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Canby Planning Commission 

RE: Maple street Development 

I wish to object to the proposal to add 22 houses to the end of North Maple.  I walk each night from 

23rd down to the end of Maple.  As you know the road is not a full road and the traffic is already can be 

busy as you move down past the country club. 

There are no side walks and therefore you are required to walk on the street.  If there is traffic, it crowds 

the pedestrians to the side of the road and if there are any cars or trucks parked on the road it makes it 

very tight.  When there are 2 vehicles going in opposite directions, there is no room for a walker, bike 

rider or non car.  The length of this Narrow Dead end cul-de-sac with no functioning  other outlet will 

force an even more dangerous situation. 

The City has chosen to not put sidewalks in and as you discuss how to mitigate the traffic congestion, an 

additional 4-8 feet will not resolve the safety issues unless it can run the entire length of Maple and 

there is an elevated walkway that moves us off the street. 

It would also seem that putting 22 houses in what used to be a flood plain will eventually cause 

additional problems as the streets through the development will increase the need for the water to run 

off to somewhere and that will affect either the ability of the city to drain that properly or move the 

water to the lower farm land. 

 Elsewhere in the city I notice that the policy of sidewalks and street improvement with new 

construction is adhered too.   It is hard to understand how the city could approve of this development 

on Maple without the proper build out you require everywhere else with new construction.. The 

property on the West side of the road has not been annexed into the city as of yet and it has been this 

way for over 30 years so it does not make sense to approve this project and assume that at some future 

date the safety concerns will be addressed.  The suggestion that all of the houses on the East side of the 

street might not have street parking, so that you can add more houses to the current unsafe street 

traffic pattern is problematic to me.  If you are familiar with the road you also know that for a good 

portion of it, there is a hill that makes parking improbable.  

Of all the area that is being developed in town, I question why this development would not be required 

to provide the same road and sidewalk developments of any other development.  When the farm land 

chooses to provide the city the ability to fully develop Maple, it would seem that  would be a time for 

this development.  When my house was built and the property brought into the city, we were required 

to put in sidewalks and widen the street as part of the development .  

Why are those of us who live on the street expected to tolerate an decrease in safety that is based on 

expansion into an area that cannot properly provide for traffic flow, fire safety or the additional 

infrastructure costs this construction will bring.  I also question how this development  will affect the 

intersection at Territorial and Maple which is already dangerous with current maple traffic and the Golf 

Course. 
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Besides the traffic and safety concerns,  I am concerned with the ability for the city tax base to provide 

the long term maintenance services the drainage and road condition will provide.  Already the City has 

begun to charge additional fees for Parks, streets and  sewer, as  costs continue to increase just to cover 

the costs of infrastructure maintenance.  To add a development to an area that's very location will 

require greater long term costs is questionable. 

It would seem that when the city is able to bring the property on the west side of Maple into the city 

and design appropriate traffic and infrastructure this development might make more sense. 

I also question the ability of Emergency services to provide quick response as I understand the walking 

path/"old Logging Road", is expected to be the backup access road, requiring the removal of the current 

barriers in an emergency. 

 

Scott Taylor 

10-10-2017 
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October	9,	2017	
	
	
	
Canby	Planning	Commission	
222	NE	2nd	Avenue	
Canby,	OR	97013	
	
Subject:		Seven	Acres	Subdivision	
	
Dear	Commissioners:	
	
We	would	like	to	again	state	our	opposition	to	the	Seven	Acre	housing	subdivision.		Although	there	are	
many	reasons	we	oppose	this	development,	our	main	objection	at	this	point	in	time	concerns	the	current	
proposal	of	a	20-foot	section	of	vehicular	traffic	and	a	4-foot	walking	path	(plus	a	1-foot	stripe	denoting	a	
pedestrian	pathway)	with	no	parking	permitted	which	would	be	applied	to	8	homes	(addresses	3200	
through	3370)	along	this	section.		The	following	points	should	be	considered:	
	
1. The	fact	that	N.	Maple	St.	has	permitted	parking	on	the	east	side	of	the	entire	street	for	40	years	is	a	

preexisting	condition	(just	like	the	preexisting	condition	of	the	narrowness	of	the	road)	that	should	
not	be	withdrawn.				Should	the	homeowners	affected	by	the	“no	parking”	possibility	in	front	of	their	
homes	have	their	rights	sacrificed	for	the	benefit	of	a	developer	so	that	he	can	profit	in	millions	of	
dollars	at	the	expense	and	safety	of	those	residents.	
	

2. Narrowing	this	section	of	N.	Maple	St.	for	the	homes	in	this	900+	foot	section	from	the	proposed	34	
foot	width	to	a	25	foot	width	creates	a	variance	of	9	feet	of	reduced	lane	availability	on	both	ends	of	
this	section…an	already	hazardous	situation	made	extremely	hazardous	for	both	vehicles	and	
pedestrians.		The	increased	amount	of	traffic	on	N.	Maple	St.	from	the	addition	of	the	cars	and	service	
vehicles	for	the	proposed	22	new	homes	as	they	enter	and	exit	their	development	area,	will	have	to	be	
funneled	through	this	narrow	section	of	the	street	and	will	likely	result	in	accidents	and	injuries.		
Traveling	along	a	34	foot	road	and	then	suddenly	losing	9	feet	in	a	narrowing	funnel	demonstrates	
poor	planning	and	complete	disregard	for	the	residents	whose	homes	are	along	that	stretch	of	road.	
	

3. The	width	variances	of	the	entire	stretch	of	N.	Maple	St.	from	Territorial	Rd.	to	the	proposed	
subdivision	is	putting	all	residents	on	this	street	and	in	this	neighborhood	at	an	increased	safety	risk	
if	heavy	equipment,	supply	trucks,	and	the	traffic	created	by	the	construction	itself	is	allowed	on	this	
half	street,	not	to	mention	the	impact	of	this	traffic	on	the	integrity	of	the	road.	
	

Because	of	all	the	structural	development	in	Canby	now	in	place	and	proposed	for	the	future,	it	is	
imperative	that	the	city	use	good	judgment	and	control	over	our	growth	so	that	Canby	remains	a	
wonderful	place	to	live	and	raise	a	family.		To	do	that	you	need	to	make	certain	this	construction	is	done	
right	and	that	means	making	sure	N.	Maple	St.	is	safe	and	meets	the	standards	for	a	residential	street	that	
will	increase	in	traffic	use	with	the	addition	of	these	homes.		In	addition,	the	road	should	meet	these	
standards	before	ground	is	broken	for	the	subdivision.	
	
Respectfully	submitted,	
	
Phillip	and	Sarah	Seale	
3240	N.	Maple	St.	
Canby,	OR	97013	

136



October 10, 2017 

To the City of Canby Planning Commission 

Re: Please vote against the 6.84 Acre subdivision of 22 homes located at 3500 N Maple St (Sprague) 

We have lived on N Maple Street since 1978 and we oppose building 22 new homes at the end of our 

Dead End Street for the following reasons: 

Emergency Access: City Code 16.46.010, Section F requires a legally binding alternative emergency 

vehicle access be available for the new subdivision. It is proposed that the Fire Department would use 

the Logging Road Trail in an emergency. It would be dangerous to have Emergency vehicles on this 

designated walking trail. The Logging Road is 11.5 feet between the posts at the entrance of the logging 

trail off of Territorial Rd. The center post is removable with a lock that must be opened and the post 

physically removed from the center of the pathway. In order for a truck to get through, 2 other 

permanent posts would have to be removed. The purpose of these posts is to prevent vehicular traffic 

down the logging trail and also to keep the walkers safe from crime and vandalism. The Logging Trail is 

10 feet wide for most of the distance and does not meet the accepted 18-20 feet of access normally 

required by emergency vehicles. Low hanging tree branches and road debris also pose a problem. We 

walk and bike on the path and it is well used by all age groups. No one expects to see emergency 

vehicles speeding down the path. The staff report of 9/16/17 states that the Canby Fire Marshall “has 

offered in previous circumstances, including this one, to utilize discretion with regard to the National 

Fire Code requirement of 20’ minimum free and clear paved pathway for emergency access if all new 

proposed homes are required to have fire sprinkler systems.” Sprinkler systems in residential homes is 

not the right solution for getting emergency vehicles where they need to go.  We OPPOSE the use of the 

Logging Trail to satisfy the developer’s need for emergency access. If the walking and biking community 

knew about the proposed emergency use of their favorite local trail, they would OPPOSE it too! 

The traffic study estimates the 22 new homes will generate 304 more trips per day. Additional traffic will 

come from 56 new apartments that are being built on Territorial. More traffic will be generated by the 

new pool and fitness center going in at the Country Club. The intersection at Territorial Rd and N Maple 

Street is already a challenge. The City recognizes Territorial road as an unofficial bypass for 99E. If this 

development is approved, then there should be a traffic light installed at the intersection of Territorial 

Rd and N Maple Street. We OPPOSE 304 more trips a day on a DEAD END street. 

We oppose building in phases. Our neighborhood could potentially be disrupted for 4-6 years. Heavy 

trucks and hazardous traffic would be rolling along our DEAD END street, since there is only one access 

to this proposed development. All of this will be dangerous for the many walkers and bikers that use 

Maple St. The views from Maple Street make it a very desirable walking destination. 

We have additional reasons to oppose this development, but with respect to your time, we have kept 

this letter brief. Our neighbors are also against the development and you will probably hear from them 

too.  

Thank you, 

Tim and Catherine Davis, 2790 N Maple Street, P.O. Box 73, Canby, OR 97013 ( 503-266-8933 ) 
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June 5, 2017 

 

Jane Moe 

925 NE 34th Place 

Canby, OR 97013 

 

Brian Brown         

Canby City Council Members          

      

Regarding the Proposed Development Known as “Seven Acres” at North End of Maple Street, 

Canby. 

 

Greetings, 

I am concerned about the current plan to build 24 houses at this site for the volume of increased 

potential traffic may significantly alter the safety of this closed street.   

Maple Street is well traveled by residential auto traffic, walkers, joggers, cyclists and a number of 

agricultural workers.  Although Maple Street is considered a “Low Volume” street, it’s narrow width 

and lack of sidewalks often cause concerning congestion between the cars jockeying around street 

parked vehicles and the people using this street for transportation.  Furthermore, with only 

Territorial Road as the entrance and exit for this area, I feel 24 more houses puts not only 

considerably more activity on Maple Street but also creates additional safety concerns by nature of 

the increased traffic of all kinds on a closed street. 

I am not opposed to development of this property but I feel as though a smaller number of homes, 

possibly 12 houses, would be more prudent and a safer fit to this area. 

Thank you for your attention and consideration and please feel free to contact me with any 

questions or thoughts you’d like to share. 

Best Regards, 

 

Jane Moe 

971-703-9007 

janemoe11@yahoo.com  

190



 

 

to: Canby Planning Commission 

From : Scott Taylor 

 

Re: Proposed Development Maple street 

 

On may 22nd I joined at least 50 of my North Maple Street Neighbors to discuss the proposed 

development at the end of North Maple Street.  There was a consistent theme that the size of the 

development would greatly increase the traffic on North Maple, especially from the Country Club on.  

The road is not a full width road with the property on one side of it being undeveloped.  My wife and I 

walk each night on this road and since there are no sidewalks and the road is narrow, the traffic on the 

road can be hazardous. To build another 20+ lots at the end of road will do nothing but greatly increase 

the risk of walking or even driving on this often fast moving road.  A proposal to widen the road by 

adding a Walking lane is insufficient and will not truly address the fact that this is not a full width road, 

has fast moving traffic and putting a huge load of traffic at the far end will only increase the risk.  

I served on the Canby city council for 18 years and spent another 6 on the utility Board.  I am familiar 

with some of the legal and technical process you must use when considering future development.  But I 

am at a loss to understand how this poorly considered, safety risk can be considered when the city has  

built speed bumps on a full width road, with sidewalks for what I would assume were locally stated 

safety concerns.  When the 2nd half of road is built as the property is annexed, there will be a full road, 

sidewalks and an appropriate discussion of further development. 

I with my neighbors will participate in the planning process and hope that we can affect the end 

planning commission decision, but wanted to voice my concerns to you. 

I would be happy to visit with any of you when and if it is determined such interaction would be 

appropriate. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Scott Taylor 

503-209-0141 
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 TO ALL….CANBY CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS  and  PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
MEMBERS. 
 
First off, thank you for taking the time to read my letter. 
 
As a resident of N.E. Canby for over 27 years…I am writing to ask that my opposition 
to the upcoming application for the Seven Acres project planned for the N.E. end of 
Maple, go into public record. 
 
A similar project application was proposed somewhere about 15 years ago. The 
opposition was able to stop it because of the inadequacy of Maple Street. I am sure 
those records are available to you. Maple has not been improved…and the idea of 
adding 5 feet does very little to improve safety. The designation of Maple was 
changed form a “collector” to  “local”, for reasons that have not been explained. 
Maple has more traffic than in the past and certainly not less. We have 91 homes on 
a one way in and one way out….so please don’t approve 22 more homes that will 
add to the pre-existing problems!  The city of Canby has many citizens that use 
Maple for bike riding, running, dog walking, and simple family walks because it 
hooks up to the Molalla Logging path. More traffic will make these activities unsafe! 
 
Again…thanks for listening. 
 
Sincerely concerned, 
Linda Geddes 
740 N.E. 34 pl 
Canby, Oregon 97013 
503-263-6220 
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To: Brian Brown        925 NE 34th Place, 
       Canby City Council Members     Canby, OR 97013 
            
          May 30th 2017 
 
Subject: Proposed Development Known as “Seven Acres” at North End of Maple 
Street, Canby. 
 
The purpose of this letter is to express my concerns with the proposed size of this 
development, (24 homes). 
 
As you may be aware, the width of North Maple Street reduces significantly from just 
south of Willamette Valley Country Club all the way north to what would be the 
entrance way to this development, just past my street, (NE 34th Place). 
 
I understand that this section is classed as a “Low Volume Local Street” (<500 vehicles 
Per Day). This may be true in terms of vehicle traffic but does not reflect the heavy 
volume of pedestrian traffic that exists. North Maple Street is part of a loop that 
connects via NE 34th Place with the Logging Lane. Large numbers of walkers, with or 
without dogs, joggers and cyclists frequent the street throughout the day and into the 
evening. I would even go as far as to say that it is difficult to find a time when there is 
nobody there.  
 
It can be a challenge driving up and down the narrow section of North Maple, especially 
if people park on the street, and building 24 more houses will just exacerbate the 
situation.  
 
I would like to define solutions as well as problems but its not clear to me what an 
acceptable solution is in this case.  Widening the east side of North Maple seems most 
unfair to the residents. It would reduce their driveway space, several which would 
barely have enough space to get their cars off the road. It would also require significant 
utility reworking and destroy many established firs and blossom trees. Widening into 
the farmland to the west side of North Maple is obviously simpler but involves the cost 
of some sort of eminent domain procedure. 
 
Perhaps a more balanced approach would be to reduce the number of homes from 24 to 
for example 6, thus reducing the traffic impact on the existing situation. 
 
Please feel free to contact me or share my concerns as you see fit. 
 
 
 
 
Colin Clayton   
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The Seven Acres Subdivision 
 

Letter of Opposition – Deny the Application 
 
 
 

I am a resident of the Country Club Estates at 775 NE 31st Place, Canby. 
 
N Maple St. is used by the residents to walk daily for exercise, to walk the family dogs and enjoy 
a ‘no traffic’ environment! This is a very quiet street. You will notice by the photos attached 
how narrow the road is. The proposed widening of N Maple on the West side by 4 feet 
currently proposed by the applicant amounts to nothing more than a ‘bike path’. The proposal 
for this ‘bike path/walking area’ will be driven on all the time by cars passing up and down the 
street and the photos attached validate this concern and condition.  This presents a clear 
danger to everyone…… it’s not safe at all! 
 
Moreover, adding 22 new homes will add more than 70 additional cars going up and down N 
Maple all day and evening long and that number of cars will ‘increase’ as children of the new 
residents get to driving age. The number of additional cars will exceed 80 cars by a large 
number. Moreover, the density increase in the neighborhood will ‘decrease’ property value and 
the quality of life for the current and future residents. 
 
The potential for an accident or pedestrian being hit on N Maple increases tremendously. When 
this happens, and it will we know the City will then require the installation of a standard width 
road complete with curbs on the East side of N Maple. That will mean ALL the residents will be 
required to give up a significant part of their property, install retaining walls in some cases, lose 
a large part of their property landscaping and personally pay more than $15,000 (est.) for the 
curbs etc. This is not acceptable. 
 
IF the City / Planning Commission would ‘re-zone’ the 7 Acres to allow for a maximum of 7 
homes this would be the answer for all concerned. Those types of ‘upscale homes’ would 
increase the value of the neighborhood, only add a modest amount of additional traffic and 
greatly eliminate the safety risks that will occur if this project is approved! 
 
We therefore request that the City Council and Planning Commission ‘DENY THE APPLICATION’ 
for the 7 Acre Project as it is currently proposed. 
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10-23-17 PLANNING COMMISSION 

 

FINAL 

FINDINGS 

ZC 17-02, 

CUP 17-05, 

SUB 17-04 

S IVY PARK 

SUBDIVISION 
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 ZC 17-02/CUP 17-05/SUB 17-04 S Ivy Park Rezone, Conditional Use & Subdivision 
  Page 1 of 4
   

BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
OF THE 

CITY OF CANBY 
 
 
A REQUEST FOR A MAP AMENDMENT)       FINDINGS, CONCLUSION & FINAL ORDER   
FROM LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL TO)            ZC 17-02/CUP 17-05/SUB 17-04   
RESIDENTIAL-COMMENCIAL; A CONDITIONAL)           
USE PERMIT AND SUBDIVISION)  
 

NATURE OF APPLICATION 
The applicant is seeking a Map Amendment to change the zoning of three existing tax lots 
(41E04AB6300/07100/07200) totaling 1.31 acres located at 533, 553 & 583 S Ivy Street from low density 
residential zoning district (R-1) to the residential-commercial (C-R) zoning district; to receive approval of 
a Conditional Use Permit to allow the construction of two single-family dwelling structures having 
common wall construction (4-total units each on its own lot); and, the S Ivy Park 12 lot subdivision 
consisting of the four single-family common wall unit lots, 2 lots with existing homes to be retained, and 
6 new single-family lots with a common private 20’ wide driveway and utility easement to provide access 
to SW 6th Avenue. 
 

HEARINGS 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing and considered these applications at its meeting of 
October 9, 2017. 
 

CRITERIA AND STANDARDS 

Map Amendment 
In judging whether or not the Zoning Map should be amended, the Planning Commission recommendation 
and City Council final decision shall consider Section 16.54.040 of the Canby Municipal Code which states 
the applicable review criteria when reviewing an amendment to the zoning map to be the following:  
 
In judging whether or not the zoning map should be amended or changed, the Planning Commission and 
City Council shall consider: 
 
A. The Comprehensive Plan of the city, giving special attention to Policy 6 of the land use element 
and implementation measures therefore, and the plans and policies of the county, state and local districts 
in order to preserve functions and local aspects of land conservation and development; 
 
B. Whether all required public facilities and services exist or will be provided concurrent with 
development to adequately meet the needs of any use or development which would be permitted by the 
new zoning designation. 
 
(Section 16.54.060) 

A. In acting on an application for a zone change, the Planning Commission may recommend and 
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 ZC 17-02/CUP 17-05/SUB 17-04 S Ivy Park Rezone, Conditional Use & Subdivision 
  Page 2 of 4
   

the City Council may impose conditions to be met by the proponents of the change before the 
proposed change takes effect.  Such conditions shall be limited to improvements or physical 
changes to the property which are directly related to the health, safety or general welfare of 
those in the area.  Further, such conditions shall be limited to improvements which clearly 
relate to and benefit the area of the proposed zoned change. 
 

B. The city will not use the imposition of improvement conditions as a means of preventing 
planned development, and will consider the potential impact of the costs or required 
improvements on needed housing.  The Planning Commission and City Council will assure that 
the required improvements will not reduce housing densities below those anticipated in the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 
Conditional Use Permit 
In judging whether or not a Conditional Use Permit application shall be approved, the Planning 
Commission determines whether criteria from the Code are met, or can be met by observance of 
conditions, in accordance with Chapter 16.50 of the Canby Municipal Code which states the applicable 
review criteria when reviewing a Conditional Use Permit to include the following: 
  
In judging whether or not conditional use permit shall be approved or denied, the Planning Commission 
shall weigh the proposal’s positive and negative features that would result from authorizing the particular 
development at the location proposed and to approve such use, shall find that the following criteria are 
either net, can be met by observance of conditions, or are not applicable: 
 

A. The proposal will be consistent with the policies of the Comprehensive Plan and the requirements 
of this title and other applicable policies of the city; 

B. The characteristics of the site are suitable for the proposed use considering size, shape, design, 
location, topography, existence of improvements and natural features; 

C. All required public facilities and services exist to adequately meet the needs of the proposed 
development; 

D. The proposed use will not alter the character of the surrounding areas in a manner which 
substantially limits, or precludes the use of surrounding properties for the uses listed as permitted 
in the zone. 

 
Subdivision 
Applications for a subdivision shall be evaluated based upon the standards and criteria of Section 
16.62.020, the subdivision design standards in 16.64, and other applicable requirements of the Land 
Development and Planning Ordinance contained in 16.08 General Provisions, 16.10 Off-street Parking and 
Access, 16.24 C-R Residential/Commercial Zone and applicable development standards of 16.18 R 1.5 
Medium Density Residential Zone and 16.20 High Density Residential Zone, 16.46 Access Limitations on 
Project Density.   
 
FINDINGS AND REASONS 
The Staff Report was presented, upon which staff recommended approval of all three applications along 
with applied Conditions of Approval in order to ensure that the proposed development will meet all 
required City of Canby Land Development and Planning Ordinance approval criteria based on receipt of 

233



 ZC 17-02/CUP 17-05/SUB 17-04 S Ivy Park Rezone, Conditional Use & Subdivision 
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revised drawings after the initial publication of the staff report and prior to the hearing which: 1) reduced 
the number of lots allowed below the minimum lot size from 3 to the permitted one to comply with the 
10% lot allowance, and 2) review of a revised drawing adding a proposed ADA compliant 5’ wide interior 
sidewalk to each home site as required by access standards.  
 
After holding said public hearing and considering the October 9, 2017 dated staff report and acceptance 
of written and oral testimony, the Planning Commission closed the public hearing, deliberated and made 
the following additional findings beyond those contained in the staff report to arrive at and support 
their recommendation and decision to deny the three applications before them as indicated below: 
 

1) With respect to the Map Amendment, the Planning Commission relied on the final description 
statement within the Special Area of Concern “Area C” that indicates “There is no reason to 
attempt to hasten this transition process (the transition to C-R zoning that has begun in the area) 
because residential uses can eventually be converted to mixed residential/commercial use.” 

2) The Planning Commission found the proposed tentative development plan density to be excessive 
as a result of a combination of inappropriate assumptions utilized in the application of the overall 
lot size averaging for compliance with the minimum average lot size allowed along with allowing 
the roadway easement area to be included in the lot area calculations.  It was argued by citizen 
written and oral testimony that the townhome lots should not be excluded from the overall 
average lot size calculation and that road easement area is not appropriate to be included when 
calculating the minimum lot size allowed.  The developer testified at the meeting that excluding 
the easement area from the lots would likely eliminate 3 lots.  Including the single-family with 
common wall lots as part of the average lot size would further decrease the amount of lot lots 
otherwise allowed on the site. 

3) It was not adequately demonstrated that the increased traffic onto SW 6th Avenue would not be 
detrimental to the area and cause undue congestion and safety hazard at the S Ivy Street 
intersection as a full traffic study looking at existing traffic volumes and delay at the intersection 
caused by school bus traffic was not performed, merely a rezone TPR analysis and traffic 
generation analysis. 

4) The private roadway easement’s required “no parking” designation in conjunction with the 
number of lots proposed would result in a functional parking inadequacy even though the 
minimum code standard is met that could lead to emergency access issues when visitor’s or 
residents ignore the “no parking signs” and park along the narrow 20’ wide access easement.  It 
was noted that visitors were not likely to park along SW 6th Avenue but would violate the no 
parking signs.  Multiple homes with a visitor at one time would easily exhaust the available 4 visitor 
or overflow parking spaces provided.  The likely parking problem would result in too great of a risk 
for safety and emergency access to the homes; therefore contributing to a loss in the quality of life 
for the residents of the development and the nearby area. 

5) The Conditional Use Permit was deemed inappropriate as it contributed extra density, which 
increased the resulting functional parking problem that could result in risk for emergency access 
for the residents and were not deemed as compatible as the outright permitted uses within the 
proposed C-R zone.    
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
IT IS RECOMMENDED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION of the City of Canby that the Canby City Council 
deny ZC 17-02. 
 
In addition, the Planning Commission determined that CUP 17-05/SUB 17-04 is found to be inappropriate 
and harmful to the quality of life within the surrounding neighborhood and does not satisfactorily contain 
enough functional and necessary elements to assure a “good plan” that is a proper fit for the area as 
reflected in the additional findings.    
 
Therefore, IT IS ORDERED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION of the City of Canby that CUP 17-05/SUB 17-
04 be denied.   
 
 

235



ZC 17-02/CUP 17-05/SUB 17-04 S Ivy Park Subdivision Findings, Conclusion, & Final Order 
Signature Page 

I CERTIFY THAT THIS ORDER denying ZC 17-02/CUP 17-05/SUB 17-04 which was presented to and DENIED by 

the Planning Commission of the City of Canby. 

DATED this 9th day of October, 2017 

 

____________________________________  ____________________________________ 
John Savory      Bryan Brown 
Planning Commission Chair    Planning Director 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Laney Fouse, Attest 
Recording Secretary 
 

ORAL DECISION: October 9, 2017 

Name Aye No Abstain Absent 

John Savory X    

John Serlet X    

Larry Boatright X    

Derrick Mottern X    

Tyler Hall X    

Shawn Varwig X    

Andrey Chernishov    X 

 

WRITTEN DECISION:  October 23, 2017 

Name Aye No Abstain Absent 

John Savory     

John Serlet     

Larry Boatright     

Derrick Mottern     

Tyler Hall     

Shawn Varwig     

Andrey Chernishov     
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