
  
 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
Meeting Agenda 

Monday, September 22, 2014 
7:00 PM  

City Council Chambers – 155 NW 2nd Avenue 
 

Commissioner Tyler Smith (Chair) 
Commissioner John Savory Commissioner Shawn Hensley  
Commissioner John Serlet Commissioner Larry Boatright 
Commissioner (Vacant) Commissioner (Vacant) 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  

 
2. CITIZEN INPUT ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS  

                            
3. MINUTES 
 

a. Planning Commission Minutes,  August 11, 2014 
 

4. PUBLIC HEARING  
 

a. Consider a Site and Design Review & Conditional Use Permit from Verizon Wireless to 
construct a 100’ Monopole with 12 – 8’ panel antennas with the tip of antennas at a 
height of 104’, ground equipment installed on a 22’ x 3.5’ concrete pad, with a 30kW 
backup generator installed on a 10’ x 5’ concrete pad, all within a 50’ x 50’ lease area 
surrounded by a secure chain link fence with screen slats topped with barbed wire at 
this unmanned site. (DR 14-02/CUP 14-01) 

 
5.      NEW BUSINESS  

 

6. FINAL DECISIONS  
 (Note: These are final, written versions of previous oral decisions.  No public testimony.) 

 
7. ITEMS OF INTEREST/REPORT FROM STAFF  

 
a. Next Regular Planning Commission meeting scheduled for Monday, October 13, 2014 
b. Copies of Text Amendments for Chapter 16 Planning & Development Code 
c. LUBA update 
d. Employee update 
e. Will the Planning Commission ever utilize large format hardcopy site plan drawings? 

 
8. ITEMS OF INTEREST/GUIDANCE FROM PLANNING COMMISSION  

 
9.         ADJOURNMENT   
 

The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities.  A request for an interpreter for the hearing impaired or for other 
accommodations for person with disabilities should be made at least 48 hours before the meeting at 503-266-7001.  

A copy of this agenda can be found on the City’s web page at www.ci.canby.or.us  City Council and Planning Commission  
Meetings are broadcast live and can be viewed on OCTS Channel 5.  For a schedule of the playback times, please call 503-263-6287. 
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PUBLIC HEARING FORMAT 

 
The public hearing will be conducted as follows: 
 
 STAFF REPORT 

 QUESTIONS     (If any, by the Planning Commission or staff) 
 OPEN PUBLIC HEARING FOR TESTIMONY: 
   APPLICANT   (Not more than 15 minutes) 
   PROPONENTS  (Persons in favor of application) (Not more than 5   
      minutes per person) 
   OPPONENTS  (Persons opposed to application) (Not more than 5   
      minutes per person) 

NEUTRAL (Persons with no opinion) (Not more than 5 minutes per 
person) 

REBUTTAL   (By applicant, not more than 10 minutes) 
 CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING  (No further public testimony allowed) 
 QUESTIONS     (If any by the Planning Commission) 
 DISCUSSION     (By the Planning Commission) 
 DECISION    (By the Planning Commission) 
 
All interested persons in attendance shall be heard on the matter.  If you wish to testify on this 
matter, please step forward when the Chair calls for Proponents if you favor the application; or 
Opponents if you are opposed to the application; to the microphone, state your name address, 
and interest in the matter.  You will also need to sign the Testimony sheet at the microphone 
with your name and address.  You may be limited by time for your statement, depending upon 
how many people wish to testify. 
 
EVERYONE PRESENT IS ENCOURAGED TO TESTIFY, EVEN IF IT IS ONLY TO CONCUR 
WITH PREVIOUS TESTIMONY.  All questions must be directed through the Chair.  Any 
evidence to be considered must be submitted to the hearing body for public access. 
  
Testimony and evidence must be directed toward the applicable criteria listed on the wall. 
 
Failure to raise an issue accompanied by statements or evidence sufficient to afford the 
decision-maker and interested parties an opportunity to respond to the issue, may preclude 
appeal to the City Council and the Land Use Board of Appeals based on that issue. 
 
Failure of the applicant to raise constitutional or other issues relating to proposed conditions of 
approval with sufficient specificity to allow the local government to respond to the issue may 
preclude an action for damages in circuit court. 
 
Before the conclusion of the initial evidentiary hearing, any participant may ask the hearings 
body for an opportunity to present additional relevant evidence or testimony that is within the 
scope of the hearing.  The Planning Commission shall grant such requests by continuing the 
public hearing or leaving the record open for additional written evidence or testimony.  Any 
such continuance of extension shall be subject to the limitations of the 120-day rule, unless the 
continuance or extension is requested or agreed to by the applicant. 
 
If additional documents or evidence are provided by any party, the Planning Commission may, 
if requested, allow a continuance or leave the record open to allow the parties a reasonable 
opportunity to respond.  Any such continuance or extension of the record requested by an 
applicant shall result in a corresponding extension of the 120-day time period. 
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MINUTES 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

August 11, 2014 7:00 PM 
City Council Chambers – 155 NW 2nd Avenue 

 
 
PRESENT:  Commissioners Shawn Hensley, John Savory, John Serlet, and Larry Boatright 
 
ABSENT:  Chair Tyler Smith 
 
STAFF:  Bryan Brown, Planning Director, and Laney Fouse, Planning Staff 
 
OTHERS:    Ed Netter, Pat Sisul, Gordon Root, and Ken Rider - Council Liaison 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

Vice Chair Savory called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm. 
 

2. CITIZEN INPUT ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS – None. 
 

3. MINUTES  
 

a.  Planning Commission Minutes, July 14, 2014 

 
Motion: A motion was made by Commissioner Serlet and seconded by Commissioner Hensley to approve 

the July 14, 2014 Planning Commission minutes as written.  Motion passed 4/0. 

 
4. PUBLIC HEARING  

 
a. Consider a request from Ed Netter for approval of a Minor Partition application proposing to 

partition three existing lots by splitting each equally to result in six lots suitable for single 

family attached homes in a R-2 zoned district located at 462 & 480 SW 3rd Avenue (MLP 14-

01). 

 

Vice Chair Savory read the Public Hearing format and opened the public hearing. 
 
Bryan Brown, Planning Director, entered the staff report into the record.  This was an application for 
a minor lot partition for three existing lots with access on SW Third Avenue.  There were previous 
homes on two of the lots that had been removed quite some time ago and existing homes in the area.  
The street had recently been overlaid, and the City would decide what degree they would allow cuts 
into the new street surface for the connections that might be necessary.  The lots were approximately 
the same size and the idea was to divide each lot in half and place town homes on each tax lot.  The 
town homes would have driveways and single car garages for parking.  The existing street width was 
32 feet, and the new City standard is 34 feet.  Because of that, it would be narrower for on street 
parallel parking and two way traffic which would still function but contributing to traffic calming 
because of the narrowness.  He did not think widening the street in front of these lots should be 
required since we would be unlikely to ever widen the remaining portions of this street.  Sidewalks 
were required to meet the six foot wide City standard and two feet of the sidewalk would be placed 
on the private property.  The applicant would be dedicating a sidewalk easement to cover that 
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additional sidewalk width.  Staff did not receive a response from the utility companies and the 
applicant would continue to check with each utility to make sure a 12 foot public utility easement 
was needed.  The general lot width/depth ratio was not met, however staff was not concerned as the 
lots only slightly exceeded the ratio and there were no adverse impacts.  There was a question 
whether a parallel parking restriction adjacent to the partition was needed.  He did not think there 
would be much room for parallel parking as the driveways were close together.  Staff found the 
application conformed to the review criteria and recommended approval with conditions.  A citizen 
who lived nearby submitted written comments explaining her concern that the application would add 
congestion and through increased traffic and parking on the street. 

 
Applicant:  

 

Ed Netter, applicant, said he was trying to take the already R-2 zoned lots and divide them in half to 
build individual sellable town homes that would be attached.  He talked to the utility providers and 
they did not have an issue with the public utility easement.  The utilities would be underground.  He 
discussed where the on street parking was located.  He was following the Code for the R-2 zone.    
 
There was no proponent, opponent, or neutral testimony. 

 
Vice Chair Savory closed the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Deliberation: 

 

Commissioner Hensley confirmed the 12 foot easement was in the conditions. 
 

Motion:  A motion was made by Commissioner Hensley and seconded by Commissioner Serlet to 

approve MLP 14-01 as written.  Motion passed 4/0. 

 
b. Consider a request from Stafford Land Company for approval of a Subdivision application 

proposing a 4.47 acre residential subdivision consisting of 19 lots in an R-1 zoned district 

located at 1732 N Pine Street (SUB 14-04) 

 

Vice Chair Savory read the Public Hearing format and opened the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Brown entered the staff report into the record.  This was an application for a 19 lot subdivision 
on N Pine Street.  The lot to the south was part of an annexation that would be on the November 
ballot.  There was R-1.5 zoned property nearby, but the majority was R-1.  This property would be 
developed as R-1.  He explained the proposed layout of the subdivision.  All but one lot had the 
sidewalks completely in the public right of way and the streets were proposed to be 34 feet wide 
which was the City standard.  The applicant held a neighborhood meeting, and the width of the 
streets was one of the topics discussed and they came to an agreement for the 34 feet.  When the 
property was annexed in 2009, the property had to enter into a Development Agreement which 
included continuing an extension of NE 17th Avenue.  He explained how it would be aligned and the 
shadow plat that had been submitted by the applicant which showed how the property to the west 
might continue 17th Avenue.  Regarding Plum Court, the applicant proposed on the west side to have 
planter strips except on Lot 13.  In order to get every sidewalk to fit within the public right of way, 
Lot 13 would have a curb tight sidewalk and all the others would have a planter strip.  Because of 
that, the pattern of street trees would continue and for Lot 13, there was a condition for a tree 
easement on the private property to plant a street tree.  An alternative would be to move the sidewalk 
and put in a planter strip which would move the sidewalk in a sidewalk easement on private property 
and the street tree back in the right of way with a planter strip.  The applicant preferred putting the 
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tree on the private property and leaving the sidewalk in the public right of way and that was how the 
condition was written.  There was a pedestrian easement to the Logging Road Trail which was on 
Lot 11 which could result in issues with who would put in the fencing.  It needed to be either a chain 
link fence or a screening fence that needed to be set back from the boundaries of the easement.  
Whatever fencing was done needed to be done in compliance with the ordinance requirement.  Staff 
thought the application conformed to the review criteria and recommended approval with conditions.  
He discussed a written comment received wanting to preserve the deer and trees on the property, 
although it could not be done with the development.  A traffic report was done in 2009 and said the 
additional 19 lots would have no significant impact on the local streets.  There was a piped storm 
water system for the entire subdivision – public and private property.  
 
Applicant: 

 
Pat Sisul of Sisul Engineering was representing the applicant.  He described the site and surrounding 
area.  He discussed the location of 17th Avenue.  Although the Development Agreement said 17th 
should be generally in a straight alignment, it deviated a little bit in order to meet the maximum 600 
foot spacing from another intersection.  The area was low density residential.  He explained the 
existing conditions of the site and the layout of the subdivision with 17th Avenue in the middle of the 
property and lots on both sides.  The lots would be an average of 8,500 to 9,000 square feet and were 
at the minimum width of 60 feet.  The pedestrian walkway would be a connection to the Logging 
Road Trail and would also serve as a utility corridor.  It would be 15 feet wide so the sanitary sewer 
vactor truck could drive there to vactor out the manhole.  He discussed the shadow plat and how the 
property to the west could potentially develop.  A street could be put down the middle of that site to 
generally align with 17th Avenue.  Oak Street would probably not be a straight alignment and the 
shadow plat showed what he thought was the best option for connecting Oak.  The shadow plat 
showed that where they had 17th Avenue worked for the off-site property and did not preclude them 
from being able to come up with a development.  There was public water stubbed near the site which 
could be extended through Pine and the development.  The storm drain plan was part of the N 
Redwood Advanced Financing District and there were two alternatives.  The preferred route was to 
cross the Logging Road Trail and come up on the west side of the property that was to be annexed.  
If the timing did not work out, there was an alternative to the plan.  Sanitary sewer would come from 
the Logging Road Trail and up to Pine Street and would be able to be extended in the future.  He 
explained the grading and profile of what 17th would like.  The application proposed all of the 
sidewalks to be in the public right of way and not on private property.  17th Avenue would be a 57 
foot right of way, 34 feet of paved street, 6 inch curbs, 4.5 foot planter strips, 6 foot sidewalks, and 
an extra six inches behind the sidewalk on either side.  Plum Court would also be 34 feet wide to 
accommodate the neighborhood request, however there was some lot size limitations on the east side 
of the street between Plum Court and the Logging Road Trail.  The proposal was for that section of 
road to make the sidewalk curb tight with street trees on the back side.  The opposite side of the 
street would have a planter strip and six foot sidewalk.  It was not out of character with the area and 
would meet the requirement to have all of the public sidewalks in the public right of way.  The 
pedestrian access way would be 15 feet paved with removable bollards. 
 
Gordon Root addressed the connectivity of the site.  All of the utilities connected to the site and they 
were planning for the future development of the surrounding properties.  Regarding Plum Court, he 
thought the middle of the annexation property would be a good place to have the transition point 
from 36 feet to 34 feet.  He explained how it would function as a hammerhead turn around for 
emergency vehicles until the annexed property was developed.  He thought the street trees behind 
the public sidewalk was a good option and was done in other jurisdictions.  The fencing along the 
trail connection would be put in by the developer.  He anticipated it would be a six foot black chain 
link fence.  It would be a 15 foot paved trail capable of maintaining the weight of city vehicles.  
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They anticipated building all of the homes themselves.  The berms were 144.5 feet deep and he 
proposed moving the berms and trees north to provide some privacy from the multi-family 
development nearby.  He explained where the fire hydrants would likely be located. 
 
There was no proponent, opponent, or neutral testimony. 

 

Vice Chair Savory closed the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Deliberation: 

 
Commissioner Hensley commended the applicant for putting the sidewalks in the public right of 
way.  Commissioner Serlet commended the applicant for reusing the materials for the berms. 
 
Motion:  A motion was made by Commissioner Serlet and seconded by Commissioner Boatright to 

approve SUB 14-04 as written.  Motion passed 4/0. 

             
5. NEW BUSINESS – None. 

 

6. FINAL DECISIONS  
(Note:  These are final, written versions of previous oral decisions.  No public testimony.) 

 
a. Beck (SUB 14-04)   
 

Motion:  A motion was made by Commissioner Hensley and seconded by Commissioner 

Serlet to approve the final findings for SUB 14-04 as written.  Motion passed 4/0.  
 

b. Netter (MLP 14-01) 

 

Motion:  A motion was made by Commissioner Hensley and seconded by Commissioner Serlet to 

approve the final findings for MLP 14-01 as written.  Motion passed 4/0. 

           
7. ITEMS OF INTEREST/REPORT FROM STAFF  
 

a. Next Regular Planning Commission meeting scheduled for Monday, August 25, 2014. 

  
Mr. Brown announced the City won the second LUBA appeal case regarding the City Council’s 
approval of the Fred Meyer fuel station application.  They were waiting to see if that decision 
would be appealed.  Currently there was nothing planned for the August 25 agenda and the 
meeting would likely be canceled. 

 
8. ITEMS OF INTEREST/GUIDANCE FROM PLANNING COMMISSION – None. 

 
9. ADJOURNMENT   

  
Motion:  Commissioner Hensley made a motion to adjourn; Commissioner Boatright 

seconded the motion.  Motion passed 4/0.  Meeting was adjourned at 8:30 pm. 
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The undersigned certify the August 11, 2014 Planning Commission minutes were 
presented to and APPROVED by the Planning Commission of the City of Canby. 

 
DATED this 22nd day of September, 2014 

 
 
 

Bryan Brown, Planning Director  Laney Fouse, Minutes Taker 
 

 
Assisted with Preparation of Minutes – Susan Wood 
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SITE AND DESIGN REVIEW STAFF REPORT 
FILE #:  DR 14-02/CUP 14-01 

Prepared for the September 22, 2014 Planning Commission Meeting 
 
LOCATION: 505 N. Baker Dr.  
TAX LOT: 31E32DC00200 (Bordered in map below)  

 
LOT SIZE: 2.88 acres 
ZONING: M-1 Light Industrial 
OWNER:  Ward Baker Properties LLC 
APPLICANT: Verizon Wireless/Jim Jaggers 
APPLICATION TYPE: Site & Design Review/Conditional Use Permit (Type III)  
CITY FILE NUMBER: DR/CUP 14-02 
 

I. PROJECT OVERVIEW & EXISTING CONDITIONS 
Statement from the applicant’s narrative:  
“Applicant proposes to construct a 100' monopole with 12- 8' panel antennas 
With tip of antennas at 104' height, ground equipment installed on a 22 'x3.5' 
Concrete pad, with a 30 kW backup generator installed on a 10' x 5' concrete pad, all 

City of Canby 
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within a 50'x50' lease area surrounded by a secure chain link fence with screening slats topped 
with barb wire at this unmanned site.” This is an unmanned facility with restricted access to 
equipment which is not open to the public and will be used for the transmission of radio 
signals for the purpose of providing public cellular service.  This telephone equipment facility 
will be serviced by Verizon Wireless employee service personnel for repair purposes.  No 
potable water is to be supplied at site.  No waste water or solid waste will be generated at this 
location.  One maintenance crew visit (1 man typical) per month for 1 hour is typical for this 
kind of facility. 
 
The total lot area is 2.87 acres, with the project lease area consisting of 2,500 sf in the 
southeast corner of the property adjacent to N. Baker Drive –the source of direct access.  The 
tower is 100’ tall and total height with attached antennae is 104 feet.  The site is located in the 
Baker Drive Industrial Park referred by Record Survey PS-16687 in records of Clackamas 
County.   
 
The proposed monopole cell tower will be located in the center of a 50 X 50 foot lease area.  
The tower scales to be approximately 25 feet from the N Baker Drive property line and similar 
distance from the adjacent property line to the south.  There is an existing curb tight sidewalk 
along the site property and an existing gate about 15 feet north of the proposed lease area 
which is proposed to be removed.  The majority of the lease site is currently gravel, with some 
existing concrete to be removed and grass near the south property line to remain where an 
existing pad mounted electric transformer is located.  Impervious surface within the lease site 
will actually be reduced from existing conditions. 
 
The total site property has 363.62’ of frontage on N Baker Drive.  This places the monopole 
approximately 338’ from the nearest residentially zoned property and 350’ from the home on 
that property.  The next nearest residential zoned property appears to be approximately 600 
foot distance.  All remaining residentially zoned property is beyond the 660 foot distance 
restriction that imposes the conditional use permit rather than the WCF being subject to just 
obtaining a building and electrical building permits. 
 
The City Code development review process calls for cell towers less than 150 feet in height, 
with setback at least 660 feet from land planned for or zoned for residential use and located 
on a preferred industrial zoned site to need only building and electrical permits.  The 
proposed application is within 660 foot distance from land planned for or zoned for residential 
use, thus by CMC 16.08.120(C )(2)c the request requires the addition of Site and Design 
Review when the monopole and attached antennae are under 100 feet in height.  Since the 
total proposed monopole and attached antennae is 104 feet; the addition of a Conditional Use 
Permit application is imposed. 
 
The proposed cell tower shall obtain a building permit prior to its erection.  They will be 
required to obtain a Canby Erosion Control Permit when applying. The proposed cell tower 
will be designed to meet Oregon Structural Specialty Code wind load requirements.  The 
applicant shall fill out a Canby public works department Street Opening Permit prior to 
commencing boring of N Baker Drive to install telephone and electric service.  The monopole 
is being designed, at staff’s request, to provide the capacity to hold two additional carriers 
antennae.  Staff has determined that no system development charges will be applicable as the 
equipment cabinets are not actual buildings and demand on storm, sanitary sewer, water, 
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parks and transportation systems will be non-existent.  With the approval of relevant 
conditions of approval; these required application processing steps will be met. 
 
 

II. ATTACHMENTS   
A. Cover Letter from Jim Jagger dated 3.18.14, Application forms, associated materials, 

zoning compliance narrative prepared by Jim Jagger dated 3.14.2014  
B. Application Exhibits:  

a. Exhibit A: Draft Lease Agreement dated 5.16.14 
b. Exhibit B: RF Propagation Maps for site “POR Barlow”  
c. Exhibit C: Drawings, numbered T-1—T-2,  C-1, A-1—A-6, L-1—L-2, S-1—S-2, E-1—

E-9, dated 8.7.13   
d. Exhibit D: RF Emission’s Engineering Certification Compliance Report by Hatfield & 

Dawson/Letter from David J. Pinion, P.E. dated 1.28.14 
e. Exhibit E: TOWAIR Determination Results and letter from the Oregon Department 

of Aviation dated 2.19.14  
f. Exhibit F: Monopole Tower Photo Simulations  
g. Exhibit G: RF Engineer’s Letter of Explanation from John Dassan, RF Engineer, 

dated 2.21.14 
C. Lithonia Lighting OLW Outdoor LED Wall Pack spec sheet  
D. Completeness Response Letter from Jim Jagger dated 6.18.14 
E. Completeness Response Letter from Morrison Hershfield dated 6.2.14 
F. FCC Reference Radio Station Authorizations  
G. Tower Removal Bond dated 6.12.14 
H. Neighborhood meeting minute letter dated 3.10.14  and sign-in sheet for meeting 

held on 2.25.14  
I. Citizen and agency comments 
J. Other supporting materials submitted with the application   

 
III. MAJOR ISSUES FOR PLANNING COMMISSION CONSIDERATION   

The following is a list of major topics associated with this application that may justify further 
discussion/comment by the Planning Commission to use as a basis to apply conditions of 
approval if deemed suitable: 
A. Landscaping Plan.  Staff has determined that at least 15% of the 2500 sf of lease area will be 

retained or provided as either grassed green space or landscaping screening buffer.  There 

is a note on Sheet A-1 that indicates 50% of the leased area will be landscape area.  The 

proposed landscape plan provides 245 of the needed 375 sf of landscape area with 

intended screening plant materials just inside the security fencing on either side of a new 

12’ wide gate opening.  In addition, one-fourth or more of the southern half of the lease 

area (about 500 to 600 sf) will remain in grass, only interrupted by the emergency 

generator and the existing electric transformer.  This internal surfacing should be 

confirmed, as it is not clearly labeled on the landscape plan, just stated with a note.  

Between the existing grass and proposed landscape buffer area the required 15% site 

landscaping will be met.  The landscape buffering of the ground components of the 

wireless communications facility (WCF) from the road will be somewhat hampered by the 

lack of plant materials behind the access gate opening to the street.  However, the 
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screening slates proposed within the fencing and gate may provide adequate screening 

from the street.  The landscape plan does not specify what actual plant materials are 

proposed, but does indicate they should provide a screening barrier within 5-years.  Staff 

recommends a condition of approval that the applicant submit a contract ready detail 

landscape plan with the actual species specific listing of the type, number, size and location 

of the plant material within the landscape buffer area subject to approval by the Planning 

Director.  With the recommended condition of approval this criterion is considered met. 

B. RF Engineer’s Explanation of Need for Cell Tower.  The proposed Verizon Wireless 

monopole tower and antennae’s are intended to improve voice and data capacity for 

customers in west and southwest Canby, along 99E and South Ivy and in much of the rural 

area toward Barlow & Aurora up to the Pudding River boundary.  Verizon’s study of existing 

WCF in the area concluded there was no existing structure nearby suitable for co-location 

that would adequately meet the capacity improvement objectives they require to serve 

their customers.  The 6 propagation Maps included as Exhibit B with the applicant’s 

submittal show the existing network coverage and how it is improved with the new 

proposed WCF.  Exhibit I shows the “capacity improvement objective” highlighted in 

yellow.  Exhibit II shows the existing network coverage without the new POR Barlow facility 

and the dotted circle depicts the area with capacity issues.  The purple, blue, and green on 

the maps represents high RF signal strength, while yellow means moderate signal strength, 

and red areas are poor quality signal areas with white space depicting no signal at all.  

Exhibit III & IV show signal strength with POR Barlow facility in operation improving to 

obtain high to moderate signal strength in the entire “capacity improvement coverage 

objective area”.  Exhibit V & VI depict how POR Barlow will be integrated into Verizon’s 

nearby cell tower network.  This tower helps assure continuity of calls or handoff from 

nearby towers in Wilsonville and Aurora. 

A proposed cell tower and antennae height of less than 100 feet would eliminate the 

requirement for the requested conditional use permit.  Staff’s assumption is that lowering 

the tower and attached antennae by 5 feet would result in a reduction in the “capacity 

improvement objective” that Verizon was not willing to make.  Staff accepts the presented 

information as adequate justification for the need for a new cell tower in the general area, 

and as meeting related code criterion.  Staff is not certain if lowering the cell tower height 

by 5 feet would significantly harm the applicant’s “capacity improvement objective” or if 

doing so would present  any meaningful advantage in terms of lessening impact of the 

tower on nearby properties or residential areas.  

C. Nearby Airport Flight Safety.  The applicant supplied a TOWAIR analysis and written notice 

from the Oregon Department of Aviation indicating that the height of the cell tower poses 

no safety concern related to the landing and takeoff flight paths at the nearby Aurora State 

Airport.  The TOWAIR is the Federal Communications Commission’s software program used 

by tower companies to make sure the flying public will be safe from the structures erected 

near airports.  The FCC does not require each antenna structure to be registered, only 
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those which are determined to exceed in height an imaginary line that runs outward and 

upward from the nearest point of the nearest runway.  The TOWAIR is a landing slope 

facility calculator which allows antenna structure owners to determine whether their 

structures are close enough to an airport to require an aeronautical study by the Federal 

Aviation Administration (FAA) and FCC registration. 

     Air safety can only be ensured if the regulations contained in FAA CFR Title 14, FAA Part 77 

and CFR Title 47, and FCC Part 17 are followed.  It has been determined through research 

by specialists that there are certain aspects of airport surfaces contained in CFR Part 77 

which TOWAIR does not fully evaluate.  The area considered in a TOWAIR study goes for a 

maximum distance of 20,000 feet from the closest landing surface at public use airports.  

TOWAIR’s findings are not considered to be definitive or a guarantee that all safety 

requirements are met but is the most widely used tool to assist tower companies in 

exercising flight safety due diligence.  The TOWAIR study for the proposed Verizon POR 

Barlow cell tower indicates the nearest public airport is Aurora State Airport which is 

16,125 feet away and that the proposed monopole tower is 91.8 feet below the calculated 

slope restriction area.  The findings of the TOWAIR study is backed up by written notice 

from the Oregon Department of Aviation which conducted an aeronautical study of the 

proposed tower and has also determined that notice to the FAA is not required and does 

not exceed the Obstruction Standards of OAR 738-70-0100.  They also indicated that 

marking and lighting are not necessary for aviation safety.  The applicant has noted that no 

lighting is planned with this tower.  In fact, input garnered from the neighborhood meeting 

held indicated a preference that the tower not be lighted.  Staff considers the related code 

criterion satisfied. 

D. Tower Removal Bond.  In accordance with CMC 16.08.120(E(1)(a) a bond in the amount of 

$50,000has been submitted, naming the City of Canby subject to receiving payment for 

removal of the telecommunications facilities from the property if Verizon Wireless does 

not do so on its own as obligated by the terms of the bond within 90 days of 

discontinuance of service.  The bond serves as security for performance of Verizon’s 

obligation to remove the facilities.  It stays in effect until Verizon’s obligation is performed.  

The surety is provided by Westchester Fire Insurance Company, MA.  The bond was signed 

and sealed on June 12, 2014 and is now in effect.  This code criterion is met. 

E. Option and Land Lease Agreement.  A yet to be executed copy of the Land Lease Agreement 

has been submitted with the application as required by code.  It specifically describes the 

leasing of a 50 X 50 foot parcel containing 2,500 sf with a non-exclusive right for ingress 

and egress 7 days a week, 24 hours a day along a 15’ foot wide ROW extending from the 

nearest public ROW (N. Baker Drive) to the lease area.  The option is valid up to 12 months 

from the date of the Land Lease Agreement.  Provision #14 of the agreement satisfies CMC 

16.08.120€(1)(a) that the agreement also include Verizon’s obligation to remove “facilities” 

within 90 days of discontinuance of service.  Staff is satisfied that code criterion is satisfied. 
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F. Radio Frequency Emission.  The proposed Verizon facility will comply with all FCC standards 

for radio frequency emission, including public exposure to radio frequency electromagnetic 

fields and radiofrequency interference based on the submittal by Verizon’s radio frequency 

engineer.  The applicant has indicated that the RF interaction of the Verizon WCF is 

expected to be low enough to preclude the likelihood of localized interference to the 

reception of any other communications.  They indicated in the lease agreement that they 

would address any unlikely problems that might arise for the business located on the lease 

site property.  Direct public access to the Verizon antennae’s shall be positively restricted.  

This has been done through provision of a 6’ tall chain link fence with screening slats and 

barb wire strands around the top and warning signage.  Non-building mounted antennas 

greater than 33 feet above ground level are considered to be “categorically excluded” from 

the exposure requirement. 

G. Greater Setback from N Baker Drive.  Concern was raised at the neighborhood meeting 

about the visibility of the cell tower due to its location so close to Baker Drive.  This 

location on the subject property is more visible to daily traffic and people coming and going 

along N Baker Drive than if moved to the southwest corner of the property. There are likely 

a variety of reasons for Verizon’s choice of the location of the lease area on the subject 

property, the most important being the property owner’s preference.  The chosen location 

does appear to result in the least disruption to the remaining property by offering direct 

access from N Baker Drive from a lease gate.  The cell tower itself is setback approximately 

25 feet from the edge of the public right-of-way and from the adjacent property line to the 

south.  The M-1 zone has no predetermined setback requirement for buildings or cell 

towers.  Because of the overall 104’ height of the tower and antennae it would need to be 

moved nearly to the back of the property to make a significant difference in its visibility.  

Moving the cell tower to the back southeast corner of the property would slightly increase 

the distance to the nearest homes as well.  It is not known if the property owner would 

agree to another lease area on their property or not.  The visibility of the tower adjacent to 

N Baker Drive is primarily an aesthetic sensibility which the Planning Commission has 

authority to address through defining and mitigating compatibility factors applicable 

through the Conditional Use Permit.  Some concern was voiced about the possible threat of 

transport trucks which frequent N Baker Drive accidentally running into the tower.  This 

certainly would be a serious problem, but is not any more likely to happen than cars or 

trucks running into cell towers in many other locations that front public roadways or into 

building or houses as well.  The security fencing serves as the first defense against such a 

possibility.  This concern might be addressed with the placement of bollards at the base of 

the tower.  Without any specific standard to go by for setback for a cell tower, other than 

what is normally applied to buildings within the applicable zone, staff has not suggested a 

more suitable setback at this time.    

IV. APPLICABLE CRITERIA & FINDINGS 
Major approval criteria used in evaluating this application are the following Chapters from the 
City of Canby’s Land Development and Planning Ordinance (Zoning Code):     
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 Chapter 16.08 General Provisions  
 Chapter 16.10 Off Street Parking & Loading 
 Chapter 16.32 M-1 Light Industrial Zone 
 Chapter 16.42 Signs 
 Chapter 16.43 Outdoor Lighting Standards  
 Chapter 16.46 Access Limitations on Project Density  
 Chapter 16.49 Site & Design Review 
 Chapter 16.50 Conditional Uses 
 Chapter 16.89 Application & Review Procedures  
 Chapter 16.120 Parks, Open Space, & Recreation Land  

 
Applicable code criteria are highlighted below in gray, with findings and discussion after the 
citations; most full code citations are omitted for brevity. If not discussed below, other 
standards from the code are either met fully, not applicable, and/or do not warrant discussion. 
Most met provisions have no discussion for brevity.  
 

Chapt er  16 .08  G ene ra l  Prov is ion s     
 

16.08.090 (A) Sidewalks required 
 

Findings: There is an existing ~5ft sidewalk; no new sidewalks are proposed or are being required.   

 
16.08.110 Fences 
A.   Fences not more than three and one-half feet in height may be constructed within the street 

setbacks of any R-1, R-1.5, R-2 or C-1 zone.  Fences not more than six feet in height may be 
constructed in any interior yard, rear yard, or street yard along an alley; provided, however, that 
in no case shall a fence be constructed in violation of the requirements of a vision clearance area.   

E.   The Planning Commission may require sight-blocking or noise mitigating fences for any 
development it reviews. 

F.   The Planning Commission may require fences of up to eight feet in height for any development in 
C-2, C-¬M, M-1 or M-2, or Planned Unit Development zones. 

 

Findings:  A 6’ chain link fence with screening slats and barbed wire is proposed along the west and 
north boundaries of the lease area. The existing 6’ barbed wire fence is proposed to remain along 
Baker (eastern boundary). No fencing is proposed along the southern border because it abuts the 
adjacent building. If the barbed wire on the fencing is included the, fencing will measure 
approximately 7-8 feet in height.  
Section 8.12.080, Fences, of the Municipal Code states: “No person may construct or maintain a 
barbed-wire fence or allow barbed wire to remain as a part of a fence along a sidewalk or public 
way, unless the wire is placed not less than 6 inches above the top of a board or picket fence which is 
not less than 6 feet high.” The proposed fencing will meet this standard.  
 
The applicant’s narrative states that slatted fencing is proposed, however it is unclear from the 
drawings what color and what portions of the fencing is proposed to be slatted. Staff would like 
Planning Commission input on the desired color for the screening slats and to confirm that slats are 
needed both along the eastern boundary and north boundary of the lease site. 
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16.08.120 Siting and review process for Wireless Telecommunications Systems Facilities. 
A. The purpose of this section is to provide standards and review process for wireless 

telecommunications systems facilities locating within the City of Canby.  This purpose shall be 
realized by implementing new provisions of the Canby Land Development and Planning Ordinance 
that will: 
1.  Regulate the placement, appearance and number of wireless telecommunications systems 

facilities; 
2.   Ensure that the citizens of Canby will have access to a variety of wireless telecommunications 

systems and providers; 
3.  Reduce the visual impact of certain wireless telecommunications systems facilities by 

encouraging collocation; 
4.  Establish a graduated system of review that will expedite facilities placement in preferred 

locations; and 
5. Implement the applicable provision of the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

 

Findings:  The Planning Commission shall consider the above when evaluating this application.  

 
B.  The siting and review process for WTS facilities is based on the type of facility (lattice, monopole, 

attached, stealth design or collocation) and its proposed location in a Preferred Site (M-1 or M-2 
zoning districts), Acceptable Site (C-2 or C-M zoning districts), or Conditionally Suitable Site (C-R, C-
C or C-1 zoning districts). 

C. The development review process for wireless telecommunications systems (WTS) facilities shall be 
as follows: 
3.  Building and Electrical Permits, Site and Design Review (16.49), and Conditional Use Permit 

(16.50): 
a.  A detached WTS facility (monopole), including equipment shelters, buildings and cabinets 

housing WTS land line switching/connection equipment, on a Preferred Site, within 660 feet 
from Highway 99E or land either planned or zoned for residential use, and equal to or over 
100 feet in height, including antennas. 

 

Findings:  The proposed WTS facility is in the “preferred” M-1 Zone but is less than 660ft from a 
residential zone. The distance from the residential zone imposes Site and Design Review 
requirement.  The proposed tower is approximately 104ft when including the antennas. A height 
over 100 feet when also less than 660 feet from a residential zone imposes a Conditional Use Permit 
application as well.  

 
3.  All WTS facilities shall observe minimum lot size, lot coverage, building height and building 

setback requirements of the underlying zoning district unless specifically exempted or otherwise 
regulated by this section.  Underground facilities may encroach upon required yards or may be 
placed in appropriate easements. 

 

Findings:  All M-1 minimum lot size, lot coverage, building height, and building setback 
requirements are met.  

 
4.  All detached WTS facilities shall be landscaped at the base of the towers/poles, and completely 

around the equipment shelters.  The landscaping shall conform to the ODOT standards for plant 
size and spacing. 
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Findings:  Two landscaped areas are proposed abutting Baker, with a gap to accommodate the gate. 
No landscaping is proposed to the north nor the west of the lease area. Landscaping may be 
desirable along the northern fence line because this area is likely visible from the street. The above 
reference to ODOT standards is a needed code edit clarification or omission; it is unclear what 
standards ODOT has for plant size and spacing and how they apply to WTS facilities.  

 
5.  Lighting for all WTS facilities shall be as required by the FAA or recommended by ODOT 

Aeronautics Division.  All other lighting must be deflected away from adjoining property. 
 

Findings:  The submitted lighting spec sheet indicated that 90 degree “full cutoff” lights are 
proposed, which likely deflect light away from adjoining properties.  
 
Per the letter from the Oregon Department of Aviation dated 2/19/14, FAA lighting is not required, 
and a request obtained from the neighborhood meeting desired that the cell tower not be lighted.  

 
6.  All detached WTS facilities shall be screened from the public right-of-way and abutting property 

by a security fence or wall at least 6 feet in height consisting of chain link fencing with vinyl slats, 
solid wood fencing, concrete masonry unit block, or brick. 

8.  Equipment shelters, buildings and cabinets housing radio electronics equipment shall be 
concealed, camouflaged or placed underground. 

 

Findings:  The applicant’s narrative states that slatted fencing is proposed, however it is unclear 
from the drawings what color and what portions of the fencing is proposed to be slatted.  
There is some landscaping along Baker proposed but the species of trees/bushes are not indicated 
on the landscaping plan, therefore mature growth and screening appearance is unknown. In 
addition, the landscaping notes on drawing L-1 state that a row of evergreen trees or shrubs from 
4’-5’ shall be established, however the landscaping plan does not specifically show where trees and 
shrubs are proposed and how much of a screen it would create. Staff would like Planning 
Commission input on the desired type of fencing/screening for which the Planning Director could 
approve a contract ready landscape plan submittal as a condition of approval. 

 
9.  Any WTS facility sited on or designed with any of the following attributes shall first receive FCC 

approval, as specified in FCC Rules 1.1301 - 1.1319, as a condition of city approval prior to 
construction; Wilderness Area; Wildlife Preserve; Endangered Species; Historical Site; Indian 
Religious Site; Flood Plain; Wetlands; High Intensity White lights in residential neighborhoods; 
Excessive radio frequency radiation exposure. 

 

Findings:  This proposal is likely not on a site with the above attributes, but staff has little way of 
verifying this. The radio frequency engineer submittal addresses compliance with radio frequency 
radiation exposure.  It is standard practice for cell tower companies to contact the State Historic 
Preservation Office to assure historic resources are not harmed.  No lights are proposed for the 
tower.  The property is not subject to the 100-year floodplain.  The other issues are beyond staff’s 
knowledge or ability to verify but we believe that the FCC will not grant approval until it is shown 
that these items listed in the FCC Rules are not applicable are complied with. It is standard 
processing practice for cell phone companies to follow the FCC requirements.   
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E.  Application requirements for WTS facilities shall be as follows:  
1.  WTS providers whose proposals conform to the provisions of subsection (C)(1) of this section 

(16.08.120) shall submit the following information with the application for permits: 
a. A copy of that portion of the lease agreement (or lease memo) with the property owner, 

facility removal within 90 days of the abandonment and a bond to guarantee removal shall 
be submitted for review prior to development permit approval. 

 

Findings:  A copy of the draft lease agreement and a bond that is intended to assure removal of the 
cell tower if abandoned has been submitted.  The submitted lease agreement is not yet signed, but 
we could make it a condition of approval to obtain a final executed copy if this request is approved.   
The wording of the lease gives us knowledge of what we can expect to occur on the property.  The 
bond has been determined to be suitable and is in effect now.  The lease and bond appear to imply 
removal of the tower as well as the “telecommunications equipment” and “antenna structures”.  

 
b. A map of the city showing the approximate geographic limits of the cell to be created by the 

facility.  This map shall include the same information for all other facilities owned or 
operated by the applicant within the city, or extending within the city from a distant location, 
and any existing detached WTS facilities of another provider within 1,000 feet of the 
proposed site. 

 

Findings:  The applicant’s submitted “RF Propagation Maps” meet this requirement. According to 
the applicant’s letter dated 6/18/14, there is no WTS facility for another provider within 1,000 feet 
of the proposed site.  

 
c. A plot plan showing: 

i.  The lease area; 
ii.  Antenna structure; 
iii.  Height above grade and setback from property lines; 
iv.  Equipment shelters and setback from property lines; 
v.  Access; 
vi.  Connection point with land line system; and 
vii.  All landscape areas associated with the WTS facility. 
 

Findings:  The drawings submitted meet this standard.  

 
d. Anticipated capacity of the WTS facility (including number and types of antennas which can 

be accommodated). 
 

Findings:  Per letter dated 6/18/14, proposed tower will accommodate 3 carriers with 12 antenna 
panels per carrier for a total of 36 panel antennas.  The provision to accommodate additional 
antenna for other carriers is a key provision requested by staff to help reduce the total number of 
separate cell tower applications on-behalf of the community. 

 
e. The method(s) of stealth design (where applicable). 
 

Findings:  The applicant has not proposed any stealth designs.  Staff does not believe a stealth 
design would lend greater compatibility if the proposed tower is approved for this location.   
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f. An engineer’s statement that the radio frequency emissions at grade, or at the nearest 

habitable space when attached to an existing structure comply with FCC rules for such 
emissions; the cumulative radio frequency emissions if collocated. 

 

Findings:  Exhibit D, RF Engineer’s Compliance Report answers and addresses this FCC standard.  

 
g. The radio frequency range in megahertz and the wattage output of the equipment. 
h. A description of the type of service offered (voice, data, video, etc.) and the consumer 

receiving equipment. 
i.  Identification of the provider and backhaul provider, if different. 
 

Findings:  A description of most if not all of the above information is provided.  This may be of 
importance to those in the business.   

 
j.  A facilities maintenance regimen. 
 

Findings:  The applicant’s narrative states that “The facility will be visited once per month by a 
Verizon Equipment technician for system maintenance. The technician is responsible for removing 
any incidental trash or debris from the compound, and reports on the status to the facilities 
maintenance department. Any additional actions required (graffiti removal, weed removal, etc.) is 
then addressed.” 

 
k.  The zoning and comprehensive plan designation of the proposed site. 
l.   The FAA determination. 
 

Findings:  The property’s zoning is M-1 and Comprehensive Plan designation is Light Industrial. Per 
the letter from the Oregon Department of Aviation dated 2/19/14, FAA notification of this proposed 
tower is not required.  

 
m.  The distance from the nearest WTS facility. 
 

Findings:  The applicant’s narrative states that “The closest tower is owned by Day Communications 
and is 0.91 miles distant, located at the east end of S. Cass Rd.” 

 
2.  WTS providers whose proposals conforms with the provisions of subsection (C)(2) and (C)(3) of this 

section (16.08.120) shall submit, in addition to the requirements of 16.49.035 and/or 16.50.020 of 
the Land Development and Planning Ordinance, the following additional information: 
 
b.  Alternatives for locating/relocating support structures within 250 feet of the proposed site. 
 

Findings:  The applicant’s narrative states that “There are several industrial buildings in the vicinity 
of the proposed facility, with heights of 30’-40', which is insufficient to achieve the required capacity 
coverage improvement.” 
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c. Photo simulations of the proposed WTS facility from the four cardinal compass points and/or 
abutting right-of-way, whichever provides the most accurate representation of the proposed 
facility from a variety of vantage points. 

 

Findings:  Exhibit F contains photo simulations of the proposed WTS.  It should be representative of 
what the cell tower will look like if constructed. 

 
d.  An engineer’s statement demonstrating the reasons why the WTS facility must be located at the 

proposed site (service demands, topography, dropped coverage, etc.). 
e.  An engineer’s statement demonstrating the reasons why the WTS facility must be constructed 

at the proposed height. 
 

Findings:  Exhibit G, “RF Engineer’s Letter of Explanation” why the proposed facility needs to be 
located in the general area.  Other sites were explored.  A willing property owner is needed.  The 
city encouraged consideration of locating on the police building site and evaluation took place.  The 
company chose this site.  The applicant states they need a 100’ cell tower to meet their coverage 
goals. It is understood that if the tower were lower at this location, the sought after “coverage” goal 
would be somewhat less.  

 
f. Verification of good faith efforts made to locate or design the proposed WTS facility to qualify for 

a less rigorous approval process (building permit and/or building permit and site and design 
review approval). 

 

Findings:  Applicant’s letter dated 6/18/14 states “The nearest wireless facility from the proposed 
location is located at 24526 S. Highway 99E (APN: 41E05BC04801). This property was rejected 
for being too far from the coverage objective area. There were no other existing facilities to collocate 
on within the existing coverage area that would allow for a less rigorous approval process. Existing 
industrial buildings structures were ruled out for not having the needed height necessary to meet 
the coverage objective. This is an industrial area surrounded by residential uses.  The applicant has 
indicate that “they have made the best effort to locate in an area that is industrial as a preferred city 
site and have the least impact on residentially zoned properties.” As previously mentioned, they 
could have possibly chosen to erect a cell tower on the city owned police facility site without need for 
Site & Design Review or a Conditional Use Permit.  It is not entirely clear why they chose this site 
instead. 

 
16.08.150 Traffic Impact Study (TIS) 

 

Findings:  A traffic impact study was determined to not be necessary due to the low traffic 
generation from this un-manned facility.   

 
16.08.160 Safety and Functionality Standards 
The City will not issue any development permits unless the proposed development complies with the 
city’s basic transportation safety and functionality standards, the purpose of which is to ensure that 
development does not occur in areas where the surrounding public facilities are inadequate.  Upon 
submission of a development permit application, an applicant shall demonstrate that the 
development property has or will have the following: 
A.  Adequate street drainage, as determined by the city. 
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B.  Safe access and clear vision at intersections, as determined by the city. 
C. Adequate public utilities, as determined by the city. 
D. Access onto a public street with the minimum paved widths as stated in Subsection E below. 
E. Adequate frontage improvements as follows: 

1. For local streets and neighborhood connectors, a minimum paved width of 16 feet along the 
site’s frontage. 

2.  For collector and arterial streets, a minimum paved width of 20 feet along the site’s frontage. 
3. For all streets, a minimum horizontal right-of-way clearance of 20 feet along the site’s 

frontage. 
F. Compliance with mobility standards identified in the TSP.  If a mobility deficiency already exists, 

the development shall not create further deficiencies. 
 

Findings:   
 See “storm solutions” box on drawing C-1. The proposed development of the lease site 

has been determined to actually reduce runoff characteristics from those that exist 
today.  

 The proposed site is not at an intersection, and the proposed driveway and landscaping 
meet usual clear vision standards.  

 This facility only needs electric and phone service.  Access will occur by bore under N 
Baker Drive.   No utility service issues were raised at the pre-application conference, or 
through a request for comments to utility providers.   

 A condition of approval requires City Engineer, Public Works, utility provider approvals.  
 No street improvements proposed or required to trigger the requirements of D-F.  

 

Chapt er  16 .10  O f f  St r eet  Pa rk ing  &  Loading   
  
16.10.050 Parking standards designated. 
 

USE PARKING REQUIREMENT 

q. Wireless 
telecommunication 

systems 

1.00 space per site 
 

 

Findings:  A good portion of the existing lease site is a gravel surface.  The site plan does not clearing 
demark the one on-site parking space required.  There is certainly room within the lease area for a 
parking space.  It should be on a paved surface in keeping with paving at least the first 20 from the 
right-of-way line to keep gravel from being tracked into the public street.  

 
16.10.070 Parking lots and access. 
A.   Parking Lots.  A parking lot, whether as accessory or principal use, intended for the parking of 

automobiles or trucks, shall comply with the following: 
1.   Parking lot design shall comply with the dimensional standards set forth in Figure 1 of this 

section. 
 

Findings:  The required single on-site parking space is not currently designated by the site plan.  A 
condition of approval to provide a paved driveway should also provide a designated on-site parking 
space.  
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3.   Areas used for standing or maneuvering of vehicles shall have paved asphalt, concrete, solid 

concrete paver surfaces, or paved “tire track” strips maintained adequately for all weather use 
and so drained as to avoid the flow of water across sidewalks or into public streets, with the 
following exception:  
a.  The Planning Director or Planning Commission may approve the use of an engineered 

aggregate system for outdoor storage and/or non-required parking areas provided that 
the applicant can demonstrate that City Standards related to: 
i.    minimizing dust generation,  
ii.  minimizing transportation of aggregate to city streets, and  
iii.  minimizing infiltration of environmental contaminants including, but not limited to, 

motor oils, fuels, volatile organic compounds (e.g. benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, 
xylene), and ethylene glycol are met.   

The decision maker may impose conditions as necessary to meet City Standards. 
b.   Use of permeable surfacing materials for parking lots and driveways is encouraged 

whenever site and soil conditions make permeable surfacing feasible.  Permeable 
surfacing includes, but is not limited to:  paving blocks, turf block, pervious concrete, and 
porous asphalt.  All permeable surfacing shall be designed, constructed, and maintained in 
accordance with the Canby Public Works Design Standards and the manufacturer’s 
recommendations. Maintenance of permeable surfacing materials located on private 
property is the responsibility of the property owner.  

 

Findings:  The site plan does not clearly delineate the final boundary of landscape area versus 
existing gravel surfacing, versus the required paved driveway requirement which is needed to also 
accommodate a single on-site parking space.  A condition of approval to submit a revised site plan 
delineating the presumed extent of these items should satisfactorily meet requirements. 

 
4.   The full width of driveways must be paved in accordance with (3) above:  

a.   For a minimum of 20 feet from the right-of-way line back into the private property to 
prevent debris from entering public streets, and 

b.   To within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior wall of the first story of any structure(s) 
served by the driveway to ensure fire and emergency service provision.  

 

Findings:  The proposed new driveway should be paved at least 20’ behind the property line with a 
proper driveway approach installation to protect the sidewalk and prevent gravel debris from 
entering the street.  

 
5.   Except for parking to serve residential uses, parking areas adjacent to or within residential 

planning districts or adjacent to residential uses shall be designed to minimize disturbance of 
residents. Artificial lighting, which may be provided, shall be so deflected as not to shine or 
create glare in any residential planning district or on any adjacent dwelling, or any street right-
of-way in such a manner as to impair the use of such way. 

 

Findings:  Subject 50’ x 50’ lease area does not abut a residential zone. Lighting spec sheets says 90 
degree “full cutoff” lights are proposed.  
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7.   Off-street parking areas, and the accesses to them, shall be designed and constructed to 
facilitate the flow of traffic, provide maximum safety of traffic access and egress and the 
maximum safety of pedestrian and vehicular traffic on the site and in adjacent roadways.  The 
Planning Director or Planning Commission may require engineering analysis and/or truck 
turning diagrams to ensure safe and efficient traffic flow based on the number and type of 
vehicles using the site, the classification of the public roadway, and the design of the parking 
lot and access drives. 

 

Findings:  This site is only required a single on-site parking space.  No analysis of on-site circulation is 
applicable.  The single parking space could simply back out through the gated entry if they desire. 

 
8.   Parking bumpers or wheel stops shall be provided to prevent cars from encroaching on the 

street right-of-way, adjacent landscaped areas, or adjacent pedestrian walkways.  
9.   Accessible parking shall be provided, constructed, striped, signed and maintained as required 

by ORS 447.233 and all Oregon Structural Specialty Code requirements.    
 

Findings:  This site is not accessible to the general public so it is not clear if the single parking space 
should be accessible? We can request that the County Building Official make this determination with 
issuance of the building permit for the site.  

 
16.10.070 Parking lots and access. 
B.  Access 

6.  To afford safe pedestrian access and egress for properties within the city, a sidewalk shall be 
constructed along all street frontages, prior to use or occupancy of the building or structure 
proposed for said property.  The sidewalks required by this section shall be constructed to city 
standards…  

 

Findings:  Existing ~5ft sidewalks.  

 

Minimum Access Requirements 

16.10.070(B)(10): Minimum access requirements for industrial uses - ingress and egress for industrial uses shall not be less 
than the following: 

Parking 
spaces 

required 

Minimum number 
of accesses required 

Minimum 
access width 

Sidewalks & curbs (in addition to driveways) 

1-250 1 24 feet Curbs required; sidewalks on one side minimum 

 

Findings:  Proposed gate will be ~12ft not 24ft per above. PW Design Standards require a minimum 
12’ driveway as proposed.  There is no need for a two-way driveway approach based on the 
intended use.  

 
9.  Maximum driveway widths and other requirements except for single-family dwellings [see 

subsection (d) below]: 
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a. Unless otherwise herein provided, maximum driveway widths shall not exceed forty (40) 
feet. 

b. No driveways shall be constructed within five (5) feet of an adjacent property line, except 
when two (2) adjacent property owners elect to provide joint access to their respective 
properties as provided by subsection 2. 

c. There shall be a minimum distance of forty (40) feet between any two (2) adjacent 
driveways on a single property. 

 

Findings:  A~12ft gate is proposed about 2 feet from the property line.   The existing gate to the 
north on the subject property is proposed to be closed to eliminate having another driveway in 
close proximity.  Applicant shall obtain a street opening permit for installation of the paved 
driveway approach from Canby Public Works Department.  

 
10. Distance Between Driveways and Intersections- Except for single-family dwellings [see 

subsection (f) below] the minimum distance between driveways and intersections shall be as 
provided below.  Distances listed shall be measured from the stop bar at the intersection: 
b.   At the intersection of two (2) local streets, driveways shall be located a minimum of thirty 

(30) feet from the intersection as provided, the driveway shall be constructed as far from 
the intersection as possible, while still maintaining the five (5) foot setback between the 
driveway and property line. 

 

Findings:  Proposed access will meet the above provision.  Industrial local streets call for 100 foot 
separation between driveways.  This site complies with closure of the existing gate to the north of 
the lease site area.   

 

TABLE 16.10.070 
Minimum dimensional Standard for Parking This table and Figure 16.10.070 provide the minimum dimensional standards for parking areas and spaces. 

A = Parking angle in degrees              D = Minimum clear aisle width 
B = Minimum stall width                     E = Minimum clear stall distance at bay side 
C = Minimum stall depth                     F = Minimum clear bay width 

 A B C D E F 

0 (parallel) 8'0" - 12'0" 22'0" 20'0" 

30 8'6" 16'4" 12'0" 17'0" 28'4" 

45 8'6" 18'9" 12'6" 12'0" 31'3" 

60 8'6" 19'10" 18'0" 9'10" 37'10" 

90 8'6" 18'0" 24'0" 8'6" 42'0" 
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Findings:  A single on-site paved parking space is required but not currently identified.  A revised site 
plan should delineate this requirement.  The driveway must be a minimum of 12 feet wide.  An 18 
foot long paved drive behind the gate would meet the on-site paved single parking space 
requirement. 

 
 

16.10.100 Bicycle Parking 
 

Findings:  Bicycle parking N/A 

 

16. 32  M- 1  L ight  Indust r ia l  Zon e  
 
16.32.010 Uses permitted outright  
V.     Wireless or cellular communications facility/tower; 
AA.  Detached WTS facilities (monopole or lattice tower), under 150 feet in height and at least 660 

feet from the nearest land zoned or planned for residential use or Highway 99E (see 16.08.120). 
CC.  Detached WTS facilities (monopole), equal to or over 150 feet in height and at least 660 feet from 

the nearest land zoned or planned for residential use or Highway 99E (see 16.08.120). 
16.32.020 Conditional uses 
E.   Detached WTS facilities (monopole), equal to or over 100 feet in height and less than 660 feet 

from the nearest land zoned or planned for residential use or Highway 99E (see 16.08.120). 
 

Findings:  Proposed tower is under 150’ but less than 660’ from a residential zone, therefore a 
Conditional Use Permit is required. Tower is also 104’ with antennas.  

 
16.32.030 Development standards 
The following subsections indicate the required development standards of the M-1 zone: 
A.   Minimum lot area: five thousand square feet; 
B.   Minimum width and frontage: fifty feet; 
C.   Minimum yard requirements: 

1.   Street yard: …Remaining property none, except ten feet where abutting a residential zone.   
2.   Interior yard:  none, except ten feet where abutting a residential zone. 
 

Findings:  Lot leasing on a ~125,000sf parcel meets the 50’ frontage requirement. 
The subject 50’ x 50’ lease area is more than 10ft from a residential zone.  There is no other 
applicable setback requirement but the applicant is proposing setbacks of 25 feet from the public 
right-of-way and from the industrial zoned property to the south from the cell tower. 

 
E.   Maximum lot coverage:  no limit. 
F.   Other regulations: 

1.   Vision clearance distances shall be fifteen feet from any alley or driveway and thirty feet from 
any other street or railroad. 

2.   Outside storage abutting or facing a lot in a residential zone shall be enclosed by a site-
blocking fence or berm.  The fence or berm shall be so designed as to screen the storage from 
view from the residential zone and shall be of such material and design as will not detract 
from adjacent residences. 
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Findings:  A clear vision triangle exists at the proposed commercial/industrial driveway.  The 
distance is 15’ as measured along the street curb and edge of the driveway.  A couple of the 
proposed screening shrubs within the proposed buffer area on either side of the driveway will be 
located within the defined clear vision area.  The Planning Commission may want to weigh the clear 
vision sight advantages against the desired screening objectives around the gate area when deciding 
if an exception for shrubs taller than 30 inches should be allowed as indicated in the proposed 
landscape plan due to the only once a month use of the proposed driveway by a single maintenance 
technician.  Otherwise, a condition of approval to comply with the standard driveway vision 
clearance shall be required.  The subject 50’ x 50’ lease area is more than 10ft from a residential 
zone. 

 
4.  Prior to issuance of a building permit, wireless/cellular towers require written certification of 

approval/compliance from the Federal Communications Commission, Federal Aviation 
Administration and the Oregon Department of Transportation (Department of Aeronautics).  

 

Findings: A letter from the Oregon Department of Aviation indicates that FAA notification is not 
needed.  The TOWAIR analysis indicates that FCC registration is not required as well. 

 
16 . 42  S igns  
 

Findings: The applicant is proposing the erection of one emissions warning and one no trespassing 
sign on the gate. Miscellaneous small signs such as these are considered to be allowed pursuant to 
16.42.025(C)(5)(f) although technically they are not considered temporary signs.   

 
16 . 43  Out doo r  L i ght ing  St andards  
 
16.43.030 Applicability 
The outdoor lighting standards in this section apply to the following: 
A.   New uses, buildings, and major additions or modifications:   

1.   For all proposed new land uses, developments, buildings, and structures that require a 
building permit, all outdoor lighting fixtures shall meet the requirements of this Code.  

 

Findings: Per above, lighting standards applicable.  

 
16.43.040 Lighting Zones  

 

Findings: The “L2” zone applies to this proposal.  

 
16.43.050 Exempt Lighting.  
The following luminaires and lighting systems are exempt from the requirements of this Section. 
A. Lighting required and regulated by the Federal Aviation Administration, U.S. Coast Guard, or other 

federal, state, or county agency.  
 

Findings: Per letter from OR Department of Aviation dated 2/19/14, FAA lighting/lighting for 
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aviation safety is not required.  The applicant is not proposing lights on the tower. 

 
16.43.060 Prohibited Light and Lighting.  
A.   All outdoor light sources, except street lights, shall be shielded or installed so that there is no 

direct line of sight between the light source or its reflection at a point 3 feet or higher above the 
ground at the property line of the source. Light that does not meet this requirement constitutes 
light trespass. Streetlights shall be fully shielded. However, the applicant is permitted to have 
some unshielded lighting if lumens are within the limits of Table 16.43.070 below.   

 
Table 16.43.070 – Luminaire Maximum Lumens and Required Shielding 

Lighting 
Zone 

Fully 
Shielded 

Shielded Partly 
Shielded 

Unshielded 
(Shielding is highly encouraged. Light 

trespass is prohibited.) 

LZ 2  
7800 

lumens or 
less 

1600 
lumens or 

less 

800 lumens 
or less 

Landscape and facade lighting 1600 lumens 
or less; ornamental lights of 800 lumens or 
less.  

 
Figure 16.43.1: Light Trespass 

 
 

Findings:  Per the submitted lighting spec sheet “full cutoff” lights are proposed. Staff considers this 
to mean “fully shielded” but is not sure. Proposed lumen output is 2252-3073, thus meeting the 
above maximum lumen output for a “fully shielded” light.  
 
The definitions below attempt to clarify the meaning of “fully shielded”; in addition an internet 
search provides many pictorial examples of shielded lighting:  
16.43.020(M) Definitions:  
“Shielding.  A device or technique for controlling the distribution of light. Four levels of shielding are 
defined as follows:  
1.Fully Shielded.  A luminaire emitting no luminous flux above the horizontal plane; 
2.Shielded.   A luminaire emitting less than 2.0 percent of its luminous flux above the horizontal 
plane; 
3.Partly Shielded.  A luminaire emitting less than 10 percent of its luminous flux above the horizontal 
plane; 
4.Unshielded. A luminaire that may emit its flux in any direction.” 
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16.43.070 Luminaire Lamp Lumens, Shielding, and Installation Requirements 
 
E.  Landscape features shall be used to block vehicle headlight trespass while vehicles are at an 

external point of service (i.e. drive-thru aisle).  
 

Findings: No vehicles are to be at an external point of service so this standard is N/A.  

 
16.43.080(B) Height Limits.  
Pole and surface-mounted luminaires under this section must conform to Section 16.43.070. 
A.   Lighting mounted onto poles or any structures intended primarily for mounting of lighting shall 

not exceed a mounting height of 40% of the horizontal distance of the light pole from the property 
line, nor a maximum height according to Table 16.43.080, whichever is lower… 

 
Table 16.43.080 – Maximum Lighting Mounting Height in Feet  

Lighting Zone  
Lighting for Driveways, 

Parking and Transit  

Lighting for Walkways, 
Plazas and other Pedestrian 

Areas  

All Other 
Lighting  

LZ 2  37.5  18.0  15.0  

 
Figure 16.43.2: Mounting Height 

 
 

Findings: Per drawing E-2, the proposed pole lights are to be installed ~45ft from the property line. 
Per drawing E-6, 6 foot poles are proposed. The height of the pole mounted light must be the lesser 
of the 15’ height in the table above or the formulae (0.4 * 45=18’).  The proposed 6’ height is less 
than the maximum of height of 15 feet allowed in the Table which is the lessor of the two.  The 
height standard is met.  

 

16. 46  Ac ce ss  L im it at ions  on  P ro je ct  Den s i t y   
 

16.46.030 Access connection. 
A.  Spacing of accesses on City streets. The number and spacing of accesses on City streets shall be as 

specified in Table 16.46.030. Proposed developments or land use actions that do not comply with 
these standards will be required to obtain an access spacing exception and address the joint and 
cross access requirements of this Chapter.  
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TABLE 16.46.30 

Access Management Guidelines for City Streets* 

Street Facility 

Maximum 
spacing** of 
roadways 

Minimum 
spacing** of 
roadways 

Minimum spacing** 
of roadway to 
driveway*** 

Minimum Spacing** 
driveway to 
driveway*** 

Neighborhood/Local 600 feet 150 feet 50 feet**** 10 feet 

** Measured centerline on both sides of the street 
Note:  Spacing shall be measured between access points on both sides of the street.  

 

Findings:  The removal of the existing gate just north of the proposed lease gate allows compliance 
with a 100’ driveway to driveway separation requirement that is found in the Public Works Design 
Standards which supersedes the 10 foot driveway separation requirement indicated above.  Fifty 
foot roadway to driveway spacing requirement is met.  

 
16 . 49  S i t e  and  D es ign  R ev i ew   
 
16.49.030 Site and design review plan approval required. 
 

Findings:  WTF towers are not listed in this section, but Design Review is required by 16.08.120(C).  

 
Table 16.49.040 Site Design Review Menu 

As part of Site and Design Review, the following menu shall be used as part of the review. In order to “pass” this 
table 60% of total possible points shall be earned, 10% of the total possible points must be from LID elements 

 

Design Criteria Possible Points Possible 
Points 

Earned 

Parking 0 1 2 3 4  

Screening of parking and/or loading facilities from 
public right-of-way 

Not 
screened 

Partially 
screened 

Fully 
screened 

- - 2 2 

Parking lot lighting provided No  Yes - - -  N/A  

Parking location (behind building is best) Front Side Behind - - 2 0 

Number of parking spaces provided (% of minimum 
required) 

>120% 101-120% 100% - - 2 2 

 

Findings:   

 The one parking space that is to be required will behind the screening slats and buffer 
landscaping.  

 Parking lot lighting N/A because there is no parking lot or parking lot lighting needed or 
proposed.  

 Therefore 6 possible “Parking” points, 4 earned.  

 
Design Criteria Possible Points Possible 

Points 
Earned 

Screening of Storage Areas and Utility Boxes 0 1 2 3 4 

Trash storage is screened from view by solid wood 
fence, masonry wall or landscaping. 

No Yes - - - 1 1 
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Trash storage is located away from adjacent property 
lines. 

0 - 10 
feet from 
adjacent 
property 

11 - 25 feet 
from adjacent 

property 

>25 feet 
from 

adjacent 
property 

- - N/A  

Utility equipment, including rooftop equipment, is 
screened from view. 

Not 
screened 

Partially 
screened 

Fully 
screened 

- - 2 2 

 

Findings:   

 Trash storage points N/A because no trash areas proposed.  

 Can’t tell if utility equipment is screened-don’t know density of proposed landscaping and don’t 
know what type of fencing.  

 Therefore, 3 possible screening points, 3 earned.  

 
Design Criteria Possible Points Possible 

Points 
Earned 

Access 0 1 2 3 4 

Distance of access to nearest intersection. ≤70 feet 71 - 100 feet >100 feet - - 2 2 

Pedestrian walkways from public street/sidewalks to 
building entrances. 

One 
entrance 

connected. 
- 

Walkways 
connecting 
all public 
streets/ 

sidewalks to 
building 

entrances.  

- - N/A - 

Pedestrian walkways from parking lot to building 
entrance. 

No 
walkways 

Walkway next 
to building 

only 

Walkways 
connecting 
all parking 

areas to 
building 

entrances 
 

- - N/A- - 

 

Findings:   
 Pedestrian walkway points N/A because no building proposed.  
 2 possible points, 2 earned  

 
Design Criteria Possible Points Possible 

Points 
Earned 

Tree Retention 0 1 2 3 4 

Percentage of trees retained <10% 10-50% 51-75% >75% - N/A  

Replacement of trees removed <50% ≥50% - - - N/A  

 

Findings:   
 There are no existing trees on the lease area to retain.  
 0 possible points, 0 earned  

 
 

Design Criteria Possible Points Possible 
Points 

Earned 
Signs 0 1 2 3 4 

Dimensional size of sign (% of maximum permitted) >75% 50-75% <50% - - 2 2 
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Similarity of sign color to building color Not similar 
Somewhat 

similar 
Similar - - 2 1 

Pole sign used Yes No - - - 1 1 

 
 

Findings:   
 Similarity of sign color to utility cabinets, low signage use, and no pole sign 
  4 possible points, 4 earned  

 
Design Criteria Possible Points Possible 

Points 
Earned 

Building Appearance 0 1 2 3 4 

Style (similar to surroundings) Not similar 
Somewhat similar (1 or 2 points 
possible depending on level of 

similarity) 
- - N/A - 

Color (subdued and similar to surroundings is 
better) 

Neither 
Similar or 
subdued 

Both - - N/A - 

Material (concrete, wood and brick are best) 
Either 1 or 2 points may assigned at the discretion of the 

Site and Design Review Board 
N/A - 

Size of building (smaller is better) 
>20,000 

square feet 
≤20,000 square 

feet 
- - - N/A - 

Provision of public art (i.e. murals, statues, 
fountains, decorative bike racks, etc.) 

No - - - Yes N/A  

 

Findings:   
 All criteria with building elements N/A because no building proposed.  
 The provision of public art to gain point does not make sense for a site that excludes the public.  
 0 possible points, 0 earned  

 
Design Criteria Possible Points Possible 

Points 
Earned 

Landscaping 0 1 2 3 4 

Number of non-required trees provided - 

At least one 
tree per 500 

square feet of 
landscaping. 

- - - 1 1 

Amount of grass (less grass is better) (% of total 
landscaped area) 

>50% 25-50% <25% - - 2 1 

 

Findings:   
 3 possible points, 2 earned  

 
 

Design Criteria Possible Points Possible 
Points 

Earned 
Low Impact Development (LID) 0 1 2 3 4 

Use of pervious paving materials (% of 
total paved area) 

<10% - 10-50% 51-75% >75% 4 4 
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Provision of park or open space area None - 

Open space 
(Generally 

not for 
public use) 

- 

Park 
(public 

or 
privately 
owned 

for 
public 
use) 

N/A  

Use of drought tolerant species in 
landscaping (% of total plants) 

<25% 
drought 
tolerant 

- 
25-50% 
drought 
tolerant 

51-75% 
drought 
tolerant 

>75% 
drought 
tolerant 

4 4 

Provision of additional interior parking lot 
landscaping (% of minimum required) 

100% 101-110% 111-120% >120% - N/A - 

Provision of an eco-roof or rooftop garden 
(% of total roof area) 

<10% - - 10-50% >50% N/A - 

Parking integrated within building 
footprint (below-grade, structured 
parking, or tuck-under parking) (% of total 
on-site parking) 

<10% - - 10-50% >50% N/A - 

Disconnecting downspouts from city 
stormwater facilities 

None 
Some 

downspouts 
disconnected 

All 
downspouts 

disconnected 
- - N/A  

Shared parking with adjacent uses or 
public parking structure (% of total 
required parking spaces) 

None <50% ≥50% - - N/A  

Provision of rain gardens/bioretention 
areas for stormwater runoff (% of total 
landscaped area) 

None - 10-50% 51-75% >75% N/A  

 
 

Findings:   
 All criteria with building elements N/A because no building proposed.  
 Interior parking lot landscaping N/A because no parking lot proposed 
 Use of drought tolerant species noted, and can be monitored when detailed planting plan 

submitted prior to construction/building permit  
 8 possible points, 8 earned 
 
Total Possible points from Table 16.49.050, Site and Design Review Menu: 26 
Total Points needed to pass table (60 % of total possible points): 15.6 
Total points earned: 23 (88%) 
Therefore, it does pass.  
 
 
Total Possible LID points from Table 16.49.050, Site and Design Review Menu: 8 
Total LID points needed to pass table (10 % of total possible LID points): 0.8 
Total LID points earned: 8 (100%) 
Therefore, it does pass.  
 

 
 

16.49.050 Conditions placed on site and design review approvals. 
B.  The following types of conditions may be contemplated, and the listing below is intended to be 

illustrative only and not to be construed as a limitation of the authority granted by this section.  
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1.   Development Schedule.  A reasonable time schedule may be placed on construction activities 
associated with the proposed development, or any portion thereof. 

2.  Dedications, Reservation.  Dedication or reservation of land, or fee in lieu thereof for park, 
open space purposes, rights-of-way, bicycle or pedestrian paths, green way, riverbank or 
easements; the conveyance of title or easements to a homeowners' association. 

3.  Construction and Maintenance Guarantees.  Security from the property owners in such an 
amount that will assure compliance with approval granted. 

4.  Plan Modification.  Changes in the design or intensity of the proposed development, or in 
proposed construction methods or practices, necessary to assure compliance with this 
ordinance. 

5.  Off-Site Improvements.  Improvements in public facilities, including public utilities, not located 
on the project site where necessary to assure adequate capacity and where service demand 
will be created or increased by the proposed development. The costs of such improvements 
may be paid for in full while allowing for recovery of costs from users on other development 
sites, or they may be pro-rated to the proposed development in proportion to the service 
demand projected to be created on increases by the project.  If determined appropriate by 
the city based on specific site conditions, off-site roadway improvements may be required to 
accommodate bicycle and pedestrian travel consistent with the TSP and applicable sections of 
this code. 

6.  Other Approvals.  Evaluation, inspections or approval by other agencies, jurisdictions, public 
utilities or qualified consultants may be required for all or any part of the proposed 
development. 

7.  Access Limitation.  The number, location and design of street accesses to a proposed 
development may be limited or specified where necessary to maintain the capacity of streets 
to carry traffic safely, provided that sufficient access to the development is maintained.  

8. Screening. The Planning Commission may require additional screening with landscaping, 
decorative fencing, decorative walls, or other means in order to screen outdoor storage areas, 
rooftop/ground mechanical equipment, garbage/recycling areas, or other visual clutter.  

 

Findings: Improving screening is the most suitable possible additional condition of approval that the 
Planning Commission may consider if deemed necessary, along with possible increased setbacks or 
relocation on the subject property to address visibility concerns.  Change in design of the lease site 
layout, or possibly with the cell tower itself in terms of stealth design if adequate findings of the 
benefits of such increased costs are provided.  Without benefit of the public hearing, staff has not 
proposed any conditions of approval not specifically called for in the review criteria at this time. 
 
We note that we never really got an adequate response as to why Verizon did not choose to pursue 
locating on the city owned police property site, which is also a preferred location as are industrial 
zoned properties.  

 
16.49.080 General provisions for landscaping. 
C.  The minimum area requirement for landscaping for developments coming under design review 

shall be the percentage of the total land area to be developed as follows. Parking lot landscaping 
area is included in calculating the following landscape areas: 
1.   Fifteen (15) percent for all industrial and commercial zones (except the Downtown-

Commercial zone, but including the Commercial-Residential zone). 
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Findings:  245sf of buffer area landscaping is proposed, 15% of 50’ x 50’ lease area is 375sf.  The 
applicant has indicated that up to 50% of the site will be landscape when including the existing grass 
area located on the southern quarter of the lease area.  Much of the remainder of the site will be 
gravel – which exists today.  Staff is confident the 15% landscape area is met but the site plan 
delineation by condition is requested to be revised to more clearly delineate the surfacing of the 
fully developed site.  With condition, this criterion is met.   

 
16.49.080 General provisions for landscaping. 
E.   Trees and other plant materials to be retained shall be identified on the landscape plan. The Site 

and Design Review Board encourages the retention, to the extent practicable, of existing healthy 
trees and vegetation. 

 

Findings:  By condition, the applicant shall submit a contract ready detailed landscape plan for 
approval by the Planning Director prior to issuance of building permit.  

 
16.49.080(F-P) Maintenance & installation provisions  

 

Findings:  These sections contain provisions regarding landscaping installation and maintenance 
practices.   Condition #xxx addresses the requirements of the above sections.  

 
16.49.090 Specifications for tree and plant materials 
A.  Deciduous Trees.  Deciduous shade and ornamental trees shall be a minimum of two inch (2”) 

caliper, measured six inches (6”) above ground, balled and burlapped. Barefoot trees will be 
acceptable to plant during their dormant season. Trees shall be well branched and 
characteristically shaped specimen. 

B.  Coniferous Trees.  Coniferous trees shall be a minimum five feet (5’) in height above ground, balled 
and burlapped. Trees shall be well branched and characteristically shaped specimen. 

C.  Evergreen and Deciduous Shrubs.  Evergreen and deciduous shrubs shall be at least one (1) to five 
(5) gallon size. Shrubs shall be characteristically branched.  Side of shrub with best foliage shall be 
oriented to public view. 

D.   Ground covers.  Ground covers shall be fully rooted and shall be well branched or leafed. 
E.   Lawns.  Lawns shall consist of grasses, including sod, or seeds of acceptable mix within the local 

landscape industry. Lawns shall be 100 percent coverage and weed free. 
 

Findings:  These requirements cannot be determined from the plans submitted.  By condition, the 
detailed contract ready landscape plan shall show compliance with these requirements.   

 
16.49.100(A)-(C)-Maintenance & installation provisions 

 

Findings:  These sections require installation prior to use or occupancy and for continual long-term 
viability and replacement.  Code enforcement is the preferred method to guarantee compliance. 

 
16.49.120 Parking lot landscaping standards 
B.  Application.  Parking lot landscaping standards shall apply to any surface passenger vehicle parking 

area of ten (10) spaces or more, or to any paved vehicular use area 3,500 square feet or larger on 
the same tax lot or on contiguous tax lots under common ownership. Any paved vehicular area 
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which is used specifically as a utility storage lot or a truck loading area shall be exempt from 
landscaping requirements within a parking lot. 

 

Findings:  Not applicable because no parking lot area of 10 spaces or more is proposed in the 50’ x 
50’ lease area.  

 
H.   Irrigation System or Available Water Supply Required.  Landscaped areas shall be provided with 

automatic irrigation systems or a readily available water supply with at least one (1) outlet located 
within approximately 150 feet of all plant materials to be maintained. 

 

Findings:  The plans submitted indicate that water is not needed to the site.  That presents a 
problem in terms of assuring long-term survival of the plant material.  It may be possible that the 
applicant can arrange a temporary watering system from the existing service associated with the 
existing building on the site.  Otherwise, a condition requiring the periodic hauling of water to the 
site might be suitable.  Drought tolerant species are proposed, but even those require watering for 
at least a year or more to survive.  This site may be required to install water service to the lease site 
to comply with the irrigation requirement.  A condition for such is included by staff. 

 

16. 50  Condi t iona l  Us es   
 
16.50.010 Authorization to grant or deny conditional uses. 
A conditional use listed in this title shall be permitted, altered, or denied in accordance with the 
standards and procedures of this chapter. In the case of a use existing prior to the effective date of the 
ordinance codified in this title as a conditional use, a change in the use, or reduction in lot area, or an 
alteration of the structure, shall require the prior issuance of a conditional use permit. In judging 
whether or not a 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 met, 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; 
 

Findings:  Applicant’s response: “The City of Canby adopted specific regulations for Wireless 
Telecommunications Systems Facilities. This proposal is in compliance with those regulations and 
thus consistent with the policies of the Comprehensive Plan, Title 16, and other applicable policies.” 

 
B. The characteristics of the site are suitable for the proposed use considering size, shape, design, 

location, topography, existence of improvements and natural features; 
 

Findings:  Applicant’s response: “The proposed facility will be located on a property zoned M-1, a 
"preferred site", which is currently an industrial gravel storage yard. The ground is flat, with no 
vegetation.” 

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

development; 
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Findings:  Applicant’s response: “The proposed facility only requires electricity and telephone 
connection, both of which are available.”  We have previously indicated that irrigation of the 
required buffering/screening landscaping is normally required by code.  Extension of water service 
will be necessary unless the applicant can provide an acceptable alternative manner to assure the 
plant material will be adequately maintained during their establishment period. 

 
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. 

 

Findings:  Applicant’s response: “The proposed facility is located on the subject property to minimize 
the impact on the existing and future use of the property for industrial purposes. It will not impact 
adjacent properties or their ability to develop as industrial.” 

 
16.50.040 Placing conditions on a permit. 
In permitting a new conditional use or the alteration of an existing conditional use, the Planning 
Commission may impose conditions which it finds necessary to avoid a detrimental impact and to 
otherwise protect the best interests of the surrounding area or the community as a whole. These 
conditions may include the following: 
A.   Limiting the manner in which the use is conducted, including restricting the time an activity may 

take place, and restraints to minimize such environmental effects as noise, vibration, air pollution, 
glare and odor; 

B.   Establishing a special yard, other open space or lot area or dimensions; 
C.   Limiting the height, size or location of a building or other structure; 
D.  Designating the size, number, location, and nature of vehicle access points; 
E.   Improving the street and/or expanding the rights-of-way; 
F.   Designating the size, location, screening, drainage, surfacing or other improvement of a parking 

area or truck loading area; 
G.   Limiting or otherwise designating the number, size, location, height and lighting signs; 
H.   Limiting the location and intensity of outdoor lighting and requiring its shielding; 
I.   Requiring diking, screening, landscaping or other facility to protect adjacent or nearby property 

and designating standards for its installation and maintenance; 
J.   Designating the size, height, location and materials for a fence; 
K.  Protecting and preserving existing trees, vegetation, water, resources, wildlife habitat or other 

significant natural or open space areas; 
L.  Limiting the number, location, and design of street accesses and requiring shared access when 

appropriate;   
M.  Other conditions to assure that the development complies with standards and criteria listed in 

section 16.50.010. 
 

Findings:   
Possible conditions which may be suitable with adequate findings to their need:  
 Move tower to back of site 
 More landscaping that improves screening 
 A better fence/wall 
 Paint tower 
 Stealth options  
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16. 89  Appl i cat io n  and  R ev ie w Pr ocedur es   
 

Findings:  This application is being processed in accordance with Chapter 16.89. Notice of the public 
hearing was mailed to owners and residents of lots within 500 feet of the subject development and 
to applicable agencies. Notice of the meeting will be posted at the Development Services Building, 
Library, City Hall, and published in the Canby Herald. A neighborhood meeting was required and a 
pre-application meeting was held; minutes from these meetings are included in the Planning 
Commission’s packet.  

 

16. 12 0  Par ks ,  O pen  Spac e  &  Re c reat ion  Land   
 

Findings:  This development does not involve actual new building square footage or occupancy of 
the site.  Little to no impact will result to City parks, sewer system, water system unless service is 
required due to irrigation needs, storm system, or transportation system due to the limited traffic 
generation from the site.  Therefore, staff would not anticipate the payment of system development 
charges or the dedication of any park land associated with this project.  

 
 

V. PUBLIC TESTIMONY  
Notice of this application and opportunity to provide comment was mailed to owners and 
residents of lots within 500 feet of the subject properties and to all applicable public agencies. 
All written testimony will be presented to the Planning Commission and there will be an 
opportunity for public testimony at the public hearing. As of the date of this packet, the city’s 
consulting city engineer indicated he had no comments, and a letter from Doug & Lindasue 
Spencer was submitted and is included in the record and packet of information provided to 
the Planning Commission. 
 

 
VI. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL  

Staff concludes that, with conditions, the application will meet the requirements for site and 
design review approval. All conditions of approval shall be depicted on final construction 
plans, as applicable; the city will not approve the building permit until all applicable conditions 
of approval are met. Staff has concluded the following conditions of approval:    
 

General  

1. Approval of this application is based on submitted application materials and public testimony. 
Approval is strictly limited to the submitted proposal and is not extended to any other 
development of the properties. Any modification of development plans not in conformance 
with the approval of application file #DR/CUP 14-02, including all conditions of approval, shall 
first require an approved modification in conformance with the relevant sections of this Canby 
Land Development and Planning Ordinance. Approval of this application is based on the 
following:  
a. Application forms, associated materials, narrative,  and 3.18.14 Cover Letter from Jim 

Jaggers  
b. Application Exhibits:  
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i. Exhibit A: Draft Lease Agreement dated 5.16.14 
ii. Exhibit B: RF Propagation Maps for site “POR Barlow”  

iii. Exhibit C: Drawings, numbered T-1—T-2,  C-1, A-1—A-6, L-1—L-2, S-1—S-2, E-1—E-
9, dated 8.7.13   

iv. Exhibit D: RF Engineer’s Compliance Report/Letter from David J. Pinion, P.E. dated 
1.28.14 

v. Exhibit E: TOWAIR Determination Results and letter from the Oregon Department of 
Aviation dated 2.19.14  

vi. Exhibit F: Photo Simulations  
vii. Exhibit G: RF Engineer’s Letter of Explanation/Letter from John Dassan, RF Engineer, 

dated 2.21.14 
c. Lithonia Lighting OLW Outdoor LED Wall Pack spec sheet  
d. Letter from Jim Jaggers dated 6.18.14 
e. Letter from Morrison Hershfield dated 6.2.14 
f. FCC Reference Radio Station Authorizations  
g. Tower Removal Bond dated 6.12.14 
h. Neighborhood meeting minutes and sign-in sheet  
i. Citizen Letter 
j. Other supporting materials submitted with the application   

2. The development shall comply with the standards of all applicable outside utility and 
regulatory agencies including:  

a. City of Canby Planning 
b. City of Canby Engineer  
c. Canby Public Works 
d. Canby Fire District 
e. Canby Utility 
f. Northwest Natural Gas 
g. Canby Telcom 
h. Wave Broadband 

3. The development shall comply with all applicable City of Canby Public Works Design 
Standards. 

4. The WTS facility shall receive FCC approval for its radio signal and as specified in FCC Rules 
1.1301-1.1319 prior to construction.  
 

Landscaping 

5. The applicant shall submit a revised site plan (landscape detail sheet) that clearly delineates 
the extent of the landscape buffer area, gravel surface to be retained, paved driveway and 
parking area, and grass area to be maintained. 

6. All landscaped areas shall be irrigated per 16.35.050(M) and 16.49.120(H); an irrigation outlet 
is required approximately every 150 feet of all plant materials to be maintained unless the 
Planning Commission accepts an alternative method to keep the plant material alive since 
water service was not otherwise planned to be extended to the site.  The written findings 
must state the accepted alternative to irrigation. 

7. The applicant shall submit a contract ready detail landscape plan prior to issuance of the 
building permit with species specific listing of the type, number, size and location where the 
plant materials are to be installed subject to approval by the Planning Director. 

8. The landscape buffer area shall be expanded along the north lease boundary from the street 
westward approximately ½ the lease boundary (25’) a minimum of 10’ in width to assure good 
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screening of the ground facilities from street view. 
9. All landscaping shall be installed and maintained per the standards of 16.49.080(F-P), 

16.49.100(A-C), and 16.49.090.  
 
Fence Screening Slats 

10. The screening slats within the fencing shall be of a color agreed to by the Planning 
Commission and shall be placed along the complete eastern and northern boundary of the 
lease area. 
 

Pave Parking and Drive 

11. The applicant shall provide an on-site paved driveway and approach meeting the minimum 12’ 
wide commercial standard for a minimum 20 feet behind the gated entrance which can also 
meet the required single on-site paved parking space standard. 

12. The applicant shall obtain a “street opening permit” for installation of the paved driveway 
approach from Canby Public Works Department. 
 

Procedural: Prior to issuance of building permit the following must be completed: 

13. The applicant shall apply for a City of Canby Site Plan Permit to initiate authorization of 
release of a building permit, pay all applicable development fees, and apply for a sediment 
and erosion control permit prior to construction.  

14. Prior to the issuance of City Site Plan permit approval, final construction plans must be 
approved by the city and applicable utility/service providers. The City of Canby may require a 
pre-construction conference to obtain final approval from applicable utility providers and city 
departments. This may include, but is not limited to, approval by:   

a. City of Canby Planning 
b. City of Canby Engineer 
c. Canby Public Works 
d. Canby Fire District 
e. Canby Utility 
f. Canby Telcom 
g. Wave Broadband 

15. Clackamas County Building Codes Division will provide structural, electrical, plumbing, and 
mechanical plan review and inspection for this project. Applicable building permits are 
required from Clackamas County prior to construction.  

 
VII. Decision 

Based on the application submitted and the facts, findings, and conclusions of this report, Staff 
recommends that the Planning Commission Approve Site and Design Review/Conditional Use 
Permit File #DR/CUP 14-02 pursuant to the Conditions of Approval presented in this Staff 
Report. 
 
Sample motion: I move to approve Site and Design Review/Conditional Use File #DR/CUP 14-02 
pursuant to the Conditions of Approval presented in this Staff Report. 
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COMPLIANCE WITH CITY OF CANBY DEVELOPMENT CODE 

Applicant: 
Applicant's Agent: 

Project: 
Address: 
Legal Description: 

Tax Account No.: 
Zoning: 

Property Owner: 

Date: 

Summary: 

POR Barlow 

Verizon Wireless, LLC 
Jim Jaggers 
Black Rock Consulting & Development, LLC 
9895 Montegrino Ct. 
Elk Grove, CA 95757 

916-213-8407 
jagslaw@gmail.com 

PORBARLOW 
505 N. Baker Drive 
Tax Lot 200, S32, T3S, R1E. 

31E32DC00200 
Light Industrial (M -1) 

Ronald Ward 

Ward Baker Properties, LLC 
505 N. Baker Drive 
Canby, OR 97103 

503-266-1986 
ron@ward-henshaw.com 

March 12, 2014 

MAR 21 REC'O 

Applicant proposes to construct a 100' monopole with 12- 8' panel antennas 
with tip of antennas at 104' height, ground equipment installed on a 22 'x3.5' 
concrete pad, with a 30 kW generator installed on a 10' x 5' concrete pad, all 
within a 50'x50' lease area surrounded by a secure fence with site to be 
unmanned. 

Page 1 March 12, 2014 
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Development Code Criteria: 

Chapter 16.08.120: Siting and Review Process (or Wireless Telecommunications Systems Facilities 

B. The siting and review process for WTS facilities is based on the type of facility (lattice, 
monopole, attached, stealth design or collocation) and its proposed location in a Preftrred Site 
(M-1 or M-2 zoning districts), Acceptable Site (C-2 or C-M zoning districts), or Conditionally 
Suitable Site (C-R, C-C or C-1 zoning districts). 

RESPONSE: The proposed facility will be located in an M -1 zoning district, a Preferred Site. 

C. The development review process for wireless telecommunications systems (WTS) facilities 
shall be as follows: 

3. Building and Electrical Permits, Site and Design Review (1 6. 49), and Conditional Use 
Permit (16.50): 

a. A detached WTSfacility (monopole), including equipment shelters, buildings and 
cabinets housing WTS land line switching/connection equipment, on a Preferred Site, within 
660 ftet from Highway 99 E or land either planned or zoned for residential use, and equal to 
or over 100 feet in height, including antennas. 

RESPONSE: The proposed facility is located within 660 feet ofland zoned for residential use, 
and will be 1 00' in height, 104' including antennas. Therefore it is subject to the Site and Design 
Review and Conditional Use Permit processes. Upon land use approval, application will be 
made for building and electrical permits. 

D. Standards for siting WTS facilities shall be as follows: 

1. Site and Design Review standards and criteria (section 16.4 9. 040) shall apply to all WTS 
facilities requiring Site and Design approval. 

RESPONSE: Compliance with these criteria is addressed below. 

2. Conditional Use Permit standards and criteria (section 16.50.010) shall apply to all WTS 
facilities requiring Conditional Use Permit approval. 

RESPONSE: Compliance with these criteria is addressed below. 

3. All WTS facilities shall observe minimum lot size, lot coverage, building height and building 
setback requirements of the underlying zoning district unless specifically exempted or otherwise 
regulated by this section. Undergroundfacilities may encroach upon required yards or may be 
placed in appropriate easements. 
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4. All detached WTS facilities shall be landscaped at the base of the towers/poles, and 
completely around the equipment shelters. The landscaping shall conform to the ODOT 
standards for plant size and spacing. 

RESPONSE: Compliance with these criteria for the M-1 district is addressed below. 

5. Lightingfor all WTSfacilities shall be as required by the FAA or recommended by ODOT 
Aeronautics Division. All other lighting must be deflected away from adjoining property. 

RESPONSE: There is no lighting proposed for the monopole. The equipment cabinets will 
have lighting directed downward over the cabinets. 

6. All detached WTS facilities shall be screened from the public right-of-way and abutting 
property by a security fence or wall at least 6 foet in height consisting of chain link fencing with 
vinyl slats, solid wood fencing, concrete masonry unit block, or brick. 

RESPONSE: The facility will be screened by a 6' chain link fence with vinyl slats. 

7. Attached WTS facilities shall be painted to match the color of the mechanical screen wall or 
building to which it is attached. 

RESPONSE: The facility is not "attached". 

8. Equipment shelters, buildings and cabinets housing radio electronics equipment shall be 
concealed, camouflaged or placed underground. 

RESPONSE: The equipment cabinets will be concealed by the 6' chain link fence with vinyl 
slats. 

9. Any WTS facility sited on or designed with any of the following attributes shall first receive 
FCC approval, as specified in FCC Rules 1.1301 -1.1319, as a condition of city approval prior 
to construction; Wilderness Area; Wildlife Preserve; Endangered Species; Historical Site; 
Indian Religious Site; Flood Plain; Wetlands; High Intensity White lights in residential 
neighborhoods; Excessive radio frequency radiation exposure. 

RESPONSE: The proposed facility is not being sited on, nor designed with any of the indicated 
attributes. 

E. Application requirements for WTS facilities shall be as follows: 

1. WTS providers whose proposals coriforms with the provisions of subsection (C)(1) of this 
section (16. 08.120) shall submit the following iriformation with the application for permits: 

a. A copy of that portion of the lease agreement (or lease memo) with the property owner, 
facility removal within 90 days of the abandonment and a bond to guarantee removal shall be 
submitted for review prior to development permit approval. 
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RESPONSE: See Exhibit A - LEASE. 

b. A map of the city showing the approximate geographic limits of the cell to be created by the 
facility. This map shall include the same information for all other facilities owned or operated 
by the applicant within the city, or extending within the city from a distant location, and any 
existing detached WTS facilities of another provider within 1, 000 feet of the proposed site. 

RESPONSE: Verizon has one existing site in the city of Canby )POR Canby), and two existing 
sites in the near vicinity (POR Wilsonville, POR Aurora). The proposed site will be located so 
as to connect with these three sites. See Exhibit B - 1 Area of Cell Capacity Issue. 

c. A plot plan showing: 
i. The lease area; 
ii. Antenna structure; 
iii. Height above grade and setback from property lines; 
iv. Equipment shelters and setback from property lines; 
v. Access; 
vi. Connection point with land line system; and 
vii. All landscape areas associated with the WTS facility. 

RESPONSE: See Exhibit C- ZONING DRAWINGS. 

d. Anticipated capacity of the WTS facility (including number and types of antennas which can 
be accommodated). 

RESPONSE: See Exhibit C- ZONING DRAWINGS. 

e. The method(s) of stealth design (where applicable). 

RESPONSE: The proposed facility is located in an industrial zone, with no surrounding 
significant vegetation to complement or conceal. Therefore, no stealth design is proposed. 

f An engineer's statement that the radio frequency emissions at grade, or at the nearest 
habitable space when attached to an existing structure comply with FCC rules for such 
emissions; the cumulative radio frequency emissions if collocated. 

RESPONSE: See Exhibit D- RF ENGINEER'S COMPLIANCE REPORT (NIER). 

g. The radio frequency range in megahertz and the wattage output of the equipment. 

RESPONSE: See Exhibit D- RF ENGINEER'S COMPLIANCE REPORT (NIER). 

h. A description of the type of service offored (voice, data, video, etc.) and the consumer 
receiving equipment. 

RESPONSE: See Exhibit D- RF ENGINEER'S COMPLIANCE REPORT (NIER). 
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i. Identification of the provider and backhaul provider, if different. 

RESPONSE: See Exhibit D- RF ENGINEER'S COMPLIANCE REPORT (NIER). 

j. A facilities maintenance regimen. 

RESPONSE: The facility will be visited once per month by a V erizon Equipment technician for 
system maintenance. The technician is responsible for removing any incidental trash or debris 
from the compound, and reports on the status to the facilities maintenance department. Any 
additional actions required (graffiti removal, weed removal, etc.) is then addressed. 

k The zoning and comprehensive plan designation of the proposed site. 

RESPONSE: The proposed facility is located in a Light Industrial (M-1) Zoning District, with a 
Comprehensive Plan Designation of Industrial. 

l. The FAA determination. 

RESPONSE: A TOW AIR analysis was performed, with a determination of no hazard and 
therefore no requirement for an FAA study. See Exhibit E- TOW AIR. 

m. The distance from the nearest WTS facility. 

RESPONSE: The closest tower is owned by Day Communications and is 0.91 miles distant, 
located at the east end of S. Cass Rd. 

2. WTS providers whose proposals conforms with the provisions of subsection (C)(2) and (C)(3) 
of this section (1 6. 08.120) shall submit, in addition to the requirements 
of 16.49.035 and/or 16.50.020 of the Land Development and Planning Ordinance, the 
following additional information: 

a. Items in section (E) above. 

RESPONSE: Submitted and addressed above. 

b. Alternatives for locating/relocating support structures within 250 feet of the proposed site. 

RESPONSE: There are several industrial buildings in the vicinity of the proposed facility, with 
heights of 30' -40', which is insufficient to achieve the required coverage. 

c. Photo simulations of the proposed WTS facility from the four cardinal compass points and/or 
abutting right-ofway, whichever provides the most accurate representation of the proposed 
facility from a variety of vantage points. 

RESPONSE: See Exhibit G- PHOTO SIMULATIONS. 
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d An engineer's statement demonstrating the reasons why the WTS facility must be located at 
the proposed site (service demands, topography, dropped coverage, etc.). 

RESPONSE: See Exhibit H -RF ENGINEER'S JUSTIFICATION LETTER. 

e. An engineer's statement demonstrating the reasons why the WTS facility must be constructed 
at the proposed height. 

RESPONSE: See Exhibit H -RF ENGINEER'S JUSTIFICATION LETTER. 

f Verification of good faith efforts made to locate or design the proposed WTS facility to 
qualifY for a less rigorous approval process (building permit and/or building permit and site and 
design review approval). 

RESPONSE: See Exhibit H -RF ENGINEER'S JUSTIFICATION LETTER. 

Chapter 16.32: M-1 Light Industrial Zone 

16.32.020 Conditional uses. 
Conditional uses in the M-1 zone shall be as follows: 

E. Detached WTS facilities (monopole), equal to or over 100 feet in height and less 
than 660 feet from the nearest land zoned or planned for residential use or Highway 
99E (see 16.08.120). 

RESPONSE: The proposed monopole will be at 100' in height, 1 04' top of antennas. It will 
also be less than 660 feet from the nearest land zoned for residential use. Therefore, it is 
permissible as a Conditional Use. 

Chapter 16.43: Outdoor Lighting Standards 

RESPONSE: While the applicant acknowledges that the proposed facility is subject to these 
standards, the reality is that the tower itself will not be lighted. There will be lighting installed 
over the equipment cabinets, and will be directed downwards to provide illumination to 
technicians working on the cabinets at night. But these are usually single source lighting ofthe 
60 watt variety. This lighting will meet the standards established by this code section, 

Chapter 16.46: Access limitations 

RESPONSE: The current use has an existing access gate onto N. Baker Drive approximately 
10' north ofthe proposed north lease line. The applicant is proposing to close that access and 
create a new access onto N. Baker Drive midway along the east lease line. 
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Chapter 16.49: Site and Design Review 

16.49.035 Applicationfor Site and Design Review 

B. All other projects subject to site and design review approval pursuant to Section 16.49.030 
are subject to the Type III procedural requirements set forth in Chapter 16.89. The applicant 
shall submit a Type III application for approval pursuant to the approval criteria set forth in 
16.49.040. 

16.49.040 Criteria and standards. 

A. In review of a Type III Site and Design Review Application, the Board shall, in exercising or 
performing its powers, duties or functions, determine whether there is compliance with the 
following: 

1. The proposed site development, including the site plan, architecture, landscaping and graphic 
design, is in confo~mance with the standards of this and other applicable city ordinances insofar 
as the location, height and appearance of the proposed development are involved; and 

RESPONSE: The proposed facility is a wireless communications facility consisting of a 
monopole and equipment cabinets. The monopole is the preferred design structure for such a 
proposal. The location is in the Ml zoning district, a preferred site. The height is the minimum 
height necessary to achieve the carrier's objective. 

2. The proposed design of the development is compatible with the design of other developments 
in the same general vicinity; and 

RESPONSE: Other wireless communications facilities in the vicinity are either a lattice or 
monopole structure. 

3. The location, design, size, color and materials of the exterior of all structures and signs are 
compatible with the proposed development and appropriate to the design character of other 
structures in the same vicinity. 

RESPONSE: The proposed facility is located to minimize the impact and usefulness of the 
existing property for light industrial use. The monopole design and screened lease compound are 
compatible with the sheet metal structures on and around the property. 

4. The proposed development incorporates the use of LID best management practices whenever 
feasible based on site and soil conditions. LID best management practices include, but are not 
limited to, minimizing impervious surfaces, designing on-site LID stormwater management 
facilities, and retaining native vegetation. 
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RESPONSE: The proposed facility is located on land that has already been developed and used 
for light industrial purposes. The compound will be graveled and storm water runoff will be 
filtered through the gravel and into the ground. No existing vegetation is to be removed. 

5. The Board shall, in making its determination of compliance with this Ordinance, shall use the 
matrix in Table 16.49.040 to determine compatibility unless this matrix is superseded by another 
matrix applicable to a specific zone or zones under this title. An application is considered to be 
compatible with the standards ofTable 16.49.040 if the following conditions are met: 

a. The development accumulates a minimum of60 percent of the total possible number of points 
from the list of design criteria in Table 16.49. 040; and 

b. At least 10 percent of the points used to comply with (a) above must be from the list of LID 
Elements in Table 16.49.040. (Ord 1338, 2010). 

RESPONSE: The applicant reviewed the proposed facility in accordance with the chart, and 
fmds that it does not adequately address or accommodate a wireless communications facility. 
The table is designed to address a new commercial or industrial development on a vacant parcel, 
or the addition to such existing development. But it reviews items that are not a part of a 
wireless communications facility or design characteristics that are not suitable for such. Included 
below is the Table 16.49.040 Site Design Review Menu, with possible points circled where it 
seems applicable and comments as to overall applicability. 

Screening of parking 
and/or loading facilities Not screened 

from public right-of-way 

Parking lot lighting 

provided 

Parking location 

building is best) 

Number of parking 
spaces provided (% of 

minimum required) 

PORBarlow 

There is no "Parking Lot" and lighting for such is NOT APPLICABLE 

Side Behind 

>120% 101-120% 

Page 8 

compound, and thus screened 

Parking will be inside the 
compound 

Per Table 16.10.050, minimum 
parking required is I space I 
site. Parking for one vehicle 
will be inside the compound. 

March 12, 2014 
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fence, masonry wall or 
landscaping. 

Trash storage is located 

away from adjacent 

property lines. 

Utility equipment, 

including rooftop 
equipment, is screened 

from view. 

nearest intersection. 

Pedestrian walkways 

from public 
street/sidewalks to 

building entrances. 

Pedestrian walkways 

from parking lot to 

building entrance. 

retained 

Replacement of trees 

removed 

POR Barlow 

No 

0- 10 feet from 
adjacent 

property 

Not screened 

S.70 feet 

11 -25 feet 
from adjacent 

property 

Partially 
screened 

facility, but if it were, it would 
be screened. 

No trash storage needed for the 
facility, so it is by default 
located away from adjacent 
property lines. 

Utility cabinets will be inside 
the compound and thus 

nearest intersection 

There are no buildings that are intended to have public access associated with this type 
of installation. So this standard is not applicable. 

There are no buildings that are intended to have public access associated with this type of 
installation. So this standard is not applicable. 

There are no trees existing in the proposed lease area, so this section is Not Applicable. 
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Dimensional size of sign 

(% of maximum 

permitted) 

Similarity of sign color 

to building color 

Pole sign used 

Style (similar to 

surroundings) 

Color (subdued and 

similar to surroundings 

is better) 

Material (concrete, wood 

and brick are best) 

Size of building (smaller 

is better) 

Provision of public art 

(i.e. murals, statues, 

fountains, decorative 

bike racks, etc.) 

Number of non-required 

trees provided 

Amount of grass (less 

grass is better)(% of 

total landscaped area) 

PORBarlow 

>75% 

Not similar 

Yes 

The facility is a monopole and outdoor equipment, so none of these standards are 
applicable. 

>50% 
<25% 

Page 10 

There are no trees required for a 
facility of this type. 15% of a 
2,500 s.f. lease area is 375 s.f. 
The provision of I tree would 
meet this standard. 

The landscape will be 
comprised of grass, bark dust, 
gravel, low lying plants and 
trees_ 
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The 
compound 

<10% 10-50% will be gravel, 

paved area) which is a 
pervious 
surface. 

N/A 

Provision of park or 
open space area 

All 
landscaping 

Use of drought tolerant 
<25% drought 

25-50% 51-75% species will 
species in landscaping drought drought be drought 

(%of total plants) 
tolerant 

tolerant tolerant tolerant 

Provision of additional 

interior parking lot N/A 

landscaping (% of 
minimum required) 

Provision of an eco-roof 
or rooftop garden (% of N/A 

total roof area) 

Parking integrated N/A 
within building footprint 

(below-grade, structured 

parking, or tuck-under 
parking)(% of total on-

site parking) 

Disconnecting 

downspouts from city N/A 

stormwater facilities 

Shared parking with 
adjacent uses or public N/A 

parking structure (% of 

total required parking 

spaces) 

Provision of rain 
gardens/bioretention N/A 
areas for stormwater 
runoff(% of total 

landscaped area) 

Total Possible Points = 71, 60%=42.6 points, 10%=7.1 points 
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Based upon the applicability of the standards identified above, the Total Possible Points for a Wireless 
Communications Facility would be 29. 

Total Points Earned: 25 (86%) (17.4 points required for 60%) 

Total LID Points Earned: -'8"----- (2.9 required for 10%) 

Chapter 16.50: Conditional Use Permit 

16.50. OJ 0 Authorization to grant or deny conditional uses. 
A conditional use listed in this title shall be permitted, altered, or denied in accordance with the 
standards and procedures of this chapter. In the case of a use existing prior to the effective date of the 
ordinance codified in this title as a conditional use, a change in the use, or reduction in lot area, or an 
alteration of the structure, shall require the prior issuance of a conditional use permit. In judging 
whether or not a 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 met, 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; 

RESPONSE: The City of Canby adopted specific regulations for Wireless Telecommunications 
Systems Facilities. This proposal is in compliance with those regulations and thus consistent with 
the policies of the Comprehensive Plan, Title 16, and other applicable policies. 

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

RESPONSE: The proposed facility will be located on a property zoned M-1, a "preferred site", 
which is currently an industrial gravel storage yard. The ground is flat, with no vegetation. 

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

RESPONSE: The proposed facility only requires electricity and telephone connection, both of 
which are available. 

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. 

RESPONSE: The proposed facility is located on the subject property to minimize the impact on 
the existing and future use of the property for industrial purposes. It will not impact adjacent 
properties or their ability to develop as industrial. 
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June 18, 2014 

Angie Lehnert 
Associate Planner 
111 NW 2nd Avenue 
Canby, OR 97013 

RE: Design Review f Condition Use Application Incomplete Responses 

The following are responses to the letter dated April18, 2014 requesting additional 
information: 

1. Site plan that includes adjacent streets and sidewalks, property lines, setbacks, 
screening/fencing, existing and proposed structures, parking spaces and 
dimension, paved and gravel surfaces, existing and proposed 
accesses/driveways, and the information required in 16.08.120{E){1){c). 

Response: Please see C-1 of the enclosed drawings. 

2. Lighting plan showing conformance with table 16.43.070 and the height 
limitations of 16.42.080. 

Response: Please see attached response from Morrison Hershfield. 

3. Stormwater drainage plan andjor statement on how stormwater is disposed. 

Response: Please see C-1 of the enclosed drawings. 

4. Sign plan, including property lines, setbacks, elevations, size and mounting 
details of all existing signs and all proposed signs on the site. 

Response: Please see C-1 & A-5 of the enclosed drawings. 

5. Statement regarding any further information required in 16.08.120{D){9). 

Response: Please see attached reference copies of the FCC licenses for the 
various services Verizon will be providing for this site. 

6. Lease agreement with the information required in 16.08.120{E){1){a). 

Response: Please see the attached Bond and Section 14 REMOVAL AT END OF 
TERM with required removal agreement. 
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7. Map andjor a statement addressing the information required in 
16.08.120[E)(1)(b); this map needs to show all Canby Verizon Facilities and 
any existing WTS facilities of another provider within 1,000 feet of the site. 

Response: Please see attached propagation maps with all Verizon facilities 
located within the City of Canby and includes sites that extend within the city 
from a distant location(Exhibit 2). Verizon only has (1) facility located in the 
City of Canby (site named "Canby HD" on exhibit 2 and 5 of propagation 
maps. There are no other existing WTS facilities of another provider within 
1,000 feet of this site. 

8. Statement of anticipated capacity of the WTS facility per 16.08.120[E) (1) (d). 

Response: The proposed tower is anticipated to allow for the collocation of 
(3) carriers, with (12) panel antennas per carrier for a total of (36) panel 
antennas. 

9. Statement specifying the information requested in 16.08.120(E)[2)(f). 

Response: The nearest wireless facility from the proposed location is located 
at 24526 S. Highway 99E (APN: 41E05BC04801). This property was rejected 
for being too far from the coverage objective area. There were no other 
existing facilities to collocate on within the existing coverage area that would 
allow for a less rigorous approval process. Existing industrial buildings 
structures were ruled out for not having the needed height necessary to meet 
the coverage objective. This is an industrial area surrounded by residential 
uses, we have made the best effort to locate in an area that is industrial and 
will have the least impact on residentially zoned properties. 

10. Landscaping plan addressing the standards of16.49.070-100. 

Response: Please see L-1 & L-2 of the enclosed drawings. 

11. Statement addressing the landscaping standards of 16.49.070-100. 

Response: Please see L-1 & L-2 of the enclosed drawings. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or need further 
information. 

Thank you, 

Jim Jaggers 
Black Rock Consulting 
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