Section 70 of the Land Development Code shall
require an amendment to the approved Master Plan.

RESPONSE: This DDP application reflects what was approved for this site in the Master
Plan.

4. Prior to any construction or grading on the site, the applicant shall submit 4 copies of
the construction plans to the city staff to be reviewed and approved by the City
Engineer. With the exception of the removal of the rock and reclamation in the area of
the existing quarry, (ODOT Quarry and College site) the applicant shall submit a DDP
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for review and approval of the Planning Commission prior to construction or grading
for that phase of the construction.

RESPONSE: This Condition of Approval requiring construction plans submitted and
approved by the City will be incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP.

5. Prior to any construction or grading on the site, the contractor will place, in a location
visible from an existing public street, a sign containing the name of the contractor, a
telephone number and address where the contractor can be reached.

RESPONSE: This Condition of Approval requiring posting of a contractor information sign
will be incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP

6. The applicant shall consult with all applicable state and federal agencies to develop
measures to protect the existing wetlands and the associated western lily.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has provided the Engineer’s storm drainage and erosion
control report to the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW). A letter dated June 10, 2008
from USFW states there are no western lilies located on the proposed campus site and they
have no objection to the project (Attachment J). The Applicant has also provided the
Engineer’s storm drainage and erosion control report and a wetland delineation to the
Department of State Lands (DSL) and Army Corps of Engineers. With these materials the
Applicant has also submitted an application to fill a portion of the wetland located at the
southern entrance to the LRMP area. This was proposed in the LRMP. A Condition of
Approval will be obtaining written concurrence from DSL and the Corp for the wetland
delineation and requested fill permit. The Applicant has also submitted a letter dated June
9, 2008 from Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife indicating the development meets or
exceeds riparian vegetation setback requirements (Attachment K).

Conditions Prior To Development of Any College, Commercial or Residential Phase.
To ensure that all infrastructure facilities are in place to support the first phase of

development, the following conditions shall be met prior to or simultaneously with the
approval of the first phase of construction for either commercial, College or residential

development on the site.

7. Prior to any construction within the project area, the applicant shall submit four (4)
copies of street construction plans providing access into the site, for review and
approval of the City Engineer and an application for a DDP for the street construction

for review and approval by the Planning Commission.

RESPONSE: This Condition of Approval requiring submission and approval of street
construction plans will be incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP

8. All streets shall be constructed in the manner and standards set forth in the approved

Master Plan for that street segment. Any deviation from that of the approved Master
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Plan beyond that allowed by Section 70 of the Land Development Code shall require
an amendment to the Master Plan document.

RESPONSE: A Condition of Approval will require the street to be constructed as proposed
in this application which is in compliance with the LRMP. The street will be platted to the
northeast corner of the College parcel as shown on the plat. The Applicant has requested
that the construction of the street end approximately 175 feet from the northeast corner to
avoid impacting a wetland located in that area at this time. Staff supports this request with
the inclusion of a Condition of Approval stating SWOCC will sign and record a Deferred
Improvement Agreement agreeing to pay a proportionate amount of the cost for construction
of the street and utilities to the northeast corner of the subject property at such time as the
street needs to be extended for a future phase of the development.

Prior to any construction within the project area, the applicant shall submit four (4)
copies of water system construction plans providing service to the construction site, for
review and approval of the City Engineer and an application for a DDP for the water
system construction for review and approval by the Planning Commission.

RESPONSE: This Condition of Approval requiring submission and approval of water
system construction plans will be incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP

All water lines shall be installed pursuant to the provisions set forth in the OAR
Chapter 33, Sections 42-200 through 42-243, by the Oregon State Health Division and
the City of Brookings Standard Specifications Document.

RESPONSE: This will be a Condition of Approval incorporated in the Final Order for the
DDP

Prior to any construction within the project area, the applicant shall submit four (4)
copies of sanitary sewer construction plans providing service to the construction site,
for review and approval of the City Engineer and an application for a DDP for the
sanitary sewer system construction for review and approval by the Planning

Commission.

RESPONSE: This Condition of Approval requiring submission and approval of sanitary
sewer system construction plans will be incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP

Sanitary sewer installation shall comply with the standards of the State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality and the provisions of Brookings City Ordinance
No. 430, and Standard Specifications Document, dated August 1988.

RESPONSE: This w11] be a Condition of Approval incorporated in the Final Order for the
DDP

All development shall comply with the state regulations regarding cultufal resources,
specifically, ORS 358.905 to 358.955, ORS 390.235 to 390.240 and ORS 97.740 to

97.760, to the extent applicable.
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14.

15.

16.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has contacted Parks and Recreation Department, State Historic
Preservation Office and submitted a letter from that Department dated June 12, 2008 which
recommends sub-surface probes be conducted by an archaeological consultant in the project
area slated for development (Attachment L) . This recommendation, as well as complying
with the state regulations regarding cultural resources identified above, will be a Condition

of Approval incorporated in the Final Order for the DDP.

All street, water, sewer storm drainage and other utility construction to be carried
out simultaneousty may be included in one DDP for review and approval by the City

Engineer and Planning Commission.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has submitted preliminary plans for the above items in their
DDP.

The project water system shall be developed to connect to the existing city system and
allow reverse flows.

RESPONSE: The Applicant states in his findings that the water system will be designed to
accommodate reverse flows.

The applicant shall be prepared to provide a geological report related to the
installation and construction of streets and utilities if required by the City Engineer.

RESPONSE: The Applicant states in his findings that a geologic report will be provided if
required by the City Engineer.

Conditions for the Development of Commercial, College or Residential Phases.

17.

18.

19.

Prior to the construction of any phase or partial phase of the project the applicant
shall submit a DDP pursuant to Section 70 of the Land Development Code, for review

and approval by the Planning Commission.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has submitted this application to meet this Condition of
Approval.

Each DDP shall be in significant conformance for that phase or partial phase of the
area shown in the approved Master Plan. Any deviation beyond that allowed by
Section 70 shall require an amendment to the Master Plan document.

RESPONSE: As stated previously, the proposed DDP does conform to the LRMP.

Each phase of development shall be complete within itself for access, water service,
sewer service, storm drainage, and all utilities, and all streets, services and utilities
shall be extended to the furthest limit of the phase to ensure connection to the next

phase.

RESPONSE: The proposed development is complete in the areas of access and utilities. See
response to Condition of Approval # 8 for the proposal concerning the street.
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20,

21.

22,

23.

24,

Each DDP containing slopes greater than 15% shall include a geological report
pursuant to Section 100, Hazardous Building Site/Hillside Development Standards, of

the Land Development Code.

RESPONSE: Chapter 17.100, Hazardous Building Site Protection, BMC has been
addressed earlier in this report. '

All appropriate federal and state permits related to the direct impact of development
on the waters of the State or U.S. shall be obtained prior to development.

RESPONSE: This will be a Condition of Approval incorporated in the Final Order for the
DDP

Prior to approval of the Detailed Development Plan (DDP), covenants, which are
enforceable by the city, protecting Western Lilies shall be provided as part of each
DDP, which includes known Western Lily habitat.

RESPONSE: A letter from the U.S. Department of the Interior dated June 10, 2008
(Attachment J) states there are no western lilies within the development area.

Prior to construction of any phase that may adversely affect the quality or quantity of
water available through the existing Rainbow Rock Service Association (RRSA)
surface water supply system, the applicant shall demonstrate how the water and water
supply system will not be negatively affected. Each DDP shall evaluate the impact of
development on the existing RRSA surface water system, unless RRSA has previously

discontinued use of the system.

RESPONSE: Stormwater Management Plan / Hydrology and Stormwater report discussed
earlier has been submitted and peer reviewed by the City Engineer. As stated in the City
Engineer’s comments, utilizing the proposed engineered plans will protect the Rainbow
Rock Service Association’s water and water supply system from adverse affects

(Attachment H).

All required improvements to Highway 101 at the Lone Ranch access as identified in
the Lone Ranch Transportation Impact Study, dated April 19, 2004 shall be required
as part of the ODOT access permit for that entrance. The specific configuration of the
improvements to Highway 101 at the southern access will be negotiated between the

applicant and ODOT.

RESPONSE: The entrance street serving the College site is proposed as a “Urban
Residential Collector (curbed)” with two paved travel lanes and a 10 fi. multi-use path
(Exhibit 5). At such time as another phase of development uses this southern entrance a
third lane will be constructed at the entrance area. The Applicant submitted a Traffic Impact
Study (TIS) (Attachment M) describing the limited number of vehicle trips generate by the
College use and stated the improvements to Highway 101 are not needed until further
development is proposed. The original April 19, 2004 TIS considered “Phase 1” to include
680 dwelling units, the neighborhood commercial uses, and the College, resulting in the
immediate need for the Highway 101 improvements. Oregon Department of Transportation
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25.

26.

27.

28.

(ODOT) agreed with the Applicant’s TIS analysis that stated with only the College
proceeding at this time the improvements are not warranted. ODOT is processing the access

permit (Attachment N).

The applicant shall support any future effort to reestablish the ability for fish passage
under Highway 101 for Lone Ranch Creek, Ram Creek and Taylor Creek. “Support”
means that the applicant shall not oppose such efforts.

RESPONSE: The Applicant agrees to support and not oppose efforts to reestablish fish
passage under Highway 101.

If any DDP will result in development that is projected to exceed the 1036 total master
plan PM peak hour trips or the 839 net new PM peak hour trips as identified in the
Lone Ranch Transportation Impact Study, taking into account traffic generated in
previous phases, an additional transportation impact study will be required to be
submitted with the DDP application and the DDP may be approved only if consistent
with the Transportation System Plan.

RESPONSE: The proposed DDP will not result in greater trip generation than stated above.
The Applicant, however, has provided and Transportation Impact Study (Attachment K).

To assure that the mobility standards are met at the intersection of Highway
101/Carpenterville Road, no DDP should be approved that would exceed the
acceptable ODOT mobility standards for Highway 101/Carpenterville Road
intersection until the City of Brookings TSP is amended to identify recommend
improvements or a change to standards and the Lone Ranch development pays a
proportionate share to these improvements. Analysis at Highway 101/Carpenterville
Road should be conducted to determine the level of impact for each DDP until the City
of Brookings TSP is amended to include the necessary improvements.

RESPONSE: The City has already amended the Transportation Impact Study (TIS) to
include recommended improvements at the intersection of Carpenterville Rd. and Highway
101. The Applicant’s TIS demonstrates that traffic generated from the College will not
exceed the acceptable ODOT mobility standards for Highway 101/ Carpenterville Road
intersection. ODOT has submitted written comments stating they “have no issues with the

study that was submitted” (Attachment N).

A hydrologic study shall be provided with each DDP, and any such study must be
provided to federal and state agencies responsible for wetlands and endangered species
protection. Each successive hydrologic study will cumulatively incorporate and
consider the information provided in the previously prepared hydrologic studies. The
City will review the agency comments regarding the hydrologic study to determine
compliance with applicable standards relating to storm drainage and to determine
compliance with standards relating to the protection of wetlands and western lilies. At
the time of DDP review, the City shall require changes to the DDP that it determines
are needed to comply with applicable standards and to protect wetlands and western

lilies.
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29.

30.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has submitted the hydrologic study to the U.S. Department of
the Interior, Department of State Lands, and U.S. Army Corp of Engineers. The U.S.
Department of the Interior indicated they would have their comments to the Applicant by

the date of the hearing.

The applicant shall establish Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs)
requiring the Homeowners’ Association or Associations to maintain drainage swales
located adjacent to streets that do not have curbs and gutters or other hard drainage
systems. The CC&Rs shall provide that the city may enforce the maintenance of the
swales, which includes the right to access all properties necessary to conduct the
maintenance, either through legal action or by providing the maintenance and billing
the Homeowners’ Association or Associations. All such expenses, costs, and charges
may be enforced by the city as liens against the real properties of individual members
of the Homeowners’ Association or Associations. The CC&Rs shall also contain a
clause stating that any proposed change to this covenant must be approved by the city.
The proposed CC&Rs as to the maintenance of the swales and the city’s ability to
enforce the CC&Rs, must be approved by the city prior to recordation.

RESPONSE: The Applicant has submitted a “Swale Maintenance Covenant” (Last page of
Attachment H). As SWOCC will not have a Homeowners’ Association the document states
the property owner of the subject property is the responsible party. The City agrees this is
appropriate.  Additional language is needed to describe enforcement procedures and
potential changes to the Convenant. This will be a Condition of Approval incorporated in

the Final Order for the DDP.

The Master Plan document is hereby amended to include all changes made by the
Errata Sheet dated June 4, 2004 and to indicate that the maximum building height for
single family detached and single family attached homes is 30 feet and the maximum
building height for multiple family and commercial buildings is 40 feet. The applicant
shall provide the city with 4 copies of the amended Master Plan document.

RESPONSE: Borax has provided the City with copies of the amended Master Plan

document.

FINDINGS:

The following are findings related to the above referenced criteria.

1. The Applicant is requesting approval of a DDP for Southwest Oregon Community
College campus in the Lone Ranch Master Plan area.

2. All Conditions of Approval in the Final Order for LRMP must be complied with.

3. As shown in the above responses and the Applicants findings (Attachment I), and with
the proposed Conditions of Approval for this DDP, the Applicant has met this criteria.

CONCLUSIONS: The materials and findings found in this staff report and submitted by the
Applicant, together with the proposed conditions of approval, adequately meet each of the
criteria necessary for the approval of this Detailed Development Plan.
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
The conditions of approval are attached to this document and are made a part thereof.

LET IT FURTHER BE OF RECORD that the Planning Commission approved the request for
a Detailed Development Plan.

Dated this 9th day of September, 2008.

Steve. Bigmarceld , Vice QhB;FPC"TSOV\

ATTEST:

m Lamme V]enils

Dianne Morris, Planning Director
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Southwest Oregon Community College
Detailed Development Plan
DDP-1-08

As amended by the Planning Commission. Added language in Conditions of Approval # 24 and 33
is italicized.

General Conditions

1. The final plat shall be in substantial conformance with the submitted preliminary plat as amended herein
and as approved by the Planning Commission. Substantial changes to the approved preliminary plat

require re-approval by the Planning Commission.

2. Approval of this preliminary plat will expire two (2) years from approval unless the final plat is approved
and recorded or unless an extension of time is requested and approved. The extension of time may be
granted by the Planning Commission with good cause and will not exceed two (2) additional years.
Should the applicant wish to proceed with the subdivision following expiration of the two (2) year
extension, the preliminary plat process must be re-initiated and resubmitted to the Planning Commission

for review and approval.

3. Approval of this Detailed Development Plan will expire three (3) years from the date of initial approval
unless the final plat has been recorded in a timely manner and construction has begun. At its discretion
and without a public hearing, the Commission may extend the approval one time for a period not to

exceed two additional years per extension.

3. The subject property shall conform to the provisions of the Master Plan Development/ Public/ Open
Space Zones, and to all other applicable provisions of the Land Development Code.

4. Plans for utility improvements and/ or plans to meet Chap. 17.100, BMC, Hazardous Building Site
Protection Hillside Development Standards shall not be commenced until the City Engineer has reviewed

and approved construction plans for adequacy.
5. All costs of plans checks and inspections by the City Engineer shall be paid by the applicant to the city.

6. Information on the construction plans shall be pursuant to the Public Works document, “General
Engineering and Standard Specifications and other requirements found elsewhere in these Conditions of

Approval.

7. Prior to any construction or grading on the site, the contractor will place, in a location visible from an
existing public street, a sign containing the name of the contractor and a telephone number where the

contractor can be reached.

8. The Applicant must follow the recommendations from the State of Oregon Parks and Recreation
Department, State Historic Preservation Office, letter dated June 12,2008 (Attachment A) and provide
written documentation to the City that this Department’s concerns have been satisfied prior to final plat
approval and prior to any disturbance, construction, or grading on the subject property. All development
shall comply with the State regulations regarding cultural resources, specifically, ORS 358.905 to
358.961, ORS 390.235 to 390.240, and ORS 97.740 to 97.760 to the extent possible.
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9. The plat must clearly delineate the 4.97 acres of required open space located on the 10 acre parcel. A
statement dedicating this open space must be shown on the plat.

10. The Applicant must provide a copy of the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 1200C
Erosion Control permit prior to any construction on the site.

11. A final landscape/ irrigation plan must be submitted and approved by the City’s Site Plan Committee
prior to issuing a building permit.

. The Applicant shall provide, pay for and install, or cause to be installed all utilities and improvements
approved in this Detailed Development Plan unless otherwise stated in this Final Order.

Street Conditions

13. The public street, Lone Ranch Parkway, shall be dedicated to the City of Brookings on the plat.

14. A copy of the Road Approach Permit issued by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
approving the access point for Lone Ranch Parkway at it’s intersection with Highway 101 must be

submitted to the City prior to final plat approval.

15. Lone Ranch Parkway shall be constructed as proposed with a 70 ft. right-of —way, 28 ft. 2 land paved
road surface, curband 10 ft. multi-path on the south side and bioswale on the north side.

16. Lone Ranch Parkway shall be plated to the furthest northeast corner of the subject property and
constructed to within 175ft. of the northeast corner. A Deferred Improvement Agreement must be

recorded stating the property owner will participate by paying a proportionate cost of the extension of the
street to the northeast corner of the subject property at such time as additional development needs access
from the street. Other future developments utilizing this street will pay the remaining costs to construct

the 175 ft. portion to the northeast corner of the subject property.

17. Prior to any construction or grading for the street the Applicant shall submit four (4) copies of street
construction plans for review and approval by the City Engineer. The Applicant shall provide a geologic
report related to the construction of the street if required by the City Engineer.

18. A “STOP” sign shall be placed on Lone Ranch Parkway at the intersection with Highway 101. The siting
of the sign shall be in compliance with ODOT requirements.

19. Street lights shall be placed at the intersection of the driveway to the College and at the intersection of
Lone Ranch Parkway and Highway 101as shown on the preliminary plat map, and pursuant to the
provisions of the Pubic Works document, “General Engineering Requirements and Standard

Specifications” and ODOT requirements.

20. A street name sign shall be placed at the intersection of Lone Ranch Parkway and Highway 101. The
siting of the sign shall be in compliance with ODOT requirements.

21. A Deferred Improvement Agreement (DIA) for the 10 ft. multi-use path shown on the plat adjacent to the
western boundary of the subject property must be recorded. The DIA will stipulate that the path must be
constructed when the connecting, adjacent path is approved and constructed. Statements dedicating the
future path to the public and specifying that the college will accept maintenance responsibilities, once the

path is constructed, must be shown on the plat.

I
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Sanitary Sewer

22. The Applicant shall obtain and submit a copy of the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)

permit to construct an on-site sewage disposal system prior to the issuance of a building permit. Once
installed written documentation of the approval shall be provided. The Applicant shall record a Deferred
Improvement Agreement (DIA) agreeing to connect to City sewer when mains become available.

Storm Drain Conditions

23.

Prior to construction of the proposed storm drainage system, the Applicant shall submit four (4) copies of
construction plans for review and approval by the City engineer. Plans considering all drainage from the
subject property, including roof drains, shall be prepared by an engineer, licensed in the State of Oregon,
to address on-site and of-site impacts in a manner that protects down stream properties from water flow
greater than currently exists as shown in the Applicant’s preliminary plans.

24. The Applicant must follow the recommendations as stated in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife letter dated July

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

30, 2008 (Attachment B), if the Applicant decides to pursue inroduction of the Western Lily on the subject
property.

All storm drains shall be installed pursuant to the provisions of the Pubic Works document, “General
Engineering Requirements and Standard Specifications.”

Additional geologic reports may be needed for final detention pond design, if required by the City
Engineer.

The plat must state the on-site storm drainage facilities will be owned and maintained by the property
owner.

Bio-swales adjacent to the subject property must also be maintained by the College. The proposed
«Swale Maintenance Covenant” must be amended to include all required language as found in Condition
of Approval # 29 of the Lone Ranch Master Plan Final Order. This Covenant must then be recorded and

a copy provided to the City prior to final approval of the plat.

The Applicant must submit documentation from the Department of State Lands (DSL) and the US Army
Corps of Engineers approving the filling of the wetland adjacent to the entrance street prior to any

construction in that area.

The City Engineer has reviewed the preliminary drainage plan and stated, in writing, that the plan will protect
the Rainbow Rock Service Association’s surface water system and water supply system from adverse
impacts. The Applicant must construct and maintain the storm drainage facilities to continuously provide this

protection.

Water System Conditions

31. The subject property shall be served by the City domestic water supply system.

32. The Applicant shall extend water mains into the public street. The Applicant shall also extend service laterals
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to the College site.

All water lines, booster pumps, and reservoirs shall be installed pursuant to the provisions set forth in the OAR
Chapter 33, Sections 42-200 through 42-243, by the Oregon State Health Division and the Public Works
document, “General Engineering Requirements and Standard Specifications.” The Applicant must get approval
fiom the City Public Works Department concerning the allowable time to flush and test new water lines.

Prior to construction of the proposed water system, the Applicant shall submit four (4) copies of construction
plans for review and approval by the City Engineer. The Applicant shall provide a geologic report related to the
construction of the water system if required by the City Engineer

A fire hydrant shall be located in the parking lot, as shown on the plat, and one at the entrance to the college site.
The college building must be constructed with a fire suppression sprinkler system.
Fire equipment must have access to within 150 ft. of the back of the building.

A ladder must be permanently attached to the outside of the building. The Applicant must confer with the City
Fire Chief regarding the specifications for this ladder.

Utilities

39.

40.

41,

42,

43,

All utility lines, including but not limited to, electric, communication, street lighting, and cable television shall
be placed underground in the street and college site.

All utility easements shall be clearly defined as to their scope, purpose and term and clearly shown in dashed
lines on the plat including the size and locations as required by the affected utilities, public agencies and service

companies.

A continuous five (5) foot Public Utility Easement "PUE" adjacent to the right-of-way on Lone Ranch Parkway
shall be shown on the plat and provided to be utilized for water related equipment (meters, valves, etc. and other
utilities (electrical pedestals, street lights, telephone and other facilities).

The applicant shall be responsible to coordinate final acceptance of all proposed "PUE's" with the affected
utilities, public agencies and service companies prior to final plat approval.

The applicant shall coordinate the placement of mailboxes with the U. 5. Postal Service (USPS). Mailboxes
shall be placed in a manner that leaves at least 48” of unobstructed sidewalk area. A completed and signed copy
of the USPS “Mode of Delivery Agreement” form must be provided prior to receiving final plat approval.

Restrictive Covenants

44. In order for retaining walls, fences, etc, to be constructed within the remaining public right-of-way in

back of and abutting the sidewalks the applicant shall incorporate in the covenants a "hold harmless"
clause absolving the city and/or utilities of any liability or responsibility for the replacement of such
appurtenances within the right-of-way should it be necessary to remove same to miake repairs to existing

facilities or install new facilities therein.

Bond and Agreement
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45. 1f the Applicant requests final plat approval or issuance of a building permit prior to completion of all
required utilities and improvements, an improvement agreement and security as described in 80.080,
Land Development Code (in effect on October 25, 2004) will be required. When all utilities and
improvements have been installed and approved the Applicant must provide a warranty for materials and
workmanship as described in 172.180 and 80.080(B), Land Development Code (in effect on October 25,

2004).
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ATTACHMENT A

é ' ) "Oregon

Theodore K. Kulongoski, Governor

June 12, 2008

Ms, Robin Richards
Crow/Clay & Associates
125 W Central Ste 400
Coos Bay, OR 97420

RE: SHPO Case No. 08-1211

Curry Campus of Lone Ranch Comm College

Campus construction

Crow/Clay & Assocs./Lone Ranch Comm College

408 14W 26, Brookings, Curry County

Dear Ms. Richards:

Our office recently received a request t
project referenced above. In checking our statewi
has been a previous cultural survey of the lands
project and archaeological sites were identified.

larger area demarcated wi
planned to be developed. Gi

project was nonexistent and archaeological sites we

surface was visible,
development was also zero, our
the proposed project area
on a landform generally perceive
and buried human remains.

A list of possible archaeological
(umm'.orcgonheritage.org) by clicking on
section marked Archaeological Permits.
protection for archaeological sites, objects,
lands in Oregon. 1 hope that by providing the above-

any archaeological sites in the area O

If you have any questions - about the
please fee to contacl me al your conve

please be sure to

._/gﬁ’w/"&
ennis Griffin, Ph.D., RPA
State Archaeologist

(503) 986-0674
dennis.griffin@state.or.us

A0 NRN7

(in area to be disturbed). The
d to have a high probability

consultants

Parks and Recreation Departr
State Historic Preservation (

725 Summer St. NE, St

Salem, OR 97301

(503) 986

FAX (503) 986

www.hed.stale

o conduct a cultural resource review for the area of the
de cultural resource database, ] find that there
surrounding and encompassing the proposed
One of these sites (35CS225) lies within the
thin the proposed SOCC campus but not within the area currently
ven that surface visibility in the area of the larger Borax property
re found in those few areas where the ground
and that subsurface visibility in the area of the proposed campus
office recommends that subsurface probes be conducted within
proposed campus structures are located
for possessing archaeological sites

can be found on our web site
Archaeological Services web page and highlighting the
State statutes (ORS 358.905 and ORS 97.740) provide
and human remains on both state public and private
suggested archaeological survey, damage to

f your proposed project can be avoided.

above comments or would like additional information,

2feh

nience. In order to help us track your project accurately,
reference the SHPO case number above in all correspondence.



ATTACHMENT E

U.B,
FIRI & WILDIAFE
BERVICL

CL

United States Department of the Interior -
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Roseburg Field Office "'
2900 NW Stewart Parkway
Roseburg, OR 97470 -

Phone: (541) 957-3474 FAX: (541) 957-3475

Reply To: 8330.TAD080(08) ™ B "D) -
File Name: SWOCC_Storm_Leller.doc RE(J EJVE—- -

TS Number: 08-1716 h

TAILS: 13420-2008-TA-0080

Dac Type: Final \IUL :),:, 20“8 ]u)y 30. 2008 -
Mike Crow R AQ
Crow/Clay & Associates Inc. OITY OF BRL)OK‘N‘JV -

" Architecture and Planning
125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420 - -

Subject:  Review of the proposed Southwestern Oregon Community College (SOCC) campus
' Stormwater Management Plan and hydrology study at the U.S. Borax Property
north of Brookings.
Hike.
Dear Me-€fow, o

We received the Stormwater Management Plan from Crow/Clay-& Associates Inc. on July 16,
2008 requesting review of the SOCC campus hydrology study (study). You requested our
comments of the study by August 5, 2008. .-

The study includes a description of the stormwater filtration and containment system that will be

used to contain runoff from construction disturbance and impervious surfaces. The system will -
utilize vegetated filter strips, vegetated swales, and a detention pond to intercept surface water
runoff before it enters down-gradient wetlands. The study also describes how the drainage
patterns of the surface flow from the project area to the down-gradient wetlands and beyond to =
the culvert under Highway 101.
Our latest survey information, from July 2005, indicates that currently, western lily does not -
occur within the location of the proposed project footprint or in down-gradient wetlands. Our
analysis of the water flow patterns at the project area is consistent with the hydrology study. We
anticipate that the stormwater plan, if built as described, will adequately protect wetland -
resources down-gradient from the proposed SOCC construction activities. We anticipate that the
stormwater system will significantly reduce contaminants, excess sediment, and excess water
from entering into the down-gradient wetlands if the stormwater management system is -
maintained as described in the study.
We are also aware that the college desires to introduce western lily to down-gradient wetlands as -
part of a potential classroom research project. In order to enhance the protection and maintain f

[ ]

Printed on 100 percent chlorine free/60 percent post-consumer conlent paper.
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the integrity of the down-gradient wetlands and improve conditions for western lily introduction

we further recommend:
1) Vegetated filtration strips, vegetated swales, and the detention pond water barriers are

inspected at least on a quarterly basis by the college in order to catch early indication
of possible problems with the filtration systems.

2) Filtration strips, vegetated swales, and the detention pond water batriers are inspected
after each heavy storm event (af least 5 inches of rain within a 24 hour period).

3) Soil moisture and water levels in down-gradient wetlands are monitored quarterly
using a soil moisture sensor and a peizometer to ensure that conditions are stable for
the potential introduction of western lily. Information from the soil moisture data can
help determine if the hydrology is consistent with western lily suitable habitat and if
the location is adequate to introduce western lily.

These recommendations should enable the college to better preserve and protect the underlying
habitat conditions that support the western lily and further increase the llkehhood western lily

introduction will be successful.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide assistance with the proposed project. If you have
further questions or require additional assistance please contact Dave Imper at 707-825-5112,

Sam Friedman at 541-957-3478, or me at 541-957-3470.

Sincerely,

( Vi 7 Devons

Craigé Tuss
Field Supervisor

cc:  Diane Mormis, City of Brookings, Brookings, OR ()
Dave Imper, USFWS, Arcata, CA (€)
Laura Todd, USFWS, Newport, OR (¢)
Office Files, FWS-OFWO, Portland, OR (e)
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EXHIBIT I

Materials submitted by Appellant and Applicant for
SWOCC Detailed Plan and Appeal:
APP-2-08/DDP-1-8

N
EXHIBIT ~ JUEER | DOCUMENTS:
' DATE: FROM: PAGES:
Courtney Johnson, CRAG,
917 SW Oak Street Ste. 416
Portland, OR 97205
legal representative for
9-23-08 Catherine Wiley 1 1-page Statement
I-1 96370 Duley Creek Road
Brookings, OR
and Oregon Shores
Mike Crow, agent for
SWOCC
-2 10-7-08 Crow/Clay & Associates Inc. 2 2 pages

125 W. Central Ave. Ste. 400
Coos Bay, OR 97420
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. , T Fgp 5«[7, -
Notice of Appeal of Planning ~ommission Final Order on DDP-1-08 : ~, [N s [e[ !
IR 4

LY
Oregon Shores and Catherine Wiley, Appellants ; }‘ yF. . ]‘\L/
September 21, 2008 . [_j/

AMENDED APPEAL STATEMENT

Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition and Catherine Wiley appeal the Planning Commission’s r’
Decision approving the Detailed Development Plan for Southwestern Oregon Community
College in the Lone Ranch Master Plan area on the following bases: -

1. The DDP’s proposed use of a holding tank does not satisfy the requirements of the
Master Plan of Development, Title 13 of the Brookings Municipal Code, Brookings
Comprehensive Plan Goal 14, Joint Management Agreement, Master Plan of
Development Conditions of Approval, or the Subdivisions Requirements of Brookings -

Municipal Code 17.172.070(B).

2. The applicant has not complied with the Master Plan of Development conditions of -
approval for protection of the existing wetlands and the associated western lily.
ol
3. The DDP fails to adequately ensure no adverse impacts to Rainbow Rock Condominium
Community’s drinking water, as required by the MPoD.
-
4. The DDP fails to adequately ensure protection of cultural resources on the proposed site
as required by the MPoD. -
5. The DDP must comply with setback requirements in the MPoD and those for MPD
zoning. The final order fails to evaluate the DDP for compliance with MPoD setbacks =
and building height requirements.
6. The Final Order does not contain conditions of approval.
7. The DDP contains other deficiencies that may be identified. -
-
Appellants are parties of record having provided testimony, orally and/or in writing, during the
Planning Commission hearing process. -
\ﬂ A )4/ 21 /000 %
s J% 7/ .
=
H
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BEE (ROW/CAv & AS50CATES INC S

- ARCHITECTURE AND PLANNING
October 7, 2008 LAND USE AND INTERIORS

Brookings City Council (#77 O,
898 Elk Drive 7} Ok g

Brookings, Oregon 97415 @?OOIV

RE: Southwestern Oregon Community College
Detailed Development Plan - Additional Information

City File DDP-1-08

Dear Council Members:

The record as it currently exists satisfies the criteria for approval of the DDP with the exception of
the subdivision standards listed below. The standards listed below reflect the subdivision ordinance

in place at the time of the Masterplan approval.

Required Findings of Fact for Land Divisions
for Southwestern Oregon Community College
Section 176.060(C) Subdivisions

1. Conformance with the Comprehensive Plan, and applicable development standards
of this code, and state and federal laws.

“The proposed subdivision meets the comprehensive plan requirements and will be
constructed in compliance with required development standards and State and Federal
laws. The subdivision is also in conformance with the approved Lone Ranch Master Plan

for this area.

2. Development of any remainder of property under the same ownership, ifany, can be
accomplished in accordance with this code.

With the approval of the Detailed Developrnent Plan U.S. Borax will deed to the College the
property proposed for subdivision. The College does not own any other property in the
area. Future development of the college property, if any, would be in compliance with
applicable ordinances and codes.

3. Adjoining property under separate ownership can either be developed or be provided
access (connectivity) that will aliow its development in accordance with this code.

The proposed plat dedicates a road which extends to the end of the subdivision to pfovide
future connectivity and access to adjacent property. The proposed plan is in conformance
with the approved Lone Ranch Master Plan.

4. Conditions necessary to satisfy the intent of the Land Development Code and
Comprehensive Plan can be satisfied prior to final approval.

Approval of the DDT as presented will allow the intent of the Land Development Code and

Comprehensive Plan be met prior to final approval of the tentative plat.
Coos BAY, OREGON
125 W, CENTRAL AVE., Sume 400  CoOs Bav, OR 97420 (541) 269-9388, Fax (641) 267-6187
MEMBERS AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS
www.crowclay.com
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Michael R. Crow, A.'l.
Principal

The proposed street plan affords the most economic, safe, efficient and least
environmentally damaging circulation of ftraffic possible under existing
circumstances.

The proposed street, Lone Ranch Parkway, offers direct efficient access to the site and
surrounding properties. The proposed street generally lines up with an existing road
therefore minimizing impact to the surrounding environment.

The proposed name of the subdivision shall be approved by the Commission,
provided the name does not use a word which is the same as, similar to or
pronounced the same as a word in the name of any other subdivision in Curry
County, except for the words “town”, “city”, “place”, “court”, “addition”, or similar
words unless the land platted is contiguous to and platted by the same applicant that
platted the subdivision bearing that name, or unless the applicant files and records
the consent of the party who platted the subdivision bearing that name andthe block
numbers continue those of the plat of the same name last filed.

The proposed subdivision name was reviewed by the Count); surveyor and does not use
a word which is the same as, similar or pronounced the same as the name of another

subdivision in Curry County

The proposed name of a street in the subdivision shall be approved by the
commission provided it is not the same as, similar to, or pronounced the same as the
name of an existing street in the same zip code area, unless the street is approved
" as a continuation of an existing street. A street name or number shall conform to the

established pattern for the area.

The proposed street name was reviewed by the Fire Chief and does not use a word which
is the same as, similar or pronounced the same as the name of another street in Curry

County.

Streets that are proposed to be held for private use shall be distinguished from the
public streets on the subdivision plat, and reservations and restrictions relating to
the private streets are established.

The proposed street will be a public road dedicated to the City. See "Attachment O".

Sincerely,

CROW/CLAY & ASSOCIATES INC.

MRC/07346-Revised Finding of Facts.wpd
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EXHIBIT J

THIS EXHIBIT, THE COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT AND
REVISED STAFF REPORT FOR THE APPEAL, IS
LOCATED AT THE FRONT OF THE PACKET
BEGINNING ON PAGE 1.
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CITY OF BROOKINGS
EXHIBIT K

MEMO

TO: Mayor and City Council
FROM: Dianne Morris, Planning Director
DATE: October 6, 2008

SUBJECT: Staff Responses to appeal issues.
File # APP-2-08/ DDP-1-08 Appeal of SWOCC Detailed Development Plan
Hearing Date October 20, 2008

As you read through the revised original Staff Report found in Exhibit J at the beginning
of this packet, you’ll find the applicable criteria and responses by Staff that conclude the
Applicant has met the burden of proof required for approval. Exhibits B through F
contain the written comments received and the Applicant’s responses to those. Exhibit G is
Staff’s responses to the written comments, again concluding the Applicant has met the
burden of proof for approval of the DDP. The items listed by the Appellant in Exhibit I,
page 241-244, are the issues they feel have not been adequately addressed in this DDP.
Following are each item and Staff response:

1. This concerns use of a holding tank and states it doesn’t meet various requirements.

RESPONSE: The proposed Conditions of Approval, Exhibit L, # 22, page 251,
require the Applicant to use an on-site septic system approved by the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ). That may or may not be a holding tank type system.
DEQ has the authority to determine the appropriate type of septic system. The use of
an on-site septic system is authorized in Title 13 of the Brookings Municipal Code when
the City’s sewer system is not available. The use of an on-site septic system is in
compliance with the Master Plan of Development, the Lone Ranch Master Plan
Conditions of Approval, Comprehensive Plan Goal 14, and Subdivision requirements,
Section 176.060, Brookings Land Development Code. The Urban Growth Area Joint
Management Agreement (JMA) is not applicable to the subject property as it is inside
City limits. The JMA is applicable to the area beyond City limits but within the Urban
Growth Boundary.

2. This concerns whether the DDP adequately protects the existing wetlands and
western lily.

RESPONSE: This is dealt with in the revised Staff Report, Exhibit J, Page 11, # 6
and #28, page 13. The appropriate State agencies have responded in Exhibit A,
Attachment J, Page 82, Exhibit B-7, Page 123, stating adequate protection will be

898 Elk Drive Brookings, OR 97415 Phone: (541) 469-2163
www.brookings.or us Fax: (541) 469-3650
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provided. The Applicant addressed this in Exhibit A, Attachment I, page 77. This is
also addressed Exhibit H, Pages 220-221. Condition of Approval # 24, Exhibit L, page
251, requires the Applicant to follow the recommendations of the State agency
concerning the lilies and condition of approval # 29 requires the Applicant to get
approval of the Dept. of State Lands concerning the filling of the one wetland affected

by the DDP.

3. This concerns possible adverse impacts to Rainbow Rock Condominium‘s
drinking water.

RESPONSE: The Applicant submitted engineered plans to demonstrate how
stormwater, erosion control, etc. would be dealt with in Exhibit A, Attachment C, pages
35-64.. This was peer reviewed by the City’s Engineer in Exhibit A, Attachment H, page
76, and in Exhibit B-15, page 164 and found to adequately protect the water source.
The Applicant’s Engineer addressed this in Exhibit D-3, Pages 176-194. Condition of
Approval # 30, page 251, requires the Applicant to construct and maintain the storm
drainage facilities as proposed to provide continuous protection.

4.  This concerns adequate protection of cultural resources.

RESPONSE: This is dealt with in the revised Staff Report, Exhibit J, page 12, #
13. The responsible State agency responded in Exhibit A, Attachment L, page 84,
Exhibit B-6, page 121. Condition of Approval # 8, Exhibit L, page 249, requires the
Applicant to comply with the recommendations of the State agency.

5.  This asserts Staff did not address setback and height standards in the Final Order
for the DDP.

RESPONSE: Height and setback standards are addressed in the Applicant’s
findings, the Staff Report, and the Final Order for the DDP, Exhibit H, page 227, #5. In
the approved Lone Ranch Master Plan Final Order it states standards will be used that
are found in other zones in the City for similar-type developments. The City’s existing
Public Open Space (P/OS) zone allows public schools, government structures, etc. and
has . the appropriate standards to use when considering height and setback
requirements. The Applicant states the structure will be 40 feet in height or less. The
maximum height allowed in the P/OS zone is 40 feet. The Applicant state the structure
is in excess of 90 feet from all property lines except the west line, which is a side
property line, and the structure is proposed to be 15 feet from that line. The minimum
setback from a side property line in the P/OS zone is 10 feet.

6.  This states the conditions of approval were not attached to the Final Order.

RESPONSE: The Conditions of Approval were referenced in the Final Order and
sent out with it. Of the many copies that were distributed the City received no other

complaints that the Conditions of Approval were missing.
7.  This states there may be additional deficiencies.

RESPONSE: Staff requested the Appellants provide any additional concerns to
allow them to be included in this packet for Council’s consideration. To date no more
correspondence from the Appellants has been received. If any does arrive prior to the
hearing, Staff will get it to the Council as soon as possible.
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Additional responses to the issues the Appellants have raised in Exhibit I, Page 242, and
others raised in the Planning Commission hearing, are found in Exhibit H, Final Order,
Findings and Conclusions, pages 212-240.

Considering all the materials found in this packet, Staff finds these issues have been

adequately addressed. Staff again recommends upholding the Planning Commission
approval of File # DDP-1-08, and denial of this appeal, File # APP-2-08.

24E
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EXHIBIT L

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Southwest Oregon Community College
Detailed Development Plan
DDP-1-08

As amended by the Planning Commission. Added language in Conditions of Approval # 24 and 33
is italicized.

General Conditions

1. The final plat shall be in substantial conformance with the submitted preliminary plat as amended herein
and as approved by the Planning Commission. Substantial changes to the approved preliminary plat
require re-approval by the Planning Commission.

2. Approval of this preliminary plat will expire two (2) years from approval unless the final plat is approved
and recorded or unless an extension of time is requested and approved. The extension of time may be
granted by the Planning Commission with good cause and will not exceed two (2) additional years.
Should the applicant wish to proceed with the subdivision following expiration of the two (2) year
extension, the preliminary plat process must be re-initiated and resubmitted to the Planning Commission

for review and approval.

3. Approval of this Detailed Development Plan will expire three (3) years from the date of initial approval
unless the final plat has been recorded in a timely manner and construction has begun. At its discretion
and without a public hearing, the Commission may extend the approval one time for a period not to

exceed two additional years per extension.

3. The subject property shall conform to the provisions of the Master Plan Development/ Public/ Open
Space Zones, and to all other applicable provisions of the Land Development Code.

4, Plans for utility improvements and/ or plans to meet Section 100, LDC, Hazardous Building Site
Protection Hillside Development Standards shall not be commenced until the City Engineer has reviewed

and approved construction plans for adequacy.
5. All costs of plans checks and inspections by the City Engineer shall be paid by the applicant to the city.

6. Information on the construction plans shall be pursuant to the Public Works document, “General
Engineering and Standard Specifications and other requirements found elsewhere in these Conditions of

Approval.

7. Prior to any construction or grading on the site, the contractor will place, in a location visible from an
existing public street, a sign containing the name of the contractor and a telephone number where the

contractor can be reached.

8. The Applicant must follow the recommendations from the State of Oregon Parks and Recreation
Department, State Historic Preservation Office, letter dated June 12, 2008 (Attachment A) and provide
written documentation to the City that this Department’s concerns have been satisfied prior to final plat
approval and prior to any disturbance, construction, or grading on the subject property. All development
shall comply with the State regulations regarding cultural resources, specifically, ORS 358.905 to

358.961, ORS 390.235 to 390.240, and ORS 97.740 to 97.760 to the extent possible.

APP-2-08, DDP-1-08 SWOCC Conditions of Approval
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9. The plat must clearly delineate the 4.97 acres of required open space located on the 10 acre parcel. A
statement dedicating this open space must be shown on the plat.

10. The Applicant must provide a copy of the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 1200C

Erosion Control permit prior to any construction on the site.

11. A final landscape/ irrigation plan must be submitted and approved by the City’s Site Plan Committee
prior to issuing a building permit.

12. The Applicant shall provide, pay for and install, or cause to be installed all utilities and improvements
approved in this Detailed Development Plan unless otherwise stated in this Final Order.

Street Conditions
13. The public street, Lone Ranch Parkway, shall be dedicated to the City of Brookings on the plat.

14. A copy of the Road Approach Permit issued by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
approving the access point for Lone Ranch Parkway at it’s intersection with Highway 101 must be
submitted to the City prior to beginning construction on the street.

15. Lone Ranch Parkway shall be constructed as proposed with a 70 ft. right-of —way, 28 ft. 2 land paved
road surface, curb and 10 ft. multi-path on the south side and bioswale on the north side.

16. Lone Ranch Parkway shall be plated to the furthest northeast corner of the subject property and
constructed to within 175ft. of the northeast corner. A Deferred Improvement Agreement must be
recorded stating the property owner will participate by paying a proportionate cost of the extension of the
street to the northeast corner of the subject property at such time as additional development needs access
from the street. Other future developments utilizing this street will pay the remaining costs to construct
the 175 ft. portion to the northeast corner of the subject property.

17. Prior to any construction or grading for the street the Applicant shall submit four (4) copies of street
construction plans for review and approval by the City Engineer. The Applicant shall provide a geologic
report related to the construction of the street if required by the City Engineer.

18. A “STOP” sign shall be placed on Lone Ranch Parkway at the intersection with Highway 101. The siting
of the sign shall be in compliance with ODOT requirements.

19. Street lights shall be placed at the intersection of the driveway to the College and at the intersection of
Lone Ranch Parkway and Highway 101as shown on the preliminary plat map, and pursuant to the
provisions of the Pubic Works document, “General Engineering Requirements and Standard
Specifications” and ODOT requirements.

20. A street name sign shall be placed at the intersection of Lone Ranch Parkway and Highway 101. The
siting of the sign shall be in compliance with ODOT requirements.

21. A Deferred Improvement Agreement (DIA) for the 10 ft. multi-use path shown on the plat adjacent to the
western boundary of the subject property must be recorded. The DIA will stipulate that the path must be
constructed when the connecting, adjacent path is approved and constructed. Statements dedicating the
future path to the public and specifying that the college will accept maintenance responsibilities, once the

path is constructed, must be shown on the plat.

APP-2-08, DDP-1-08 SWOCC Conditions of Approval
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Sanitary Sewer

22. The Applicant shall obtain and submit a copy of the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
permit to construct an on-site sewage disposal system prior to the issuance of a building permit. Once
installed written documentation of the approval shall be provided. The Applicant shall record a Deferred
Improvement Agreement (DIA) agreeing to connect to City sewer when mains become available.

Storm Drain Conditions

23. Prior to construction of the proposed storm drainage system, the Applicant shall submit four (4) copies of
construction plans for review and approval by the City engineer. Plans considering all drainage from the
subject property, including roof drains, shall be prepared by an engineer, licensed in the State of Oregon,
to address on-site and of-site impacts in a manner that protects down stream properties from water flow

greater than currently exists as shown in the Applicant’s preliminary plans.

24. The Applicant must follow the recommendations as stated in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife letter dated July
30, 2008 (Attachment B), if the Applicant decides to pursue introduction of the Western Lily on the subject

property.

25. All storm drains shall be installed pursuant to the provisions of the Pubic Works document, “General
Engineering Requirements and Standard Specifications” and the Applicant’s approved engineered plans.

26. Additional geologic reports may be needed for final detention pond design, if required by the City
Engineer.

27. The plat must state the on-site storm drainage facilities will be owned and maintained by the property
owner.

28. Bio-swales adjacent to the subject property must also be maintained by the College. The proposed
«“Swale Maintenance Covenant” must be amended to include all required language as found in Condition
of Approval # 29 of the Lone Ranch Master Plan Final Order. This Covenant must then be recorded and

a copy provided to the City prior to final approval of the plat.

29. The Applicant must submit documentation from the Department of State Lands (DSL) and the US Army
Corps of Engineers approving the filling of the wetland adjacent to the entrance street prior to any

construction in that area.

30. The City Engineer has reviewed the preliminary drainage plan and stated, in writing, that the plan will protect
the Rainbow Rock Service Association’s surface water system and water supply system from adverse
impacts. The Applicant must construct and maintain the storm drainage facilities to continuously provide this

protection.

Water System Conditions

31. The subject property shall be served by the City domestic water supply system.

32. The Applicant shall extend water mains into the public street. The Applicant shall also extend service laterals

APP-2-08, DDP-1-08 SWOCC Conditions of Approval
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to the College site.

33.  All water lines, booster pumps, and reservoirs shall be installed pursuant to the provisions set forth in the OAR
Chapter 33, Sections 42-200 through 42-243, by the Oregon State Health Division and the Public Works
document, “General Engineering Requirements and Standard Specifications.” The Applicant must get approval
from the City Public Works Department concerning the allowable time to flush and test new water lines.

34, Prior to construction of the proposed water system, the Applicant shall submit four (4) copies of engineered
construction plans for review and approval by the City Engineer. The Applicant shall provide a geologic report
related to the construction of the water system if required by the City Engineer

35. A fire hydrant shall be located in the parking lot, as shown on the plat, and one at the entrance to the college site.

36. The college building must be constructed with a fire suppression sprinkler system.

37. Fire equipment must have access to within 150 fi. of the back of the building.

38. A ladder must be permanently attached to the outside of the building. The Applicant must confer with the City
Fire Chief regarding the specifications for this ladder.

Utilities

39. All utility lines, including but not limited to, electric, communication, street lighting, and cable television shall
be placed underground in the street and college site.

40. All utility easements shall be clearly defined as to their scope, purpose and term and clearly shown in dashed
lines on the plat including the size and locations as required by the affected utilities, public agencies and service
companies.

41. A continuous five (5) foot Public Utility Easement "PUE" adjacent to the right-of-way on Lone Ranch Parkway
shall be shown on the plat and provided to be utilized for water related equipment (meters, valves, etc. and other
utilities (electrical pedestals, street lights, telephone and other facilities).

42. The applicant shall be responsible to coordinate final acceptance of all proposed "PUE's" with the affected
utilities, public agencies and service companies prior to final plat approval.

43. The applicant shall coordinate the placement of mailboxes with the U. S. Postal Service (USPS). Mailboxes

shall be placed in a manner that leaves at least 48” of unobstructed sidewalk area. A completed and signed copy
of the USPS “Mode of Delivery Agreement” form must be provided prior to receiving final plat approval.

Restrictive Covenants

44. In order for retaining walls, fences, etc, to be constructed within the remaining public right-of-way in

back of and abutting the sidewalks the applicant shall incorporate in the covenants a "hold harmless”
clause absolving the city and/or utilities of any liability or responsibility for the replacement of such
appurtenances within the right-of-way should it be necessary to remove same to make repairs to existing
facilities or install new facilities therein.

Bond and Agreement

APP-2-08, DDP-1-08 SWOCC Conditions of Approval
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45, If the Applicant requests final plat approval or issuance of a building permit prior to completion of all
required utilities and improvements, an improvement agreement and security as described in 80.080,
Land Development Code (in effect on October 25, 2004) will be required. When all utilities and
improvements have been installed and approved the Applicant must provide a warranty for materials and
workmanship as described in 172.180 and 80.080(B), Land Development Code (in effect on October 25,

2004).

APP-2-08, DDP-1-08 SWOCC Conditions of Approval
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ATTACHMENT A ™

 Uregon

June 12,2008

Theudore R. Kulongoski, Governor

Parks and Recreation Departs
State Flistoric Preservalior™

725 Summer St. NE, ¢

Salem, OR 97301
(503) 98

FAX (503) 9¢

www,hed.stake

Ms. Robin Richards
Crow/Clay & Associates
125 W Central Ste 400
Coos Bay, OR 97420

RE: SHPO Case No. 08-1211
Cutry Campus of Lone Ranch Comm College
Campus construction
Crow/Clay & Assocs./Lone Ranch Comm College

408 14W 26, Brookings, Curry County

Dear Ms. Richards:

duct a cultural resource review for the area of the

Our office recently received a request to con
project referenced above. In checking our statewide cultural resource database, I find that there

has been a previous cultural survey of the lands surrounding and encompassing the proposed
project and archaeological sites were identified. One of these sites (35CS225) lies within the
larger area demarcated within the proposed SOCC campus but not within the area currently
planned to be developed. Given that surface visibility in the area of the larger Borax property
project was nonexistent and archaeological sites were found in those few areas where the ground
surface was visible, and that subsurface visibility in the area of the proposed campus
development wes also zero, our office recommends that subsurface probes be conducted within
the proposed project area (in area to be disturbed). The proposed campus structures are located
on a landform generally perceived to have a high probability for possessing archaeological sites

and buried human remains.
consultants can be found on our web site
(www.oregonheritage.org) by clicking on Archaeological Services web page and highlighting the

section marked Archaeological Permits. State statutes (ORS 358.905 and ORS 97.740) provide

protection for archaeological sites, objects, and human remains on both state public and private

lands in Oregon, I hope that by providing the above-suggested archacological survey, damage to

any archaeological sites in the area of your proposed project can be avoided.

A list of possible archacological

uestions. about the above comments or would like additional information,

If you have any q
please feel to contact me at your convenience. In order to help us track your project accurately,

please be sure to reference the SHPO case number above in all correspondence.

. .,,5//%/“'7 ~///4/
ennis Griffin, Ph.D., RPA

State Archaeologist
(503) 986-0674
dennis.griffin@state.or.us
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ATTACHMENT

U.H.
FIHH & WILDLIFL
BERVICE

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Roseburg Field Office
2900 NW Stewarl Parkway
Roseburg, OR 97470
Phone: (541) 957-3474 FAX: (541) 957-3475

Reply To: 8330.TA0CBO(08) gt FE TS
File Name: SWOCC_Storm_Lelter.doc R E{; E,l \'V &- D)
TS Number: 08-1716 w

TAILS: [3420-2008-TA-0080

Daoc Type: Final i JUL ;\ﬁ", 20“8 me 30. 2008
Mike Crow e BOAINGE
Crow/Clay & Associates Inc. OITY OF BROOK‘NU»

" Architecture and Planning
125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420

Subject:  Review of the proposed Southwestern Oregon Community.College (SOCC) campus
Stormwater Management Plan and hydrology study at the U.S. Borax Property

_ north of Brookings.
Fike
Dear Me-€1ow,

We received the Stormwater Management Plan from Crow/Clay-& Associates Inc. on July 16,
2008 requesting review of the SOCC campus hydrology study (study). You requested our
comments of the study by August 5, 2008.

The study includes a description of the stormwater filtration and containment system that will be
used to contain runoff from construction disturbance and impervious surfaces. The system will
utilize vegetated filter strips, vegetated swales, and a detention pond to intercept surface water
runoff before it enters down-gradient wetlands. The study also describes how the drainage
patterns of the surface flow from the project area to the down-gradient wetlands and beyond to

the culvert under Highway 101.

Our latest survey information, from July 2005, indicates that currently, western lily does not
occur within the location of the proposed project footprint or in down-gradient wetlands. Our
analysis of the water flow patterns at the project area is consistent with the hydrology study. We
anticipate that the stormwater plan, if built as described, will adequately protect wetland
resources down-gradien! from the proposed SOCC construction activities. We anticipate that the
stormwater system will significantly reduce contaminants, excess sediment, and excess water
from entering into the down-gradient wetlands if the stormwater management system is

maintained as described in the study.

We are also aware that the college desires to introduce western lily to down-gradient wetlands as
part of a potential classroom research project. In order to enhance the protection and maintain

Printed on 100 percent chlorine frec/60 percent post-consumer conlent paper.
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SWOCC_BrookingsCampus-stormwater_8330.TAG0B0(08) )

the integrity of the down-gradient wetlands and improve conditions for western lily introduction

we further recommend:
1) Vegetated filtration strips, vegetated swales, and the detention pond water barriers are

inspected at least on a quarterly basis by the college in order to catch early indication
of possible problems with the filtration systems.

2) Filtration strips, vegetated swales, and the detention pond water barriers are inspected
after each heavy storm event (at least 5 inches of rain within a 24 hour period).

3) Soil moisture and water levels in down-gradient wetlands are monitored quarterly
using a soil moisture sensor and a peizometer to ensure that conditions are stable for
the potential introduction of western lily. Information from the soil moisture data can
help determine if the hydrology is consistent with western lily suitable habitat and if
the location is adequate to introduce western lily.

These recommendations should enable the college to better preserve and protect the underlying
habitat conditions that support the western lily and further increase the likelihood westemn lily

introduction will be successful. '

Thank you for the opportunity to provide assistance with the proposed project. If you have
further questions or require additional assistance please contact Dave Imper at 707-823-5112,

Sam Friedman at 541-957-3478, or me at 541-957-3470.

Sincerely,

(i 7 v

Craigé Tuss
Field Supervisor

cc:  Diane Mortis, City of Brookings, Brookings, OR (e)
Dave Imper, USFWS, Arcata, CA (e)
Laura Todd, USFWS, Newport, OR ()
Office Files, FWS-OFWO, Portland, OR (e)
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EXHIBIT M

Materials submitted before Public Hearing on

October 20, 2008
APP-2-08/DDP-1-08

NUMBER | hocuMENTS:
EXHIBIT DATE: FROM: OF
M ) ) PAGES:
. . . Memo from Planning
M-1 10-16-08 Planning Director Morris 2 Director to City Council
M-2 10-15-08 | CRAG- Courtney Johnson 51 13 pg letter with
y exhibits to Council
Letter to Mayor and
M-3 10-15-08 Pat Sherman 2 Council
M-4 10-17-08 | Bill & Cate Yocum 1 Email fo Planning

Director




CITY OF BROOKINGS

EXHIBIT M-1

MEMO

T Mayor and City Council
FROM: Dianne Morris, Planning Director
DATE: October 16, 2008

SUBJECT: Staff Responses to appeal issues.
File # APP-2-08/ DDP-1-08 Appeal of SWOCC Detailed Development Plan
Hearing Date October 20, 2008

This Exhibit M contains additional materials submitted by Crag Law Center, M-2, pages 1-51
and concerns expressed by P. Sherman, M-3, Pages 1-2, Staff is providing the following
responses.

Crag Law Center, Oct. 14, 2008 document:

e Page 2 — Request for a continuance. The Council will grant a continuance for additional
comments. This will be outlined at the hearing.

e Page 3 — Participation by Councilor Kitchen. Councilor Kitchen will respond to this at
the hearing.

e Page 3 — “Arguments on appeal™.

#1, Page 4 — Use of “holding tank™. This has been previously addressed in your advance
packet on pages 7, 200, 202, 214-216, and Conditions of Approval (C.of A.)#22,
page251.

#2, page 7 - Protection of wetlands and lilies. The City never received the letter dated
September 3, 2008 from the Department of State Lands (DSL). Prior to this letter, found
in the Appellants materials, M-2, pages 23-26, neither DSL or the Army Corp of
Engineers had submitted any comments to the City in response to the legal notice sent to
them or contacts the Applicant has had with them regarding this DDP application. The
Applicant couldn’t move forward with DSL/ CORP permits until approval of the DDP
was given. The Lone Ranch Master Plan (LRMP) did consider an encroachment on a
wetland located adjacent to the Highway and entrance street intersection. See advance
packet page 11, #6, and C. of A., page 238, #29. The Applicant will address the wetland
issues discussed in the DSL letter dated Sept. 3, 2008.

#3, page 8 — Rainbow Rock drinking water. See advance packet page 13, #23; pages
184-189; 192; 219; 232, #23; 251, #30.

898 Elk Drive Brookings, OR 97415 Phone: (541) 469-2163
www.brookings.or us Fax: (541) 469-3650
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#4, page 10 — Protection of cultural resources. See advance packet page 12, #13; page
194; 221; 247 #4; C. of A. page 249, #8.

#5, page 11 — Setback requirements for MPoD. Master Plan of Development (MPoD) is
the zoning of the subject property. A zone change request is not a part of this application.
The LRMP Final Order states the development will use standards that are the same as the
standards applied in other zones in the City for similar-type developments. See advance
packet page 9, # 5; page 247, #5; C. of A. page 249, #3.

#6, page 11 — Final Order Conditions of Approval. See advance packet page 247, #6.
#7, page 12 — Other deficiencies.

a. Sanitary sewer standards — See advance packet pages 214-216; 246, #1; C. of
A. #22, page 251.

b. DIA timeline — The C. of A. relating to the on-site sewer system requires the
Applicant to record a DIA agreeing to connect to City sewer when mains become
available. When mains become available, the City will then inform the Applicant
of the timeline to connect. This is in keeping with other DIAs the City has in
place that relate to future infrastructure. See advance packet C. of A. #22, page
251.

c. Transportation impacts — The DIA request for the westerly multi-use path is
not a part of the street system. See advance packet page 201; C. of A. page 250,
#21.

d. Incorrect standards — The Council has been provided with a Staff Report,
pages 3-14 using the Land Development Code (LDC) citations in effect at the
time the LRMP was approved. In addition see advance packet page 202,
“Changes to Zoning Ordinances”. Two C. of A. were added prior to Planning
Commission approval to accommodate changes to the Code. See advance packet
page237, #12 and page 240, #45. These two C. of A. are also contained in the
proposed C. of A. being considered by the Council, pages 249- 256.

P. Sherman, Oct. 15, 2008, letter:

This letter expresses concerns about the City being required to install and pay for the
sewer main to LRMP in five years if the DDP is allowed to use a holding tank per a
DEQ requirement. It requests the Findings state that the City was aware of this
requirement. The opposite is true. There is assurance from DEQ that the City will
not be responsible to install and pay for the sewer main. See advance packet page
179.

In addition to written comments received, Staff has discussed C. of A., # 9, page g%, with
Councilor Hedenskog. That C. of A. states the “...dedicating of the open space must be
shown on the plat.” Councilor Hedenskog believes using the statement “...declaring this as
open space...” would serve the purpose and be less problematic.



CRAG

LAW CENTER

817 SW Oak St.
Suite 417
Portland, OR
87205

TEL:
503.525.2724

FAX:
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Courtney Johnson
Staff Attorney
courtney@crag.org
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October 14, 2008 . G
‘ﬂf{)"z,- .y “d
Via Email and First Class Mail Q/ & G
City of Brookings City Council "41/,“ "
898 Elk Drive 43
Brookings, Oregon 97415

Re: Statement in Support of Appeal of Detailed Development Plan for
Southwest Oregon Community College
{(File No. DDP-1-08/APP-2-08)

City Council Members:

On behalf of the Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition and Catherine
Wiley as an individual (collectively “Oregon Shores™) I submit this statement in
support of the appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision to approve the Detailed
Development Plan (“DDP™) for the Southwest Oregon Community College
(“*SWOCC”) campus on the Lone Ranch property. The Agenda for the October 20,

- 2008 hearing, as well as the Staff Report indicate that Crag and Courtney Johnson

are appellants. Please note that Crag Law Center and Courtney Johnson represent
the Appellants in this matter. Appellants are parties of record having provided
testimony, orally and/or in writing, during the Planning Commission hearing process.
Please include these comments in the record for this matter.

Oregon Shores provided comments to the Planning Commission, by letter
dated August 4, 2008, on the application for Detailed Development Plan approval.

" The letter is included with these comments as Exhibit A. Oregon Shores

incorporates those comments here by reference and provides further comment to
respond to additional issues and arguments raised on appeal. Oregon Shores also

Crag is a clieni-focused law center that supports community el - i to protect and sustain the Pacific Northwest's natural lepacy.
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requests that the entire Planning Commission file for this matter be included in the appeal
record. It appears that some materials that were placed before the Planning Commission have
been omitted from the appeal packet. Several documents referenced in this letter that are part of
the record are attached hereto.

Request for Seven (7) Additional Days to Provide Comment

Oregon Shores requests a continuance of the hearing to provide additional comments on
the DDP appeal and to respond to the testimony and evidence that SWOCC will provide at the
hearing in support of its DDP. '

The DDP appeal has been scheduled at a time when none of our representatives can be *
present for the hearing. Given the complexity of the materials at issue, the scheduling of the
hearing, and the potential for new evidence to be presented during the de novo hearing, it will be
beneficial to the public to have extra time to provide additional comment if needed.

Councilman Kitchen’s Recusal

Councilman Kitchen has exhibited a bias and prejudgment in favor of approving the
DDP, and therefore must refrain from participating in this decision. While local quasi-judicial
decision makers are not expected to be entirely free of any bias, these decision makers are
expected to (1) put whatever bias they may have to the side when deciding individual permit
applications, and (2) engage in the necessary fact finding and attempt to interpret and apply the
law to the facts as they find them, so that the ultimate decision reflects their view of the facts and
law rather than a product of bias the decision maker brings to the process. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.
v. City of Central Point, 49 Or LUBA 697, 709-10 (2005) (rev’d on other grounds, Wal-Mart
Stores, Inc. v. City of Central Point, 341 Or 393, 144 P.3d 914 (2006).). Where a local decision
maker is unable to set bias or prejudgment aside, he or she must refrain from voting on the
decision. Woodard v. City of Cottage Grove, 54 OR LUBA 176, 179-80 (2007).

Here, Councilman Kitchen personally testified in support of the SWOCC DDP at the
Planning Commission hearing of August 5, 2008. Councilman Kitchen cannot review the
application in an unbiased manner having advocated for its approval. In addition to voicing his
support of the College, Councilman Kitchen urged the Commissioners to ignore the “Cave
people,”! amounting to a personal attack on those speaking in opposition to the proposal. Based

! This comment apparently referred to “Citizens Against Virtually Everything” as stated by State Representative
Krieger in his comments presented a few minutes before those of Councilman Kitchen.
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on the prejudgment and bias exhibited by Councilman Kitchen, Oregon Shores respectfully
requests that he recuse himself from this appeal.

In addition, Brookings Municipal Code (“BMC"”) requires that Council members be
bound by State ethics rules, including disclosure of actual or potential conflict of interest. BMC
2.05.170. Councilman Kitchen has a potential conflict of interest.due to his financial interest in
Curry General Hospital, which stands to benefit from the development of the new SWOCC
campus for training or education programs. Councilman Kitchen should refrain from
participating in the decision due to this potential conflict of interest.

Background

This DDP is the first detailed development plan submitted to undertake construction
pursuant to the terms and conditions of the Lone Ranch Master Plan of Development (“MPoD”),
which was approved by the City on October 25, 2004 and set forth a plan for development of 540
single family detached homes, 150 single family attached homes, a commercial area, and a
college campus.

Prior to construction of any phase of the MPoD or the issuance of any building permits,
the City must approve a DDP. Brookings Municipal Code (“BMC”) 17.70.020. The BMC sets
forth several specific graphic and narrative requirements for a DDP application, which include a
general incorporation of the requirements that an applicant must address when submitting the
MPoD. BMC 17.70.140. The BMC sets forth review criteria for the City to consider in
reviewing a DDP. BMC 17.70.170. The overarching requirement is that the DDP must be “in
substantlal conformance with the MPoD.” :

Arguments on Appeal

At the outset, please note that Oregon Shores does not oppose the development of a
community college in Brookings. Oregon Shores’ objections are related to the failure of the |
DDP to comply with local and state land use laws, and failure to protect certain resources
adequately. Oregon Shores is opposed to this community college because it is being used by
Borax to spearhead a massive development project in a location of that is prized for its
untrammeled natural beauty and historical significance; a project that will contribute little to the
Brookings community while requiring significant outlays of public funding. Unfortunately, the
college has intimately connected itself to the Lone Ranch master plan and at the least must
respect the basic limitations that are included in that plan, Oregon Shores appeals the Planning
Commission’s Decision approving the Detailed Development Plan for Southwestern Oregon
Community College in the Lone Ranch Master Plan area on the following bases:
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1. The DDP’s proposed use of a holding tank does not satisfy the requirements of the
Master Plan of Development, Title 13 of the Brookings Municipal Code, Brookings
Comprehensive Plan Goal 14, Joint Management Agreement, Master Plan of
Development Conditions of Approval, or the Subdivisions Requirements of Brookings
Municipal Code 17.172.070(B).

The DDP -proposes a temporary holding tank to serve the campus if a sewer line is not -
installed by the time the campus is ready for occupancy. A holding tank is not compatible with
the terms or conditions of the MPoD. The MPoD states, in part, “[i]f the college develops before
a sanitary sewer system is installed, it may be necessary to construct an on-site sanitary sewer
system designed to accommodate the college.” MPoD at 31. MPoD Condition of Approval
number 12 requires that sanitary sewer installation shall comply with the standards of DEQ and
provisions of the BMC. The findings state that such compliance will be a condition of approval.
However, there is no evidence in the record that a holding tank can comply with the
requirements of the MPoD, the BMC, or the IMA.

The terms of the MPoD requiring an on-site sanitary sewer system are consistent with the
requirements of the BMC. First, BMC 17.168.010, Utilities, requires that the developer “shall
provide, install or cause to be installed ... sanitary sewer mains” on-site. BMC 13.10.510 states
that where a public sanitary sewer is not available, “the building sewer shall be connected to a
private sewage disposal system complying with the provisions of this article.” In particular, the
BMC requires:

Before commencement of construction of any private sewage disposal system, the
owner shall first obtain written approval from the city stating that because of
topography, distance or other special factors, a public sewer cannot be supplied at
the time and the city has no objection to the installation of a subsurface disposal
system. The letter or a copy therefore will be presented to the Oregon State
Department of Environmental Quality or 1ts authorized agent when applying fora
subswface disposal permit.

BMC 13.10.520 (emphasis added). The Joint Management Agreement (“JMA”™) between the
City and the County is consistent with the limitations in the BMC and also specifies that an “on-
site sewage disposal system” is limited to a rural level of development. The City’s
Comprehensive Plan, specifically Comp Plan Goal 14, requires adherence to the terms of the
JMA. The section of the BMC relating to the approval of subdivisions, such as requested with
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the DDP, requires conformance with the Comp Plan, and applicable development standards of
the BMC. BMC 17.172. 070(B) o

Accordmgly, the BMC requires that in lieu of connection to a public sewer system, the
only option for the provision of sewer services is a subsurface disposal system. The Oregon-
Department of Environmental Quality (“DEQ”) defines “subsurface disposal system” as a
“subsurface absorption system,” which in turn is defined as “the combination of a septic tank or
other treatment unit and an effluent sewer and absorption facility.” OAR 340-071-
0100(157)&(156). This definition does not include the use of a holding tank.

DEQ regulations define “holding tank” as “a watertight receptacle designed to receive -
and store sewage to facilitate treatment at another location.” OAR 340-071-0100(82). There is a
critical difference between an on-site disposal system and a holding tank, which merely stores
effluent for treatment at another location.

' The Staff Report dated July 28, 2008, makes no attempt to explain how the temporary
holding tank complies with applicable criteria of the BMC and Joint Management Agreement, or
the MPoD. The Report states, “The LRMP had the option of a temporary on-site septic system
serving the College campus.” The Report fails to explain how a temporary holdmg tank satisfies
the requxrement or even the option of an on-site “septic system.” :

The Applicant states that DEQ has stated a preference for a holding tank as opposed to
other on-site disposal methods. The record does not reflect this statement. In fact, DEQ does not
make a preference determination until it performs site evaluations. DEQ site evaluations occur ..
with a permit application after the applicant provides a Land Use Compatibility Statement
(“LUCS”) from the local government stating that the proposed development complies with local
land use regulations and statewide Goals. OAR 340-071-0150. The letter from DEQ On-site
Wastewater Specialist Del Cline, dated May 28, 2008 and submitted as part of the DDP, is not an
approval for use of & holding tank for the college and does not satisfy the requirements of the
BMC. Here, not only has DEQ not performed site evaluations which would enable it to state a
preference for a particular sewage treatment system, but also the City is attempting to shift its
duty to evaluate the DDP for compliance with its own land use regulations by deferring the DEQ
the decision as to what type of sewer system is appropriate for the site. The City may not waive
compliance with land use regulations and provisions of the BMC by deferring to DEQ on the
issue of the proposed College sewer. See, Harcourt v. Marion County, 33 Or LUBA 400, 406
(1997) (local government cannot defer its obligation to make findings of compliance with
approval criteria to a state agency).
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* The Planning Commission attempted to address these deficiencies in proposed -
Conditions of Approval. 2 Condition number 22 purports to address the issue presented by the
holding tank by providing, in part, that the applicant “shall obtain and submit a copy of the -
Oregon [DEQ] permit to construct an on-site sewage disposal system prior to the issuance of a
building permit.” This attempt by the city to defer all approvals to DEQ does not ensure
compliance with City ordinances, the MPaD, or the JMA. This condition also refers to an “on-
site sewage-disposal system,” which is not what the applicant is proposing, nor what the order
purports to approve. This discrepancy between the applicant’s proposal and the condition of
approval has not been resolved, and creates confusion as to what is being approved. **** may
do on-site In addition, a condition of approval is an appropriate means to ensure compliance only
where-feasibility of compliance has already been established. Here, the holding tank cannot
feasibly comply with local regulations therefore any condition of approval would be ’
inappropriate here. See, e.g., Harcourt v. Marion County, supra, 33 Or LUBA at 406 Rhyne .
Multnomah County, 23 Or LUBA 442, 447-48 (1992) :

Despite the fact that a holding tank may be an approvable on-site system for DEQ under
certain circumstances, a holding tank is not an acceptable method of sewage disposal under the
City’s ordinance and regulations. Establishing whatever DEQ’s worst case scenario approvable |
method may be does not relieve the City of its duty to ensure that new development complies
with its land use regulations. In other words, before the question of DEQ complianice or
approval even enters the analysis, the City must first complete its duty to evaluate all elements of
the proposed development for compliance with City regulations and Statewide Goals. The City
may not waive this requirement simply by deferring the question to DEQ. Without
demonstrating compliance with City ordinance and regulations, this DDP cannot be approved.

. Further, the October 8, 2008 Staff Responses to appeal issues, dated October 6, 2008,
states that the on-site septic system “may or may not be a holding tank type system.” As
discussed above, a holding tank is not an allowable system under the MPoD and Brookings
Code. If the applicant proposes the use of an on-site septic system, compliant with the terms of

~the MPoD, the applicant must comply with BMC Section 172, subdivision requirements, which
require a plat containing the location of sewer systems. The City cannot approve the use of an
on-site septic system at this time because the DDP does not contain the required plat locations of
such sewer systems as required by BMC Section 172.

2 This letter will refer to the proposed conditions of approval reviewed by the Planning Commission in approving
the DDP, despite the fact that the signed Final Order did not have attached any conditions of approval. This
apparent procedural oversight prevents Appellants from fully addressing the deficiencies in the Planning
Commission’s approval by making it impossible to know what, if any, conditions of approval were intended to be
adopted. This deficiency is discussed further in number 6, below.
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2. The applicant has not complied with the Master Plan of Development conditions of
approval for protection of the existing wetlands and the associated westemn lily.

The Lone Ranch MPoD contains Conditions of Approval related to protection of both-the
western lily and the known existing wetlands on the property. MPoD General Condition number
6 requires that the applicant “shall consult with all applicable state and federal agencies to
develop measures to protect the existing wetlands and the associated western lily.” The findings
for this requirement cite to a letter from Craig Tuss of the USFW stating that there are currently
no western lilies located on the property. The findings next state that the applicant has provided
the Engineer’s storm drain and erosion control report and a wetland delineation to the
Department of State Lands (“DSL”) and the Army Corps of Engineers. The DDP contains no
correspondence from the Army Corps of Engineers, or DSL - the agencies which are responsible
for wetlands protection. In fact, DSL rejected the wetland delineations submitted by the
applicant. Notably, Planning Staff has omitted from the appeal packet the letter from DSL
representative Janet Morlan, a copy of which was sent to the Planning Department on September.
3, 2008, rejecting the wetlands delineation. Because the wetlands delineation was rejected, the
consultation with state agencies is not complete, therefore this condition has not been met and
the DDP cannot be approved.

The findings next state that the applicant “has submitted an application to fill a portion of
the wetland located at the southern entrance to the LRMP area. This was proposed in the
- LRMP.” The proposal to fill a wetland directly contradicts the requirement of the LRMP to
work with State and federal agencies to “protect the existing wetlands™ on the property.

Further, the Conditions of Approval in the MPoD related specifically to the development
of the College require, at number 28, that a “hydrologic study” be provided to federal and state
agencies responsible for wetlands protection. This Condition further states that the “City will
review the agency comments regarding the hydrologic study to determine compliance with
applicable standards relating to ... the protection of wetlands and western lilies.” The
_ strengthening of protections for wetlands and lilies in Condition number 28 was one of the

grounds for LUBA’s remand of the MPoD in 2004, demonstrating the critical nature of these
requirements. . '

The findings in response to this requirement state that hydrologic studies have been
submitted to the Department of the Interior, DSL, and Army Corps of Engineers, and that the
“the U.S. Department of the Interior indicated they would have their comments to the Applicant
by the date of the hearing.” No mention is made of the other two responsible agencies, or to the
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fact that the City has yet to complete its required duty of reviewing the agencies’ comments
related to compliance with applicable criteria,

Not only has the City ignored its duty under this condition to review state and federal
agency comments, it has also ignore the rejection of the applicant’s wetlands delineation by DSL
and the Army Corps of Engineers. This DDP cannot be approved without, first, state and federal
agency review of hydrologic studies and wetlands delineations, and second, the City’s
conscientious review of those state and federal agencies’ comments on these studies. Neither of
these requirements in Condition number 28 has been comphed w1th, and therefore ﬂns
application cannot be approved.

. The proposed Conditions of approval make no mention of this deficiency, require no
review or further review of state and federal responses by the City, and therefore are not
acc’eptablé to meet the requirements of the MPoD.

3 The DDP fails to adequately evaluate impacts and ensure no adverse impacts to Rambow
* Rock Condominium Community’s drinking water, as required by the MPoD. '

MPoD Condition of Approval number 23 requires that prior to construction “of any phase
that may adversely affect the quality or quantity of water available through the existing Rainbow
Rock Service Association (RRSA) surface water supply sysiem, the applicant shall demonstrate
how the water and water supply system will not be negatively affected. Each DDP shall evaluate
the impact of development on the existing RRSA surface water system, unless RRSA has
prevxously discontinued use of the system.” (emphasis added).

‘The Rainbow Rock Community continues to use its surface water supply system
therefore this DDP must evaluate the impact of the development on the water system in order to
comply with the conditions of the MPoD. The Stormwater Management Plan (“SWMP”)
submitted as part of the DDP states the following regarding Rainbow Rock’s water supply:

The watershed lying southerly from the hill serves as a water source for the
Rainbow Rock Condominiums which are located on the west side of Highway 101
near the 30-inch culvert crossing. According to the MPoD application the source of
this water appears to be surface and near-surface water rather than a deep-seated
spring. This necessitates that stormwater that is collected from paved areas and then
discharged into this watershed basin is first routed through surface treatment, such as
biofiltration swales and/or ponds. Stormwater runoff from the site during grading
and other construction activities will also need to be controlled in a manner that
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minimizes the potential for sediment-laden runoff to enter the southerly watershed
This is dxscussed further in Section 7.0 of this SWMP.

SWMP at 5 (footnotes’ omitted).

The SWMP proposes the use of the following Best Management Practices (“BMP”):
vegetated swales, vegetated filter strips, and a dry pond. The DDP proposes a total of 67,690
square feet of impervious area. The report states that two vegetated swales can manage
approximately 26,556 square feet, or 39% of impervious area. The dry pond will be designed
following the guidelines of the Portland Manual. The SWMP states that a “geotechnical review
of the final pond design may be needed because of its location to nearby steep ground slopes.”
SWMP &t 11. The pond should manage runoff from approximately 32,833 square feet of
impervious-surface, or 49% of the planned impervious area. The vegetated filters “will be
located where space allows.” SWMP at 12.

"While these are significant measures to help control stormwater runoff, the importance of
protecting the drinking water source for the adjacent Rainbow Rock community cannot be
overstated. As DEQ has stated, “it is extremely expensive to treat contaminated drinking water
or to find an alternative source should a water supply be lost because of contamination.. .typical
costs to investigate and install treatment for contamination [are] at least $500,000.” DEQ
Introduction to Drinking Water Protection in Oregon, available at
http://www.deq.state.or.us/wg/dwp/intro.htm. It is critical, therefore, that in addition to best:
management practices, the DDP include specific implementation monitoring and maintenance
requirements.

In addition, there is evidence in the record that activities on this property have already
caused adverse impacts to the Rainbow Rock water source, Where activities have already
resulted in adverse impacts, as evidenced by a warning letter from DEQ and letters from the
Rainbow Rock Association, the implementation of BMPs may not be adequate to ensure
protection of the water source. Providing a connection to city water may be the only way to
ensure that the community of Rainbow Rock will have safe drinking water. The cost of this
connection may make this an infeasible condition at this time.

Finally, the failure to accurately identify wetlands and waterways on the property (as
evidenced by DSL’s rejection of the wetland delineation) means the actual impacts of
construction on the waters on the property cannot be accurately predicted at this time. Without
accurate information regarding the location of the wetlands and the Rainbow Rock water soutrce,
this condition cannot be satisfied and the DDP cannot be approved.
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4. The DDP fails to adequately ensure protection of cultural resources on the proposed site
- as required by the MPoD.

The Oregon legislature has recognized that archeological sites are “a finite, irreplaceable
and nonrenewable cultural resource, and are an intrinsic part of the cultural heritage of the people
of Oregon.” ORS 358.910(1). As such, Oregon law prohibits excavation, injury, destruction, or
alteration of archeological sites. ORS 358.920(1)(2). Violations of this prohibition are Class B.
misdemeanors subject to criminal prosecution. Orégon law provides further protection from
disturbance of Indian burial sites. ORS 97.745 provides that “no person shall willfully remove,
mutilate, deface, injure or destroy any cairn, burial, human remains, funerary object, sacred
object or object of cultural patrimony of any native Indian. Persons disturbing native Indian
cairns or burials through inadvertence, including by construction ... shall at their own expense
reinter the human remains or funerary object under the supervision of the appropriate Indian
tribe.” Oregon law provides for a right of civil action by Indian tribes or members for vxolat:ons
c_)f ORS 97.745. ORS 97.760. In addition, violation of ORS 97.745 is a Class C felony, and
violators are subject to an additional fine of up to $10,000. ORS 97.990(5)(a)&(b). Needless to
say, the protection of cultural resources and archeological artifacts is something whlch the State
of Oregon takes very senously

Correspondence from the State Historical Preservation Office (“SHPO”) state that the
area for the proposed campus structures has a “high probability” for possessing buried human -
remains and is in close proximity to a known archaeological site. Early on in the MPoD
development process a cultural resource survey was performed. While the location of cultural -
tesources is confidential in order to protect those resources from vandalism or exploitation, the
survey did identify numerous existing cultural resources on the Borax property. In addition, the
survey was hampered due to low visibility, and it was recommended that subsurface soil probing
be performed in order to further identify areas containing cultural resources. Dennis Griffin, of
SHPO, presented all of this information to the City Council in a letter dated August 16, 2004,
That letter further stated “[i]t is difficult to see how your office can make a balanced decision on
future planning efforts without first being able to obtain sufficient information in which to judge
potential impacts of those decisions.” In identifying preliminary probing as a preferred method
of discovery, Mr. Griffin pointed to the fact that later discovery, during large scale construction
efforts, has greater impacts to development resulting in shutdown of activities and potential loss
of funding. Mr. Griffin in a later letter stated that these concerns were not meant to express a
disapproval of the MPoD, but rather to identify future steps necessary for the time when a DDP
became available for review. Letter dated August 27, 2004. :

In a letter to SWOCC’s architectural firm dated June 12, 2008, Dennis Griffin wrote “The
proposed campus structures are located on a landform generally perceived to have a high

Page 10 0f 13
10



Appeal of Planning Commission Final Order on DDP-1-08 (APP-2-08)
Oregon Shores and Catherine Wiley, Appellants
October 14, 2008

probability for possessing archaeological sites and buried human remains.” Because of the
likelihood that these conditions exist, the DDP must take stronger steps to ensure that no
disturbance of the soil on the development site occurs without either first completing soil probes,
as suggested by the SHPO officer, or with the attendance of a cultural resources expert present at
any and all ground disturbance stages.

In addition, local tribes have expressed concern with the lack of protections included with
the DDP. The Smith River Rancheria has sought to initiate a government to government
relationship with the City to work together to protect cultural, natural, and archaeological
resources within the development area. Most important is to be proactive in avoiding
disturbance of important cultural resources. The DDP proposes to remove the entire top of the
knoll on which the college is to be located, leveling the hill to create a building site. Because of
the nature of the proposed construction on this site, it is in everyone’s interest to take steps to
locate and protect these resources prior to beginning construction activities.

5. The DDP must comply with setback requirements in the MPoD and those for MPD
zoning. The final order fails to evaluate the DDP for compliance with MPoD setbacks
and building height requirements.

BMC 17.70.170 sets out criteria for compliance with the MPoD as related to increases or
decreases in certain plan elements. In response to the criteria related to setback requirements, the
Findings state that the Public/ Open Space (P/OS) zone is the appropriate zone standard for
setback and height requirements, and finds that the proposed structure meets those requirements.
The land in the DDP is zoned MPD. The findings do not make clear the basis for applying P/OS
zoning criteria to an application for development in the MPD zone. If a zone change is part of
this DDP, it has not been requested or approved. A zone change would require direct
compliance with state law and numerous additional findings of approval. If there is no zone
change, the findings should be amended to clarify the basis for applying the P/OS zoning criteria
to an application for development on land zoned MPD, and should include findings detailing
more clearly how the setback requirements of the MPoD have been met.

6. The Final Order does not contain conditions of approval.

The Final Order and Findings sent out to parties of notice did not contain or have
attached any conditions of approval. There are such conditions mentioned in the findings in
various places, but these were not attached to the final, signed order. Without having seen the
final, signed conditions of approval, the appellants and the public are unable to satisfactorily
address the significance or appropriateness of the conditions. This apparent procedural oversight
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must be corrected in order for the City Council and the public to achieve meaningful review of
the Planning Commission’s decision.

7. " The DDP contains other deficiencies that may be identified.

a. The Final Order fails to set out applicable standards and criteria of the BMC sections
related to sanitary sewers. . : :

The Final Order must set out applicable criteria and standards for reviewing the DDP.
The Final Order lists several criteria used to review the DDP, including BMC 17.168 — Utilities.
BMC 17.168.010 states “[u]nless otherwise provided by-this code, all improvements shall be at
the sole cost and expense of the developer, who shall provide, install or cause to be installed,
including, but not limited to, the following: ... sanitary sewer mains ....” As discussed above,
the findings do not address how the proposed holding tank meets this requirement for installation
of “sanitary sewer mains®.

If indeed BMC 17.168.010 is the only relevant criteria for reviewing the proposed
holding tank, the DDP does not meet the applicable criteria and must be denied. If, on the other
hand, the Planning Commission was applying standards found in a different section of the BMC
in order to review the proposed holding tank, those sections must be stated in the Final Order.
Sections of the BMC which do allow for private, on-site sewer systems are found in BMC 13.10
— Sewer Use Regulations. The Final Order fails to set out these applicable criteria.

b. The Final Order and Proposed Conditions of Approval fail to ensure compliance with
applicable sections of the BMC by allowing a Deferred Improvement Agreement for
connection to city sewer without setting a timeline for such connection. - '

Proposed Condition of Approval number 22 states, in part, that “The Applicant shall
record a Deferred Improvement Agreement (DIA) agreeing to connect to City sewer when mains
become available.” The Condition does not set out any timeline for such connection or
improvements. BMC 13.10.530 — Participation in Future Public Improvements, provides that no
person “shall commence or proceed with the installation of a private sewage disposal system
within the city without having first executed an agreement to participate in future public sewage
system improvements for the property to be served by such private sewage disposal system
according to a schedule to be determined by the city.” (emphasis added). In other words, in
order to approve the installation of a private, on-site sewage disposal system, the City must set
out a schedule for connecting to the City sewer. Without such a schedule, the DDP fails to
comply with this section of the BMC, and cannot be approved. '
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¢. Transportation Impacts

The Applicant proposes to delay construction of a multi-use path, which was included as
an element of street design in the MPoD. The applicant requests to delay construction until a
connecting multi-use path is approved and constructed. This request violates conditions 8 and 19
of the MPoD, which state: (8) that all streets shall be constructed in the manner and standards set
forth in the approved Master Plan, and any deviation beyond that allowed by Section 70 of the
Land Development Code shall require an amendment to the Master Plan document; and (19) that
each phase of development shall be complete within itself for access, water service, etc. and all
streets, etc. shall be extended to the furthest limits of the phase to ensure connection to the next
phase. Since it is unclear when the next phase of development will be undertaken, the applicant
is required by the terms of the MPoD to undertake all improvements to make each phase of
development self-sufficient in accordance with the design as set forth in the MPoD.

d. The Planning Commission Applied Incorrect Standards

BMC 17.70.110 states that “[cJhanges to zoning ordinances, policies and standards
adopted after the date of approval of the plan shall not apply to the new development during the
duration of the plan.” After the approval of the Lone Ranch MPoD, Brookings re-codified its
ordinances as the BMC and adopted changes to ordinances, some of which relate to street
standards. The agenda report indicates that staff has “redone” the original staff report. Instead,
the staff should address discrepancies in the code provisions, rather than “redo” the staff report
that was originally before the Planning Commission.

Conclusion

Iri conclusion, the City Council has a duty to apply the law, The current DDP fails to
comply with applicable local and State land use laws, and therefore cannot be approved.

Sinc._, ely,
Gt
Co Johnson

On behalf of Oregon Shores
And Catherine Wiley

Enclosures: Exhibit List and Exhibits
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Oregon Shores-and Catherine Wiley, Appellants
October 15, 2008

EXHIBIT LIST
Exhibit Number o - - Description
A _ Oregon Shores comment letter dated August 4, 2008, submitted by
: James D. Brown of the Crag Law Center
BI1. Department of State Lands letter dated September 3, 2008 wnh
- attachment che ckhst
B2. U.S. Department of the Interior letter dated July 30, 2008
Cl. Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, Introduction to

Drinking Water Protection in Oregon

2. ~ Rainbow Rock letter dated September 13, 2004, submitted by
David Fillippi of Stoel Rives LLP

C3. : Rainbow Rock letter dated March 8, 2007, submitted by Al -
' " -Haddox of the Rainbow Rock Service Association

G4, . Source Water Assessment Brochure for Rainbow Rock
- Condominiums, PWS # 4101361, page 1

C5. . Oregon Department of Environmental Quality warning letter to
: Otak, dated January 16, 2007 *
D1 Oregon Department of Environmental Quality letter to Mike Crow,
-dated May 28, 2008
D2. Oregon Deparfment of Envu'onmental Quahty letter to Mlke Crow,

dated August 12, 2008
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Appeal of Planning Commission Final Order on DDP-1-08 (APP-2-08)
Oregon Shores and Catherme Wiley, Appellants

" October 15, 2008
Exhibit Number

El.

E3.
E4.

ES.

Description

Oregon State H15tonc Preservauon Office letter from Denms
anﬁn, dated August 16, 2004

Oregon State Historic Preservation Office letter from Dennis
Griffin, dated August 27, 2004 '

Oregon State Historic Preservation Office letter from Dennis
Griffin to Robin Richards, dated June 12, 2008

Email from State Historic Preservation Office Susan White to
Robin Richards, dated July 28, 2008

Smith River Rancheria letter from Suntayea Steinruck to Planmng

' Commxss:on, dated August 11, 2008
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CRAG|

LAW CENTER |

917 SW Oak St.
Suite 417
Portland, OR
97205

TEL:
503.525.2724

FAX:
503,296.5454

WWww.Crag.org

Exevr A

James D, Brown
Staff Attorney

jd@crag.org

August 4, 2008
Via Hand Delivery

City of Brookings Planning Commiission
898 Elk Drive
Brookings, Oregon 97415

Re: Detailed Development P[an for Southwest Oregon Community
College (File No. DDP-1-08)

Planning Commissioners,

On behalf of the Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition and Catherine
Wiley as an individual (collectively “Oregon Shores”) our office provides the
following comments on the Detailed Development Plan (“DDP”) for the
Southwest Oregon Community College (“SWOCC”) campus on the Lone Ranch
property. Please include these comments in the record for this matter.

Request for Seven Additioral Days to Provide Comment

‘Oregon Shores requests a continuance of the hearing to provide additional
comments on the DDP application and to respond to new information that may
arise during the hearing.

- The DDP materials were made available to the pubhc a little more than a
week before this hearing. Given the short period of time 1o review the materials
and the complex nature of the materials, it will be beneficial to the pubhc to have
extra time to provide additional comment if needed

Background

The DDP is the first detailed development plan submitted to undertake
construction pursuant to the terms and conditions of the Lone Ranch Master Plan
of Development ("MPoD”), which was approved by the City on October 25, 2004
and sets forth a plan for development of 540 single family detached homes, 150
single family attached homes, a commercial area and college campus.

Prior to construction of any phase of the MPoD or the issuance of any
building permits, the City must approve a DDP. Brookings Municipal Code
(“BMC™) 17.70.020. 'The BMC sets forth several specific graphic and narrative
requirements for a DDP application, which include a general incorporation of the
requirements that an applicant must address when submitting the MPoD. BMC

Crag isa client-focused law cenier that supports communify eff: 1'710 protect and sustain the Pacific Northwest's ratural legacy,
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17.70.140. The BDC sets forth review criteria for the City to consider ir tewewmg aDDP.
BMC 17.70.170. The overarching requirement is that the DDP must be “in substantial
conformance with. the MPoD.”

Approval of the DDP would extend the life of the MPoD. BMC 17.70.120. The ﬁrst
condmon of the MPoD approval states:

1. Approval of this Master Plan will expire in 15 years or in four (4) years from .

- approval, unless a Detailed Development Plan (DDP) pursuant to Section 70, Master
Plan Development District, of the Land Development Code, is submitted and
approved by the Planning Commission and construction of the DDP shall start
within three years of approval. Each subsequent DDP must be filed within four (4) .
years of the completion of the previously approved DDP, or the Master plan will
expire. Ifthe conditions at the time warrant, the Planning Commission may extend
the 15 yeat Master Plan permit or the four (4) year DDP permit period for an
additional two-year period at the request of the applicant.

‘The Applicant in its narrative incorrectly states that the condition is satisfied with only the
submission of the DDP. As the conditiort makes.clear, the DDP must be approved by the County
before the MPaob has prolonged vmbxhty

Comments

Oregon Shores has the below specific comments regarding the terms of the DDP and the
compatibility of the DDP with the terms and oondmons of the MPoD. S

@ Sewer

The DDP proposes a temporary holding tank to serve the campus if a sewer line is not
installed by the time the campus is ready for occupancy. A holding tank is not compatible with
the terms. or conditions of the MPoD. The MPoD states: “If the college develops before a
sanitary sewer system is installed, it may be necessary to construct an on-site sanitary sewer
system designed to accommodate the college. Options for serving the college may include an

31 -

- The teuns of the MPoD requiring an on-site sewer system are consistent with the
requirements of the BMC. BMC 13.10.510 states: “Where a public sanitary sewer is not
available under the provisions of BMC 13.10.020, the buxldmg sewer shall be connected to a
private sewage disposal system complying with the provisions of this article.” The BMC
clarifies the required City approval process and states: :

Before commencement of construction of any private sewage disposal system, the
owner shall first obtain written approval from the city stating that because of
topography, distance or other special factors, a public sewer cannot be supplied at
the time and the city has no objection to the installation of a subsurface disposal

18
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system. The letter or a copy thereof will be presented to Oregon DEQ or its
. authorized agent when applying for a subsurface disposal permit,

" BMC 13.10.520 (emphasis added). BMC 13.10.540 further clarifies that “[t]he DEQ or its
authorized agent has the sole authority for the issnance of subsurface disposal permits.” The
Joint Management Agreement (“JMA") between the City and the County is consistent with the
limitations of the BMC and also specifies that an “on-site sewage disposal system” is limited to a
rural level of development. The City’s Comprehensive Plan, specifically Comp Plan Goal 14,
requires adherence to the terms the JMA. The section of the BMC relating to the approval of
subdivisions, such as requested with the DDP, requires conformance with the Comp Plan, and
apphcable development standards of the BMC. BMC 172.070(B).

. Accordingly, the BMC requires, in lieu of connection to a public sewer system, that the
only option for the provxsxon of sewer services is a subsurface disposal system. The term
“subsnrface disposal system is defined by Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
(“DEQ™) adm1mstrauve rules as follows: : ,

+{99) "Onsite Sewage stposal System" means "onsite wastewater treatment
system."” )

(100) "Onsite Wastewater Treatment System" means any existing or proposed
subsurface onsite wastewater treatment and dispersal system including but not
limited to a standard subsurface, altemative, experimental, or nonwater-carried
sewage system. It does not include systems that are designed to treat and dispose
of industrial waste as defined in OAR chapter 340, division 045,

- OAR 340-071-0100. DEQ regulations in tum define holding tank as “a watertxght receptacle
designed to receive and store sewage to facilitate treatment at another location.” Jd. As a result
. there:is a critical difference between an on-site treatment system and a holding tank, which
merely stores sewage for treatment at another location. A temporary holding tank requires a
commitment from the City to provide sewer services to the site within five years:

(b) Temporary use: A holding tank may be installed in an area under the control
of a city or other legal entity authorized to construct, operate, and mamtam a
commumty or area-wide sewerage system if'

(A) The application for permit includes a copy of a legal commitment from the
legal entity to extend a community or area~wide sewerage system meeting the

requirements of this division to the property covered by the apphcanon within
five years from the date of the application;

OAR 340-071-0340(1)(b) Thus, by authorizing the use of the holding tank, the City would be
obligating itself to provide a connection to the City’s sewage system within five years, Thus,
penmmng the installation of the holding tank will shift the burden of provxdmg actual sewer
services away from the Applicant to the City. }
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The Applicant states that DEQ has stated a preference for a holding tank as opposed to a
temporary on-site disposal method. Therecord does not reflect this statement. The only letter
from DEQ in the record states that a temporary holding tank would require a Water Pollution
Control Facilities (“WPCF") permit for the installation of the tank. There is also no confirmation
in the record that the Brookings Public Works Department has approved the holding tank. The
Staff Report incorrectly finds that the DDP complies with the terms and conditions of the MPoD
by improperty charactenzmg the holding tank as a temporary on-site septic system. Asset forth
above, a holding tank is not in compliance with the terms of MPoD or the BMC and cannot be
approved as an element of the DDP.

(2) Storm Water Management
Condition 23 of the MPoD states:

* 23, Prior to construction of any phase that may adversely affect the quality or
quantity of water available through the existing Rainbow Rock Service
Association (RRS) surface water supply system, the applicant shall demonstrate
how such adverse impacts will be mitigated or that RRSA. can obtain an adequate
glternative water supply. Each DDP shall evaluate the impact of development on

- the existing RRSA. surface water system, unless RRSA has prevxously
discontinued use of the system.

The condition addresses the requirements of BMC 17.70. 070('D), which requires that “[t]he
proposed MPoD will further demonstrate that existing utility services and water supplies for
adjacent properties will not be negatively affected at each phase.” The MPoD states. that plans
for storm water treatment plans will be addressed at the DDP stage and states that a water quality
treatment facility is required pnor to discharging storm water MPoD at 31. : .

The Applicant indicates that submitted plans for storm water management will meet
condition 23. However, the RRSA has already reported adverse impacts from preliminary
construction activities. See Letter from Al Haddox, Chairman of RRSA, to' Dean Peggy
Goergen, dated March 8, 2007 (Attachment A). See also generally Letter from Pat Sherman to
Mayor Larry Anderson and City Councilors; dated July 15, 2008 (Attachment A) (discussing
impacts to RRSA drinking water as one change in condition precluding extension of time for
MPaoD). The storm water management plan must demonstrate that proposed mitigation is
sufficient to protect the drinking water source &s required by Condition 23 of the MPoD.

(3) Water Services
Condition 9 of the MPoD states:
" 9, Prior to any construction wmnn the project erea, the appllcant shall submit four
(4) copies of water system construction plans providing service to the '
construction site, for review and approval of the Cxty Engineer and an application

for a DDP for the water system constructmn for review and approval by the
Planning Commission. :
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The DDP provides a general discussion of plans for the provision of water services but includes
xo construction plans, The Applicant proposes a condition of approval for the DDP ‘that
incorporates the first part of this condition but does not require an application for a DDP for
construction of the water system for public review and epproval by the Planning Commission.
Staff Report, Attachment P, Applicant’s findings addressing condition 9 indicate that the plans
for the construction of a water line from Highway 101 to the campus are included in this DDP

. submission, although the details regarding construction will come at some later point. If the City
is to approve construction plans as an element of the DDP, the actual plans must be part of the
public process and available for review as part of the DDP. '

The Applicant's findings addressing condition 9 state that the water system is in the

. process of being tumed over to the City. Comments from the Public Works Department indicate
that the City has not accepted the infrastructure as part of its water system. Staff Report,
Attachment D. As of September 2007, the City*s Public Works Director informed the City
Manager that City water services are limited and inadequate to supply sufficient water to prepare
infrastructure leading to the Lone Ranch site for connection to the City’s system. See Memo
from John Cowan to Gary Milliman, dated September 12, 2007 (Attachment B) (stating concerri
regerding adequate flow within City system to flush waterline in preparation for connection to
City system). See also Attachment C (setting forth changes in conditions regarding availability
of water services). Approval of the DDP should await the actual provision of water services as
set forth in the proposed DDP. : ~

@) Transpox;tation

_Aprpiroval of the MPoD was conditioned upon transportation improvements. A
Transportation Impact Study prepared for the MPoD demonstrated that the proposed
development would cause adverse impacts to transportation facilities and, thus, specific
improvements were required for each phase of the proposed development.

: The Applicant proposes to undertake no improvements for the proposed project becanse
- the DDP involves only construction of the college campus. In support of this request, the
- Applicant has submitted a new study to- demonstrate that at least one existing intersection,
currently operating a grade of C, will decline to a tipping point of D but not completely fail
requirements. As recognized by the MPoD, mosturban communities set D as the minimum
acceptable level of service for peak hours, but plan for a C level of service for all other times of
day. MPoD at 17. The Applicant’s.study does not distinguish between the level of service at
peak and non-peak hours. The City should consider carefully whether mitigation for
. transportation impacts from this first stage of the larger development is warranted.

The Applicant proposes to delay the construction of a multipath, which was included as
an element of street design in the MPoD. The Applicant requests delay until & connecting
multipath is approved and constructed. This request violates conditions B and 19 of the MPoD,
which states: , , : ' ‘
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8. All streets shall be constructed in the manner and standards set forth in the
approved Master Plan for that street segment. Any deviation from that of the
approved Master Plan beyond that allowed by Section 70 of the Land

Developmerit Code shall require an amendment to the Master Plan document.

19. Each phase of development shall be complete within itself for access, water
service, sewer service, storm drainage, and all utilities, and all streets, services
and utilities shall be extended to the furthest limit of the phase to ensure
connection to the next phase

Since it is indeterminate when the next phase of the pro_;ect will be undertaken, the Apphcant is
required by the terms of the MPoD to undertalce all mpmvements to make each- phase self-
sufficient in accordance with the design as set forth in the MPoD, :

The Applicant also proposes to only pay for & proportionate cost of onsite street |
improvements to complete the required streets. To the degree that the Applicant proposes that
the public bear & portion of the costs to complete deferred road improvements, this conflicts with

BMC 17.070.030, which requires that onsite improvements must be paid for by the developer.

(5) Open Space

The MPoD mdxcates that a 10 acre portion of the Lone Ranch property is dedmated to the
development of the SWOCC CAmpUS. MPoD at 9. The MPoD indicated that no more than 5.03
acres of that area was dedicated to improvements associated with the development of the campus
and the balance was to be left as open space. MPoD at 9. The DDP indicates that it will use
only 2.25 acres'of the 10 acre parcel for the campus. The DDP does not verify that the balance
. of the parcel will remain as open space. Instead the Applicant proposes that a specific 4.97 acres
will be designated as open space. Approval of the campus should be conditioned on the entire
balance of the 10 acre parce] remaining open space as was intended in the MPoD. '

Con cluslon
Oregon Shores requests that the Planmng Commission not approve the DDP ulmI the

above issues are resolved

Sincerely,

-

James D. Brown o
On Behalf of Oregon Shores apd Catherine Wiley
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S N -Gre @n R - Department of State Lands
2 » . ' 775 Summer Street NE, Suite 100

" : _ Salem, OR 97301-1279
* Theodore R. Kulongoskl Governo! | e | . ‘ ) (503) 986-5200
. ' FAX (503) 378-4844

- www.oregonstatelands.us. -

September 3, 2008 -

State Land Board
Meyer Sheldon ' A I 'I'heodore R. Kulongoski
SW Oregon Community College .- . Govemar
1988 Newmark Ave. S . P Bill Bradbury
Coos Bay, OR 07420 L o _ . Secretary of State
Re: Wetland Assessment Report for U.S. Borax Lone Ranch Property Randall Edwards
Brookings, Curry County, WD #08-0388; App. #41037-FP . . State Treasurer

Dear Mr. Shelclon

| have reviewed the wetland report (dated April 20, 2004) for the site descnbed above,
The report does not conform to many of the requirements in the administrative rules
governing wetland delineation report standards (OAR 141-090-0005 through 141-090-
0055) in place at the time the.report was.prepared (the rules were revnsed effectlve
January1 2008) Therefore, we must reject the report.

The primary problems leading to rejection of the report are:

1) The report and maps appear to provide a preliminary assessment of wetland
. location and types and streams rather than a detailed wetland delineation.

2) There are significant gaps in the coverage within each detail map (figures 4b-f) in
apparent stream valleys; if certain portions of a study area are not fully
investigated, they should be clearly excluded from the study area. -

3) There are also significant gaps in coverage for the overall “site boundary” as -
outlined in figure 4a and all other site location figures in the report. Several of the
detail maps have no study area limit (e.g., figure 4b on the east and south sides
and figure 4c on the east side, even though figure 4a shows a stream to the
east). Therefore, we cannot concur that all waters of the state are identified and
mapped within the site.

4) There are no paired plots defining and substantiating the mapped wetland
boundaries, as required by rule.

5) Streams and creeks have not been delineated (based upon ordinary high water
line and/or wetland limits); instead, centerlines were flagged and rriapped.

- I have enclosed a report review checklist that includes all concerns and prowdes
additional detall. :

The current rules for delineation reports and related information and guldance may be
found on the Department's web site at

hittp://www.oregonstatelands.us/DSL/PERMITS/wetlanddelineation.shiml

In order to obtain agency approval, a new and complete report that meets the current
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requirements must be submitted along with a resubmittal review fee of $100. If the area
of immediate interest is limited to the southern portion of the site planned for the
.community college, the new wetland delineation-may be limited to that area, making
certain that the study area boundary relative to parcel boundaries is clearly mapped.
Please reference WD #08-0388 on the report cover form prowded with the resubmittal.

Thank you. If you have any questions, please phone me at 503-986—5236 or e-mail me
at Janet.Morlan@state.or.us. .

Sincerely,

o Mavlomn

Janet C. Morlan, PWS
Wetlands Program Manager

Enclosure

_ce Mlchae! Crow, Crow/Clay Assocxates lnc.
' Raedeke Associates, Inc.

U.S. Borax

Bob Lobdell, DSL .

- Jean Battle, Corps of Englneers, Eugene
_ City of Brookings Planning Department

G:WWCWellands Program\WD Letters\2008\08-0388.doc
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. Oregon Department of State Lands
~'Wetland Determination/Delineation Report Requirements Checklist

»

OAR 141-090-0005 to 0055 - : B W ‘-l' jo87 -
. (This form summarizes requirements and is niot meant to replace the above rules This fonn isan alde and its use is optmnnl )
Report Name: _W-5 . ®orax lone Rm_f_\,_\m@ County _fgm% WD# _o% -03¢8
Consultant ﬁrm/contact Rned dee. Assperades — Fim’s Pro_leetNo 200 s-ot'-t--ao.?
- DSL Reviewer: T vnevlan . "’ Date v q/ 3oy

X = Does Not Meet Requlrements, is not clear, or appears to be incorrect

Technical Reqmrements. g
i Work conducted- accordmg to 198‘Z Corps af Engmeers Wetland Delmeatzon Manual and supportmg

| !J " +iv: techrical documents & gmdanee 'Q\A'\e.ss‘UAm?\s W\@\'\»-\ e ,-.\luwué- \v\w"-’f“‘\"-"

" ,Ceneral Rﬁt’lh’ii‘eme’nts' R gty
L o7 [XIAH wetlands ahd other waters of the state present on the site are meluded
- ;’,' [J Report contains the required seettons (text, maps,. dataforms) '
R -[J All text, maps, aerials, and data forms are legrble, all but photo W;Ill eopy onB&W copler -
W Egs #} Wetland Determination/Delineation Report Cover Foiin - . S
O _ Name, address, phone & fax number, and email address of landowner :
wgies At Namé;address, phone & fax-nuniber, ande;nml address of applicarit ifdifferent rseo5loF
-_ st i F e -Narme, address. phone & fes number anid-e-mail-address:6f firm/person that prepared report
[ e 3, . Address or, 1 if’ none, location of srte, including county and city (if within city ]nmts)
-t+v% 3" Tax.map mumber (TRS QQ Section and Tax Lot Number(s)) =~ -
{0 Latitude & Longitude (centroid, or begmmng & end of hnear pro_;ect)
[;I Delmeatton Puxpose checked
O Slgnamres\ -

i Mf.vmme_' s.'G A\musa\w: ;Rgér ~Bue. 3. o covewm\e. q\n@s 2 uc'wev,ﬁ\'m W\s.s:wwt '

B ,
H A ARG 4:.. ET) e ,‘l’ ) :.. Syt TS BV

. '.... T A ;_:.~- Qe ey 4-~'"-'¢"‘.;-..f'., Ry

Text Reqnirements- . ' ' R
O Deteiled description of the site, its landscape settmg a.nd prevrous and chirént land uses i
. ;L‘_l Desenp’non -of any,. wetlands, meludmg whether or not they extend offsxte, and the charaetensnes ofthe
ot v.-t".,.: . wetland/non-wetland ‘bounderies
! i l:l Description, approx. yeat, and analysis of any site alteratlons that hkely a.ffeeted the presence, location
- or boundaries of any waters of the stdte on the site
[0 The 1te-spee1ﬁc methods and rationale used to conduct the field i mveshgatlon, select sample plot
locations, determine wetland ‘boundaries, determme the geegraplnc extent of other waters of t'ne state
.. O Date(s) of the field investigation(s)
X The wetland map accuracy (see below) :
| Precipitation on the day of approximately 1 to 2 weeks before the date(s) of the field mvestlganon(s)
‘and percent of normal rainfall for the water year to date .
, | Results and conclusions '
BI Thé réquired-disclaime. .+

v T‘Fw welr\ml: he'\' Jm_\_rﬂg , é._s..\m uner, Vo \ovc\' ner Vequ;\ me.
Map Reqllll'émenfs. .' 2 NN Ter -"~~‘.’ S ;'; ,..-‘:. . : ',"'a"..
: O Location map showmg the pree1se s1te loeauon
MTax'Lot map.showing the entire. parcel()- . . o E s S L
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Map Reqmrements, cont.:

'O LWI map, orifno LWI has been completed, NWI map(s), including map name(s), showmg the site
. location and boundaries (web-source NWI map must include all wetland/deepwater features) : =
' [J Coutity soil survey map showing the site location and boundarie$ and: including a legénd 1dent1fymg
 the sheet number and all soil series mapped on the sﬁe .
[ One or thore wetland maps comprising the wetland determmanon and/or delmeanon and mcludes :
'[] The boundaries of thé entire parcel(s) subject to investigation; ot ~
[JIf only 2 portion of the parcel(s) investigated, the study area boundary in relation to the parcel -
boundaries ' -
Bﬁ Existing structures (unless shown on a current aerial photo included in the report), areas of fill,
water diversions, or other major alterations Rouds et=. et Shoum A weps
ﬁA]l water, features and their boundarjes. . savid Ael\r  Seawns we da\iwe e W\Me ' =
(1 Numbered semple plots correspondmg o data forms L . Sheeam sm,,-k ‘

[0 North arrow and scale bar WA no or 4509 Wton
[ Photograph locations afid direction of view, if photographs are included in the report Lre w\u\ s ™
O] The wetland map(s) scale is suitable for the site sizé'and for legrbmty T Sog eenwher
JR) The wetlind miap(s) énd the feport text indicaté How weﬂandboundanes weremapped and the T3
estimated map aceuracy. - T T U S * m:‘%
Sty m\o\ms v, C0) ek “.‘.. . A vweps

o U7 do.nelr. towide Ses brundang A\ 53es gy, Cop-tl s“*m\ma
Data Form Reqnirements* ' € 3) G,_?s w N w?!» svw\mvm

[ Fully completed data form for each sample plot - . S e oveeles — oa\\w\s w|w

[ Standard NRCS soils terminology & depth range of soils and hydrology features recorded . 4,4 -
[ Latin name of plant species listed R v}
ﬂ50/20 méthod used to determine dominent species  — Comnds \s “t.{i\ ’::".i"‘ AY-:“ V\ o

2 em i i Dl gkt Mlndes ™
wetheds Secion € mﬁ.; ,a,.am:*nfl— ;

&M& wv\-\- Soe em uwkw«w\*a
Field Mgthods: )
;{Date includes a sample plot that best represents each wetland; a sample plot that bést represents =

adje acent non-weﬂand(s), and paued sample plots located elose enough to"either srde of th 1he ﬁmd :

- boundaty to substintiate the wetland boundary location K Rk \-n'l's TRFUET u. ve e
[IDatais provxded for-any- site-or-portion-of-a-site-where there-m-sxgmﬂcant dev:atmn‘ﬁ-o :
x.:.ML e \UQ'H&J

e\quav\‘s

“““ " tnapped of the NWI'or LWE significant dlfference is explamed in'test -
[ H the site does not contain wetlands, at least oné sample plotwas placed m (e lowest pograph:c ares

" "ot othér location most lzkelyto ‘contain weﬂands ’to doeument s1te condmon's e e e -

" [jIfneeded to eitablish state jhiisdiction: o T A : ;

[] Documentation of fish presence or absence ina stream or dxteh, usmg pubhshe ‘maps Or reports or

. information from an authoritative source (e. £ ODFW) -

* [ Data sufficienit to detertnine whether. 6 not an. 1dent1ﬁed waier area 1s artxﬁcmlly created entu:ely \

from upland and/or the purpose for wlnch it was created T

it sl g s Mw; *:ms‘l“i’f“ .
. O Data or‘othér mformatlon on pre-disturbance condmons Doy "\ g 5 Bt _
_MMV\\ tw@afm\-\m ™ MM‘W%@MWA\ S*n'ams 'h J.z-\-wm J
Sk N ddn Ty .

GAWWCWetlands ProgramdD romsl\rompnrr‘cmmm;u.zaos.m | hitp://wvrw.oregonstatelands.us/ L L shd "
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: .Exmrm B2 A

==\ United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
. -Roseburg Field Office-
2900 NW Stewart Parkway
Roseburg, -OR 97470 :
Phone: (541) 957-3474 FAX: (541) 957-3475

Reply To: B330.TACIB0(08) ‘ P o
- File Name: SWOCC_Storm_Lelter.doc ’ ) ) REL,EIVE-D
TS Number: 08-1716 o o i .
TAILS: 13420-2008-TA-0080 ’ )

setwe o WLBIN . sgone
" Mike Crow o Ry ' R
" Crow/Clay-& AssociatésInc. - Oy OF BROOK‘NG@ ‘

* Architecture and Planning : 4

125 W Central Avenue, Ste, 400
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420

Subject: = Review of the proposed Southwestem Oregon Community College (SOCC) campus
: Stormwater Management Plan and hydrology study at the U.S, Borax Property
- north of Brookings. ' : e T
Hike
Dear Mz-€ow,
We received the Stormwater Management Plan from Crow/Clay.& Associates Inc. on July 186,
~ 2008 requesting review of the SOCC campus hydrology study (study). You requested our
comments of the study by August 5,2008. , o

The study includes a description of the stormwater filtration and containment system that will be
used {o contain runoff from construction disturbance and impervious surfaces. The system will
utilize vegetated filter strips, vegetated swales, and a detention pond to intercept surface water
runoff before it eniers down-gradient wetlands. The study also describes how the drainage
patterns of the surface flow from the project area to the down-gradient wetlands and beyond to

the culvert under Highway 101, :

Our latest survey information, from July 2005, indicates that currently, western lily does'not

occur within the Jocation of the proposed project footprint or in down-gradient wetlands. Our
analysis of the water flow patterns at the project area is consistent with the hydrology studx.,,We'
anticipate that the stormwater plan, if built as described, will adequately protect wetland

resources down-gradient from the proposed SOCC construction activities. We anticipate that the
stormwater system will significantly redice contaminants, excess sediment, and excess water

from entering into the down-gradient wetlands if the stormwater management system is

maintained as described in the study.

We are also aware that the college desires to introduce westem lily to down-gradient wetlands as
part of a potential classroom research project. In order to enhance the protection and maintain

Printed on 100 percent chlorine free/60 percent posi-consurer conient paper.
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the integrity of the down-gradient wetlands and i 1mprove conditions for western hly introduction
we further recommend:
1) Vegetated filtration strips, vegetated swales, and the detention pond: water barriers are
inspected at least on a quarterly basis by the college in order to catch early mdlcahon :
of posmble problems with the filtration systems,

2) Filtration strips, vegetated swa]es and the detention pond water barriers are mspected' .
after each heavy storm event (at least 5 xnches of ram within a '74 hour period).

3) Soil moisture and water Jevels in down-gradient wetlands are monitored quarterly
using a soil moisture sensor and & peizometer to ensure that conditions are stable for
the potential introduction of western lily. Information from the soil moisture data can
help determine if the hydrology is consistent with.western lily suitable habitat and if.
the location is adequate to introduce westemn lily. .

These recommendations should enable the college to better preserve and protect the under]ymg
habitat conditions that support the western lily and further increase the hkehhood ‘western hly
mtroductzon will be successful

Thank you for the opportumty to prdvide assistance with the proposed project. If you-have
further questions or require additional assistance please contact Dave Imper at 707-825-5112,
Sam Friedman at 541-957-3478, or me at 541- 95‘7—3470 :

Sincerely,

i # Do

Crai gé Tuss
Field Supervisor -

"cc:  Diane Morns, City of Brookings, Brookings, OR ()
: Dave Imper, USFWS, Arcata, CA (e)

Laura Todd, USFWS, Newport, OR (e)

Office Files, FWS-OFWO, Portland, OR (e)
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Protecting Oregon's Environment ’ - About DEQ | Contact DEQ | Search, | Feedback

w il

| Oregoh Départment of Environmental Quality

Projects and Programs Publications and Forms Laws and Regulations Public Notices Permits and Licenses Databases
oo DEQ Home | Divisions . | Regions | Commission

Water Quality

lii Oregon Drinking Water Pfotection Program

! DEQ Home > Water Quality > Programs > Drinking Watér > Program Introduction

Introduction to Drinking Water Protection in Oregon

Approximately 75% of Oregon's citizens get their drinking water from public water systems.
Public water systems in Oregon are regulated by the Oregon Department of Human Services -
(DHS). In Oregon, public water systems with greater than 3 hookups, or serving more than 10
people, year-round are regulated. The 50 largest public water systems, serving >10,000 each,
supply drinking water-for 60% of the population of the state. In terms of sources of drinking.
water by population, 50% of Oregon's citizens rely solely on groundwater (mostly small
systems). Approximately 30% rely solely on surface water. These are mostly large systems.

. ‘Another 20% rely on surface water and groundwater, as an emergency backup supply or
combinatlon system. : : ‘

Public water system purveyors have relied almost exclusively upon chemical and mechanical
technologies to treat water and to provide an expected level of safety for the public that relies on
the systems. Water treatment plants and chlorination are critical treatment processes used to
provide safe drinking water. However, increasing urbanization of land used as sources of drinking-
water, microbial pathogens resistant to chlorination, and proliferation of new synthetic chemical
compounds and pharmaceuticals, can challenge the effectiveness of treatment technology. There
is widespread recognition that reliable drinking water supplies are dependent upon whole

systems that include healthy source water areas, in addition to the well-maintained collection
systems, treatment plants, and distribution networks. . ;

The goal of having a healthy source water area is accomplished through "drinking water
protection” efforts. Drinking water protection does not mean prohibiting other uses In a
watershed or groundwater recharge area. It means Identifying the highest risks that couid
potentially affect the public water system, and seeking to reduce those risks. Drinking water
protection has the potential to not only reduce the risk of contamination, but also reduce the
cost of treatment, and reduce the risk of local health impacts from contaminants that cannot be
removed through standard treatment. : '

Source Water Assessments

The 1996 Amendments to the federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) provided new resources

. to DEQ and DHS to provide drinking water protection assistance to public water systems and
communities. "Source Water Assessments" have been completed for all public water systems
that have at least 15 hookups, or serve more than 25 people year-round. As a result, DEQ and
DHS have delineated the groundwater and surface water source areas which supply public water
systems, inventoried each of those areas to determine potential sources of contamination, and
determined the most susceptible areas at risk for contamination.
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DEQ and DHS shared the responsibilities to implement the Source Water Assessment
requirements that included computer database development, Geographic Information System
(GIS) development, technical assistance, contamination source inventories, surface water
delineations, groundwater delineations, and susceptibility analyses. DHS conducted the
groundwater delineations and aquifer sensitivity analyses. DEQ was responsible for the surface

- water delineations, watershed sensitivity analyses, and inventories for all 1156.full assessments.
Both agencies worked to complete Source Water Assessment Reports for each public water
system. Many of Oregon's larger public water systems. completed their own assessments.

One of the goals for the Source Water Assessment program is to provide public access to the
results. DEQ and DHS have a combined "Drinking Water Protection” database which includes a
significant amount of data related to the location, delineation, inventory, sensitivity analysis and
susceptibility analysis for each source assessed. The purpose of this database Is to serve as a
repository for drinking water source data to be available to local governments, planners, state
and federal agencies, consultants, communities and the general public.

Resuits from the SWA are also available as GIS layers, with preclse GPS locations of the surface
water intakes and groundwater wells and springs, This GIS data can be incorporated into land
use planning, designation of special areas, etc., at the local or county level. DEQ will "house" the
data and make it avallable to other local and regional government agencies for planning and
protection actions. The data will also be housed at the Oregon GeOSpatlal Enterprlse Ofﬂces
Geospatial Data Clearinghouse.

" As a result of the assessments, communities already have both a detailed map of where their
water comes from and a list of the potential contaminant sources (natural and man-made) that
may affect the water quality. The assessments were designed to Identify potential sources of
contamination from both non-point and point sources. The individual communities can use the
assessment results to voluntarily develop a plan to protect the source area. The assessment
report provides information to the community that enables them to focus lirmted resources on
the higher-risk areas within the watershed or recharge zones for wells.

.How Does a Communlty Protect Their Drinking Water?

Using the resuits of the assessment, members of the local community, iocal businesses, or the
water system can develop strategies to reduce the risks of contamination from those sources.
Some strategies for protection can be implemented right away; others may require forming a
“Drinking Water Protection Team" to develop a plan for action. Technical assistance in drinking
water protection strategy development and implementation Is available from DEQ or DHS. The
management options implemented to reduce risk are highly individualized, and should be
developed by the community to meet their specific needs. Cooperative decision making by public
officials, water systems, public interest groups, business, agriculture, and individual citizens can
create a powerful long-lasting partnership that will facilitate implementation and public
“acceptance of drinking water protection. -

The primary incentive for local communities to voluntarily implement drinking water protection Is
the benefit of @ more secure source of high quality water. Other (perhaps more tangible).
incentives Include lower costs to the public by: (a) a reduction in DHS public water supply
monitoring requirements, and (b) reduced likelthood of costs for replacement and/or treatment
of contaminated drinking water. Long-term assurances of a safe and adequate drinking water
supply also helps to protect property values and preserve the local and regional economic growth
potential for the area. Developing a plan to protect a public water system Is always a cost
effective use of resources, since it Is extremely expensive to treat contaminated drinking water
or to find an alternative source should a water supply be lost because of contamination. DEQ
estimates the cost of developing a Drinking Water Protection Plan for a small community of less
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than 500 to range from $100 (with staff or donated time) to approximately $6,000 (with
preparation by a consultant). This Is quite different from the typical costs to investigate and
install treatment for contamination of at least $500,000. These numbers are based on actual
costs of contamination response in 1992, at a small groundwater supplied public water system in
Marion County. A recent EPA study demonstrated the ratio of contammant cleanup costs to basic
prevention ranges from 5 1 to 200:1.

Technical assistance is available and is provided to the communities by DEQ and DHS as they
work through the process. Other agencies will also be Involved In providing technical assistance
as protection plans are developed. For example, on farm lands, the Oregon Department: of
Agriculture. (ODA) will provide assistance as provided for under Senate Bill 1010. In developing
recommendations for protecting drinking water source areas, we have sought to maximize the
use of existing programs in Oregon such as pollution prevention technical assistance (DEQ),
sanitary survey results (DHS), household hazardous waste collection (DEQ), agricultural water
quality protection (ODA), water conservation education (Oregon Water Resources Department),
ru ral water quality outreach (OSU Extension Service.), etc.

Protecting the drinking water supply ina community can also be a very effective way to
encourage all "stakeholders" to participate in an issue which directly affects everyone in that
community. This often leads to more public involvement In other significant local decisions
concerning future livability issues (l.e., land use planning). In communities already developing
.and implementing Drinking Water Protection Plans, the process has served to bring many diverse
.interests together on a common goal and strengthen the local rural and urban relationships
through communication and increased understanding of the typical adversarial priorities.

Where can I get more information?

For additional information, to obtain a map or copy of an individual source water assessment
report, or to arrange a presentation on drinking water protection, contact Sheree Stewart,
Drinking Water Protection Program Coordinator, DEQ (503) 229-5413, or Denms Nelson,
Groundwater Coordlnator, DHS (541) 726-2587 x21.

[print verslon]

For more lnforrnatlon about DEQ's Drinking Water Protection Program please see the Staff Ccmtact and Resources
Information page. .

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Headquarters: B11 Sixth Ave., Portland, OR 97204-1390
Phone: 503-229-5696 or toll free in Oregon 1-800-452-4011
Oregon Telecommunications Relay Service: 1-800-735-2900 FAX: 503- 229-6124

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality Is a regulatory agency authorized to protect Oregon's environment by
the State of Oregon and the Environmental Protection Agency

DEQ Web slte privacy notice
Projects and Pragrams Publications and Forms Laws and Regulations Public Notices Permlts and Llcenses Databases
About DEQ | Contact DEQ | Search | Feedback
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_ VIA FACSIMILE ~ 541-469-3650
AND BAND DELIVERY :
 Braokings City Council
Ciry of Brookings
898 Elk Drive

Brockings, OR 27415 _
_Re: 1S Borax Master Plan Application MPD-1-04
Cese Ciry Council Members:

- We represent the Rainbow Rock Service Associarion ("RRSA") and request tharthis lenerbe -
- made a part of the forma) record of decision in the US Borax marer described above. RRSA is
generally suppontive of the US Borax application but has coneens that ite property and water
. * . supply may be agversely affacred by the proposed annexation, This lerer proposes revisions to
one of the proposed conditions of approval to address those conterns. :

RRSA provides water and sewer service 10 a 60-unit oceanfront condominiurm development
nonth of Brookings. RRSA. has discussed its concems with US Borax and will- continue to do so..
{iven, however, that a fine] agreemnent has not been reached b y the parties a5 10 necessary =~
actions and mitigation measures, RRSA, asks that the pouncil condition any approval of the US
Borax application on the imposition of a condition or conditions protecting the RRSA warer
SUpply. S ‘ , , o

Condition 23 of the conditions of approval in the August 23, 2004 document “Conditions of

Approval Lone Ranch Master Plen MPD-1-04" provides that- ' >
Prior to consuuction of any phase that may adversely affec: the
quality or quantity of water available through the existing Ruinkow
Rock Service Association (RRS) surface water supply system, the
applicant shall demonstrate how such adverse impacts will be
mirigared or that RRSA gan oblain an adequate altemative water
supply. Each DDP shall evaluate the impact of devgiopmeni on

" 1he existing RRSA surface water sysiem, urless RRSA has
previously discontinued use of the system. (Emphasis added 2)
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Page 2

TR POMOE  Peldt

RRSA, requests revision cfthe provisions thar adverse impacts will be allowed if RRSA. can

. ©btain an adequate alternative water supply and thar adverse impacts on] y be mitizated. RRS4is
concerned that as writren this condition could be reag 10 place the burden oo RRSA to acquire an .
alternative water supply or allow the degradation of fts water supply, - - :

- Approval of 8 master plan of development is subject ta Brookings Development Code § 70.070, -
Section 70,070C provides that among the findings reguired befare the Planning Commissien -
may spprove an upplication for Masier Plan of Development (“MPoD*) is 1har . '

“the proposcd MPoD will demonstrate thes adequate wilitics and iofrastrucare wrw -
+ailzble or can reasonshly be made availsble at esch phase. The proposed MPod will
e demonstrate that existing wility services and water supplies for adjacent
g ties will not be negatively affected ar each phase.” '

The Planning Commission may recomsmend approval but final spproval is the province of the -
City Council. BDC § 70.090. The review ¢riteria require a showing that adjacent properses will
207 ba negatively affecred, nota showing that the neighboring property could take steps (o avoid
the adverse impact or that the adverse impact be mitigared bur not avaided, Accordingly, RRSA

requests that the condition of approval be modified as follows 10 more clearly reflect the
“pproval crijeria. : : : : :

. Prior 10 construction of any phase that may adversely affect the * .
quality or quantity of water available through the existing Rainbow
Rock Service Association (RRS) surface water supply system, the
applicant shall demonstrate how such adverse impacts will be
avoided. Each DDP shall evaluate the impact of development on

the existing RRSA surface water system, unless RRSA has
previously discontinued use of tae sysiem..

Very muly yours,

David L. Filippi | | |
‘ DF:cie

. Peahd1-3177882,1 00)) 15600003
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Exverr C2

Al Haddox.
: : : 17744 N. Hwy 101, £100
. , + © . Brookings, OR 57415 -
Merch 8, 2007 B E . o :
Dezn Pegay Goergen _
Southwest Oregon Community College
420 Alder Stres

Brookings, OR 97415
Vie e-mail; ppoergen@soce,edy

Deor Deen Goergen,

Curry Coastal Pilot printed an article “College inks deal for new Brookings campus” indicating SOCC s nctively
puwsuing the development of the new campus for Southwesterm Ozegon op the Lone Rench Development praperty,
"Lust year, documentation wes delivered 1o you by Rainbow Rock Condominlums that the Oregon Department of
Environmentel Quality had designated this aren & Drinking Weter Protection Arca, PWS 4101361,

Rzinbow Rock Condominiums has successfully operated its water system for over 20-yesrs, The proposed site of
tbe 10-zeve parce] is located in & desigmiated sensitive area posing e higher risk to the drinking water, 11 js reasonable

Rack Condominium water

: -the Source Water Asscisment, .
prepared by ODEQ, & high sol} permesbility, bigh s6i) erosion polentinl, hiph runoff potentinl, and withiln 1000-feet
fromi streams, - .- .

Alreedy, with the tonstmction of preliminary roods for geolechnicnl investigation, substantiel contamination of our
water supply hes aiready occurred, Thess vscunznces have been reported to the Oregon DHS & DEQ, They have
sent letters of viojation to the Froperty owners, The slate Bgencies are swaree of the Sensitivity of the erea and the
Impact distorbances will have on the designoted Drinking Water Protection Area. .

In Octaber of 2004, Reinbow Rock proposed to dedients gl lends, water treatment eng pumping facilities, 75,000
gsllon water tank gnd site, end waler rights to the City of Brookings in exchange for annexation and comnection to
the city system. With the curreni city fee strucrure, connection fess for exceed an

y benefit to Rainbow Rock, 11is in
our best interest to meiniain our existing operating gystem, but we cannot permit it o be destroyed . :

this new Facility, but.our existing watar fecility is vital to. gur ‘existence. Jtmust be protected.

* The Lone Ranch Site could require SOCC 10 provide ﬁxtensive mitigation meesures o protect opr water system, Aand
the linbility for 2oy future confamination would be placed on SOCC, My request is that SOCC investigates Gther

sites that can equally scrve the community without destroying our \yater EyBlem or exposing SOCC 1o needless

linbility. Other siteg would have less impact on designated sensitive Brens, and would not impsct gn existing public
© water system, . T i :

Representatives of Rainbow Rock will be piad to meet with you to resalve this conflict.-

Respectfully subrmitte

Al Heddoy ‘
Chairmen, ‘
Reinbow Rock Service Associztion

- Ce; . Pat Sberman, Meyar, City of Brookings, Fax: 54 1-469-3650
~('='h.r-isty-8ewel].-Grpgon-BEQ,-sewell.christy@déq.s!ule.or.us '

Scott Curry, Oregon DHS,,S::on.G.Curw@state.or;us

Mike Meszaroe, Cury Heelth Dept,, Ieszarosm@eo.curry,or,us

Tom Hubkp, Curry Ceestal Pilof, thubke@currypilal,com

Jim Stigamire, Cheirman, F\’CA,jsﬁgnmire|4@gmail.com
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. system intake and to inventory t

. WY WAS IT COMPLETED?

"+ Water Protection- Area are i

SOURCE WATER ASSESSMENT
SUMMARY BROCHURE

‘RATNBOW ROCK CONDOMINILMS '
PWS # 4101361

WIHAT ISA SOURCE WATER ASSI'ISSMEN'I'?

The Source Water Asseismenl  Was recently
completed by the Deparnment of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) and the Oregon Department of
Human Services (DHS) to identify the surface
areas (and/or subsurfice areas) that supply water
10 Rainbow Rock Conduminiums;"public water

he potential.

contaminant SOUICEs

that may impact the water
supply.’ .

The Source Water Assessment was completed to
ow Rock

provide information S0, that Rainb
Condominiums’ public . water system
staff/operator, consumers, _and community

) citizens can begin developing strategies (0
- protect the source of their drinking

water, and t0
minimize future public expenditures for drinking
water treatment. The assessment was prepared

under the _requiremcnt_s~and guidelines of the
Federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA).

WEHAT AREAS ARE INCLUDED IN RAINBOW
ROCK CONDOMINTUMS' DRINKING WATER
PROTECTION AREA? '
The drinking water for Rainbow Rock
Condominiums i supplied by &n intake on an

unpamed creek. This public water system Serves

approximately 80 citizens. The intake is located

in the Whaleshead Creek Watershed in the
Chetco- Subbasin  of ‘e Southern Oregon
Coastal -Basin. The aeographic area providing
“water 10 Rainbow Rock Condominiums’ intake
(the drinking water protection area) extends
upstream approximately gne mile in @ northerly
direction and encompasses 2 total grea of 0.24
square miles. The boundaries of the Drinking

figure attached to this summary.

usirated on the .
: * Assessment

Vhll:\-y,\Iel.:vj-lll".1a1)-]-i-‘,!\“1'\,\l.S()I)R(.‘ES()l-‘ Ex"\\B\T’ C‘% .
pryy i

c:_tm'mmm,\'l‘mN T RAINBOW ROCK
CONDCGNINIIMS' PHRLIC DRINKING WATER
sureLY? ' :
The primary intent of this inventory was 10
identify and Jocate significant potential SOUTCES
of conwminants of concern. The delineated
drinking water protection, Ares is primarily
dominated by forest management lund use. The
potential contaminant sources (hat ‘may- effect
the watershed include managed forest lands, @
transportation carridor and a borrow pit. This
provides 8 quick look al the existing poiential
sources  of contamination that | could, iT
improperly managed or relcased, impuct the
water quality in the watershed.

WHAT ARE THE RISKS FOR OUR SYSTEM?

One potential contaminanl source, the managed
forest lands, was identified within the drinking
water protection area. The forestlands are

located in “sensitive areas”, and pose 2 relatively

higher risk to the drinking water. The sensitive
greas within the Rainbow Rock Condominiums
drinking water protection area include areas with
high soil permeability, high soil erosion

otential, high runoff potential and areas within
1000° from the river/streams. The sensitive areas

- are those where the potential contamination.

sources, if present, have a greater potential to
jmpact the Wwater supply. In addition, two
potential .c(:nt‘aminam sources -were - identified

just outside of the drinking water protection

area. These potential sources are included in this
inventory because they pose & moderate to high

_degree of potential contamination risk 10 the

drinking water supply.. The information in this
assessment provides 2 basis-for prioritizing areas
in and around our community that 21€ most

vulrierable to potential impacts and can be used

by the Rainbow  Rock Condominiums
community - to develop @ voluntary Drinking
Water Protection Plan, ’

NEED MORE INFORMATIONY
Rainbow Rock Condominiums® Source Water
Report provides additional details

on the methodology and results of this

aesessment. The full report . is available for .

review at:

- Coniact the Rainbow Rock Condominiums’ staff

i vou would like additional information o
Source Water Assessmeni results. '
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T AT OI eg011 . . , Western: R'cgi.un Coas By Office
N 8 . ) . : ‘ 381 N Sceond Street

~ owners or operators responsible for these sources io register under this permit or obtain

. B 3 Exwierr C5

Department of Environmental Quality

Cuos Bay, OR 97420
(541)269-2721 .
FASI (54)) 2697984

‘Tieoars Xulanpasi, Govermor

- A

Junuary 16, 2007

Gene Q. Emre, Principal

Otak

17355 SW Boones Ferry Road
Lake Oswego, Oregon 97035-5217

CRE: - WQ- Curry County 4

Lone Ranch Property/US Borax — Otak Project No. 13540
WL-WQ-WR/CB-2006-077 '

g Dear Mr. Emre:

" Thank you for your r§sponse of Décember 7, 2006, to my Wamjn;g Letter of November
13, 2006, concerning the activities at the US Borax property north of the City of
Brookings, Oregon. ' . : . .

In your response, you pointed out that the impact, during this last portion of the project

was less than three-quarters of an acre, which is less than the one-acre thresheld requiring
a NPDES 1200-C permit. Thank you for this information and attached pictures. ‘
However, you also pointed out that in 2005, your contractor installed water mains, .
sanitary sewer, and power conduits along the righi-of-way of Highway 101 as part of the

development for this property. -

The recﬁii.rement for olgtaixﬁng the NPDES 1200-C permit 3186 includes activities tﬁat

" disturb less than one acre that are part of 2 comurion plan of development or sale if the

Jarger common plan of development or sale will ultimately disturb one acre or more and

. may discharge to surface waters or conveyance systems leading to surface waters of the

state. Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 340-045-001.5 and 0033(5) requires all

i

an individual permit. L o . o

. Since these two projects are part of the larger development activities for this property and.
. it now appears that more than one acre has been disturbed, 1 am again requesting that you

submit a completed NPDES 1200-C application and fee to DEQ. I have enclosed.an
application for your converiience. The NPDES 1200-C application or NPDES Storm
Water Regulations for Construction Activities November 2002 includes the 1200-C
Permit Application Fonm; Land Use Compatibility Statement Form; Efosion and

 Sediment Control Plan Worksheet; and Notice of Termination Form.
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I am requesting thai the completed apphc.auon be submitted to DEQ by February 1, 200

in order o carres, this violation. I you néed assistance in r_omplutmg this applu.auon
please contact me af 541-269-2721, ext 23.

“

Smc,erz, ly, : ‘ -
.u 4(.’// - M . .
Ruhen Kretzschmar -
Natural Resource Specialist

Ce:  John Blanchard, WQ- Medford

Curry County Planning Department
City of Brookings Planning Department
Timothy V. Ramis Di' Rarmq Crew C‘orngan LLP, Attorneys af L"W -—
i
: i £ 1
'“-r:; g"'"-l'h Cﬂh ';# a" #Vsﬂ il
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& 3 é PI‘ 6 g 011 | Department of Environmenta) Qu;H:

- Western Region Cooy Bay Offiee
S 381 N Secong Strec:

Coos Bay, OR 9747

. (541) 269-272)

'. TFAX (541) 2697944

Thedor: Rulongoski, Govenn: .

Mike Crow : ' ‘ May 28, 2008
Crow/Clay & Associates AJA _ : o _
125 W. Central, Suite 400 - '

. Coos Bay, OR 87420

RE:  WQ/S8-Curry County o
Southwestern Community College Annex
. Brookings, OR o
“Temporary Holding Tank Instaliation

As per our phone conversation on this date, Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 340-071-0340 -
(1) (b) (A) & (B) Holding Tanks, lists the criteria for allowing the instaliation of g temporary -
‘holding tank within an area-wide Sewerage district.  © o . :

Poliution Control Facilities (WPCF) per,

1 . mit for the installation of the
on plans to be submitted with the application, o

This would require a Water
. tank with detailed constrycti

- Del Cline, R.S. .
On-Site Wastewater Specialist
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Teeodon: ::y:mu% Goveroar " Coos Bay, OR 97420

(541) 269-2721
FAX (541) 269-7984

August 12, 2008

Michael R. Crow/RR
Crow/Clay & Associates, Inc.
125 W. Central Ave Svite 400

RE:  Southwestern Oregon Commumty College Annex
Brookings, OR

Dear Mr Crow:

A "holding tank® is defined in Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 340-071-0100 (82) & (83).as an'
approvable on-site septic system for the propesed building at the Southwestern Oregon .
Community College site in Brookings. Itis approvable asa temporary or permanent on-site

" system to serve the College's needs , .

- The letter from the Cny of Brookings &s 1o the possible timing of the sewer line along Hrghway
101, does not obligate the City to lnstall the sewer line to serve the college

" The college mey, in the future, look at other DEQ approved “on-site” treatment and dispersal
methods if desired, or If City services do not become evaxlable .

. DelCling, RS.,
On-Site Wastewater Specxal:st

", Page i cf 3
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_‘ _Or e g On o | | X Parks and'Re.creation Depaftmentt |

Heritage Conservation Division

 Theodore R Kulongosk, Govemor S R Ssae;fgtklgégﬁ;ﬁ
| L ‘ @EHW T (508) 986-0707
. , . ) : FAX(503)986-0793
16 August 2004 T\ _ E ! 09 www.hed . state.orus

. City of Brookings , - AUG18 2004 ' S

- City Council ' Gy ' L :
898 BIk Drive | OF BROOKIN(
- Brookings OR 97415 L RDOKINGS

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT-
Re: Proposed development of Borax property , o :

Dear City Council: .

Numerous individuals and agencies have recently contacted our effice regarding a
 proposed land rezoning and development decision currently being addressed by your city. -

" The case under review deals with property oncé part of a.Borax mine, located north of
Brookings. Concerns have bgen raised regarding the potential effect of the proposed
development on existing cultural resources, in addition to the expedited review process
that some. feel is not permitting ample time to review potential concerns with the

- proposed action. Our office is aware that an initial cultural resource survey of the Borax -
property has been completed but that apparently the City of Brookings has been told that
the results of the survey could not be shared with them due to security concems. Due to
apparent misunderstandings regarding the disclosure of cultural. information, I have -
contacted the archaéologist responsible for the recent cultural Tesource survey to clarify
any concerns that may exist over any future land use decisions. -

While a final report has not yet arrived at our office’ regarding the results of the
completed cultural resource survey, Mr. Thomas Churchill (personal communication 12
August 2004) of Archaeological Frontiers related to me that a survey of the property has
indeed been completed and a draft report of his findings is almost complete. Preliminary
findings from his survey have apparently been shared with the landowners some time
- ago. Mr. Churchill stated that his company completed a survey of approximately 320
~ acres "of the 360-acre property with only about 40 acres of wetlands not surveyed due to
~ ~ his inability to traverse these lands. Survey results were greatly hampered by poor
© . visibility, which was usually less than 5%. Cultural resources. discovered include three.
prehistoric sites, seven prehistoric isolated finds, and three historic isolated finds. Due to
poor surface visibility, Mx, Churchill felt that it is highly likely that all of the jsolated
. finds represent sites and that further subsurface probing should be conducted to determine
their true natire. The identified cultural resources were found scattered throughout the
Borax property. A few of the locales were said to be in areas that will not be impacted by
- the proposed development, however, ‘the majority of the locales,. if found to be
significant, will be negatively affected. Mr. Churchill has recommended that further _
testing of these areas to determine significance to the National Register of Historic Places
be completed. Our office supports this recommendation. : T
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Concem over the proposed development of the Borax property centers around known
ethnohistoric, oral historic, ethnographic, and archaeological information that supports
long term continued use of the Borak property. Known information on the area includes;
ethnohistoric documents describing extensive use of the area and the existence of
subsistence related features within the project area; Chetco oral historic accounts of a
large Native village ‘with many house pits located on the property; ethnographic
documents show the Jedediah Smith Historic Trail crossing a portion of the property; and
‘archaeological data confirms the close proximity of the Lone Pine village site, a large
village site located due west of the project area, and the large number ‘of archaeological
sites that have been identified on the property to date (one of which has been previously
disturbed from a water well testing operation). Given the general poor visibility found
throughout the property, Mr. Churchill believes -that there is a high potential for

-.-additional .cultural. sites. 40" be .located -within the proposed. Borax. property and:-has-

- - suggested to the landowners that sibsurface testing be conducted to determine. the
presence or absence of buried cultural resources. This potential is reflected in the
absence of the identification of any of the subsistence related features during the current
survey reported in ethnographic documents to have been on the property (i.e., elk pits
used to trap animals during seasonal wildlife drives). While our office commends Mr.,
Churchill’s recommendation for additional testing, state law does not require that
. subsurface probing be conducted in areas where no cultural resources were earlier
identified, prior to development activities. However, if cultural material is encountered
during future ground disturbing activities, all activities must stop immediately until a
professional archaeologist can assess the discovery. Probing prior to development is
generally -a preferred method since the discovery of cultural resources through early
probing will alleviate later negative impacts to large-scale construction efforts resulting
.in a shutdown of activities and a loss of project funds. - :

 The issue of disclosure of cultural resource information centers on the desire to protect

site-specific locational information so that looting activities do not result from the
disclosure. Looting of archaeological sites throughout Oregon appears to be on the rise
over the past five years and it is true that specific locations of information are generally
-estricted. General information on the existence. and type of cultural resources found
within an area, however, is not restricted. It is difficult to see how. your office can make a
balanced decision on future planning efforts without first being able to obtain sufficient

information in which to judge potential impacts of those decisions. Ihope that sufficient. .-
information regarding cultural resources within the propossd development area will soon -

be released to you so that you can complete your review.

In summary, numerous cultural resources have been identified on the Borax property and
it appears likely that additional resources exist. Whether these resources are of sufficient
quality and-integrity to be eligible to the National Register, thus requiring protection or
- mitigation efforts under current state law (ORS 358.905-955, ORS 97.740-760, ORS

390.235 [OAR 736-051-0090]), are not known. Additional information is needed to be

able to make this assessment. It is recommended that future land development activities -

within the proposed Borax property should: 1) determine the significance of all identified
cultural resources and avoid or mitigate for potential impacts to those resources found to
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be significant to the National Register of Historic Places; or 2) seek to avoid all areas of
known cultural resources; and 3) probe areas of high probability and low visibility prior

activities to insure that previously unknown cultural resources are not impacted.

Our office hopes to receive a copy of Archaeological Frontiers’ cultural resource report
for the project area in the near future. If additional information is identified at.this time, 1
will be sure and forward this information to your office. If you have any questions

please feel free to contact me at your convenience.

Smcerely,

ennis anﬁn Ph, D.,%

Lead Archaeologist
(503) 986-0674

-dennis.g’fﬁn@. state.or.us

cc. Robert Kentta, Confederated Tribes of Siletz
Don Ivy, Coquille Tribe |
" Thomas Churchill, Archacological Frontiers
James Hamrick, Heritage Conservation District

Roper Roper, SHPO
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Or e g On _ Parks and Recreation Dépaﬂment
; J | LA . - Heritage Conservation Division

725 Summer St. NE, Suite C

| Theodore R. Kulongoski, Govegnor Salem, OR '97301- 1271

(503) 986-0707

. . , : ' * FAX (503) 986-0793
27 August 2004 o o IR -~ www.hed state.orus
City of Erdokihgs . S - _ S ' |
City Council | : ~ '
898ElkDrive ' - . & e
Brookings OR 97415 B - | LZ—= v
Re:'P_roposed' devélopméntvof Borax property C o Ldrrrim 4 92«&/ .

Dear. City. Council;

On 25August, 2004, I met with representatives from US Borax and Western Advocates .
Inc. to discuss the current Lone Ranch Master Plan proposal being considered by your
office. This meeting came about as a result of my recent letter to your office that
attempted to inform your council of the general results of an archaeological survey that

- had been conducted by Archaeological Frontiers for the above property. In discussing the
Master Plan, I want to be clear in stating that our office has no problem with the proposed -
development. We find that cultural resource issues have been considered during the early
planning stages of the development and that flexibility exists to address any concerns that

. might arise’ Jater when a detailed development plan is designed and an actual study of

* potential effects can be made. ' L ' o

Our recent meeting provided me with the first opportunity to review the praposed Lone

Ranch development plan and to understand its history and design schedule. Having

reviewed the Lone Ranch’s Master Plan of Development, City Ordinance 03-0I-446.PP

and the Condition of Approval that had been previously approved by the City of

Brookings Planning Commission', our office finds that we are in agreement with US

.~ Borax that cultural resource concerns ‘are assured adequate protection during the project’s
. early development process. : S

My letter of 16 August was not in conflict with the Lone Ranch proposed plan but was
meant to provide archaeological information to your council where I had been informed it
. was lacking due to a previous misunderstanding regarding security .concems for
 identified cultural resources. In truth, our office was not aware of what the proposed plan
for the development was; only that a development plan was being considered and that a
cultural resotrce survey had been requested to assist future planning efforts but whose
results were not being shared; a prime example where misunderstandings can occur.

The current discussion regarding the Master Plan for the Lone Ranch deveibpment does
ot involve any site-specific planning areas that would be in conflict with any cultural
resources that exist on the property. Flexibility in design and sufficient land in which to -

Lwal dcvelopmé:nt shall comply with the state regulations regarding cultural resources, specifically, ORS |
358-905 to 358.955, ORS 390.235 to 390.240 and ORS 97.740 to 97.760 to the extent applicable.”
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allow medification of later structural placement in cases of future conflicts appear to have
been foreseen and built into the existing ordinance and plan. Potential conflicts with
cultural resources located within the Lone Ranch property, and steps needed to dvoid or
mitigate any adverse effects that may occur during future stages of development will not
be known. until US Borax drafts a detailed development plan for review. This next stage
in the development plan calls for such a discussion, which is currently proposed for 2005.

At that time the archaeological survey report will have been completed and its results

able to be taken into consideration.

hs regret any mlsunderstandmg my letter may have caused your office in reviewing the

current Lone Ranch Master Plan. My concern in writing was that I had been informed :

that your office believed that it needed information that it was not being permitted and I
had hoped by contactmg you I could clarify the basic results of the completed survey
while informing you of the restrictions to site-specific resource locations in order to
protect them from vandalism and destruction. US Borax should not disclese to the city or
any other agencies any site-specific locations of cultural resources identified by the
archaeological survey. This information is exempt from the Freedom of Information Act.
However, assurances that all such sites will be evaluated and either avoided or mitigated
under later development proposals should be shared with: your counc11 whrch is what has
been agreed upon under existing project conditions. : :

. We look forward to hearing from US Borax during the next stage of the proposed
development - and working: with them to insure that all significant cultural sites are
protected. If you have any questions regarding the above assessment or would like
additional . 1nformat10n ﬁ'om our ofﬁce, please feel free to contact me at your
convenience. : :

Sincerely,

“Dennis Griffin, Ph.D., RBA

Lead Archaeologist
(503) 986-0674
dennis. griffin@state.or.us

. €. Robert Kentta, Confederated Tribes of Slletz
" Donlvy; Coaquille Tribe
Timothy,Rémis, US Borax
Burton Weast, Western Advicates Inc. .
- Thomas Churchill, Archaeological Frontiers
~ James Hamrick, Heritage Conservation Division
Roper Roper, SHPO :
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g E Parks and Recreation Depar

1 e g OI] | State Historic Freservatior

725 Summer St. NE,

Theadare K. Kulangoski, Governor . '

| : Salem, OR 973(

. : ‘ A . (503) 9t

June 12, 2008 ) : ' FAX (503) Yl

www.hed sta

- Ms. Robin Richards -
Crow/Clay & Associates
125 W Central Ste 400
Coos Bay, OR 97420

RE: SHPO Case No. 08-1211
Curry Campus of Lone Ranch Comm College
.Campus corstruction . _
Crow/Clay & Assocs./Lone Ranch Comm College
408 14W 26, Brookings, Curry County

Dear Ms. Richards:

Our office recently received a request to conduct 2 cultural resource review for the area of the
project referenced above. In checking our statewide cultural resource database, I find that there
has been a previous cultural survey of the lands surrounding and encompassing the proposed )
project and archaeological sites were identified. One of these sites (35C8225) lies within the

. larger eres demarcated within the proposed SOCC campus but not within the area currently

‘ planned to be developed. Given that surface visibility in the area of the larger Borax property
project was nonexistent and archaeological sites were found in those few areas where the grouhd
surface was visible, and that subsurface ‘visibility in the area of the proposed campus
development was also zero, our office recommends that subsurface probes be conducted within
the proposed project area (in area to be disturbed). The proposed campus structures are located
on a landform generally perceived to have a high probability for possessing archaeological sites
and buried human remains. C o o S

A list of possible archaeological consultants can be found on our web site
(www.oregonheritage.org) by clicking on Archaeological Services web page and highlighting the
section marked Archaeological Permits. State statutes (ORS 358.905 and ORS 97.740) provide
protection for archaeological sites, objects, and human remains on both state public and private
lands in.Oregon. I hope {hat by providing the above-suggested archaeological survey, damage to

any archaeological sites in the area of your proposed project can be avoided. | il

~1If you hé'\'_‘{e any questions-about the above comments or would like additional information,
please feel to contact me at your convenijence. 1n order to help us track your projeci accurately, -
please be sure to reference the SHPO case number above in all correspondence. )

iyt .
{ AP T
ennis Griffin, Ph.D., RPA
State Archaeologist
(503) 986-0674
dennis.griffin@state.or.us
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Dianne Morris
-u-—nnmn-nﬂ*

From: o robln [robin@crowclay.com]

Sent: Monday, July 28, 2008 1:47 PM

To: Dianne Morris

Subject: - _ SHPO#08-1211

| %I/ |

. . ‘ _f ~ A ,

Ms. Robin Richards R o v , »“éf " 4&2}

Executive Assistant L : . %, <4

Crow/Clay & Associates Inc. , o e 625 S%&?

‘Architecture and Planning - =~ . . . - 453?'

125 W Central Avenue, Ste. 400 ‘ )
Coos Bay, Oregon 87420 . o . : ] ) /%/)
(541) 269-9388 _ : . . Ve
(541) 267-6187 FAX : ‘ L R ’ : ’
www.crowelay.com

————— Origlnal Message-~---

From: Susan White [mailto:Susan. Whlte@state or.usj
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2008 B:32 PM

To: robin

Subject: Re: SHPO #08-1211

Ms. Richérds,

Dr. Griffin did reply to the inquiry with the SHPO case 08-1211. However, since we deal
with cultural resources, i.e., archaeological resources and historic structures, it would
not be pertinent or appropriate for our office to comment on a stormwater management plan
that deals’ w1th natural resources.

I believe with the initial ingquiry under SHPO case 08-1211, Dr Griffin recommended that a
cultural resource assessment survey be conducted for the project area since its locatlon

is in close proxzm*ty to a known archaeologlcal s;te.

Please let ‘me know if you have any fuxther questlons or concerns, Thanks very much,

**i******4*******************************i*****

Susan Lynn White, RPA

Assistant State Archaeologist
State Historic Preservation Office.
725 Summer Street NE, Suite C
Salem, Oregon 97301

503-986-0675

503-986-0793 FAX
Susan.White@state.or.us

www.oregonheritage. org .
********i********************}***i*************.

>5>>. "robln“ <rob1n@crowclay com> 7/23/2008 11: 16 AM >>5 : , :
Good morning. On July 14, 2008 we sent Dennis Griffin a copy of the Stormwater Management
Plan for the Southwestern Oregon Community College property in Brookings, Oregon. Do you
know if he received it? We sent this plan to Dennis to comply with- the City of Brookings
Detazled Development Plan compllance cond;tlons See .below: .

. "2 hydrologic study shall be provided with e&ch De;ailed.Develophent Plan

1
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”ﬁﬁDP) and any such study must be provided to federal and state agencies responsible for
wetlznds and endangered species protection. Each successive hydrologic study will
cumulatively incorporate and consider information provided in the previously prepared
hydrologic studies. The City will review the agency comments regarding the hydrologic
study to determine compliance with applicable standards relating to storm drainage and to
determine compliance with standards relating to the protection of wetlands and western

lilies.
determines are needed to comply with applicable standards a

‘ nd to protect wetlands and
western lilies.” o : ' .

Would you be able to determine if this pertains to your agency and if so, can someone

review it for comments or concerns in writing before Bugust 57
Let me know if we have to wait for Dennis to return. Thank you for your time. Robin

Ms. Robin' Richards

Executive Assistant

Crowlciﬁy & Bssociates Inc.
Architecture and Planning

125 W Central Rvenue, Ste. 400
Coos Bay, O;egon 87420 '
(541) 269-9388

(541) 267-61B7 FAX

www,crowclay.com

.
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At the time of the DDP review, the City shall require changes to the DDP that it
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o R ' . RECENED
Smith River Rancheria EIVEL

140 Rowdy Creele Rd, Smith River, CA 95567-9515
Phe (707)467-255  Fuaz (707) 457-0830

AUG T & 7005

CITY OF BROUKING
August 11, 2008 4.30pm R

City of Brookings

Brookings Planning Commlssmn
898 Elk Drive

Broakings, OR 97415

RE: File # DDP-1-08
Dear Brookings Planning Commission:

On behalf of the interests of the Smith-River Rancheria (Tribe), we are submitting comments
and concerns regarding the proposed project of the Curry Campus of Lone Ranch Community
College in Brookings, OR. At this fime, the Tribe would like to initiate a government-to-
government relationship as defined in both federal laws, Section 106 and NHPA (National
Historic Protectiori Act), to work to protect cultural, natural, and archaeological resources found
within the area of potential effect (APE). It is of grave concern, of the Tribe, that a formal
consultation process has not yet been formalized during the creation of this project and proper
mitigation measures have not been discussed. The village site of Natlh-dee-nee-dvn is located
within the APE of the proposed undertaking and although it would seem that the Tribe opposes
the construction of such a facility this is not the case. ‘ '

Our main concern is the need for & proper mitigation plan to be set in place prior to any ground
disturbing aclivity; as we wish {o be more proactive than reactive when it comes to protecting
culturally significant areas. The high sensitivity of this particular area has invaluable va!ue to our
people and it is our goal that the integrity of this village is kept intact.

At this time we are requesting a more detailed project description. Upon receipl and after
thorough study we will be registering additional comment. ' |

Thank you for your time and understanding in this matter. Should you have any questions or
concemns please contact either Russ Crabtree, Tribal Administrator @ 707-487-9255 or
Suntayea Steinruck, Tribal Historic Preservahon Ofﬂcer at-extension 3180.

-

Sincerely,

5/11 %nw@

Suniayea Steinruck
NAGPRA/THPO Officer

Wn(bsaa—glz'z'f[lz- ‘o~ Wee-ni Naa-ch'aa-ghitlh-ni
Our Heritage Is Why We Are Strong
51



Exhibit M-3
o
Pat Sherman SONINONHE 400 A 0%
P. 0. Box 1140 b"’N OL dd ~L )\-0 R
Brookings. OR 97415 8002 G T 170

October 15, 2008 GEAIEOHH

Mayor Anderson and Councilors
City of Brookings

898 Elk Drive

Brookings. OR 97415

Re: Case # APP-2-08
Mayor and Councilors,
Please enter this into the record of the above appeal.

I observed that the Final Order and Findings in Case # DDP-1-08 approved by the
Planning Commission inaccurately portrayed the testimony that I had submitted in
that proceeding.

With the public’s interest in mind of assuring that the public record is as accurate as
possible, I request that vou instruct staff to rephrase their Findings so that they
accurately reflect my previous testimony.

Specifically, my August 5. 2008 testimony in DDP states: “ds the June 3. 2008 letter
from the City Manager to DEQ shouws, it seems that staff is aware of the requirement.”

My Aungust 19 testimony states:

“Fourth. in previous testimony I had raised concerns about the financial liability that the
City would incur if it approved the installation of a temporary holding tank for sewage. as
Jollows:

Oregon ddministrative Rule (OAR) 340-071-0340 (1) (b) (A) states in its entirety:

(A4 ) The application for permit includes a copy of a legal commitment from the legal
entity to extend a community or area-wide sewerage system meeting the requirements
of this division to the property covered by the application within five years from the
date of the application.

Mr. Cline states: “the letter from the City of Brookings as to the possible timing of the

sewer line along Highway 101 does not obligate the City to install the sewer line to serve

the college.”

The letier submitted by the City Manager to DEQ isn’t the issue. What the issue is is

that OAR would require the City. meaning the City Council. to make a legal

commitment to extend the sewer as stated in the plain language of the O AR. The legal

©L



commitment would carry a financial liability along with it and the liability would be on
the Gity.”

The Findings on the DDP state: *“These exhibits reference a letter written by City
Manager Gary Milliman dated June 3 2008 and state this letter commits the City to
pay for any needed sewer lines to serve this development in 5 years if the lines have not
already been installed.”

As vou can see from my actual testimony. the Findings statement is an incorrect
statement, at least with respect to my testimony. There is a difference between
testimony that says that city staff is aware of a legal requirement (my testimony)
and a statement that savs that city staff actually made a legal commitment. (stafl’s
Findings) No where did I assert that stafl made a legal commitment.

A possible revision of the Findings could be something like: “These exhibits reference
a letter written by City Manager Gary Milliman dated June 3. 2008 which leter
indicates that the City Manager is aware of the need for the City to pay for any needed
sewer lines to serve this development in 5 vears if the lines have not already been
installed.”

Thank vou.

Sincerely,

/M Lot

Pat Sherman
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Dianne Morris NCT k% 2008

From: Bill Yocum [byocum@hughes.net] , . ARG
Sent:  Thursday, October 16, 2008 6:27 PM QiTY OF BROOKING®

To: Dianne Morris
Subject: Written evidence to DDP for SWOCC - File No. APP-2-08

We are submitting the following written evidence to the Brookings City Planning staff in the matter of File No.
APP-2-08, an appeal of the Planning Commission's approval of a Detailed Development Plan (DPP) for
Southwestern Oregon Community College (SWOCC).

We have reviewed the Amended Appeal Statement from Catherine Wiley dated 9/21/2008. Most of what the
appeal addresses has been dealt with at the Planning Commission Level. Additional comments are as follows:

e ltem 5 is inaccurate as height and setbacks were addressed in the Final Order.

® Item 6 is inaccurate as the Final Order does contain conditions of approval including the height and
setbacks addressed above.

e ltem 7 isirrelevant. The appeal must either list deficiencies or it does not.
As a taxpayer in the City of Brookings | feel that this appeal is an abuse of our system and is an unwarranted
stalling technique. | encourage the Brookings City Council to swiftly approve the DDP for SWOCC and to
minimize the tax burden that this appeal is placing on the citizens of Brookings. Thank you for the opportunity to
comment on this very important project.

Bill & Cate Yocum
PO Box 4910
Brookings, OR 97415
541-661-4576

10/17/2008
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Materials submitted before Public Hearing on
October 20, 2008
APP-2-08/DDP-1-08
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Bxhibit N s E(VEL
RAEDEKE ASSOCIATES, INC. 0CT 1% 7005

% 5711 NE 63" Street
; ‘| ’ 9811 o~ v AR
Seattle, Washington 98115 CITY OF BRO OKINGS

(206) 525-8122  Fax: (206) 526-2880
October 17, 2008

Mr. Mike Crow

Crow/Clay & Associates, Inc.

125 W. Central Avenue, Suite 400
Coos Bay, OR 97420

RE: SOCC DDP — Wetland Permit Application
R.A.L Project #2008-036-001

Dear Mr. Crow:

The Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) issued a comment letter on September 3,
2008 regarding the Wetland Assessment report that we prepared for U.S. Borax regarding
their Lone Ranch Property in Brookings, Oregon. The concerns expressed by DSL in
their comment letter are not specifically that the wetland boundaries as described in the
report are incorrect, rather that a site visit would be required to confirm the location and
extent of wetlands in the project vicinity. The DSL also expressed concern that the
Wetland Assessment report addresses the entirety of the Lone Ranch property and is not
specific to the proposed Southern Oregon Community College parcel.

The extent and location of wetlands on the Lone Ranch property, including the Southern
Oregon Community College parcel were identified and marked using the standards and
protocols in effect at the time that the delineation was conducted (2003). While their
have been changes to the administrative rules governing the standards for wetland reports
in the interim, the standards for identifying wetland boundaries have not changed. The
area and extent of wetland identified on the property, and described in the Wetland
Assessment report, were the areas that met all three wetland parameters (hydric soil,
wetland plant communities, and wetland hydrology). Portions of the property that lacked
one or more wetland parameters were identified as uplands.

Wetlands on the property are, for the most part, located in depressions and are unlikely to
have changed in area or nature since the original field work was conducted. At the time
the wetland investigation was conducted, the property had not been significantly altered
(i.e., logged, graded, grazed or burned) in decades. The condition and extent of wetlands
on the site was in a nearly undisturbed state. The property has not undergone significant
changes in the last 5 years, nor has there been any substantial development in the
surrounding areas that may have affected the wetlands on the property. It is unlikely that
the portions of the site that meet the wetland criteria are different now than they were
when the delineation was conducted, or different than they were decades ago.



Mr. Mike Crow
October 17, 2008
Page 2

It is my best professional judgment that the wetland boundaries depicted in the U.S.
Borax Lone Ranch Property Wetland Assessment report will be confirmed by the DSL
once they have had the opportunity to review the boundaries on the ground. The
proposed site design for the Southern Oregon Community College will not have any
impact to wetlands beyond that described in the Detailed Development Plan and the
permit application made to DSL.

If you have any questions you may contact me directly at (206) 525-8122.
Respectfully submitted,

RAEDEKE ASSOCIATES, INC.

Christopher W. Wright
Principal/Soil and Wetland Scientist
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Certified Wetland Delineator
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From: FAXmaker ~ To: 15414603650 Page: 2/3 Date: 10/20/2008 3:24:36 PM

775 Summer St NE #100 Salem OR 97301 503.986.5200 ore g on D epa rtm ent
of State Lands

,‘4 i

To:  Ms.Diane Moris " From: Andrea Downing

Fox: 5414893650 " Pages: 2
the‘re';. L --,_.‘;a':,-, ’ . Dater 10/20/2008
Re:  WD2008-0388 ce:

OUrgent [ ForReview [lPlease Comment [IPleaseReply L[ Please Recycle

¢ Comments:

Ms. Morris —

* Per our phone conversation, aftached is the email notice originally sent to you on September 3", 2008.

To confirm, this notice was sent only by ematl, no hard copy was sent fo the City of Brookings. As we
are just discovering, there may be a problem with our emall comespondence since the message | sent
fo you even one hour ago, has not yet been received on your end.

Please let me know if I can be of any further assistance.

Andrea Downing, Wetlands Support Staff




From: FAXmaker  To: 15414693650 Page: 3/3 Date: 10/20/2008 3:24:36 PM
Page 1 of 1

DOWNING Andrea

From: DOWNING Andrea

Sent Monday, _OCtObSl’ 20 2008.2:02 PM
. .. 'Ciyo ki f,' A' orris@brookmgs or.us)

Subject: FW: W008-0388 Rejection

Per your request to Janet earlier: today, attached is the letter previously sent in September by email. Email

58

addlasses are not shown below -as. the: message was orlginally sent to all addressees by "bec”.

~_ Andrea Downing_,
. Weflarids Support Staff.

- Oregon Departmentiof; State; Lands
775 Summer St. NE¥#100
Salem, OR 97301
Phone 503-986-5235
Fax 503-378-4844
andrea.downing@dsl.state.or.us

www.oregonstatelands, us

From: DOWNING Andrea
Sent: Wednesday, September.03, 2008 2:44 PM
Subject: WD08-0388 Rejection

We recelved a wetland assessment report for the US Borax Lone Ranch Property on 7/16/08. The report was
assigned a number, WD#2008-0388 and given to Janet Morlan for review. Her response Is attached. Please
direct any questions to Janet at 503-988-5236.

Andrea Downing

Wetlands Support Staff

Oregon Depariment of State Lands
775 Summer St. NE#100
Salem, OR 97301

Phone 503-986-5235

Fax 503-378-4844 = -
and i state.or.us -
www.oregonstatelands. us

10/20/2008
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Exhibit 0-2

Dianne Morris

From: Jim Relaford

Sent:  Monday, October 20, 2008 3:54 PM
To: Dianne Morris

Subject: E-mail Archival Search

Dianne, Per your request, | searched the e-mail archives for any mail from the Dept. of State Lands that
was posted on September 3, 2008. | did the search for 9/3/08 as well as 9/4/08. There were no

postings for either date from the Dept. of State Lands.

If | can be of further help please let me know..

Jim Relaford
IT Dept

10/20/2008



Exhibit O-3

MEMORANDUM

Office of the City Manager

GARY MILLIMAN
City Manager

TO: Mayor and Council DATE: October 20, 2008

SUBJECT: Pat Sherman Letter Dated October 15, 2008

| have reviewed the letter dated October 15, 2008, submitted as Exhibit M-3 in
connection with APP-2-08/DDP-1-08.

As | understand it, Pat Sherman objects to her testimony at the Planning Commission
being characterized in an August 25, 2008, Planning Commission Report as indicating
that my letter “commits the City to pay for any needed sewer lines to serve this
development in 5 years if the lines have not already been installed.” Rather,
Sherman wishes that her testimony be characterized as referencing “a letter written by
City Manager Gary Milliman dated June 3, 2008 which letter indicates that the City
Manager is aware of the need for the City to pay for any needed sewer lines to serve
this development in 5 years if the lines have not already been installed.”

Please note that my letter of June 3, 2008, to the DEQ makes no such assertion

Essentially, Sherman is requesting that the Council change the Planning Director and
Planning Commission interpretation of her testimony. Further, Sherman is requesting
that the Council create a new, false record indicating that my letter of June 3, 2008, is
evidence that | was “aware” of “need” where there are no facts in evidence. My letter
of June 3, 2008, does not acknowledge any such requirement. Indeed, a letter dated
August 12, 2008, from DEQ clearly states that my letter “does not obligate the City to
install the sewer line to serve the college” and that the proposed holding tank is
“approvable as a temporary or permanent on-site system to serve the College’s
needs.” Thus, the assertion that there is a DEQ requirement for the City to pay for the
connection appears to be without merit.

The language in DDP-01-08 ultimately approved by the Planning Commission on
September 9, 2008, summarizes Sherman’s testimony and that of the CRAG Law
Center on this point. This summary is consistent with the interpretation of Sherman’s
testimony by Director Morris and was approved on a unanimous vote of the Planning
Commission without modification. Additionally, in a letter to the Curry Coastal Pilot
prior to the public release of Director Morris’ August 25, 2008, Planning Commission
Report, League of Women Voters President Sara Wilson questioned “whether
Milliman had the authority to guarantee the sewer hook up” in an obvious reference to
your testimony and Public Forum article in the Pilot. Finally, the Curry Coastal Pilot
reports in its August 27, 2008, edition that in a letter to the Pilot Sherman raised the
issue as to whether a “letter written by Milliman to the DEQ on July 3" “obligates the
city of Brookings to build a sewer line to the Lone Ranch development.”



Obviously, Director Morris and the Planning Commission are not alone in interpreting
Sherman’s testimony in the fashion indicated in Morris’ memorandum of August 25,
2008.

| believe the characterization of the testimony by Sherman and CRAG as contained in
her Report to the Planning Commission dated August 25, 2008, is a reasonable
interpretation of their intent. Apparently, the Planning Commission agrees as no
member of the Commission questioned the matter prior to their unanimous vote on the
Final Order on September 9, 2008.

It is my recommendation that the subject Finding be retained as approved by the
Planning Commission, or modified to “These exhibits reference a letter written by City
Manager Gary Milliman dated June 3, 2008."” This may at least resolve Pat
Sherman’s concern about interpretation of her statements.

® Page 2



