
NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING
CITY OF ALBANY

CITY COUNCIL
Council Chambers

333 Broadalbin Street SW
Wednesday, November 12, 2008

7:15 p.m.

AGENDA

OUR MISSION IS

"Providing quality public services
for a better Albany community. ,.

OUR VISION IS

"A vital and diversified community
thatpromotes a high qualityoflife,

great neighborhoods. balanced
economicgrowth,and qualitypublic

services. "

Rules ofConduct for Public Hearing

1. No person shall be disorderly, abusive, or disruptive of
the orderly conduct of the hearing.

2. Persons shall not testify without first receiving
recognition from the presiding officer and stating their
full name and residence address.

3. No person shall present irrelevant, immaterial, or
repetitious testimony or evidence.

4. There shall be no audience demonstrations such as
applause, cheering, display of signs, or other conduct
disruptive of the hearing.a. Communication

I) Accepting resignation from Gordy Gamet from the Parks
& Recreation Commission. [page I]

Action: _

SCHEDULED BUSINESS

ROLLCALL

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO TIIE FLAG

CALL TO ORDER1.

4.

2.

3.

b. Quasi-Judicial Public Hearing
1) SD-07-07 and SP-19-07, Fabian Estates Subdivision Tentative Plat and tree felling. [pages 2-228]
Action: _

c. Final Decision
1) SP-12-08 andAD-01-08, Oregon Acquisition One LLC (SmartCentres) Shopping Center. [Pages 229-299]
Action: _

d. Business from the Public

e. First Reading of Ordinances
1) Levying assessments against property specifically benefited by sewer and water connections and the

assessment of sewer, water, parks and transportation system development charges for property described as
Tax Lot 400, Parcel IIS-03W-08CC, and site address 1910 Geary Street SE; and declaring an emergency.
[Pages 300-302]

Action: ORD. NO.---:----:-:-:c::::--
2) Amending AMC Chapter 13.21 concerning parking regulations and declaring an emergency. [Pages 303-307]
Action: ORD. NO. _

RES. NO. _

RES. NO.--,---,-:-__
[pages 317-320]
RES. NO. _

f. Adoption of Resolutions
1) Approving an extended property tax abatement agreement between the City of Albany, a cosponsor of the

South Santiam Enterprise Zone, and Entek Membranes, LLC. [Pages 308-312]

Action: =-:-:--___::::-c;:-c-----;-c--c-.,--,-,---c-_:_;:=-;;--.,--,-----;--;-:~-=-___:_:_;:_::_:=
2) Establishing a 50-foot parking restriction at 1290 Industrial Way. [Pages 313-316]

Action: =~--____c,___---:-c--___,__=,___--___,_c---,_______c___,__:::_-__=:_:___=_c:_
3) Establishing a parking restriction on 36th Avenue adjacent to South Albany High School.
Action: _



RES. NO. _
RES. NO. _
RES. NO. _
RES. NO. _
RES. NO. _
RES. NO. _

Albany City Council
Page 2 of2
November 12, 2008

f. Adoption ofResolutions continued
4) Ratifying the sale of City-owned property at 38159 Scravel Hill Road and accepting the following easements

and ratifying the warranty deed. [Pages 321-350]
Action (Conservation easement): _
Action (Construction easement): _----: _
Action (Access/maintenance easement): _
Action (Access/maintenance easement): _
Action (Noise easement): _
Action (Warranty deed): _

g. Adoption of Consent Calendar
I) Approval ofMinutes

a) October 8, 2008, City Council Meeting [Pages 351-361]
b) October 22, 2008, City Council Meeting [Pages 362-366]

2) Authorizing the City Manager to sign a lease agreement with the District 4 Council of Governments for usage
of the Albany Senior Center for the Senior Meals program. [pages 367-375]

3) Approving a liquor license for Mexico Lindo II, 637 Hickory Street, Suite 130. [page 376]
4) Accepting a public sewer line easement from P & F Geary Square, LLC. [Pages 377-382] RES. NO. _

Action: _

h. Award ofBid
I) WL-09-01, Eighth Avenue Water Line Replacement. [pages 383-386]
Action: _

1. Personnel Request
I) Approving salary grade increase for Nonbargaining (Confidential) Administrative Assistant I. [Page 387]
Action:---------------------------------

j. Reports
I) Receiving Parks & Recreation 2008 Summer & Event Statistics Report. [Pages 388-396]
Action:

---;--;---=--:---=-cc:---c=--=-----=--=-c---=--=-:-=--=-=-:=-=-:=-=-:c=---c=---:c::-:::-::c::-=--
2) Receiving Code Enforcement Team First Quarter Report for Fiscal Year 2008-2009. [Pages 397-398]
Action: _

5. BUSINESS FROM THE COUNCIL

6. RECESS TO EXECUTIVE SESSION TO DISCUSS CURRENT LITIGATION OR LITIGATION LIKELY TO BE
FILED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ORS 192.660 (2)(h)

7. RECONVENE

8. NEXT MEETING DATE: Regular Session Monday, November 24, 2008

9. ADJOURNMENT

City ofAlbany Web site: wlVw.citvo(alballV.J1et

The location ofthe meeting/hearingis accessibleto thedisab!e4~lf)'oulleed special accommodationsto attend.or.participate, pleay,ellotifjl
theHumanResources Department in advance by calling (5fl}!;17-7500.



Hyde, Laura

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hodney, Ed
Monday, October 27,20089:18 AM
Hyde, Laura
Hayes, Tarl
FW: Resignation from Parks Commission

Finally received the attached from Gordy Gamet. Please let the Mayor know. I'll work on possible replacement
candidates for him.

From: Gamet,Gordon,ALBANY,VetSales [mailto:gordon.gamet@purina.nestle.com]
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2008 9:13 AM
To: Hodney, Ed
Subject: Resignation from Parks Commission

Dear Ed,
I am writing to inform you of my resignation from the Albany Parks & Recreation Commission
effective immediately. I regret having to do this, but with my work travel schedule it has become very
difficult for me to make to meetings. I have enjoyed my time on the commission and if you need any
help on a special project or something else I would be glad to try and help out.

Sincerely,
Gordon (Gordy) Gamet

1
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cA/jj;ihii. _:;M
TO:

VIA:

FROM:

DATE:

Albany City Council

Wes Hare, City Manager
Greg Byrne, Community Development Dir ct r

Don Donovan, Planning Manager~.

November 5, 2008, for the November 12,2008, City Council Meeting

SUBJECT: Files SD-07-07 and SP-19-07
Fabian Estates Subdivision Tentative Plat and Tree Felling

Action Requested:

Hold a public hearing on the issues raised in the LUBA remand of the City Council decision to
approve the Fabian Estates Subdivision Tentative Plat and tree felling.

Discussion:

On December 12,2007, the City Council approved a Subdivision Tentative Plat application and a
Site Plan Review for Tree Felling application for Fabian Estates subdivision. Fabian Estates
subdivision would be located on property on the south side of Maier Lane, east of Skyline Drive
in North Albany. The subdivision would divide a 4.52-acre parcel of land into 11 residential
single-family lots. A total of 129 trees larger than 8 inches in diameter would be removed to
construct the subdivision; 208 trees larger than 8 inches in diameter would remain.

The approval was appealed to the state Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA). LUBA remanded
the decision back to the City to more fully explain parts ofthe approval.

Essentially, the LUBA remand: 1) requires more information about access for the adjoining
property to the east; 2) requires the applicant to submit a storm drainage plan; and 3) requires the
City to respond to the appellant's contention that a Comprehensive Plan Implementation Method
applies to the subdivision review. The staff report attached to this memo addresses each of these
requirements.

LUBA found that the rest of the City's decision was consistent with the requirements for review
of the subdivision and tree felling applications. No further review of the tree felling is required.
Testimony at the public hearing will be limited to the three issues identified by LUBA in the
remand.

Testimony is limited to the following three questions:

1. Is the 40-foot-wide access easement extension provided by the subdivision to the
properties to the east consistent with the Albany Development Code (ADC) 12.150
requirement for a "street" extension, and does this easement satisfy the ADC 11.180(2)
requirement that the required access to adjoining developable land allow that land to be
developed in accordance with the ADC or is another form of access required?

The staff report finds that the 40-foot-wide easement does not meet the ADC 12.150
requirement for a street extension, so the requirement in ADC 11.180(2) for access to the
adjoining property will not be met unless a public street right-of-way is dedicated.
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City Council Memo
Page 2
November 5, 2008

Dedication of a right-of-way meets the definition of "street" in the ADC. The applicant
has agreed to dedicate the right-of-way.

The street would not have to actually be built with the subdivision. It could be built later
if the property to the east is ever divided to create another parcel that would need access
to the public street that will be built in the Fabian Estates subdivision. (The street would
be only about 32 feet long.)

2. Have the requirements of ADC 12.530 been met?

ADC 12.530 requires the applicant to submit a storm drainage plan. The applicant did
submit a storm drainage plan with the original application, but the City Council required
in a condition of approval that the applicant change the plan. This did not meet the
requirement that the applicant submit a plan that shows what would be built. The
applicant has now submitted a storm drainage plan that includes the requirements
imposed in the condition. The City Engineer has reviewed the plan and approved it as
required by ADC 12.530.

3. Does Albany Comprehensive Plan Goal 7, Implementation Measure 10, require the
applicant to increase minimum lot sizes in the subdivision because the slopes on the
subject property exceed 25 percent?

The staff report explains that Comprehensive Plan Implementation Methods are not
review criteria for subdivisions.

The exhibits attached to the staff report include 13 pages of utility plans (Exhibit D). These plans
are the storm drainage plan required by ADC 12.530. The plans also show proposed sewer and
water lines. The sewer and water line plans are included just to demonstrate that there will not be
conflicts between the location and grade of these lines with the proposed storm drainage system.
We are not reviewing the sewer and water plans as part of the LUBA remand.

On the day after this memo and staff report were delivered to the City Manager's office to be
included in the City Council agenda packet, the applicant submitted a letter to the City Council
that summarizes the applicant's position on the three issues listed above. Staff has not had time
to review the additional/substitute condition they propose, nor have we had time to consider the
legal arguments they offer. We were able to include the letter in the agenda packet at the last
minute so that the Council will have it in advance of the scheduled public hearing. The letter is
located after the staff report in the agenda packet.

Ifyou have questions before the hearing, please let me know.

Budget Impact:

None.

U;\Coml1lllllity DevelopmelltlPlmmillglCurrentU007\07sd07\lubaremQlldl07sdOlccm.dddoc.r:
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Community Development Department
333 BroadalbinStreet SW, P.O. Box 490 Phone: (541) 917-7550 Facsimile:(541) 917-7598
Alhany, OR 97321 www.cityofalbany.net

STAFF REPORT
Subdivision Tentative Plat/Site Plan Review - LUBA Remand

HEARING BODY

HEARING DATE

HEARING TIME

HEARING LOCATION

GENERAL INFORMATION

DATE OF REPORT:

FILES:

TYPE OF APPLICATIONS:

REVIEW BODY:

PROPERTY OWNER!
APPLICANT:

APPLICANT REPS:

ADDRESSILOCATION:

MAPITAX LOT:

ZONING:

TOTAL LAND AREA:

EXISTING LAND USE:

NEIGHBORHOOD:

SURROUNDING ZONING:

ALBANY CITY COUNCIL

Wednesday, November 12,2008

7:15 p.m.

Council Chambers, Albany City Hall, 333 Broadalbin Street SW

November 5, 2008

SO-07-07 and SP-19-07

1) SO-07-07: Subdivision Tentative Plat that would divide a 4.52
acre parcel ofland into 11 residential single-family lots (Fabian
Estates).

2) SP-19-07: Site Plan Review to remove 129 trees to construct the
subdivision. There are 337 trees larger than 8 inches in diameter
on the property. Of the 337 trees, 208 trees would be saved.

City Council

Frank Fabian; PO Box 1482; Albany, OR 97321

Dan Watson; K&D Engineering, Inc.; P.O. Box 725; Albany, OR
97321

Joel Kalberer; Weatherford Thompson, et al Attorneys; 130 1st
Avenue SW; Albany, OR 97321

No addresses yet. South side ofMaier Lane NW, east of Skyline
DriveNW.

Benton County Assessor's Map No. IOS-4W-36CC; Tax Lot 3300

RS-I0 (Residential Single Family)

4.52 acres

Vacant land

North Albany

North: RS-I0 (Residential Single Family)
South: RS- I0
East: RS-I0
West: RS-I0

StaffReportlSD-07-07/SP-19-07, Page 1
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SURROUNDING USES:

PRIOR HISTORY:

NOTICE INFORMATION

North: Single-family houses
South: Single-family houses
East: Single-family houses
West: Single-family houses

No other land use applications for this property have been reviewed
by the Planning Division.

A Notice ofPublic Hearing was mailed to surrounding property owners on October 23,2008. The site was posted
on October 27, 2008, with signs that advertise the public hearing, in accordance with Albany Development code
Section 1.410. At the time tills staff report was fmished on November 5, 2008, the Albany Planning Division had
not received written comments from any of the property owners who were mailed notice.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

APPROVAL with CONDITIONS:

I) SD-07-07: Subdivision Tentative Plat that would divide a 4.52-acre parcel of land into 11 residential single
family lots (Fabian Estates); and

2) File SP-19-07: Site Plan Review to remove 129 trees to construct the subdivision.

The proposed conditions of approval are listed in the original staff report for these applications dated November
7,2007 (adopted by the City Council on December 12,2007) and in tills staff report.

·Staff ReporVSD-07-07/SP-19-07, Page 2
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CITY COUNCIL DECISION

[Note to City Council: Choose the motion below that corresponds to the City Council decision.]

MOTION TO APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS

If the findings in the staff report adequately address the testimony presented at the public
hearing, the City Council may approve the application based on the findings and conclusions of
the staffreport.

I MOVE that the City Council APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS the Subdivision Tentative Plat application for
Fabian Estates Subdivision (File SD-07-07). This motion is based on the findings and conclusions of the staff
report and testimony presented at the public hearing.

OR
MOTION TO APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS AS MODIFIED

If the findings in the staff report are adequate, but information presented at the public hearing
leads the City Council to conclude that additional condition(s) are necessaryfor the application
to meet the review criteria, the City Council may include new conditions and approve the
application.

I MOVE that the City Council APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS AS MODIFIED the Subdivision Tentative Plat
application for Fabian Estates Subdivision (File SD-07-07). The modifications are ([SPECIFY
MODIF1CAITONSJ). This motion is based on the findings and conclusions of the staff report and testimony
presented at the public hearing.

OR

MOTION TO GRANT TENTATNE APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS

Ifnew information is presented at the public hearing, and the City Council wishes staffto prepare
additional findings that address the information, the City Council may grant tentative approval
and direct staffto prepare additionalfindings. At the next meeting, the City Council would review
the additional findings, and if they are satisfactory, approve the application based on the stqff
report, the new information, and the additionalfindings.

I MOVE that the City Council grant TENTATIVE APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS the Subdivision Tentative
Plat application for Fabian Estates Subdivision (File SD-07-07). I also MOVE that the City Council direct staff to
prepare additional findings that address the new information presented at the public hearing for consideration at
the next meeting.

OR

MOTION TO DENY

If the City Council finds that the applicant has not provided sufficient evidence to demonstrate
that the review criteria have been met, or if they find the applicant has presented incorrect
information, the City Council may deny the application.

I MOVE that the City Council DENY the Subdivision Tentative Plat application for Fabian Estates Subdivision
File SD-07-07). I also MOVE that the City Council direct staff to prepare fmdings to support denial based on the
testimony presented at the public hearing and to present these findings for consideration at the next meeting.

Staff ReportlSD-07-07/SP-19-07, Page 3
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APPEALS

Within five days of the City Council's final decision on this application, the Community Development Director
will provide written notice of the decision to the applicant and any other parties entitled to notice.

The City's decision may be appealed to the Oregon Land Use Board ofAppeals (LUBA) if a person with standing
files a Notice of Intent to Appeal not later than 21 days after the Director's notice of decision is mailed [ADC
1.330(5)(a)].

Staff Repor1!SD-07-07/SP-19-07,Page 4
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STAFF ANALYSIS
Subdivision File SD-07-07

Background

On December 12, 2007, the City Council approved a Subdivision Tentative Plat application and a Site Plan
Review for Tree Felling application for Fabian Estates subdivision. Fabian Estates subdivision would be located
on property on the south side ofMaier Lane, east of Skyline Drive in North Albany. The subdivision would divide
a 4.52-acre parcel of land into 11 residential single-family lots. A total of 129 trees larger than 8 inches in
diameter on the property now would be removed to construct the subdivision; 208 trees larger than 8 inches in
diameter would remain.

The approval was appealed to the state Land Use Board ofAppeals (LUBA). LUBA remanded the decision back
to the city to more fully explain parts of the approval.

Essentially, LUBA remand requires: I) more information about access for the adjoining property to the east; 2)
the applicant to submit a storm drainage plan; and 3) the City to respond to the appellant's contention that a
Comprehensive Plan Implementation Method applies to the subdivision review.

LUBA found that the rest of the City's decision was consistent with the requirements for review of the
subdivision and tree felling applications. No further review of the tree felling is required. Staff review, testimony
at the public hearing, and the City Council decision will be limited to the following three issues identified in the
LUBA remand.

1. Is the 40-foot-wide access easement extension provided by the subdivision to the properties to the east
consistent with the Albany Development Code (ADC) 12.150 requirement for a "street" extension, and
does this easement satisfy the ADC 1I .180(2) requirement that the required access to adjoining
developable land allow that land to be developed in accordance with the ADC or is another form ofaccess
required? '

2. Have the requirements of ADC 12.530 been met? (ADC 12.530 requires the applicant to submit a storm
drainage plan.)

3. Does Albany Comprehensive Plan Goal 7, Implementation Measure 10, require the applicant to increase
minimum lot sizes in the subdivision because the slopes on the subject property exceed 25 percent?

This staff report addresses each of the three issues. The Albany Development Code Review Criteria to which
each of the questions relates is listed above each of the questions.

The staff report is written in response to LUBA statements, questions, and conclusions. Legal language used in
the LUBA opinion identifies the parties who appealed the decision as "Petitioner," and the attorney who defended
the decision at LUBA on behalf of the applicant as "Intervenor." Those terms are used occasionally in the text
below.

The applicants submitted an Urban Conversion Plan (Exhibit B), utility plans (Exhibit D), a drawing that shows a
turnaround (Exhibit E), a Storm Drainage and Detention Study (Exhibit F), and a Water Quality Report (Exhibit
G) in response to the LUBA remand. All of these documents are attached to the staff report as Exhibits.

Review Criteria and Ouestions

(2) Adjoining land can be developed or is provided access that will allow its development in accordance
with this Code.

StaffReport/SD-07-07/SP-19-07, Page 5
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Is the 40-foot-wide access easement extension provided by the subdivision to the properties to the east
consistent with the Albany Development Code (ADC) 12.150 requirement for a "street" extension, and
does this easement satisfy the ADC 11.180(2) requirement that the required access to adjoining
developable land allow that land to be developed in accordance with the ADC or is another form of access
required?

FINDINGS OF FACT

2.1 ADC Article 22 does not have a definition of "adjoining." Webster's Dictionary (Tenth Edition) defines
"adjoin" as "to lie next to or in contactwith."

2.2 As noted in the decision that was remanded:

2.2.1 This review criterion has been interpreted by the City Council to require only that adjoining land
either have access, or be provided access, to public streets. [LUBA 95-256, Fechtig v. City of
Albany, Record page 193, in which the City Council's decision was affirmed.]

2.2.2 ADC 12.060 requires that development must have frontage on, or approved access to, a public
street currently open to traffic.

2.2.3 ADC 12.110 says that new streets may be required to be located where the City Engineer
determines that additional access is needed to relieve or avoid access deficiencies on adjacent or
nearby properties.

2.3 The City Council interpretation cited above also goes on to say that "In accordance with the Development
Code" means in accordance with ADC 12.060: 'No development shall occur unless the development has
frontage on or approved access to a public street currently open to traffic.'"

2.4 The City Council interpretations referenced above set the parameters for responding to this review
criterion.

2.5 The LUBA Final Opinion and Order (page 6) says: "As we have already noted, ADC 12.150 appears to
require that the access to adjoining developable property that ADC 11.180(2) requires must be provided
by a "street." It is unclear to us whether the 40-foot dedicated access easement constitutes a "dedicated
public thoroughfare" or in some other way qualifies as a "street." It is also unclear to us whether the 40
foot dedicated access easement is sufficient to allow adjoining properties to be developed "in accordance
with this Code." On remand, the city must provide a better explanation for why the approved 40-foot
easement (I) is cou"sistent with the ADC 12.150 requirement for a "street" extension and (2) satisfies the
ADC 11.180(2) requirement that the required access to adjoining developable land allow that land to be
developed "in accordance with this Code."

2.6 "Street" is defmed in ADC Article 22 as "A public thoroughfare or right-of-way dedicated, deeded or
condemned; other than an alley, which affords the principal means of access to abutting property,
including avenue, place, way, drive, land, boulevard, highway, road, and other thoroughfares except as
excluded in this Code. The word "street" shall include all arterial highways, freeways, traffic collector
streets, and local streets.

2.7 ADC 12.150 says "Where it is necessary to give access to or permit a future division of adjoining land,
streets shall be extended to the adjoining tract. (Emphasis added.) A reserve strip access at the end of a
dedicated street shall be deeded to the City. In addition, a barricade at the end of the street shall be
installed and paid for by the property owners. It shall not be removed until authorized by the City
Engineer."

2.8 This review criterion simply requires that adjoining properties have frontage on or approved access to a
public street currently open to traffic. ADC 12.150 may require that street(s) be extended to adjoining

StaffRepor1lSD-07-07/SP-19-07, Page 6
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properties "where it is necessary ... ," and ADC 12.110 may require street(s) to be located " ... where the
City Engineer determines that additional access is needed ..."

2.9 ADC 12.090 permits the creation of an access easement in lieu of a street: "In general, the creation of
access easements between property owners is discouraged. However, there are some instances where an
access easement is the only viable method of providing access to a developable lot. The review body will
approve an access easement where the applicant has demonstrated that all of the following criteria have
been met:

(I) No more than two parcels or uses are to be served by the proposed access easement;

(2) There is insufficient room for the public right-of-way due to topography, lot configuration, or
placement of existing buildings, and

(3) The City Engineer has determined that there is not a need for a public street in this location."

2.10 The City Council interprets ADC 12.090(1) to mean that the owner of the property has the right to use the
access because they own the property, and not more than two other properties may be granted an
easement to use the access. So, a total of three properties may use an access that has easements over it.

2.11 Properties to the north: Maier Lane (a public street right-of-way) adjoins the Fabian Estates subdivision
property along the property's north boundary. There are no privately owned properties that adjoin to the
north.

2.12 Properties to the south: Two properties adjoin to the south. The two properties are: Benton County Tax
Assessor's Map No. 11S-4W-1BB, Tax lot 200 (Rawland) and Tax lot 401 (Davenport).

Tax Lot 200 has slopes in some places that exceed 50 percent. This parcel has frontage on and access to
West Thornton Lake Drive.

Tax Lot 40 I does not have frontage on a public street. The same property owners own the parcel adjacent
to the south with frontage on, and access to, West Thornton Lake Drive. An easement across the parcel
adjacent to the south to West Thornton Lane Drive in favor of Tax Lot 401 can provide access for the
upper parcel. Alternatively, the two parcels can be combined creating one parcel with frontage on, and
access to, West Thornton Lake Drive. Some of the slopes on the upper parcel are up to 50 percent. The
average slope adjoining the proposed subdivision is about 30 percent. The maximum grade generally
allowed by the ADC for a public street is 12 percent (ADC 12.210). The steep slopes preclude extension
of a public street or driveway from the Fabian Estates subdivision to the Chambers parcel. The City
Engineer has determined that there is not a need for a public street in this location.

2.13 Properties to the west: There is one adjoining property to the west. This property has frontage on, and
access to Maier Lane and Skyline Drive.

2.14 Properties to the east: Three parcels adjoin the subdivision property to the east. There is a fourth parcel
to the east, but it is actually separated by a flag lot from the subdivision property and is therefore, not
adjoining. In the original findings approving the subdivision application, the City characterized this fourth
parcel as an adjoining parcel. That characterization was in error. The City now finds that three parcels to
the east are adjoining.

2.15 The properties to the east are zoned RS-10. RS-1O is a single-family zoning district. The average
minimum lot size in RS-10 zoning districts is 10,000 square feet.

All ofthe adjoining parcels to the east are currently developed in accordance with the Development Code.
The parcels have single-family homes built on them.

StaffReportlSD-07-07/SP-19-07, Page 7
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The adjoining parcel abutting Maier Lane (Tax Lot 500) has frontage on, and access to, Maier Lane. The
two other adjoining parcels (and the fourth non-adjoining parcel) have access via a shared driveway over
a private easement to Maier Lane. The easement is located adjacent to the subdivision property's eastern
boundary. All of the adjoining properties to the east currently have frontage on, or access to, Maier Lane.

2.16 It may be possible to divide each of the three parcels that adjoin the subdivision property to the east. If
the parcels are divided they will need frontage on, or access to, a public street.

2.17 ADC 12.120 shows that the minimum right-of-way width for a local street is 42 feet. ADC 12.122(6)
may allow a narrow right-of-way width for "constrained sites." For example, the Fabian Estates
subdivision plat shows a 41-foot-wide street right-of-way for a new street within the subdivision.

ADC 3.190, Table 1 shows that the minimum setback for houses from streets in RS-10 zoning districts is
20 feet. The City's electronic maps that include aerial photography show that the house on adjoining Tax
Lot 600 is about 40 feet from the eastern boundary of the subdivision property.

There is not enough room to provide a public street right-of-way and the required setback to the existing
house at this location.

2.18 The three adjoining parcels to the east vary in size from about 55,000 square feet to 60,000 square feet.
Each of the parcels has enough land area to be divided into multiple smaller parcels, but the placement of
existing homes on the parcels, and steep slopes on the eastern area of the parcels, restrict the actual
remaining development potential of the parcels.

The applicant provided an Urban Conversion Plan that shows how each of the three adjoining parcels to
the east could be divided. For the sake ofthis review, it is realistic and reasonable to assume that each of
the parcels could be divided into two smaller parcels.

2.19 The two lots created from Tax Lot 500 would have frontage on, and access to, Maier Lane.

2.20 The two parcels created from Tax Lot 600 would use the existing access easement across Tax Lot 500.

2.21 The tentative subdivision plat for Fabian Estates shows an easement from the end of the new street named
Fabian Way to the "flag pole" section of adjoining Tax Lot 900. The easement would be about 32 feet
long. The easement is intended to provide access for the two parcels that could be created from Tax Lot
900.

2.22 If the City determines that the easement does not meet the requirements of ADC 12.090, the applicants
propose to dedicate a public street right-of-way instead of the easement.

CONCLUSIONS

2.1 The public street right-of-way for Maier Lane adjoins the subdivision property to the north.

2.2 The easterly adjoining property to the south (Tax Lot 200) has frontage on and access to, West Thornton
Lake Drive. The westerly adjoining property to the south (Tax Lot 401) can be provided access to West
Thornton Lake Drive on an easement over Tax Lot 300 to the south, or by combining it with Tax Lot 300.
Both parcels are currently under the same ownership. It is not possible to build a public street from the
Fabian Estates subdivision to West Thornton Lake Drive because the street grade would be too steep
(steeper than 12 percent).

2.3 The adjoining property to the west has frontage on, and access to, Maier Lane and Skyline Drive.

2.4 There are three parcels of land that adjoin the subdivision property to the east. Each of these parcels is
now developed in accordance with the ADC with a single-family house, and with access to a public street

StaffReport/SD-07-07/SP-19-07, Page 8
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on a shared easement. The ADC requires access to adjoining undeveloped property, but does not
'guaranty additional access for further development of already developed property.

2.5 Although each of the parcels to the east is currently developed in accordance with the ADC, and ADC
12.150 therefore does not apply to this situation, the applicants provided an Urban Conversion Plan that
shows how each parcel can be divided into smaller parcels.

Each of the adjoining parcels to the east has enough land area to be divided into multiple parcels, but the
placement of existing houses on the parcels and the very steep slopes on the eastern areas of the parcels,
makes it practical to divide each parcel into only two parcels.

The two parcels that could be created from Tax Lot 500 would have frontage on, and access to, Maier
Lane. The two parcels that could be created from Tax Lot 600 would have access on a shared easement
to Maier Lane. The two parcels that could be created from Tax Lot 900 would have access to the new
street in Fabian Estates (Fabian Way).

(It is not possible to provide a public street right-of-way and new street along the west boundary of the
parcels to the east because there is not enough width to do so.)

2.6 The applicants propose an easement to provide access for the two parcels that could be created from Tax
Lot 900. To allow the easement, ADC 12.090(2) requires the applicant to demonstrate that "there is
insufficient room for the public right-of-way due to topography, lot configuration, or placement of
existing buildings." The applicants have not provided any information that would show that ADC
12,090(2) is met.

2.7 The ADC definition of street includes a "[dedicated] right-of-way." A public street right-of-way at the
same location as the easement would meet the ADC 9.150 requirement for a street to be extended to
adjoining parcel to the east.

2.8 This review criterion will be met when the following conditions are met.

CONDITION

I. The applicant shall dedicate a 40-foot-wide public street right-of-way between the end ofFabian Way and
the adjoining parcel to the east. A street does not have to be built in the right-of-way with construction of
the Fabian Estates subdivision.

(4) The location and design allows development to be conveniently served by various public utilities.

Have the requirements ofADC 12.530 been met? (ADC 12.530 requires the applicant to submit a storm
drainage plan.)

FlNDINGS OF FACT

Storm Drainage

4.1 ADC 12.530 says:

"The review body will approve a development request only where adequate provisions for storm and
flood water run-off have been made as determined by the City Engineer. The storm water drainage system
must be separate and independent of any sanitary sewerage system. Where possible, inlets should be
provided so surface water is not carried across any intersection or allowed to flood any street. Surface
water drainage patterns and proposed storm drainage must be shown on every development proposal plan.
All proposed storm sewer plans and systems must be approved by the City Engineer as part of the
tentative plat or site plan review process.
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"Ditches are not allowed without specific approval of the City Eugineer. Open natural drainageways of
sufficient width and capacily to provide for flow aud maintenance may be permitted. For the purposes of
this article, an open natural drainageway is defined as a natural path that has the specific function of
transmitting natural stream water or stormwater run-off from a point of higher elevation to a point of
lower elevation."

4.2 ADC 12.550 requires that a culvert or other drainage facilily shall he large enough to accommodate
potential runoff from its entire upstream drainage area, whether inside or outside of the development. The
City Engineer must review and approve the necessary size of the facilily, based on tbe provisions of the
Storm Drainage Master Plans, and sound engineering principles and assuming conditions of maximum
potential watershed development permitted by the Comprehensive Plan.

4.3 ADC 12.560 says where it is anticipated by the City Engineer that the additional runoff resulting from the
development will overload an existing drainage facilily, the review body will withhold approval of the
development until provisions have been made for improvement of said potential condition.

4.4 The City's utilily maps show that there is a 12-inch public storm drain main stubbed to the south end of
Patrick Lane NW. There is a natural drainageway just west of the subdivision property that provides
drainage for the area where the subdivision will be built. The drainageway flows south to West Thornton
Lake Drive NW.

4.5 For the purpose of responding to the LUBA remand, the applicant submitted a storm drainage plan. The
storm drainage system is shown on Sheets B.a, l Lal, and B.b.

4.6 The storm drainage plan shows that the section of the Patrick Lane NW street extension the applicant will
build north ofMaier Lane NW will slope down to the north, where runoff from this section of new street
will be collected in new curb inlets near the existing end of Patrick Lane NW.

The section of the street improvements to Maier Lane NW west of the Patrick Lane NW street extension
will slope down to the west. Curb inlets are shown at the intersection ofMaier Lane NW and Fabian Way
NW, and on the south side of the end of the Maier Lane NW improvements. Curb inlets in Fabian Way
NW will collect the drainage from the street and Lots 1 through 7. These flows will be routed through a
detention system and a pollution control manhole before heading south in a piped system adjacent to the
existing drainageway near the west boundary,

Roof drains from Lots 8 through 11 will be routed to a private piped detention system and discharge to
the proposed public manhole just south of Maier Lane, near the west boundary of Lot II, where it will
combine with the rest of the subdivision's drainage prior to flowing south in the piped drainage system.

The piped flow will continue south to, and across, West Thornton Lake Drive, then discharge to a bio
swale before entering another piped segment and will discharge just downstream of the West Thornton
Lake outlet. (West Thornton Lake Drive is under Benton County's jurisdiction.)

The applicant has provided written documents that demonstrate that the detention facilities will detain up
through a 100-year storm event. The storm drainage system will be designed to restrict developed peak
flows to match undeveloped peak flows. The applicant has also provided written documents that
demonstrate that adequate stormwater qualily improvements can be and will be provided.

The proposed stormwater improvements are in close proximity to an existing drainageway and ultimately
discharge to West Thornton Lake. Construction ofthe proposed improvements may require a permit from
the Department of State Lands andlor the Army Corps of Engineers. A wetland delineation and
determination of the ordinary high water mark will be required to determine whether or not these permits
are required.
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Erosion Control

4.7 ADC 12.585 requires that a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for
subdivision construction be obtained from the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). In
addition, the City requires that, prior to beginning any excavation or fill on the site, the applicant must
submit an erosion control/prevention plan to the City of Albany Engineering Division for review and
approval.

4.8 The City also requires that prior to beginning any excavation or fill on the site, the applicant must submit
an erosion control/prevention plan to the City of Albany Engineering Division for review and approval.
Among other requirements, erosion control measures must be monitored daily, and maintained as
necessary, by the property owner/developer. Ground cover must be reestablished by seeding and
mulching on or before September 1st with ground cover established by October 15th. If the approved
plan proves to be ineffective, as determined by the City, the owner/developer will be required to
implement additional measures to prevent erosion.

CONCLUSIONS

4.1 In general, the City Engineer has determined that adequate provisions for storm and floodwater runoff
have been provided. In making this determination the City Engineer considered the improvements shown
on Sheets 1 through I3b of the plans submitted October 31,2008, the access/turnaround improvements
shown in the schematic submitted via e-mail by K&D Engineering on October 31, 2008 for Tax Lot 300
(1l-4W-lBB), and the detention study, hydraulic calculations, and water quality study submitted on
October 31, 2008.

4.2 The City requires that a Permit for Private Construction of Public Improvements must be obtained from
the City's Engineering Division to build required public improvements. Final design details (such as
manhole locations, lateral locations, pipe size and grade, etc.) for required public improvements must be
reviewed and approved by the City's Engineering Division.

4.3 The City requires that any public storm drainage pipes must be at least 10 inches in diameter. The
proposed storm drain plan shows pipes that are smaller.

4.3 The City requires a more detailed storm drainage plan at the time the applicant applies for a Permit for
Construction ofPublic Improvements. Details included with the plan must include design and calculation
data that shows how stormwater detention will be provided such that the rate of runoff from the new
streets and subdivision does not exceed the rate that comes off the property now (before development).

4.4 Trees will have to be removed to construct the proposed storm drainage system. Tree removal for
construction of the storm drainage system was not approved with the original subdivision and Site Plan
Review for Tree Felling applications. The City's tree felling regulations require Site Plan Review if five
or more trees larger than eight inches in diameter are to be removed on a parcel, or property in contiguous
ownership, larger than 20,000 square feet. A permit from the City Forester must be obtained to remove
one to four trees larger than 25 inches in diameter.

4.5 A NPDES permit must be obtained prior to construction of the subdivision, and City requirements for
erosion control must be met at the time construction of the subdivision begins.

CONDITIONS

4.1 Before the City will approve the final subdivision plat, the property owner/developer must construct
public storm drainage improvements to provide drainage for the new sections of streets in the subdivision
and for each lot in the subdivision.
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4.2 The property owner/developer must obtain a Permit for Private Construction of Public Improvements
from the City's Engineering Division to build the required public improvements. Final design details
(such as manhole locations, lateral locations, pipe size and grade, etc.) for required public improvements
must be reviewed and approved by the City's Engineering Division.

4.3 Calculations for detention and pipe sizes must be provided to the City's Engineering Division with the
application for the Permit for Private Construction of Public Improvements. Storm drainage at the point
of discharge may not exceed the pre-development rate of runoff that flows into the existing drainage from
the subdivision property. Detention must be provided for flows up through the 100-year event (5, 10,25,
50, and 100-year events).

4.4 The property owner/developer may provide an improvement assurance that guarantees the required public
improvements will be made. The improvement assurance must be in accordance with the requirements of
ADC 12.590 through 12.610. The City will sign the [mal plat when the improvements are made, or when
the improvement assurance is provided and all other conditions ofapproval are met.

4.6 The property owner/developer must obtain a NPDES permit for subdivision construction from the Oregon
DEQ. In addition, the City requires that, prior to beginning any excavation or fill on the site, the
applicant must submit an erosion control/prevention plan to the City of Albany Engineering Division for
review and approval.

4.7 As shown on the plans that were submitted with the subdivision application, stormwater leaving the
proposed development must be piped for its entirety through West Thornton Lake Drive. Stormwater
between West Thornton Lake Drive and its point of discharge, located just downstream of the West
Thornton Lake outlet, shall be either piped or discharged to an open drainage system as directed and
approved by the City Engineer. Exceptions may be provided for water quality facilities to be located
between the proposed development and the point of discharge, located just downstream of the West
Thornton Lake outlet. Any exceptions must be approved by the City Engineer.

4.8 The applicant must secure the approval of the pipe installation, installation of water quality
facilities, andlor installation of open drainage systems across. those properties between the subdivision
property and West Thornton Lake and secure a public easement providing the City with the rights to
maintain the storm drain system that is installed.

A 30-foot-wide storm drainage easement will be required between Maier Lane and West Thornton Lake
Drive and a 20-foot storm drainage easement will be required between West Thornton Lake Drive and the
outfall which is shown just downstream of the outlet from West Thornton Lake. These easements must
be centered over the storm drainage facilities. Additional access easements will be required over the
proposed access roads. These include a 12-foot-wide access road shown near the northwest corner of Lot
II, the driveway and turnaround on Tax Lot 300 (1l-4W-lBB) as shown on the schematic provided by
K&D Engineering via e-mail on October 31, 2008, and the IS-foot and 12-foot access roads as shown on
sheet 13.b. The existing driveway connecting the depicted locations on sheet 13.b must also be included
at a minimum width of 12 feet.

Any modifications to these easement limits must be approved by the City Engineer. Easement dedication
documents, including any permissions and restrictions of use within the easements, must be approved by
the City Engineer.

4.9 The City requires that public storm drainage pipes be at least 10 inches in diameter. Any request for an
exception to this standard must be approved by the City Engineer and would be considered during the
construction plan review process.

4.10 The minimum slope for the access road proposed on Sheet 13.b shall be 12 percent. Any requests by the
owner/developer for an exception to this requirement must be approved by the City Engineer.
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4.11 If improvements to Lots 6 and 7 cannot drain to the street via gravity then they will be required to connect
to the private storm drain system terminating on Lot 8 as shown on sheet 13.a. If adequate grade is not
available for gravity flow, the lots may be required to pump. Any requests by the owner/developer for an
exception to this requirement must be approved by the City Engineer.

4.12 The storm drainage system for the suhdivision shall incorporate Best Management Practices for treating
the stormwater quality prior to it being discharged into West Thornton Lake. Approval of Best
Management Practices is at the City Engineer's discretion.

4.13 Site Plan Review for Tree Felling is required if five or more trees larger than eight inches in diameter are
to be removed on a parcel, or property in contiguous ownership, larger than 20,000 square feet. A permit
from the City Forester must be obtained to remove one to four trees larger than 25 inches in diameter. No
approval for tree removal to construct the proposed storm drainage system across the properties not
owned by the applicant has been obtained.

Prior to issuance of the Permit for Private Construction ofPublic Improvements, the property owner must
apply for, and be granted approval for any required tree felling reviews, approvals, or permits.

4.14 Prior to issuance of a Public Works Site Improvement (SI) permit the applicant must obtain all applicable
permits from the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, Oregon Department of State Lands,
Army Corps of Engineers, and Benton County.

Comprehensive Plan Implementation Method (The question below does not relate to anv ofthe Subdivision
Tentative Plat Review Criteria. It is question about how one provision in the Comprehensive Plan applies to
review ofthe subdivision plat.)

Does Albany Comprehensive Plan Goal 7, Implementation Measure 10, require the applicant to increase
minimum lot sizes in the subdivision because the slopes on the subject property exceed 25 percent?

Petitioners Argument

1.1 The LUBA Final Opinion and Order (page 14) says: "In [the thirteenth and fourteenth] assignments of
error, petitioners argue that the city erred in failing to respond to petitioners' argument that Albany
Comprehensive Plan (ACP) Goal 7, Implementation Method 10, requires the city to increase
minimum lot sizes in the subdivision because some ofthe slopes on the subject property exceed 25%."

Comprehensive Plan Goal 7, Implementation Method 10 says:"

"10. Increase minimum lot sizes (or minimum lot area per unit) on hillside areas, allowing higher
densities for cluster developments approved through Planned Development as outlined in the
following table:

Slope % Standard Dev. (RS 6.5 Lot) PUD Devel. (RS 6.5 Avg)
13 to 20 1.25 8125 1.00 6500
21 to 25 1.50 9750 1.15 7475
26 to 30 2.00 13000 lAO 9100
31 & above 3.00 19500 2.00 13000"

1.2 In support of the thirteenth and fourteenth assignments of error, petitioners cite ADC 1.050, which
provides in relevant part:

"Since the City of Albany has a Comprehensive Plan and implementing regulations which have been
acknowledged by the State of Oregon as being in compliance with statewide goals, any action taken in
conformance with this Code shall be deemed also in compliance with statewide goals and the
Comprehensive Plan. Unless stated otherwise within this Code, specific findings demonstrating
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compliance with the Comprehensive Plan are not required for land use application approval. However,
this provision shall not relieve the proponent of the burden of responding to allegations that the
development action requested is inconsistentwith one or more Comprehensive Plan policies." (Emphasis
added.)

1.3 LUBA found that the Intervenor did not respond to petitioners' argument that the last sentence of ADC
1.050 required the city to respond to petitioners' allegation that the proposed subdivision does not comply
with ACP Goal 7, Implementation Method 10. Because the Intervenor did not respond, LUBA agreed
with petitioners that the city erred in failing to respond to petitioners' argument. The City's response is
set forth below.

Comprehensive Plan Explanation of Implementation Methods

1.4 The Comprehensive Plan (page ii) explains the hierarchy of goals, policies, and implementation methods
included in the Plan and the obligation of applicants and the City to consider these Comprehensive Plan
provisions as follows:

"Plan statements (goals, policies, implementation methods, and recommendations) identify the intent of
the City to accomplish certain results. The different types of statements vary in specificity, with goals
being the most general and implementation methods being the most specific. The City's obligation under
these statements also varies according to the type of statement."

1.5 The Comprehensive Plan (page iii) explains the City's obligation in regard to Implementation Methods as
follows:

"Completion ofany project will depend on a number offactors such as specific City priorities, City
financing, grant availability, etc. The City must periodically review project statements as part ofa process
to determine a priority list ofprojects to be completed. The list can be any length, and inclusion ofan item
on the list does not obligate the City to complete that project within the time period allocated.

Since implementation methods are suggestions to future City decision-makers to implement the goals and
policies set forth in the Plan, the listing of any particular implementation method in this Plan does not, by
virtue of the listing alone, obligate the City to undertake any particular implementation method.

Standards will be incorporated into City regulations and policies by separate action, given the constraints
of staff time and City priorities, and will not be put into effect by virtue ofthis Plan alone.

It may not be necessary for the City to incorporate a specific implementation method where it can be
demonstrated that an alternative action or no action at all will better or equally accomplish the intent of
the related goals or policies.

The list of implementation methods is not exclusive, and the City will always have the power to adopt
alternate methods for implementing the Plan's goals and policies."

1.6 The language from the Comprehensive Plan cited in Finding 1.5 above makes it clear that Implementation
Methods are not binding on the City to put into effect. "Since implementation methods are suggestions to
future City decision-makers to implement the goals and policies set forth in the Plan, the listing of any
particular implementation method in this Plan does not, by virtue ofthe listing alone. obligate the City to
undertake any particular implementation method. Standards will be incorporated into City regulations
and policies by separate action, given the constraints of stafftime and City priorities, and will not be put
into effect by virtue ofthis Plan alone." [Emphasis added.]

History ofHillside Development Standards

I. 7 Although the Implementation Method cited above related to development on steep slopes is not
obligatory, and is not a review criterion for Subdivision Tentative Plat application reviews, the City's

StaffReportlSD-07-07/SP-19-07, Page 14
17



Development Code does have mandatory standards for developments, including subdivisions, in areas
with slopes 12 percent or greater.

1.8 ADC Article 6 includes standards for Hillside Development. ADC 6.180 says the Hillside Development
standards apply to any property proposed for development that has slopes of 12 percent or greater as
shown on Plate 7 of the Albany Comprehensive Plan. The original staff report for the Fabian Estates
subdivision found that " ... The Hillside Development Standards apply to the proposed subdivision."
(Finding 5.2) The findings go on to explain how the proposed subdivision meets each of the Hillside
Development standards including ADC 6.200 cited below. The petitioners did not challenge these
findings.

1.9 A previous version of the ADC included a requirement (ADC 6.210) that required "In slope areas of
12-25%, the minimum lot size shall be 15,000 sq. ft." The City Council adopted revisions to the Hillside
Development standards in April 2007 (Ordinance 5668). The revisions deleted ADC 6.210 and replaced
it with the following requirements that are " .. .intended to regulate the development of potentially
hazardous terrain, minimize public and private losses due to earth movement hazards in specified areas,
and minimize erosion and related environmental damage" (ADC 6.170, Purpose Statement).

Specifically,

6.200 Geotechnical Report Required. For any development subject to the applicability criterion in ADC
6.180, an applicant shall provide a geologic and soils report prepared and stamped by a certified
engineering geologist or a licensed civil engineer, licensed in the specialty of geotechnical
engineering with the State of Oregon.

The report must identify the following:

(l) All geologic and soils hazards and certify that the site, and each individual lot if land
division is proposed, are suitable for the proposed development.

(2) Area(s) suitable for building and describe how slopes will be stabilized.
(3) Suitable building footprint(s) for development on each lot.
(4) Any requirements that must be met from the time construction begins to the time

construction is completed.
(5) Any requirements that must be met after construction is completed (e.g., maintenance

requirements for continued slope stabilization).

CONCLUSIONS

1.1 It is not mandatory that any particular Comprehensive Plan Implementation Method be incorporated into
theADC.

1.2 Simply listing a particular Implementation Method in the Comprehensive Plan does not make it a
mandatory standard or a review criterion to be used by the City to review a proposed development.

1.3 At one point, ADC Article 6, Hillside Development, did include a requirement that lots to be created in
RS-10 zoning districts on slopes 12 percent or greater be at least 15,000 square feet. This put the
Implementation Method referenced above into the ADC. In 2007, the City Council adopted revisions to
the Hillside Development standards. The requirement that lots in RS-10 zoning districts on slopes 12
percent or greater was removed from the ADC and that requirement was replaced with ADC 6.200, which
better accomplishes the intent of the Plan's goals and policies.

1.4 ADC 1.050 specifically says that" ... findings demonstrating compliance with the Comprehensive Plan are
not required for land use application approval." The applicant is not required to submit findings with a
Subdivision Tentative Plat application that demonstrate compliance with Comprehensive Plan
Implementation Methods, nor is the City required to include such findings in making a decision on a
Subdivision Tentative Plat application.
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1.5 The City Council finds that the proposed Subdivision Tentative Plat for Fabian Estates complies with
current ADC standards for Hillside Development as described in the findings in the original staff report.
The findings, conclusions, and conditions related to Hillside Development in the staff report are
incorporated here by reference.

1.6 Note also that the last sentence ofADC 1.050 says cc••• this provision shall not relieve the proponent of the
burden of responding to allegations that the development action requested is inconsistent with one or
more Comprehensive Plan policies." [Emphasis added.] As noted in Finding lA, there are differences
between Comprehensive Plan goals, policies, and Implementation Methods. The last sentence in ADC
1.050 does not apply to goals or Implementation Methods; it applies to Comprehensive plan policies only.
If it was intended to apply to goals and Implementation Methods, those terms would have been specified,
as they are in other parts of the Comprehensive Plan and ADC.

1.7 ADC 1.050 requires the applicant or City to apply Comprehensive Plan goals and/or policies directly, and
demonstrate that the application is consistent with such ACP goals, policies, only if the ADC specifically
requires findings regarding Comprehensive Plan goals or policies. The ADC does not specifically require
findings regarding Comprehensive Plan goals or policies for Subdivision Tentative Plat applications.

1.8 The proponent (applicant) and City have adequately responded to the petitioners' allegation that the
proposed Subdivision Teutative Plat is not consistent with Goal 7, Implementation Method 10.

Ut'Communtty DevelopmentlPlanningICurrentI2007\07sd07Vubaremandl07sdOl/ubaremandccs.dd.dot
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LEGEND ABBREVIATIONS

EXHIBITD=~
JFAJ/UAN JBSTATES SUUOilLDJI '¥ JlL:>lON

Z. l..()(;ATlON!> Of OJSTIiG unrree m AS~ fROM lNfOi:l-\.\.TlON
AV!<JUJ'LE. »oD In. NOT WA.~'mllI TO BE UWI.fTE A."Il:J AI;Cl..RATE.
THE: ccrmcrce IS ~5I'OOSIIllC rce \'ERlfllNG, THE: lDCATlON Of W.
UTll.ITl!5.mr CONTR.o\C;TOR 9tI.U. MAo'U: su l£CESSMY~S
A.'ID COlfl.'t WTTH !i:fQW:EJ1;liTS IMJ ~Tl0N5 Of ne RESf'E(;lM
urerres 'MaE IT IS Ja;ESSA"l' fOIl; TI'IfIJ11l..lTltS TO cur,HO\'E,
enccsrr OR ecceecr A.'« EllSTlNG ncerrr; fOIl; LDCATES csu. {ONE

1I1f CON'md;TOR 6t\.IU KA.M"AlN crrr lOCAn:~ TO
F'lm:l.l.tlf J:f-L0GAT'E5.

3. COfoISJW;;TJOli &IT!: 5.I.FITl" 1.HD TRAffIC c.otfOO)l. !Xt!U 6E rm:
SOIL ~5PONS!3IUT't Of THE ccemcrce.TI1f:WilV.(;TOR. SHAll.
COtf'l.'t WiTl1 AU. ttDEn.l.. STATE,).NfJ toCAL 5AfITt~
ne CONTUt;;TOII; SlWl. SUlI1IT A TW11C ccemcc PLAN fOR UVIfW
JJV M'ff!.OVJJ... Il't TI1f:~ JJD THE CITTOf AUWfJ AT ne
m-coNSTID;TlON /fiTlNCi..

4. 1111: c.oNTRACTOR ::iUll. fREGT, I1AMIJN,J.J-1D ID1O\'E J.Il~
~ TRAl'f1G CCffiX«' DEYicf5.

5. "MUf PRIVATE PROl"D:TY J,CC,ESS IS ITtf"Q!:./.RT RfSmc;UII ,l,S A
Rf5U.T Of 1lif wen, 1l'E ~o;: SHAll c;O/fl.'t WITH su crrr
notnn1EJfrs I!'Gl.OI!iG SECTlOO 202..02..01, 'ACIZ5S TO Pl.IllJ(; JJID
f'RlVATE f1'0PfRTT" Of n£ c.EhU.Al. A.'ID TEQtNlCJJ... 1'E0lAAD"IE:1iT5.

tml. Si:"Jl..E: I- ::: bO'

a. OAf.oT PAVEMDiT SAW curUIlITS TO lIE:LOCATDl sr Il'lG'NEIX iii
flEl.D.. THEEliGlI'nR WILl. f'!(DVEIE cu: SET Of COO5JRl..(;TlOH STOOolG
FORPliUK AllGt£liTs. CAADE5 AND 5TJi:1X;TU::ES.
SU<'o'rr c.oon:«. lOST 00: DAHAcnI Tl1'1:00C/j ~TOR
NEGl...IGD«A'€J 1:!"QlJ;Ql('; ~-rSTA.fU~ 'II'II.Ler
f'!(OVIDED AT TltE u:tfI&TORS 0J'D'!5L

7. fROPDm" HCtU1EJ;TS WST A5 A I:E5U.T Of COOJ1U,{;TO;:S A(;TMT1ES
StUll. BE RfPl.-/oCfP AT TIE CONttAr;TO;:S EXPrn5E.

II. ccenscrceS1tU l'Hf' AU. Sn:EETS O.LAI: Of tJW:IS fROM
e.ct;sm..cTIOO SITE.

15. J1D1S Of~ NOT SHOiN 00 1I1f f'l.AN:5 llUTNECES~ fOl: &.J::.CE5S~
fU..l Uff'lfTlctl Of THIS PROET HAY OC~QW(ED GT TltE CITY.

It;;. WfW.A!;TOR SHAll. LV.ermU. 5DfW Cl.JI:8S A.'<'D~ PROVITJE: mw.
ClfA.'H.l' A.'iJ 5lCftD~ G':ClI.W, AS rut c.<'.AOOIG fU..'i, 00100

"""

L AU. 11'001: 6i1AU. COIfl.:r 1V!Tll TI1I: Cl.f3<Dil" [DlTJOO Of T1iE CITY
Of AI..!UIfl" sTJJ.Vm CONSlW;;Tlal S/"[CIfl(;ATlOW-> A.'1D 5TM"D.!J1D

""''''''''

GENERAL NOTES

'l.. AU. EXl5Tl!'GOR ccesracrm lWftOt.Es, t:!LtXOUTs, l'1Ct'f.t£NT, CA5
VAlVf5, WATfR VAlVfS, MD S~ SfRU;n.n:S S1ALLer ADJ.Eorm
TO HATai flHlS1ED rn.Df Of 1l'E fAVOlDiT, 5!DfW1J.J(, lA/'OSCAPEP
mA.o;:lti>L!..NSmr~1l'£1"Llf.

10. ~OR SHAU. IU.tlTAt'l f'l1:CftR~ Of OlST1SG UT!l.lllfS
IJiD IN5IRf: t1Hll'U:1 COtPMiTlONSTA.'lDA.'5l'S AS FeR T11fPROLCT
S/"U.inCATIoti5.

11. All. 'GAITR VAlVES fOR. LNf WATU t\.lJNS SHAU. BE I'\U'T t.Uf:ssmu; roo:
Of'fRATlOHAT AU.Tl1'E5.

12. TIt[ n.~ S1ALL llf kOTIflfll AT IIAST 48 HOU<5 IN A!J{J.'a Of J.'«
WAITRl.l'£, 5E'I!U U£, OR twt1OI..E TESTl'iG. TESTR£!llTS fl10li TEST
KOT WlTNi:SSU! In" T!fE~ a: HIS Al1flIORIUII F'D'RE5mTAlNl::
WlU.ooT & ACCUml.

13. PRCffJITl" LM: STATlotiRlG9lO"Ml 00 TIE [?AAWjfiGS IS lUSED ai
'D" U!CU: OR IWJlAl TO T!fE c.oil'm..lNf STA1"IOO:NG, AT 1l1f: f'ROP!1:TY
LII'£ 4"D "RlQfT-Of-WA't JNTDt5E(;TIOfi.

17. TI1.E: O'*'lfi SHAU. ODTAIJi AU.NEa:S5.!..U fm":ITS nON WlTOi'I COlMY.
COi'IrS or tJ.1. ~Cl!JlirrD ffRHITS KJST llf 5UlMITTID TO T11fClTT f'l(lO;:
TO &C!l'HNG COl'l5m:GTlotl.

Ill. PIFEDlSTt./ttS 5/lO\\N t.~ tEASlRm HOm.OHTAU.Y fRC« CD,TrK OF
S~ TO~ Of 5m.tT\R£

IJICIN!TX HAP

~""""

PRO.ECT
~

fOR

THE HARTIN Co.
TAX LOT 3300; 10-4-3GCC

LOCATED IN

SEC. 3G, T. 10 S" R. 4 W., W.M.
CITY OF ALBANY, BENTON COUNTY, OREGON

OCTOBER 22, 2008

COVER
A nnnnGCT

13 of 13
13~ of 13
13.b of 13

/

~iARY"~. h1A~t-e. "SoTOfm Pl'Wti.
... "So~T Ult+5>~l1OH

CHAD AVE + IWER l..ANE EAST8DLtiO
f'l.AH Ali) ~0flL.f STORM D!WH l'lI'f
STDRH DRAIN COUSTRl)jTlOH

CITY OF AlB,/J«. BENTON COlJNTY. OR£GOH

,)

FABIAN esTATes SUBt?IVISION

VERTICAL CONTROL

r·--...-······_-..._-
j

HORIZONTAL CONTROL

YO:ncAL CONTROL IS BA5ID ON CITY Of .I.UlAIiY
COIiTKOL STATION 'l3G1I!, A Z" M.lJ1. CAl" 1'1
IiOM.f1ENT eor, LOCATED 2 fEET fJ:ot1 THEEAST mGE:
or PAVEMENT or SKT1.JNE D;:IVE: AN) ACROSS n<OM
A C&/<Yn. 1<:CAl) (13TH AVE) TO TI1( 'A"f5T
GM' ULVAnON' 412.09.

, rO"li'D: DRAWING INDEX
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" .,." DO
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rt POll.TOfT~

rce fWl..lG urarrr~
NO 1'Ol'l'VlN"rl. Q1LCIiillIl:: t:'E.TAlL.'5 .I, ~F1~11~
er .orr

£nAIlS + Sl'EClflCATIOOS Z or 13
" I'.ADlIJ5 POINT

"" R1IJ1T-{:II"-WAl' OCTAJ!.$ + 5ffCifiGATlOOS :3 of 13, steer DaMS + ~ClflCAn0N5 4 of 1:~
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"" ~AAr SEWfR
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55A~;: 5.!JiiTAA"r so,n A!Kn'f}(1" NO. GRADING + ER05/oo CClliTRa.. DETAilS + Sf'fCIRCATlOOS G of 13

'" STATlON
r nllffia<
100 TO!'OI'~

~ "'""'moo "So~T_.t, '5Tos<'t1 PfiWH ~1RlJt,llOH
rv mrn"",

fAlllAK WAY, en, 1+1&.00TO STA.G+24 7 of 13mo. rrrca,
YO VD:Tl(';Al tllNE HAlER l.A/'£, STA. 1-100 TO en, 7+00 8 of 1:3
w "IT< ~ IJJ'£ + PATRICK l..AHf. SrA. 7+00 TO STA.10+'5 'I of 13
WL "ATIX UNE:
WK WATUf"ETD:
rrc TULO"Naesnc UJ" ~TART'"~ ~ J.JA..ll:RUHe. ~~l1OH

rAmAH WAY, STA. l+-l5..OO TO STA.. to+Z4 10 of 13
HAlER \.A1£, STA. 1.000TO STA. 7+00 11 of 13
I'WfR lAt£ + PATRJCIl; L.AI£. STA. 7+00 TO Sou. 100<15 12 of 13
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4' Tl1lCI\" (;.()I£. 5t!lfWAI.X
+ 3' 111M. C;CWJ,.C;ITD

ROC!> I'D: c.JIT 0lL... ,n
6TO~5,m.
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c.on'ACTI:D TO A tllII. ~ I'\.U. tm'
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2
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4
2
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TOi'OOW\'fiI:; totSm.lIif$, =s5!Mm' 10 II1Esm; /JoD Oil«
m.l.lmWi:J£Tlrns./.5lH1:~~t.'il=JSl
ICtI 10 mise: tllf' f5U', Ja~ lUll !ill OCstllmilll.

5TAttJAIW 0:05100 SEDII£NTATIotI CotIl'R.Ol HOTE;:"

STAf'!LIHD CON5TRltTION E1'lTRANCE
tIOT10~

fI!O.'EC[ Ib.: Ob-b3E.

GRADING & EROSION
CONTROL NOTES & DETAILS

FABIAN E.'SfA fE.'S
276 lUi. HICKORY STREET

P.O. BOX 725
AlBANY, OREGON 9732.1

(541) 928~2S83

K & D ENGINEERING, INC•• 10/3~ Thoe' IM~:\'
• • l-.w{PS) .,
• <tog\2~-{;1,...,,'G3E:"'9'"~g (



4O"Ol'~'

ee-cc-eo
GT31'14'

241"31'14'

52'03'50"

",UA

77"25'54'
ID2'34'OG"
40"01'~'
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CONST. 8"ll' 01 ClASS 52. WL
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed site is approximately 4.6 acres on the south end of Maier Lane. The tax lot
is TL 3300 of Map 10-04-36 in the City ofAlbany, Benton County, Oregon. This study
was prepared to determine the detention required on site in order to minimize impact on
downstream drainage facilities.

The City of Albany requires that 5 through 100 year storm events be detained. Because of
the steep slopes on site, pipe detention was the more feasible option than a surface
detention pond.

METHODS
Peak flows were calculated using the SCS Urban Hydrograph Method as described in the
NRCS Engineering Handbook. This method uses an equation based on land use, slope,
and soil conditions. Calculations for flow, required detention, pipe capacities, and orifice
sizes were performed using the StormNET software.

General Requirements:
The City of Albany specifies storm water detention guidelines in their Engineering
Standards Division E, Stormwater Management, under section 7.01. Below is a list of
applicable requirements for this project.

• The storm water that will be generated by the proposed development shall be
controlled and conveyed in accordance with all City of Albany Standards.
Detention Basins will be required to detain the runoff from storms up to the 100
year twenty four hour storm to pre-development rates.

• The minimum allowable orifice size shall be 2 inches.
• Detention basins shall be open basins or ponds or underground storage, or a

combination of the above.
• All aspects of the on-site drainage system must be properly designed to handle

flows on site and all flows and that flow through the site.
• All aspects ofpublic health must be carefully reviewed. Protective measures may

be required.
• The impact of a system failure should be analyzed in terms of on-site and off-site

effects.
• The frequency and difficultly ofmaintaining the facility should be kept to a

minimum.
• The site should be evaluated to determine ifhazardous materials are present.
• It is important that roof runoffs pass through the facility.
• All detention facilities shall have emergency overflow facilities. The overflow

shall be capable of passing the 100 year storm.

2
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Closed Detention System Requirements

The City ofAlbany has given specific guidelines for a closed detention system. In this
project the detention shall be achieved using underground pipe storage. These guidelines
are therefore applicable to this design.

• A minimum grade of .003 ft/ft shall be used in all pipes.
• The outfall control structure shall meet the standards set forth in the standard

construction specifications or as approved by the city engineer.
• Access to the detention system shall be provided at the up and downstream

terminus of the system. The maximum distance between access points shall be
400 feet.

• Facility maintenance personal and equipment must be able to access the system
year around.

INCLUDED AREAS
The areas included in this report are areas found on the 4.6 acre Fabian Estates
Subdivision and contributing upstream areas. The pre-developed areas included in the
project area are classified as undeveloped. The developed flow areas include all the pre
developed areas except they have been modeled using developed conditions with medium
sized lots (approximately Y.. acre).

PRE-DEVELOPED FLOWS
Pre-developed flows and times of concentration were determined using the StOlmNET
software and are based on the guidelines set forth by SCS Method. Flows were
calculated using the storm events specified for the City of Albany for 10 through 100
year storm events. The pre-developed areas included an undeveloped area that is a mix of
forest and grass with a curve numbers of 70. The storm events used were 5 year, 10 year,
25 year, 50 year, and 100 year 24 hour Type IA storms that are 2.86 in., 3.32 in., 3.93 in.,
4.40 in. and 4.86 in. respectively. The total peak flows for the pre-developed conditions
were calculated to be 0.35 cfs, 0.60 cfs, 0.89 cfs, 1.27 cfs, and 1.59 cfs for 5, 10,25,50,
and 100 year storm events respectively.

DEVELOPED FLOWS
The developed curve numbers for the SCS method were based on the NRCS Engineering
Handbook. The Curve number used for all of the developed sub basins was 73 for
subdivision with medium sized lots (slightly smaller than 1/3 of an acre). Total
developed flows for a 5 year, 10 year, 25 year, 50 year, and 100 year storm are 0.65 cfs,
0.95 cfs, 1.38 cfs, 1.72 cfs, and 2.12 cfs respectively.

DETENTION
Detention was designed to limit the total flow leaving the site to the pre-developed flows
for a 5 through 100 year storm. There are two detention systems on site. One system is
for.the improved Maier Lane and Lots 1-7 in the Fabian Estates subdivision. The other
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system will be constructed on the west side of the Fabian Estates subdivision along the
back of lots 8-11 in order to drain and detain the drainage from those lots.

The first detention system will be constructed within Fabian Way and will consist of a
control manhole, 5 detention manholes, and 330 Feet of 36 inch diameter pipe for a total
storage volume of2603.5 cubic feet. The control manhole will consist of three orifices
are for multiple stage discharges. As the incoming flows increase the control manhole
will discharge increased flows in order to closely model the pre-developed flows. The
first orifice will be at the same invert elevation as the detention pipe and will be 3.1
inches in diameter. The second orifice will be 3 inches in diameter and the invert will be
1.25 feet higher than the first orifice. The third orifice will be 4.1 inches in diameter and
the invert will be 1.81 feet higher than the first orifice. The predeveloped flows for the
main system are 0.29 cfs, 0.49 cfs, 0.71 cfs, 1.03 cfs, and 1.28 for 5-yr, 10-yr, 25-yr, 50
yr, and 100-yr storms respectively. The constructed detention pipe will discharge 0.28
cfs, 0.44 cfs, 0.75 cfs, 0.99 cfs and 1.40 cfs for 5-yr, l O-yr, 25-yr, 50-yr and 100-yr
storms respectively. The total storage required for the main proposed system including
manholes is 2,599 cubic feet; therefore the pipe system has adequate storage for 5
through 100 year storm events. If the maximum storage capacity is exceeded the system
will overflow the flow control system and discharge as required.

The detention system for lots 8-11 will be constructed within back of the lots and will
consist of a control manhole, 118 Feet of24 inch diameter pipe, and approximately for a
total storage volume of370.5 cubic feet. The control manhole will contain one orifice and
an overflow pipe As the incoming flows increase the control manhole will discharge
increased flows in order to closely model the pre-developed flows. The orifice will be at
the same invert elevation as the detention pipe and will be 2.0 inches in diameter. The
overflow pipe will be an 8 inch pipe with an elevation 3.5 feet higher than the invert of
the orifice. The pre-developed flows for the system are 0.06 cfs, 0.11 cfs, 0.18 cfs, 0.24
cfs, and 0.31 for 5-yr, 10-yr, 25-yr, 50-yr, and 100-yr storms respectively. The
constructed detention pipe will discharge 0.07 cfs, 0.09 cfs, 0.12 cfs, 0.17 cfs and 0.19 cfs
for 5-yr, 10-yr, 25-yr, 50-yr and 100-yr storms respectively. The total storage required for
the main proposed system including manholes is 373 cubic feet; therefore the pipe system
has adequate storage for 5 through 100 year storm events. If the maximum storage
capacity is exceeded the system will overflow the flow control system and discharge as
required.

The maintenance access will meet Albany standards. There should not be an excess
vector control problem in this system. The site will be a residential subdivision, so no
hazardous materials should enter the system. The main pollutants are expected to be oils
and sediment from vehicle traffic. These pollutants are common in subdivisions and are
not unexpected. The system is designed so that no intermittent low spots are in place.
This will allow all excess runoff to collect at the existing low area and discharge at
desired location. Roof runoffs for lots 1-5 will be collected through weep holes in the
curb. Runoffs for lots 6 and 7 may need to be pumped to the street. Roof runoffs for lots
8-11 will be collected in the detention system along the west side of the property. A
minimum grade of .003 ft/ft has been implemented throughout the detention system. The
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outfall structure will be designed and constructed as approved by the city engineering
department.

PIPE DESIGN
The pipe system that drains to West Thornton Lake was designed to allow the 100 year
storm flows to pass under gravity flow conditions. The 100 year flow that enters this
drainage system is approximately 1.9 cfs. This is accommodated with 10 inch pipes on
site and an 8 inch pipe running at a steep angle down the hillside. An 18 inch pipe is
needed where existing and new flows combine in the manhole in West Thornton Lake
Drive. Pipe capacities and discharges are listed in the StormNET output report.

WATER QUALITY
Pre-treatment facilities proposed for the project are detailed in the report titled "Water
Quality Report, Fabian Estates Subdivision", prepared by K & D Engineering Inc. dated
June 18,2008.

SUMMARY

• The pre-developed flows through this site range from 0.35 cfs for a 5 year storm to
1.59 cfs for a 100 year storm.

• The developed flows through this site range from 0.65 cfs for a 5 year storm to 2.12
cfs for a 100 year storm.

• The developed flows after detention through this site range from 0.35 cfs for a 5 year
storm to 1.59 cfs for a 100 year storm

• The total maximum detention requirement is approximately 2,972 cubic feet during a
100 year storm. The detention will be provided in 24inch and 36 inch diameter pipes
constructed within the public street right-of-way and along the backsides of lots 8-11.

5
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Table 1: Data Summary

5 year 10 year 25 year 50 year 100 year
Pre- 0.35 0.60 0.89 1.27 1.59
developed
Developed 0.65 0.95 1.38 1.72 2.12
Detention 0.35 0.53 0.87 1.16 1.59
outflow
Peak Height 1.27 1.64 2.13 2.51 3.54
above outlet
(Main
detention)
Peak Height 0.47 0.81 1.40 2.49 3.18
above outlet
(Lot
detention)
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

BOSS International StormNET® - Version 4.11.0 (Build 13753)

****************
Analysis Options
****************
Flow units ••.•••••.•••.••. cfs
Subbasin Hydrograph Method. SCS TR-55
Time of Concentration••••.• SCS TR-55
Link Routing Method •.•••.• Hydrodynamic
Pond Exfiltration••••.••.•• None
Starting Date .••.••••••••• MAR-21-Z008 00:00:00
Ending Date ••••.••••••..•. MAR-22-Z008 00:00:00
Report Time Step .••.••.••. 00:05:00

*************
Element Count
*************
Number of rain gages .••... 1
Number of subbasins ••••••• 5
Number of nodes .••..••.••. 6
Number of links ...•....... 4

****************
Raingage summary
****************

.j:>

......

Gage
ID

Gage-l

****************
Subbasin Summary
****************
Subbasin

ID

Sub-14
Sub-15
Sub-16
Sub-17
Sub-2

************

Data
Source

5 year

Total
Area

acres

0.53
0.19
0.25
0.76
2.58

Data
Type

CUMOLATlVE

Interval
hours

0.10
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Node Summary
************
Node
In

Element
Type

Invert
Elevation

ft

Maximum
Depth

it

Ponded
Area
ft'

External
Inflow

Jun-34
Jun-35
Jun-36
Jun-37
Out-6
Out-7

************
Link Summary
************

JUNCTION 9.73 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 6.30 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 3.87 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 1.57 1.50 0.00
OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00
OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00

Link
In

From Node To Node Element
Type

Length
ft

Slope
%

Manning's
Roughness

.j:>
CO

Con-36 Jun-35 Jun-36 CONDUIT 48.6 5.0000 0.0150
Con-37 Jun-36 OUt-G CONDUIT 76.8 5.0358 0.0150
Con-3a Jun-34 Jun-35 CONDUIT 68.5 5.0044 0.0150
Con-39 Jun-37 Out-7 CONDUIT 31.5 4.9889 0.0150

*********************
Cross Section Summary
*********************
Link Shape Depth/ width No. of Cross Full Flow Design
In Diameter Barrels Sectional Hydraulic Flow

Area Radius Capacity
ft ft it' ft cfs

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Con-36 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.36
Con-37 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.43
Con-38 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.37
Con-39 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.33

************************** Volume Depth
Runoff Quantity Continuity acre-ft inches
************************** --------- -------
Total precipitation ...... 1.023 2.849
Surface Runoff ........... 0.009 0.002
continuity Error (0) ..... -0.000

************************** Volume Volume
Flow Routing Continuity acre-ft Mgallons
************************** --------- ---------
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External Inflow ...••.••••
External Outflow •••......
Initial Stored Volume .••.
Final Stored Volume •.•...
Continuity Error (%) .••.•

0.000
0.265
0.000
0.000

-0.028

Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

0.000
0.086
0.000
0.000

******************************************
Composite Curve Number Computations Report
******************************************

Subbasin Sub-14

Soil/Surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-IS

soil/Surface Description

0.53
0.53

Area
(acres)

Soil
Group

70.00
70.00

CN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Paved roads with curbs & sewers
composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-16

Soil/Surface Description

0.19
0.19

Area
(acres)

A

Soil
Group

98.00
98.00

CN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-17

Soil/Surface Description

0.25
0.25

Area
(acres)

Soil
Group

70.00
70.00

CN

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Composite Area & weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-2

0.76
0" 76

Area Soil

70.00
70.00
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Soil/Surface Description (acres) Group eN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Composite Area & Weighted eN

2.58
2.58

B 70.00
70.00

***************************************************
SCS TR-55 Time of Concentration computations Report
***************************************************

Sheet Flow Equation

Te"" (0.007 * (n * Lf)"O.8) ! «P"O.5) * (8f"0.4»)

Where:

Te = Time of Concentration (hrs)
n = Manning's Roughness
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
P = 2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (inches)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)

Shallow Concentrated Flow Equation

v "" 16.1345 * (SfAG.S) (unpaved surface)
V "" 20.3282 * (Sf"0.5) (paved surface)
Te = (Lf I V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Tc = Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf - Flow Length (ft)
V = Velocity (ft/sec)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)

Channel Flow Equation

= (1.49 * (R'(2/3») * (SeO.5» In
Aq I wp
(Lf I V) I (3600 sec/hr)

V
R
Tc -

Where:

Tc =
Lf =
R
Aq =
wp

Time of concentration
Flow Length (ft)
Hydraulic Radius (ftl
Flow Area (ft 2 )

Wetted Perimeter (ftl

(hrs)

0'1
o
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v = Velocity (it/sec)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)
n = Manning's Roughness

Subbasin Sub-14

Sheet Flow Computations

Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yrr 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Total TOC (minutes):

Subbasin Sub-1S

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (it):
Slope (%):
2 yrr 24 hr Rainfall (in):
velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (it):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Total TOC (minutes):

Subbasin Sub-16

Subarea A
0.40

60.00
10.00

2.52
0.12
8.45

8.45

Subarea A
0.13

30.00
10.00

2.52
0.25
1. 97

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Paved

6.43
1.30

5.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

CJ1
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Sheet Flow computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

30.00
10.00

2.52
0.10
4.85

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Unpaved

5.10
1. 63

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

unpaved
0.00
0.00

=======--== "" ==========~~~~============-- =======================
Total TOe (minutes): 6.48

=-======""""=======-================-=-=============

Subbasin Sub-17

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

75.00
10.00
2.52
0.12

10.10

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

=========-----------=================-=========----================--~-

Total Toe (minutes): 10.10
=========================-===============================--================

Subbasin sub-2

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Subarea A

0.40
Subarea B

0.00
Subarea C

0.00

CJ1
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Total Toe (minutes):

***********************
Subbasin Runoff summary
***********************

250.00
10.00

2.52
0.16

26.46

26.46

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subbasin Total Total Peak Weighted Time of
ID Precip Runoff Runoff Curve Concentration

in in cfs Number days hh:mm:ss
--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Sub-14 2.860 0.638 0.040 70.000 0 00 08 26
Sub-IS 2.860 2.628 0.130 98.000 0 00 05 00
Sub-16 2.860 0.638 0.020 70.000 0 00 06 29
Sub-17 2.860 0.638 0.060 70.000 0 00 10 05
Sub-2 2.860 0.638 0.170 70.000 0 00 26 27

Averages I Totals

******************
Node Depth Summary
******************

2.860 0.726 0.37

Node
ID

Average
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum
HGL

Attained
ft

Time of Max
Occurrence

days hh:rom

Maximum
Ponded
Volume

acre-in

Total
Ti..me

Flooded
minutes

Retention
Time

hh:mro.:ss

en
co

Jun-34 0.07 0.12 9.85 0 08,21 0 0 0,00,00
Jun-35 0.07 0.12 6.42 0 08,22 0 0 0,00,00
Jun-36 0.07 0.13 4.00 0 08,08 0 0 0,00,00
Jun-37 0.03 0.06 1. 63 0 08,08 0 0 0,00,00
Out-6 0.07 0.12 0.12 0 08,21 0 0 0:00:00
Out-7 0.03 0.06 0.06 0 08:08 0 0 0,00,00

*****************
Node Flow Summary
*****************
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Node
ID

Element
Type

Maximum
Lateral

Inflow
cfs

Maximum
Total

Inflow
cfs

Time of
Peak Inflow

Occurrence
days hh:mm

Maximum
Flooding
Overflow

cfs

Time of Peak
Flooding

Occurrence
days hh:mm

Jun-34 JUNCTION 0.25 0.24 0 08 08 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 0.02 0.26 0 08 08 0.00
Jun-36 JUNCTION 0.04 0.29 0 08 08 0.00
Jun-37 JUNCTION 0.06 0.06 0 08 08 0.00
Out-6 OUTFALL 0.00 0.29 0 08 21 0.00
Out-7 OUTFALL 0.00 0.06 0 08 08 0.00

***********************
outfall Loading Summary
***********************

Outfall Node ID

OUt-6
Out-7

System

*****************
Link Flow Summary
*****************

Flow
Frequency

(%)

94.71
68.20

81.45

Average
Flow
cfs

0.12
0.03

0.15

Maximum
Flow
cfs

0.29
0.06

0.35

Link ID

Con-36
Con-37
Con-38
Con-39

Element
Type

CONDUIT
CONDUIT
CONDUIT
CONDUIT

Time of
Peak Flow

Occurrence
days hh:mm

o 08 22
o 08 21
o 08 21
o 08 08

Maximum
Velocity
Attained

it/sec

3.70
4.06
3.73
2.51

Length
Factor

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

Peak Flow
during

Analysis
cfs

0.25
0.29
0.24
0.06

Design
Flow

Capacity
cfs

20.36
20.43
20.37
20.33

Ratio of
Maximum
/Design

Flow

0.01
0.01
0.01
0.00

Ratio of
Maximum

Flow
Depth

0.08
0.08
0.08
0.04

Total
Time

Surcharged
Minutes

o
o
o
o

0"1
.j:>

********************************
Highest Flow Instability Indexes
********************************
All links are stable.

Analysis begun on: Fri Oct 31 08:19:35 2008
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Analysis ended on: Fri Oct 31 08:19:37 2008
Total elapsed time: 00:00:02

Fabian Pre-developed Runoff
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

BOSS International StormNET® - Version 4.11.0 (Build 13753)
--------------------------------------------------------------

****************
Analysis Options
****************
Flow Units •..•••••.••••... cfs
Subbasin Rydrograph Method. 5es TR-55
T~e of concentration 5es TR-55
Link Routing Method Hydrodynamic
Pond Exfiltration None
starting Date •.•...•.••.•• MAR-21-2008 00:00:00
Ending Date ..•.•.••.••.... MAR-22-200B 00:00:00
Report Time step .•...••••• 00:05:00

*************
Element Count
*************
Number of rain gages •••••• 1
Number of subbasins ••....• 5
Number of nodes 6
Number of links ••.•••••••. 4

****************
Raingage summary
****************
Gage
ID

Data
Source

Data
Type

Interval.
hours

------------------------------------------------------------

0'1
en

Gage-1

****************
Subbasin Summary
****************
Subbasin

ID

Sub-14
Sub-15
sub-16
Sub-17
Sub-2

************

10 year

Total
Area

acres

0.53
0.19
0.25
0.76
2.58

CUMITLATlVE 0.10
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Node Summary
************
Node
In

Element
Type

Invert
Elevation

ft

Maximum
Depth

ft

Ponded
Area
ft'

External
Inflow

CJ1
-.I

Jun-34 JUNCTION 9.73 1.50 0.00
J1lll-35 JUNCTION 6.30 1.50 0.00
Jun-36 JUNCTION 3.87 1.50 0.00
Jun-37 JUNCTION 1.57 1.50 0.00
Out-6 OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00
OUt-7 OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00

************
Link Summary
************
Link From Node To Node Element Length Slope Manning's
ID Type ft % Roughness
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Con-36 Jun-35 Jun-36 CONDUIT 48.6 5.0000 0.0150
Con-37 Jun-36 Out-6 CONDUIT 76.8 5.0358 0.0150
Con-38 Jun-34 Jun-35 CONDUIT 68.5 5.0044 0.0150
Con-39 Jun-37 OUt-7 CONDUIT 31.5 4.9889 0.0150

*********************
Cross Section Summary
*********************
Link Shape Depth! width No. of Cross Full Flow Design
In Diameter Barrels Sectional Hydraulic Flow

Area Radius Capacity
ft ft ft' ft cfs

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Con-36 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1.77 0.38 20.36
Con-37 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.43
Con-38 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.37
Con-39 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.33

************************** Volume Depth
Runoff QUantity Continuity acre-ft inches
************************** --------- -------
Total Precipitation •••••. 1.188 3.307
Surface Runoff ........... 0.012 0.003
Continuity Error (%J ..... -0.000

************************** Volume Volume
Flow Routing Continuity acre-ft Mgallons
************************** --------- ---------
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External Inflow .
External Outflow .
Initial stored Volume .
Final stored Volume .
continuity Error (%) .

0.000
0.365
0.000
0.000

-0.031

Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

0.000
0.119
0.000
0.000

******************************************
Composite Curve Number Computations Report
******************************************

Subbasin Sub-14

Soil/surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-15

Soil/Surface Description

0.53
0.53

Area
(acres)

Soil
Group

70.00
70.00

CN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Paved roads with curbs & sewers
Composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-16

Soil/surface Description

0.19
0.19

Area
(acres)

A

Soil
Group

98.00
98.00

CN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-17

Soil/surface Description

0.25
0.25

Area
(acres)

Soil
Group

70.00
70.00

CN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-2

0.76
0.76

Area Soil

70.00
70.00

CJ1
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

***************************************************
8es TR-55 Time of Concentration Computations Report
***************************************************

Sheet Flow Equation

(acres)

2.58
2.58

Group

B

eN

70.00
70.00

Tc"" (0.007 * «n * Lf)AO.B» / «PAD.5) * (8f"0.4»

Where:

Tc = Time of Concentration (hrs)
n "" Manning's Roughness
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
P "" 2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (inches)
Sf "" Slope (ft/it)

Shallow Concentrated Flow Equation

v = 16.1345 * (Sf"0.5) (unpaved surface)
V "" 20.3282 * (Sf"0.5) (paved surface)
Tc "" (Lf / V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Tc 
Lf ~

V

Sf -

Time of Concentration
Flow Length (ft)
Velocity (ft/sec)
Slope (ft/tt)

(hrs)

0'1
<0

Channel Flow Equation

V - (1.49' (R'(2/3)) • (8f'0.5)) / n
R - Aq / Wp
Tc = (Lf I V) I (3600 sec/hrl

Where:

Tc = Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
R = Hydraulic Radius (it)
Aq = Flow Area (ft 2 )

Wp = Wetted Perimeter (ft)
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

v = Velocity (it/sec)
Sf "" Slope (ft/ft)
n "" Manning's Roughness

Subbasin Sub-l-4

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (it/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

60.00
10.00
2.52
0.12
8.45

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

==========--========----=====- --=======--======
Total TOC (minutes): 8.45

==============- ====- == ==============

Subbasin Sub-15

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (it):
Slope (%-):
Surface Type:
Velocity (it/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.13

30.00
10.00

2.52
0.25
1.97

subarea A
500.00

10.00
Paved

6.43
1.30

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

===================--====================================--=========
Total TOC (minutes): 5.00

m
o

==========--===============================================================

Subbasin Sub-16
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):,
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

30.00
10.00

2.52
0.10
4.85

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Unpaved

5.10
1. 63

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

unpaved
0.00
0.00

==============-=======================================================0====
Total TOC (minutes): 6.48

==========================================------=-===-----=-======-========

Subbasin Sub-17

Sheet Flow computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

75.00
10.00

2.52
0.12

10.10

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

=========== =====- ==--==- ============__=c::::
Total TOC (minutes): 10.10

=======-=-============================================================

Subbasin Sub-2

Sheet Flow Computations

en.....

Manning's Roughness:
Subarea A

0.40
Subarea B

0.00
Subarea C

0.00

10-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 6



Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity {it/sec}:
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Total Toe (minutes):......
***********************
Subbasin Runoff Summary
***********************

250.00
10.00

2.52
0.16

26.46

26.46

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subbasin Total Total. Peak Weighted Time of
ID Precip Runoff Runoff Curve Concentration

in in cfs Number days hh:mm:ss
--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Sub-14 3.320 0.899 0.080 70.000 0 00 08 26
Sub-1S 3.320 3.087 0.150 98.000 0 DO 05 DO
Sub-16 3.320 0.898 0.040 70.000 0 00 06 29
Sub-17 3.320 0.899 0.110 70.000 0 00 10 05
Sub-2 3.320 0.899 0.310 70.000 0 00 26 27

Averages / Totals

******************
Node Depth Summary
******************

3.320 0.995 0.62

Node
ID

Average
Depth

Attained
ft

Maxi.mum
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum
HGL

Attained
it

Time of Max
Occurrence

days hh:mm

Maximum
Ponded
Volume

acre-in

Total
Time

Flooded
minutes

Retention
Time

hh:rom:ss

'"""

Jun-34 0.08 0.15 9.88 0 08:17 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-35 0.08 0.15 6.45 0 08 :18 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-36 0.08 0.16 4.03 0 08:08 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-37 0.04 0.08 1.65 0 08:08 0 0 0:00:00
OUt-6 0.08 0.17 0.17 0 08:08 0 0 0:00:00
Dut-7 0.03 0.08 0.08 0 08:08 0 0 0:00:00

*****************
Node Flow Summary
*****************

10-yr 24 Hour Storm Page?



Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Node
ID

Element
Type

Maximum
Lateral

Inflow
cfs

Maximum
Total

Inflow
cfs

Time of
Peak Inflow
Occurrence

days hh:mm

Maximum Time of Peak
Flooding Flooding
Overflow Occurrence

cfs days hh:mm

Jun-34 JUNCTION 0.41 0.40 0 08 08 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 0.04 0.43 0 08 08 0.00
Jun-36 JUNCTION 0.08 0.49 0 08 08 0.00
Jun-37 JUNCTION 0.11 0.11 0 08 08 0.00
out-6 OUTFALL 0.00 0.49 0 08 08 0.00
Out-7 OUTFALL 0.00 0.11 0 08 08 0.00

***********************
Outfall Loading Summary
***********************

Outfall Node 10

Out-6
Out-7

System

*****************
Link Flow Summary
*****************

Flow
Frequency

(%)

95.24
70.11

82.68

Average
Flow
cfs

0.16
0.04

0.20

Maximum
Flow
cfs

0.49
0.11

0.59

Link 10

Con-36
Con-37
Con-38
Con-39

Element
Type

CONDUIT
CONDUIT
CONDUIT
CONDUIT

Time of
Peak Flow

Occurrence
days hh:mm

o 08 18
o 08 08
o 08 17
o 08 08

Maximum
Velocity
Attained

ft/sec

4.29
4.60
4.32
2.97

Length
Factor

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

Peak Flow
during

Analysis
cfs

0.42
0.49
0.40
0.11

Design
Flow

capacity
cfs

20.36
20.43
20.37
20.33

Ratio of
Maximum
/Design

Flow

0.02
0.02
0.02
0.01

Ratio of
Maximum

Flow
Depth

0.10
0.11
0.10
0.05

Total
Time

Surcharged
Minutes

o
o
o
o

O'l
W

********************************
Highest Flow Instability Indexes
********************************
All links are stable.

Analysis begun on: Fri Oct 31 08:21:07 2008

10-yr 24 Hour Storm PageS



O'l

"""

Analysis ended on: Fri Oct 31 08:21:09 2008
Total elapsed time: 00:00:02

Fabian Pre-developed Runoff
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

BOSS International storroNET® - Version 4.11.0 (Build 13753)
--------------------------------------------------------------

****************
Analysis Options
****************
Flow Units .•..•••••..•.... cfs
Subbasin Hydrograph Method. 8eS TR-55
Time of Concentration•••... 5es TR-55
Link Routing Method .•••.•• Hydrodynamic
Pond Exfiltration None
Starting Date •••••.••..... MAR-21-2008 00:00:00
Ending Date •••..•.••.••••. MAR-22-Z008 00:00:00
Report Time Step .••.••..•• 00:05:00

*************
Element Count
*************
Number of rain gages •....• 1
Number of subbasins ....••. 5
Number of nodes ••.••.....• 6
Number of links 4

****************
Raingage Summary
****************
Gage
In

Data
Source

Data
Type

Interval
hours

------------------------------------------------------------

a>
CJ'I

Gage-l

****************
Subbasin Summary
****************
Subbasin

In

Sub-14
Sub-15
Sub-16
Sub-17
Sub-2

************

25 year

Total
Area

acres

0.53
0.19
0.25
0.76
2.58

CUMULATIVE 0.10

25-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 1



Node Summary
************

Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Node
ID

Element
Type

Invert
Elevation

ft

Maximum
Depth

ft

Ponded
Area
ft'

External
Inflow

m
m

Jun-34 JUNCTION 9.73 1.50 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 6.30 1.50 0.00
Jun-36 JUNCTION 3.87 1.50 0.00
Jun-37 JUNCTION 1.57 1.50 0.00
OUt-6 OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00
Out-7 OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00

************
Link Summary
************
Link From Node To Node Element Length Slope Manning's
ID Type ft % Roughness

Con-36 Jun-35 Jun-36 CONDUIT 48.6 5.0000 0.0150
Con-37 Jun-36 Out-6 CONDUIT 76.8 5.0358 0.0150
Con-38 Jun-34 Jun-35 CONDUIT 68.5 5.0044 0.0150
Con-39 Jun-37 Out-7 CONDUIT 31.5 4.9889 0.0150

*********************
Cross Section Summary
*********************
Link Shape Depth/ Width No. of Cross Full Flow Design
ID Diameter Barrels Sectional Hydraulic Flow

Area Radius Capacity
ft ft ft' ft cfs

Con-36 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.36
Con-37 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.43
Con-38 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.37
Con-39 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.33

************************** Volume Depth
Runoff Quantity Continuity acre-ft inches
************************** --------- -------
Total Precipitation ...... 1.406 3.915
Surface Runoff ........... 0.016 0.005
Continuity Error (%) ..... -0.000

************************** Volume Volume
Flow Routing Continuity acre-ft Mgallons
************************** --------- ---------

25-yr 24 Hour storm Page 2



External Inflow .•..•••••.
External Outflow .....••.•
Initial Stored Volume ....
Final Stored Volume .••••.
ContinUity Error (%) ..•••

0.000
0.508
0.000
0.000

-0.029

Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

0.000
0.166
0.000
0.000

******************************************
composite Curve Number Computations Report
******************************************

Subbasin Sub-14

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-IS

Soil/Surface Description

Paved roads with curbs & sewers
Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-16

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-17

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-2

Area
(acres)

0.53
0.53

Area
(acres)

0.19
0.19

Area
(acres)

0.25
0.25

Area
(acres)

0.76
0.76

Area

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

A

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

Soil

en

70.00
70.00

CN

98.00
98.00

CN

70.00
70.00

CN

70.00
70.00

en
-J 25-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 3



Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Soil/Surface Description

composite Area & Weighted eN

***************************************************
8es TR-55 T~e of Concentration Computations Report
***************************************************

sheet Flow Equation

(acres)

2.58
2.58

Group

B

eN

70.00
70.00

en
ex>

Tc"'" (0.007 * «n * Lf)AO.S) / «(PAD.S) * (SfAO.4»

Where:

Tc = Time of Concentration (hrs)
n =: Manning's Roughness
Lf =: Flow Length (ftl
P "'" 2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (inches)
Sf = Slope Ift/ft)

Shallow Concentrated Flow Equation

v =: 16.1345 * (Sf"'0.5) (unpaved surface)
V "'" 20.3282 * (Sf"0.5) (paved surface)
Tc = ILf / V) / 13600 sec/hr)

Where:

Tc "'" Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf "'" Flow Length (ft)
V "'" Velocity (ft/sec)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)

Channel Flow Equation

V = (1.49 * (RA(2/3)) * (SfA O. 5 ) ) / n
R -Aq/Wp
Tc = (Lf / V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Tc = Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
R = Hydraulic Radius (ft)
Aq ~ Flow Area (ft 2 )

Wp = Wetted Perimeter (ft)
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

v = Velocity (ft/sec)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)
n = Manning's Roughness

Subbasin Sub-14

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

60.00
10.00

2.52
0.12
8.45

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

================= - -- -- ======--=
Total TOC (minutes): 8.45

=======~~===========~~==========================--======================

subbasin sub-15

Sheet Flow computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

subarea A
0.13

30.00
10.00

2.52
0.25
1.97

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

subarea A
500.00

10.00
Paved

6.43
1.30

Flow Length {ftl:
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

=========t================== =====-'~===
Total Toe (minutes): 5.00

===========-=========-===================================-=========-======

Subbasin sub-16

en
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Sheet Flow Computations

Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (it/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (it):
Slope (%):
Surface .Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Total TOC (minutes):

Subbasin Sub-1?

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Total Toe (minutes):

Subbasin Sub-2

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:

Subarea A
0.40

30.00
10.00
2.52
0.10
4.85

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Unpaved

5.10
1. 63

6,48

Subarea A
0.40

75.00
10.00

2.52
0.12

10.10

10.10

Subarea A
0.40

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00

....
o
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

== -== =
Total Toe (minutes):

250.00
10.00

2.52
0.16

26.46

26.46

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

==========================-================================================

***********************
Subbasin Runoff Summary
***********************

Subbasin Total Total Peak Weighted Time of
ID precip Runoff Runoff Garve Concentration

in in cfs Number days hh:mm:ss
--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Sub-14 3.930 1.283 0.130 70.000 0 00 08 26
Sub-IS 3.930 3.695 0.180 98.000 0 00 05 00
Sub-16 3.930 1.283 0.060 70.000 0 00 06 29
Sub-I? 3.930 1.283 0.180 70.000 0 00 10 05
Sub-2 3.930 1.283 0.530 70.000 0 00 26 27

Averages / Totals

******************
Node Depth Summary
******************

3.930 1.389 0.93

.......
~

Node Average Maximum Maximum Time of Max Maximum. Total Retention
ID Depth Depth HGL Occurrence Ponded Time Time

Attained Attained Attained Volume Flooded
ft ft ft days hh:mm acre-in minutes hh:mm:ss

Jun-34 0.09 0.18 9.91 0 08,19 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-35 0.09 0.19 6.49 0 08:21 0 0 0,00:00
Jun-36 0.10 0.20 4.07 0 08:08 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-37 0.04 0.10 1. 67 0 08:08 0 0 0:00,00
OUt-6 0.10 0.19 0.19 0 08,08 0 0 0:00:00
OUt-7 0.04 0.10 0.10 0 08,08 0 0 0:00:00

*****************
Node Flow Summary
*****************
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Node
ID

Element
Type

Maximum
Lateral

Inflow
cfs

Maximum
Total

Inflow
cfs

Time of
Peak Inflow

Occurrence
days hh:mm

Maximum
Flooding
Overflow

cfs

Time of Peak
Flooding

Occurrence
days hh:mm

Jun-34 JUNCTION 0.61 0.59 0 08 19 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 0.06 0.62 0 08 21 0.00
Jun-36 JUNCTION 0.13 0.72 0 08 04 0.00
Jun-37 JUNCTION 0.18 0.18 0 08 04 0.00
Out-6 OUTFALL 0.00 0.71 0 08 08 0.00
Out-7 OUTFALL 0.00 0.18 0 08 08 0.00

***********************
OUtfall Loading Summary
***********************

Outfall Node ID

out-6
Out-7

System

*****************
Link Flow Summary
*****************

Flow
Frequency

(%)

95.89
72.94

84.42

Average
Flow
cfs

0.22
0.06

0.28

Maximum
Flow
cfs

0.71
0.18

0.89

Link ID

Con-36
Con-37
Con-38
Con-39

Element
Type

CONDUIT
CONDUIT
CONDUIT
CONDUIT

Time of
Peak Flow

Occurrence
days hh:mm.

o 08 24
o 08 08
o 08 21
o 08 08

Maximum
Velocity
Attained

ftlsec

4.75
5.29
4.83
3.46

Length
Factor

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

Peak Flow
during

Analysis
cfs

0.62
0.71
0.59
0.18

Design
Flow

Capacity
cfs

20.36
20.43
20.37
20.33

Ratio of
Maximum
IDe sign

Flow

0.03
0.03
0.03
0.01

Ratio of
Maximum

Flow
Depth

0.13
0.13
0.12
0.07

Total
Time

Surcharged
Minutes

o
o
o
o

......
""

********************************
Highest Flow Instability Indexes
********************************
All links are stable.

Analysis begun on: Fri Oct 31 08:21:44 2008
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Analysis ended on: Fri Oct 31 08:21:46 2008
Total elapsed time: 00:00:02

Fabian Pre-developed Runoff
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

BOSS International Stor.mNET® - Version 4.11.0 (Build 13753)
--------------------------------------------------------------

****************
Analysis Options
****************
Flow Units •.••••..•••••••• cfs
Subbasin Rydrograph Method. SCS TR-55
Time of Concentration•••... SCS TR-55
Link Routing Method ••.••.• Hydrodynamic
Pond Exfiltration•.•....••• None
Starting Date ..•.•••••.... MAR-21-2008 00:00:00
~nding Date MAR-22-2008 00:00:00
Report Time Step ••••.•...• 00:05:00

*************
Element Count
*************
Number of rain gages 1
Number of subbasins ••.••.. 5
Number of nodes •••••••..•• 6
Number of links 4

****************
Raingage Summary
****************
Gage
ID

Data
Source

Data
Type

Interval
hours

------------------------------------------------------------

-.I
.j:>.

Gage-l

****************
Subbasin Summary
****************
Subbasin

ID

Sub-14
Sub-15
Sub-16
Sub-17
Sub-2

************

50 year

Total
Area

acres

0.53
0.19
0.25
0.76
2.58

CUMULATIVE 0.10

50-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 1



Node Summary
************

Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Node
ID

Element
Type

Invert
Elevation

ft

Maximum
Depth

ft

Ponded
Area
ft'

External
Inflow

-.I
CJ'1

Jun-34 JUNCTION 9.73 1.50 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 6.30 1.50 0.00
Jun-36 JUNCTION 3.87 1.50 0.00
Jun-37 JUNCTION 1.57 1.50 0.00
Out-6 OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00
out-7 OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00

************
Link Summary
************
Link From Node To Node Element Length Slope Manning's
ID Type ft % Roug:tmess

Con-36 Jun-35 Jun-36 CONDUIT 48.6 5.0000 0.0150
Con-37 Jun-36 OUt-6 CONDUIT 76.8 5.0358 0.0150
Con-38 Jun-34 Jun-35 CONDUIT 68.5 5.0044 0.0150
Con-39 Jun-37 OUt-7 CONDUIT 31.5 4.9889 0.0150

*********************
Cross Section Summary
*********************
Link Shape Depth! width NO. of Cross Full Flow Design
ID Diameter Barrels Sectional Hydraulic Flow

Area Radius Capacity
ft ft ft' ft cfs

Con-36 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.36
Con-37 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.43
Con-3a CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.37
Con-39 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.33

************************** Volume Depth
Runoff Quantity Continuity acre-ft inches
************************** --------- -------
Total Precipitation ...... 1.574 4.383
Surface Runoff ........... 0.020 0.006
Continuity Error (%) ..... -0.000

************************** Volume Volume
Flow Routing Continuity acre-ft Mgallons
************************** --------- ---------
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External Inflow .
External Outflow .
Initial Stored volume .
Final Stored Volume .
continuity Error (%) .

0.000
0.629
0.000
0.000

-0.028

Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

0.000
0.205
0.000
0.000

******************************************
composite Curve Number Computations Report
******************************************

Subbasin Sub-14

Soil/Surface Description

composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-1S

Soil/Surface Description

Paved roads with curbs & sewers
Composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-16

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-1?

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-2

Area
(acres)

0.53
0.53

Area
(acres)

0.19
0.19

Area
(acres)

0.25
0.25

Area
(acres)

0.76
0.76

Area

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

A

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

Soil

CN

70.00
70.00

CN

98.00
98.00

CN

70.00
70.00

CN

70.00
70.00

-.J
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & weighted eN

***************************************************
SCS TR-55 Time of Concentration Computations Report
***************************************************

Sheet Flow Equation

(acres)

2.58
2.58

Group

B

eN

70.00
70.00

.....

.....

To - (0.007 * lin * Lf)"0.8)) I IIP"0.5) * (Sf"0.4»)

Where:

Te = Time of Concentration (hrs)
n = Manning's Roughness
Lf ... Flow Length eft)
P = 2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (inches)
Sf "" Slope (it/tt)

Shallow Concentrated Flow Equation

v = 16.1345 * (Sf O.S) (unpaved surface)
V = 20.3282 * (S£ O.S) (paved surface)
Te = (Lf / V) r (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Te "" Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf "" Flow Length (ft)
V = Velocity (it/sec)
Sf = Slope (ft/it)_

Channel Flow Equation

v (1.49 * (R"'(2/3)) * (Sf"'O.5)) / n
R Aq/Wp
Tc = (Lf / V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Tc = Time of concentration (hrs)
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
R = Hydraulic Radius (ft)
Aq = Flow Area (ft l )

wp = Wetted Perimeter (ft)
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

v ~ Velocity (ft/sec)
Sf ~ Slope (ft/ft)
n "" Manning's Roughness

Subbasin sub-l4

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

60.00
10.00

2.52
0.12
8.45

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

=""=====================================~========-==============-===========

Total TOC (minutes):
'''"~

Subbasin Sub-IS

Sheet Flow computations

8 .45
;===-====-==========-===-=====

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (it/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrate~ Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.13

30.00
10.00

2.52
0.25
1. 97

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Paved

6.43
1.30

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

==================-""===========--=--=========--~-==---=============--=====

Total Toe (minutes): 5.00

-..J
CD

===========-===============================================================

Subbasin Sub-16
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Sheet Flow computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Total TOe (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

30.00
10.00

2.52
0.10
4.85

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Unpaved

5.10
1. 63

6.48

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

""'==========--=-=========================--=--

Subbasin sub-17

Sheet Flow computations

-- ===---=================

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

====
Total TOC (minutes):

Subbasin Sub-2

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:

Subarea A
0.40

75.00
10.00

2.52
0.12

10.10

10.10

subarea A
0.40

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00

-J
<0
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (it/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Total Toe (minutes):

***********************
Subbasin Runoff Summary
***********************

250.00
10.00

2.52
0.16

26.46

26.46

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subbasin Total Total Peak Weighted Time of
ID Precip Runoff Runoff Curve Concentration

in in cfs Number days hh:rom:ss

--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Sub-14 4.400 1. 603 0.170 70.000 0 00 08 26
Sub-1S 4.400 4.164 0.200 98.000 0 00 05 00
Sub:-16 4.400 1. 603 0.080 70.000 0 00 06 29
800-17 4.400 1.603 0.250 70.000 0 00 10 05
Sub-2 4.400 1.603 0.720 70.000 0 00 26 27

Averages / Totals

******************
Node Depth Summary
******************

4.400 1. 716 1.32

Node
ID

Average
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum.
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum.
HGL

Attained
ft

Time of Max
Occurrence

days hh:mm

Maximum
Ponded
Volume

acre-in

Total
Time

Flooded
minutes

Retention
Time

hh:mm:ss

co
o

Jun-34 0.10 0.21 9.94 0 08:16 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-35 0.10 0.22 6.52 0 08:18 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-36 0.11 0.24 4.11 0 08:04 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-37 0.05 0.12 1. 69 0 08:04 0 0 0:00:00
OUt-6 0.11 0.23 0.23 0 08:15 0 0 0:00:00
Out-7 0.05 0.12 0.12 0 08:04 0 0 0:00:00

*****************
Node Flow Summary
*****************

50-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 7



Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Node
In

Element
Type

Maximum
Lateral

Inflow
cfs

Maximum
Total

Inflow
cfs

Time of
Peak Inflow
Occurrence

days hh::mm

Maximum
Flooding
Overflow

cfs

Time of Peak
Flooding

Occurrence
days hh::mm

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Jun-34 JUNCTION 0.86 0.84 0 08 15 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 0.08 0.89 0 08 04 0.00
Jun-36 JONCTION 0.17 1.04 0 08 04 0.00
Jun-37 JONCTION 0.25 0.25 0 08 04 0.00
out-6 OUTFALL 0.00 1.03 0 08 15 0.00
OUt-7 OUTFALL 0.00 0.24 0 08 04 0.00

***********************
outfall Loading Summary
***********************

Outfall Node ID

OUt-6
Out-7

System

*****************
Link Flow Summary
*****************

Flow
Frequency

(%)

96.35
74.79

85.57

Average
Flow
cfs

0.28
0.07

0.35

Maximum
Flow
cfs

1.03
0.24

1.27

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Link ID Element

Type
Time of

Peak Flow
Occurrence
days hh::mm

Maximum
Velocity
Attained

ft/sec

Length
Factor

Peak Flow
during

Analysis
cfs

Design
Flow

Capacity
cfs

Ratio of
Maximum
/Design

Flow

Ratio of
Maximum

Flow
Depth

Total
Time

Surcharged
Minutes

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Con-36
Con-37
Con-38
Con-39

CONDUIT
CONDUIT
CONDUIT
CONDUIT

o 08 18
o 08 15
o 08 16
o 08 04

5.21
5.85
5.28
3.79

1.00
1. 00
1.00
1.00

0.89
1.03
0.83
0.24

20.36
20.43
20.37
20.33

0.04
0.05
0.04
0.01

0.15
0.16
0.14
0.08

o
o
o
o

co
~

********************************
Highest Flow Instability Indexes
********************************
All links are stable.

Analysis begun on: Fri Oct 31 08:22:10 2008
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Analysis ended on: Fri Oct 31 08:22:12 2008
Total elapsed time: 00:00:02

Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

50-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 9



Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

BOSS International storroNET® - Version 4.11.0 (Build 13753)

****************
Analysis Options
****************
Flow units cis
Subbasin Hydrograph Method. SCS TR-55
Time of Concentration SCS TR-55
Link Routing Method •...••• Hydrodynamic
Pond Exfiltration .••.•...•. None
Starting Date •••.••••..•.• MAR-21-ZQ08 00:00:00
Ending Date .••••••.••.•••• MAR-22-2008 00:00:00
Report Time step .........• 00:05:00

*************
Element Count
*************
Number of rain gages 1
Number of subbasins .••.••. 5
Number of nodes •••••••••.• 6
Number of links •••.••••••• 4

****************
Raingage summary
****************

co
co

Gage
In

Gage-l

****************
Subbasin Summary
****************
Subbasin

In

Sub-14
sub-15
Sub-16
Sub-17
Sub-2

************

Data
Source

100 year

Total
Area

acres

0.53
0.19
0.25
0.76
2.58

Data
Type

CUMULATIVE

Interval
hours

0.10

100-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 1



Node Summary
************

Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Node
ID

Element
Type

Invert
Elevation

ft

Maximum
Depth

ft

Ponded
Area
ft'

External
Inflow

Jun-34
Jun-35
Jun-36
Jun-37
Out-6
Out-7

************
Link summary
************

JUNCTION 9.73 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 6.30 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 3.87 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 1.57 1.50 0.00
OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00
OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00

Link
In

From Node To Node Element
Type

Length
ft

Slope

•
Manning's
Roughness

co..,.

Con-36 Jun-35 Jun-36 CONDUIT 48.6 5.0000 0.0150
Con-37 Jun-36 Out-6 CONDUIT 76.8 5.0358 0.0150
Con-38 Jun-34 Jun-35 CONDUIT 68.5 5.0044 0.0150
Con-39 Jun-37 OUt-7 CONDUIT 31.5 4.9889 0.0150

*********************
Cross Section Summary
*********************
Link Shape Depth/ Width No. of Cross Full Flow Design
In Diameter Barrels Sectional Hydraulic Flow

Area Radius Capacity
ft ft ft' ft cfs

Con-36 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1.77 0.38 20.36
Con-37 CIRCULAR . 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.43
Con-38 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1.77 0.38 20.37
Con-39 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1.77 0.38 20.33

************************** Volume Depth
Runoff QUantity Continuity acre-ft inches
************************** --------- -------
Total Precipitation ...... 1. 739 4.841
Surface Runoff ........... 0.024 0.007
Continuity Error (%) ..... -0.000

************************** Volume Volume
Flow Routing Continuity acre-ft Mgallons
************************** --------- ---------

100-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 2



External Inflow .
External Outflow .
Initial Stored Volume .
Final Stored Volume .
Continuity Error (%) .

0.000
0.752
0.000
0.000

-0.028

Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

0.000
0.245
0.000
0.000

******************************************
Composite Curve Number Computations Report
******************************************

Subbasin Sub-14

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & weighted CN

Subbasin sub-IS

Soil/Surface Description

Paved roads with curbs & sewers
Composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin sub-16

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-17

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & weighted CN

Subbasin sub-2

Area
(acres)

0.53
0.53

Area
(acres)

0.19
0.19

Area
(acres)

0.25
0.25

Area
(acres)

0.76
0.76

Area

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

A

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

Soil

CN

70.00
70.00

CN

98.00
98.00

CN

70.00
70.00

CN

70.00
70.00

CD
0'1
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Soil/Surface Description (acres) Group eN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Composite Area & Weighted eN

***************************************************
SCS TR-55 Time of Concentration Computations Report
***************************************************

Sheet Flow Equation

2.58
2.58

B 70.00
70.00

00
0>

To - (0.007 * «n * Lf)"0.8)) / «P"0.5) * (Sf"0.4»)

Where:

Tc "" Time of Concentration (hrs)
n "" Manning's Roughness
Lf "" Flow Length (ft)
P "" 2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (inches)
Sf "" Slope (ft/ft)

Shallow Concentrated Flow Equation

v "" 16.1345 * (st.... O.S) (unpaved surface)
V "" 20.3282 * (SfAO.5) (paved surface)
Tc "" (Lf / V) I (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

TC "" Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf "'" Flow Length (ft)
V "'" Velocity (ft/sec)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)

Channel Flow Equation

v = (1.49 * (R"(2/3») * (Sf"0.5) / n
R = Aq / Wp
Tc "'" (Lf / V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Tc "'" Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf "'" Flow Length (ft)
R "'" Hydraulic Radius (ft)
Aq = Flow Area (ftZ )

Wp "'" Wetted Perimeter (ft)

100-yr 24 Hour Storm Page4



Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

v = Velocity (it/sec)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)
n = Manning's Roughness

Subbasin Sub-l4

Sheet Flow Computations

=""=====

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

""", =
Total Toe (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

60.00
10.00

2.52
0.12
8.45

8.45

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

==============""==== ============ = =

Subbasin sub-lS

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%-):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.13

30.00
10.00

2.52
0.25
1.97

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Paved

6.43
1.30

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea e
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

===================================-==========================----==-====
Total TOC (minutes): 5.00

ex>
-.l

========--============ -- ",,-======================

Subbasin Sub-l6
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr t 24 hr Rainfall (in):
velocity (ft/sec):
computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

30.00
10.00
2.52
0.10
4.85

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Unpaved

5.10
1. 63

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

=============- - ===============
Total Toe (minutes): 6.48

======----=========================---====================================

Subbasin Sub-17

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

75.00
10.00

2.52
0.12

10.10

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

============- ----==================================
Total TOe (minutes): 10.10

=c===============--=_-===========--== __ -==---=

Subbasin Sub-2

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Subarea A

0.40
Subarea B

0.00
Subarea C

0.00

ex>
ex>
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

250.00
10.00

2.52
0.16

26.46

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

26.46Total TOe (minutes):
-~--=~-~~--=~=--~====-~=~=-=--=-=-==-===--=

***********************
Subbasin Runoff Summary
***********************

Subbasin Total Total Peak Weighted Time of
ID Precip Runoff Runoff Curve Concentration

in in cfs Number days hh:rom.:ss
--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Sub-14 4.860 1.933 0.220 70.000 0 DO 08 26
Sub-IS 4.860 4.623 0.220 98.000 0 DO 05 00
Sub-16 4.860 1.933 0.100 70.000 0 DO 06 29
Sub-17 4.860 1.933 0.310 70.000 0 DO 10 05
Sub-2 4.860 1.933 0.920 70.000 0 00 26 27

Averages / Totals

******************
Node Depth Summary
******************

4.860 2:052 1. 66

Node
ID

Average
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum.
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum
HGL

Attained
ft

Time of Max
Occurrence

days hh:mm

Maximum
Ponded
Volume

acre-in

Total
Time

Flooded
minutes

Retention
Time

hh::rom:ss

co
<D

Jun-34 0.11 0.24 9.97 0 08:16 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-35 0.11 0.25 6.55 0 08:19 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-36 0.12 0.27 4.14 0 08:04 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-37 0.05 0.13 1. 70 0 08:04 0 0 0:00:00
Out-6 0.12 0.26 0.26 0 08:15 0 0 0:00:00
out-7 0.05 0.13 0.13 0 08:04 0 0 0:00:00

*****************
Node Flow Summary
*****************
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Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

Node
ID

Element
Type

Maximum
Lateral

Inflow
cfs

Maximum
Total

Inflow
cfs

Time of
Peak Inflow

Occurrence
days hh rmra

Maximum
Flooding
Overflow

cfs

Time of Peak
Flooding

Occurrence
days hh:mm

Jun-34 JUNCTION 1.08 1.05 a 08 15 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 0.10 1.11 a 08 04 0.00
Jun-36 JUNCTION 0.22 1.30 a 08 04 0.00
Jun-37 JUNCTION 0.31 0.31 0 08 04 0.00
OUt-6 OUTFALL 0.00 1.28 0 08 15 0.00
OUt-7 OUTFALL 0.00 0.31 a 08 04 0.00

***********************
OUtfall Loading Summary
***********************

OUtfall Node ID

OUt-6
Out-7

System

*****************
Link Flow Summary
*****************

Flow
Frequency

(%)

96.68
76.54

86.61

Average
Flow
cfs

0.35
0.09

0.44

Maximum
Flow
cfs

1.28
0.31

1.58

Link ID

Con-36
Con-37
Con-38
Con-39

Element
Type

CONDUIT
CONDUIT
CONDUIT
CONDUIT

Time of
Peak Flow

Occurrence
days hh rmm

a 08 19
a 08 15
a 08 17
o 08 04

Maximum
Velocity
Attained

ft/sec

5.51
6.20
5.60
4.03

Length
Factor

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

Peak Flow
during

Analysis
cfs

1.10
1.28
1.04
0.31

Design
Flow

Capacity
cfs

20.36
20.43
20.37
20.33

Ratio of
Maximum
/Design

Flow

0.05
0.06
0.05
0.02

Ratio of
Maximum

Flow
Depth

0.17
0.17
0.16
0.09

Total
Time

Surcharged
Minutes

a
a
a
a

co
o

********************************
Highest Flow Instability Indexes
********************************
All links are stable.

Analysis begun on: Fri Oct 31 08:22:41 2008

100-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 8



so
~

Analysis ended on: Fri Oct 31 08:22:43 2008
Total elapsed time: 00:00:02

Fabian Pre-developed Runoff

100-yr 24 Hour storm Page 9
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

BOSS International StormNET® - Version 4.11.0 (Build 13753)

****************
Analysis Options
****************
Flow Units .••.••.••..•.•.. cfs
Subbasin Hydrograph Method. 5es TR-55
Time of Concentration ..•.•• 5es TR-55
Link Routing Method •.••.•• Hydrodynamic
Pond Exfiltration None
Starting Date ••••.....•.•• MAR-21~2008 00:00:00
Ending Date •.•..••.••.•..• MAR-22-Z008 00:00:00
Report Time Step ••.•••••. : 00:05:00

*************
Element Count
*************
Number of rain gages ...•.• 1
Number of subbasins •.••.•• 5
Number of nodes •••••..•••• 12
Number of links ....••.•••• 13

****************
Raingage Summary
****************

CD
-!'>

Gage
In

Gage-l

****************
Subbasin Summary
****************
Subbasin

In

Sub-14
Suh-15
Sub-16
Sub-17
Sub-2

************

Data
source

5 year

Total
Area

acres

0.53
0.19
0.25
0.82
2.54

Data
Type

COMULATlVE

Interval
hours

0.10

5-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 1



Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Node Summary
************
Node
ID

Element
Type

Invert
Elevation

ft

Maximum
Depth

ft

Ponded
Area
ft'

External
Inflow

Jun-34 JUNCTION
Jun-35 JUNCTION
Jun-36 JUNCTION
Jun-37 JUNCTION
Jun-38 JUNCTION
Jun-39 ,JUNCTION
Jun-40 JUNCTION
Out-6 JUNCTION
OUt-7 OUTFALL
OUt-8 OUTFALL
Back of Lot DetentionSTORAGE
Main Detention STORAGE

************
Link Summary
************

10.86
7.43
5.00
7.17
0.35

12.43
4.86
1.54
0.00
0.00
2.55

2.04

1.50
1.50
1.50
1.50
4.17
1.50
1.50
2.15
1.50
1.50

3.20
3.60

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

Link From Node To Node Element Length Slope Manning's
ID Type ft % Roughness
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Con-36 Jun-35 Jun-36 CONDUIT 49.0 4.9622 0.0150
Con-38 Jun-34 Jun-35 CONDUIT 68.5 5.0044 0.0150
Con-39 Jun-36 Main Detention CONDUIT 27.2 10.8864 0.0150
Con-40 Out-6 Out-7 CONDUIT 19.3 8.0000 0.0150
Con-41 Jun-37 Jun-40 CONDUIT 203.0 1.1379 0.0150
Con-42 Jun-38 Out-8 CONDUIT 17.3 2.0185 0.0150
Con-43 Jun-39 Jun-37 CONDUIT 263.0 2.0002 0.0150
Con-44 Jun-40 Back of Lot DetentionCONDUIT 28.3 8.1683 0.0150
Reg-l Main Detention out-6 ORIFICE
Reg-2 Back of Lot DetentionJun-38 ORIFICE
Reg-4 Main Detention Out-6 ORIFICE
Reg-S Main Detention Out-6 ORIFICE
Reg-a Back of Lot DetentionJun-38 ORIFICE

*********************
Cross Section summary
*********************

CD
C1l

Link
ID

Con-36
Con-38

Shape

CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR

Depth/
Diameter

ft

1.50
1.50

width

ft

1.50
1.50

No. of
Barrels

1
1

Cross
sectional

Area
ft'

1. 77
1.77

Full Flow
Hydraulic

Radius
ft

0.38
0.38

Design
Flow

Capacity
cfs

20.28
20.37
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

**************************
Flow Routing Continuity
**************************

**************************
Runoff Quantity Continuity
**************************
Total Precipitation .
Surface Runoff .
Continuity Error (%)

1 1. 77 0.38 30.04
1 1. 77 0.38 25.75
1 1. 77 0.38 9.71
1 1. 77 0.38 12.93
1 1. 77 0.38 12.88
1 1. 77 0.38 26.02

1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50

Volume Depth
acre-ft inches

--------- -------
1.028 2.849
0.001 0.003

-0.000

Volume Volume
acre-ft MgaIIons

--------- ---------
0.000 0.000
0.342 0.112
0.000 0.000
0.005 0.002

-0.002

CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR

Con-39
Con-40
Con-41
Con-42
Con-43
Con-44

External Inflow .
External Outflow .
Initial Stored Volume .
Final Stored Volume .
Continuity Error (%)

******************************************
Composite Curve Number Computations Report
******************************************

Subbasin Sub-14

Soil/Surface Description
Area

(acxes )
Soil

Group eN

composite Area & Weighted CN
0.53
0.53

75.00
75.00

Subbasin Sub-IS

Soil/Surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN

Paved roads with curbs & sewers
Composite Area & Weighted CN

0.19
0.19

A 98.00
98.00

Subbasin Sub-16

co

'"
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Soil/surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-17

Soil/Surface Description

Area
(acres)

0.25
0.25

Area
(acres)

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

CN

98.00
98.00

CN

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-2

Soil/Surface Description

1/3 acre lots! 30% impervious
Composite Area & Weighted CN

***************************************************
SCS TR-55 Time of Concentration Computations Report
***************************************************

Sheet Flow Equation

0.82
0.82

Area
(acres)

2.54
2.54

Soil
Group

B

73.00
73.00

CN

73.00
73.00

CD
-.J

Tc = (0.007 * ((n * Lf)'0.8)) I ((P'0.5) * (8f'0.4))

Where:

Tc = Time of concentration (hrs)
n = Manning's Roughness
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
P = 2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (inches)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)

Shallow Concentrated Flow Equation

v "" 16.1345 * (Sf 0.5) (unpaved surface)
V = 20.3282 * (Sf 0.5) (paved surface)
Tc = (Lf / V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Tc "" T~e of Concentration (hra)
Lf = Flow Length (ftl
V "" Velocity (ft/sec)
Sf ~ Slope (ft/ft)

Channel Flow Equation

_ (1.49' (R'(2/3» • (Sf'0.5» In
Aq I Wp
(Lf I V) I (3600 seo/hr)

V
R
To -

Where:

Time of Concentration (hrs)
Flow Length (ft)
Hydraulic Radius (ft)
Flow Area (ft 2 )

"" Wetted Perimeter (ftl
Velocity (ft/sec)

"" Slope (ft/ftl
"" Manning's Roughnessn

To
Lf =
R
Aq
wp
V
Sf

Subbasin Sub-14

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.30

60.00
5.00
2.52
0.11
8.85

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
300.00

2.00
Paved
2.87
1. 74

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

======================================-==--===-=========--==-==============
Total Toe (minutes): 10.59

=--==-====--=-===========================-=============~===~=--=========

co
00
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Subbasin Sub-1S

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ftl:
slope (%):
Surface Type:
velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.13

30.00
2.00
2.52
0.13
3.76

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Paved

6.43
1.30

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

========================:======-================

Total Toe (minutes): 5.05
===================--===============-=====m=-=========---============= ""

Subbasin Sub-16

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope {%}:
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

30.00
2.00
2.52
0.05
9.24

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Unpaved

5.10
1. 63

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

=================================== - ====--=============================
Total Toe (minutes): 10.87

eo
ss»

==================================--==============
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Subbasin Sub-1?

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning 1s Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.15

75.00
5.00
2.52
0.21
6.08

Subarea A
400.00

2.00
Paved
2.87
2.32

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

================-================--============
Total Toe (minutes): 8.40

===============--===--==~~==============================================

Subbasin Sub-2

Sheet Flow Computations

--'
Cl
Cl

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.30

153.00
2.00
2.52
0.09

27.01

Subarea A
520.00

10.00
Paved

6.43
1.35

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00
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Total TOC (minutes):

***********************
Subbasin Runoff Summary
***********************

Fabian Developed Model with Detention

28.36

Subbasin Total Total Peak weighted Time of
ID Precip Runoff Runoff Curve Concentration

in in cfs Number days hh:mm:ss
--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Sub-14 2.860 0.870 0.080 75.000 0 00 10 35
Sub-1S 2.860 2.628 0.130 98.000 0 00 05 03
Sub-16 2.860 2.628 0.170 98.000 0 00 10 52
Sub-17 2.860 0.772 0.100 73.000 0 00 08 23
Sub-2 2.860 0.773 0.260 73.000 0 00 28 21

Averages / Totals

******************
Node Depth Summary
******************

2.860 0.973 0.65

Node
ID

Average
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum
HGL

Attained
ft

Time of Max Maximum Total Retention
Occurrence Ponded Time Time

Volume Flooded
days hh:mm acre-in minutes hh:mm:ss

~

o
~

Jun-34 0.07 0.13 10.99 0 08:15 0 0 a 00 00
Jun-35 0.08 0.17 7.60 0 08:05 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-36 0.07 0.14 5.14 0 08:05 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-37 0.05 0.12 7.29 0 08:06 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-38 0.04 0.08 0.43 0 08:25 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-39 0.00 0.00 12.43 0 00:00 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-40 0.03 0.07 4.93 0 08:07 0 0 a 00 00
OUt-6 0.08 0.12 1. 66 0 09:20 0 0 o 00 00
Out-7 0.08 0.11 0.11 0 09:20 0 0 a 00 00
Out-8 0.04 0.08 0.08 0 08:25 0 0 o 00 00
Back of Lot Detention 0.15 0.47 3.02 0 08:25 0 0 0:00:00
Main Detention 0.55 L27 3.31 0 09:20 0 0 0:00:00

*****************
Node Flow summary
*****************
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Node
ID

Element
Type

Maximum
Lateral

Inflow
cfs

Maximum
Total

Inflow
cfs

Time of
Peak Inflow

Occurrence
days hh:mm

Maximum
Flooding
Overflow

cfs

Time of Peak
Flooding

Occurrence
days hh:mm

Jun-34 JUNCTION 0.32 0.32 0 08: 15 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 0.17 0.47 0 08:05 0.00
Jun-36 JUNCTION 0.08 0.55 0 08:05 0.00
Jun-37 JUNCTION 0.10 0.10 0 08:05 0.00
Jun-38 JUNCTION 0.00 0.07 0 08:25 0.00
Jun-39 JUNCTION 0.00 0.00 0 00:00 0.00
Jun-40 JUNCTION 0.00 0.10 0 08:06 0.00
OUt-6 JUNCTION 0.00 0.28 0 09:20 0.00
OUt-7 OUTFALL 0.00 0.28 0 09:20 0.00
Out-8 OUTFALL 0.00 0.07 0 08:25 0.00
Back of Lot Detention STORAGE 0.00 o.ro 0 08:07 0.00
Main Detention STORAGE 0.00 0.55 0 08:05 0.00

**********************
Detention Pond Summary
**********************

Detention Pond ID

Back of Lot Detention
Main Detention

Maximum
Ponded
Volume

1000 ft~

0.065
1.045

Maximum
Ponded
Volume

(%)

o
56

Time of Max
Ponded
Volume

days hh:mm

o 08:25
o 09:20

Average
Ponded
Vol.ume

1000 ft 3

0.014
0.360

Average
Ponded
Volume

(%)

o
19

Maximum
Pond

Outflow
cfs

0.07
0.28

Maximum
Exfiltration

Rate
cfm

0.00
0.00

Time of Max.
Exfiltration

Rate
hh:mm:ss

0:00:00
0:00:00

Total
Exfiltrated

Volume
1000 ft 3

0.000
0.000

***********************
OUtfall Loading Summary
***********************

~

o

""

outfall Node ID

Out-7
Out-8

system

*****************
Link Flow Summary

Flow
Frequency

(%)

94.70
68.59

81. 65

Average
Flow
cfs

0.15
0.04

0.19

Maximum
Flow
cfs

0.28
0.07

0.34
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

*****************

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Link In Element

Type
Time of

Peak Flow
Occurrence
days hh:rnm

Maximum
Velocity
Attained

ft/sec

Length
Factor

Peak Flow
during

Analysis
cfs

Design
Flow

Capacity
cfs

Ratio of
Maximum
IDesign

Flow

Ratio of
Maximum

Flow
Depth

Total
Time

Surcharged
Minutes

Con-36 CONDUIT 0 08:05 4.89 1.00 0.47 20.28 0.02 0.10 0

Con-38 CONDUIT 0 08:15 3.66 1.00 0.32 20.37 0.02 0.10 0

Con-39 CONDUIT 0 08:05 1. 67 1.00 0.55 30.04 0.02 0.46 0

Con-40 CONDUIT 0 09:20 4.56 1.00 0.28 25.75 0.01 0.08 0

Con-41 CONDUIT 0 08:06 2.24 1.00 0.10 9.71 0.01 0.06 0

Con-42 CONDUIT 0 08:25 1.85 1.00 0.07 12.93 0.01 0.05 0

Con-43 CONDUIT 0 00:00 0.00 1.00 0.00 12.88 0.00 0.04 0

Con-44 CONDUIT 0 08:07 1.11 1.00 0.10 26.02 0.00 0.18 0

Reg-l ORIFICE 0 09:20 0.28 1.00

Reg-2 ORIFICE 0 00:00 0.00 0.00

Reg-4 ORIFICE 0 09:20 0.00 O.OS

Reg-S ORIFICE 0 00:00 0.00 0.00

Reg-S ORIFICE 0 08:25 0.07 1.00

********************************
Highest Flow Instability Indexes
********************************
All links are stable.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Analysis begun on:
Analysis ended on:
Total elapsed time:

Thu Oct 30 20:03:2S 200S
Thu Oct 30 20:03:42 2008
00:00:14

~

o
co
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

BOSS International StormNET® - Version 4.11.0 (Build 13753)

****************
Analysis Options
****************
Flow Units ••..•.••••••••.• cfs
Subbasin Hydrograph Method. SCS TR-55
Time of Concentration•••••• SCS TR-55
Link Routing Method ••••••. Hydrodynamic
Pond Exfiltration•••....••. None
Starting Date ....•••••••.• MAR-21-200B 00:00:00
Ending Date ••••••••••..•.• MAR-22-Z008 00:00:00
Report Time Step ••.••.•••• 00:05:00

*************
Element Count
*************
Number of rain gages •.••.. 1
Number of subbasins ••••.•• 5
Number of nodes .•.••.••••• 12
Number of links ••.•.•...•. 13

****************
Raingage summary
****************

~

o
-l'>

Gage
ID

Gage-l

****************
Subbasin summary
****************
Subbasin

ID

SOO-14
sOO-15
Sub-16
Sub-17
sub-2

************

Data
Source

10 year

Total
Area

acres

0.53
0.19
0.25
0.82
2.54

Data
Type

CUMULATIVE

Interval
hours

0.10
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Node Summary
************

Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Node
ID

Element
Type

Invert
Elevation

ft

Maximum
Depth

ft

Ponded
Area
ft'

External
Inflow

Jun-34 JUNCTION 10.86 1.50 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 7.43 1.50 0.00
Jun-36 JUNCTION 5.00 1.50 0.00
Jun-37 JUNCTION 7.17 1.50 0.00
Jun-38 JUNCTION 0.35 4.17 0.00
Jun-39 JUNCTION 1-2.43 1.50 0.00
Jun-40 JUNCTION 4.86 1.50 0.00
Out-6 JUNCTION 1.54 2.15 0.00
Out-7 OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00
Out-8 OUTFALL 0.00 1-50 0.00
Back of Lot DetentionSTORAGE 2.55 3.20 0.00
Main Detention STORAGE 2.04 3.60 0.00

************
Link SUlt'lItLary
************
Link From Node To Node Element Length Slope Manning's
ID Type ft % Roughness

Con-36 Jun-35 Jun-36 CONDUIT 49.0 4.9622 0.0150
Con-38 Jun-34 Jun-35 CONDUIT 68.5 5.0044 0.0150
Con-39 Jun-36 Main Detention CONDUIT 27.2 10.8864 0.0150
Con-4Q Out-6 Out-7 CONDUIT 19.3 8.0000 0.0150
Con-41 Jun-37 Jun-40 CONDUIT 203.0 1.1379 0.0150
Con-42 Jun-38 Out-8 CONDUIT 17 .3 2.0185 0.0150
Con-43 Jun-39 Jun-37 CONDUIT 263.0 2.0002 0.0150
Con-44 Jun-40 Back of Lot DetentionCONDUIT 28.3 8.1683 0.0150
Reg-l Main Detention Out-6 ORIFICE
Reg-2 Back of Lot DetentionJun-38 ORIFICE
Reg-4 Main Detention Out-6 ORIFICE
Reg-S Main Detention out-6 ORIFICE
Reg-8 Back of Lot DetentionJun-38 ORIFICE

*********************
Cross section Summary
*********************

-'0

o
U"1

Link
In

Con-36
Con-38

Shape

CIRCtrLAR
CIRCULAR

Depth/
Diameter

ft

1.50
1.50

Width

ft

1.50
1.50

No. of
Barrels

1
1

Cross
sectional

Area
ft'

1. 77
1.77

Full Flow
Hydraulic

Radius
ft

0.38
0.38

Design
Flow

Capacity
cfs

20.28
20.37
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

**************************

**************************

Flow Routing Continuity
**************************

Runoff Quantity Continuity
**************************
Total Precipitation .
Surface Runoff .
Continuity Error (~)

1 1. 77 0.38 30.04
1 1. 77 0.38 25.75
1 1. 77 0.38 9.71
1 1. 77 0.38 12.93
1 1.77 0.38 12.88
1 1. 77 0.38 26.02

1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50

Volume Depth
acre-ft inches

--------- -------
1.193 3.307
0.002 0.004

-0.000

Volume Volume
acre-ft Mgallons

--------- ---------
0.000 0.000
0.448 0.146
0.000 0.000
0.009 0.003
0.001

CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR

External Inflow .
External Outflow .
Initial Stored Volume .
Final Stored Volume .
Continuity Error (%) .

Con-39
Con-40
Con-4l
Con-42
Con-43
Con-44

******************************************
Composite Curve Number computations "Report
******************************************

Subbasin Sub-l4

Soil/Surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Composite Area & Weighted CN
0.53
0.53

75.00
75.00

Subbasin Sub-IS

Soil/Surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Paved roads with curbs & sewers
Composite Area & Weighted eN

0.19
0.19

A 98.00
98.00

Subbasin Sub-16

~

o
en
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Soil/surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-1?

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-Z

Soil/Surface Description

1/3 acre lots, 30% impervious
composite Area & Weighted eN

Area
(acres)

0.25
0.25

Area
(acres)

0.82
0.82

Area
(acres)

2.54
2.54

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

B

eN

98.00
98.00

CN

73.00
73.00

eN

73.00
73.00

~

C)

-.I

***************************************************
SCS TR-55 Time of Concentration Computations Report
***************************************************

Sheet Flow Equation

Te· 10.007 * lIn * Lf)"0.8») / lIP"0.5) * ISf"0.4»)

Where:

Tc ~ Time of Concentration (hrs)
n = Manning's Roughness
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
p = 2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (inches)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)

Shallow Concentrated Flow Equation

v = 16.1345 * (S£"0.5) (unpaved surface)
V = 20.3282 * (Sf~0.5) (paved surface)
Tc = (Lf / V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Tc = Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
V = Velocity (it/sec)
Sf = Slope (it/tt)

Channel Flow Equation

v _ (1.49 * (R'(2/3)) * (Sf'0.5)) / n
R =Aq/Wp
Tc = (Lf I V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Tc =
Lf
R
Aq =
Wp
V

Sf 
n

Time of concentration (hrs)
Flow Length eft)
Hydraulic Radius (ft)
Flow Area (ft.:':)
Wetted Perimeter (ft)
Velocity (it/sec)
Slope (ft/ft)
Manning's Roughness

Subbasin Sub-14.

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow computations
--------------------------------------

Flow Length (ftl:
Slope {%}:
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.30

60.00
5.00
2.52
0.11
8.85

Subarea A
300.00

2.00
Paved

2.87
1. 74

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

==================================================--========================
Total Toe (minutes): 10.59

~

C>
ex>

=========================================-=======-====-====================
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Subbasin Sub-IS

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope ('Ii):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.13

30.00
2.00
2.52
0.13
3.76

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Paved

6.43
1.30

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

""""""====-===""""==-=======-======================
Total Toe (minutes): 5.05

====--==========--=============-==-===========--==-=-==================

Subbasin Sub-16

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (it):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

30.00
2.00
2.52
0.05
9.24

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Unpaved

5.10
1.63

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

unpaved
0.00
0.00

===================================--======~=====--=---==============--=
Total TOC (minutes): 10.87

~

o
c.o

==============-================-=======-===-====================-===--=====

10-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 6



Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Subbasin Sub-1?

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ftl:
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec);
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.15

75.00
5.00
2.52
0.21
6.08

Subarea A
400.00

2.00
Paved
2.87
2.32

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

====~====-===----==~~============~===========-=====---=-===============

Total Toe (minutes): 8.40
======================= ---================================--===============

Subbasin Sub-2

Sheet Flow Computations

~

~

o

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.30

153.00
2.00
2.52
0.09

27.01

Subarea A
520.00

10.00
Paved

6.43
1.35

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00
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Total Toe (minutes):

Fabian Developed Model with Detention

28.36
================================--=========================================

***********************
Subbasin Runoff Summary
***********************

Subbasin Total Total Peak Weighted Time of
III Precip Runoff Runoff Curve concentration

in in cfs Number days hh:mm:ss
--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Sub-14 3.320 1.176 0.120 75.000 0 00 10 35
Sub-1S 3.320 3.087 0.150 98.000 0 00 05 03
Sub-16 3.320 3.087 0.190 98.000 0 00 10 52
Sub-17 3.320 1.060 0.160 73.000 0 00 08 23
Sub-2 3.320 1.060 0.420 73.000 0 00 28 21

Averages / Totals

******************
Node Depth Summary
******************

3.320 1.280 0.94

Node
III

Average
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum
HGL

Attained
ft

Time of Max
Occurrence

days hh:mm

Maximum
Ponded
Volume

acre-in

Total
Time

Flooded
minutes

Retention
Time

hh:rom:ss

Jun-34 0.08 0.16 11.02 0 08:15 0 0 o DO DO
Jun-35 0.09 0.20 7.63 0 08:10 0 0 o DO DO
Jun-36 0.08 0.17 5.17 0 08:10 0 0 o 00 DO
Jun-37 0.06 0.15 7.32 0 08:05 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-38 0.05 0.09 0.44 0 08:30 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-39 0.00 0.00 12.43 0 00:00 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-40 0.03 0.08 4.94 0 08:06 0 0 o DO DO
Out-6 0.09 0.15 1. 69 0 09:01 0 0 o DO DO
out-7 0.08 0.14 0.14 0 09:01 0 0 o 00 00
Out-8 0.05 0.09 0.09 0 08:30 0 0 o 00 00
Back of Lot Detention 0.23 0.81 3.36 0 08:30 0 0 0:00:00
Main Detention 0.76 1. 64 3.68 0 09:01 0 0 0:00:00

*****************
Node Flow Summary
*****************

~

~

~
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Node
ID

Element
Type

Maximum
Lateral

Inflow
cfs

Maximum
Total

Inflow
cfs

Time of
Peak Inflow
Occurrence

days hh:mm

Maximum
Flooding
Overflow

cfs

Time of Peak
Flooding

Occurrence
days bh:mm

Jun-34 JUNCTION 0.50 0.50 0 08:15 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 0.19 0.67 0 08:10 0.00
Jun-36 JUNCTION 0.12 0.79 0 08:09 0.00
Jun-37 JUNCTION 0.16 0.16 0 08:05 0.00
Jun-38 JUNCTION 0.00 0.09 0 08:30 0.00
Jun-39 JUNCTION 0.00 0.00 0 00:00 0.00
Jun-40 JUNCTION 0.00 0.16 0 08:05 0.00
out-6 JUNCTION 0.00 0.44 0 09:01 0.00
OUt-7 OUTFALL 0.00 0.44 0 09:01 0.00
cue-a OUTFALL 0.00 0.09 0 08 :30 0.00
Back of Lot Detention STORAGE 0.00 0.16 0 08:06 0.00
Main Detention STORAGE 0.00 0.79 0 08:10 0.00

**********************
Detention Pond summary
**********************

Detention Pond ID

Back of Lot Detention
Main Detention

Maximum
Ponded
Volume

1000 ft 3

0.141
1.455

Maximum
Ponded
Volume

(%)

o
77

Time of Max
Ponded
Volume

days hh:mm

o 08:30
o 09:01

Average
Ponded
Volume

1000 ft~

0.029
0.567

Average
Ponded
Volume

(%)

o
30

Maximum
Pond

Outflow
cfs

0.09
0.44

Maximum
EXfiltration

Rate
cfm

0.00
0.00

Time of Max.
Exfiltration

Rate
bh:nun:ss

0:00:00
0:00:00

Total
Exfiltrated

Volume
1000 ft'"

0.000
0.000

***********************
OUtfall Loading Summary
***********************

~

~

""

Outfall Node ID

OUt-7
OUt-B

System

*****************
Link Flow Summary

Flow
Frequency

(%)

95.34
70.98

83.16

Average
Flow
cfs

0.20
0.05

0.25

Maximum
Flow
cfs

0.44
0.09

0.53
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*****************

Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Link ID Element
Type

Time of
Peak Flow

Occurrence
days hh:rom

Maximum
Velocity
Attained

ft/sec

Length
Factor

Peak Flow
during

Analysis
cfs

Design
Flow

capacity
cfs

Ratio of
Maximum
/Design

Flow

Ratio of
Maximum

Flow
Depth

Total
Time

Surcharged
Minutes

Con-36 CONDUIT 0 08,10 5.44 1.00 0.67 20.28 0.03 0.12 0
Con-38 CONDUIT 0 08'15 4.15 1.00 0.49 20.37 0.02 0.12 0
Con-39 CONDUIT 0 08,10 1.52 1.00 0.79 30.04 0.03 0.55 0
Con-40 CONDUIT 0 09:01 5.14 1.00 0.44 25.75 0.02 0.10 0
Con-41 CONDUIT 0 08:05 2.57 1.00 0.16 9.71 0.02 0.08 0
Con-42 CONDUIT 0 08'30 2.04 1.00 0.09 12.93 0.01 0.06 0
Con-43 CONDUIT 0 00:00 0.00 1. 00 0.00 12.88 0.00 0.05 0
Con-44 CONDUIT 0 08:06 0.98 1.00 0.16 26.02 0.01 0.29 0
Reg-1 ORIFICE 0 09,01 0.32 1.00
Reg-2 ORIFICE 0 00 00 0.00 0.00
Reg-4 ORIFICE 0 09 01 0.12 1.00
Reg-5 ORIFICE 0 00 00 0.00 0.00
Reg-8 ORIFICE 0 08 30 0.09 1.00

********************************
Highest Flow Instability Indexes
********************************
All links are stable.

~

~

co

Analysis begun on:
Analysis ended on:
Total elapsed time:

Thu Oct 30 20:05:06 2008
Thu Oct 30 20:05:22 2008
00:00:16

10-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 10



Fabian Developed Model with Detention

BOSS International Stor.mNET® - Version 4.11.0 (Build 13753)

****************
Analysis Options
****************
Flow Units ...•••.•.••.•..• cfs
Subbasin Hydrograph Method. SCS TR-55
Time of Concentration•••••• SCS TR-55
Link Routing Method ••.•.•• Hydrodynamic
Pond Exfiltration•.•••.•.•• None
Starting Date .•• ~ ••••.. _.. MAR-21-2008 00:00:00
Ending Date •.•••.•••.••.•• MAR-22-2008 00:00:00
Report Time Step .•••.••••• 00:05:00

*************
Element Count
*************
Number of rain gages •••.•• 1
Number of subbasins •.••.•• 5
Number of nodes ••.•••••••• 12
Number of links .••••.••••. 13

****************
Raingage Summary
****************

~

~

-1>0

Gage
In

Gage-l

****************
Subbasin Summary
****************
Subbasin

In

Sub-14
8ub-15
8ub-16
Sub-17
Sub-2

************

Data
Source

25 year

Total
Area

acres

0.53
0.19
0.25
0.82
2.54

Data
Type

CUMULATIVE

Interval
hours

0.10

25-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 1



Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Node summary
************
Node
ID

Element
Type

Invert
Elevation

ft

Maximum
Depth

ft

Ponded
Area
ft'

External
Inflow

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Jun-34 JUNCTION 10.86 1.50 0.00

Jun-35 JUNCTION 7.43 1.50 0.00

Jun-36 JUNCTION 5.00 1.50 0.00

Jun-37 JUNCTION 7.17 1.50 0.00

Jun-38 JUNCTION 0.35 4.17 0.00

Jun-39 JUNCTION 12.43 1.50. 0.00

Jun-40 JUNCTION 4.86 1.50 0.00

OUt-6 JUNCTION 1.54 2.15 0.00

Out-7 OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00

Out-8 OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00
Back of Lot DetentionSTORAGE 2.55 3.20 0.00

Main Detention STORAGE 2.04 3.60 0.00

************
Link Summary
************
Link From Node To Node Element Length Slope Manning's

ID Type ft % Roughness

Con-36 Jun-35 Jun-36 CONDUIT 49.0 4.9622 0.0150

Con-38 Jun-34 Jun-35 CONDUIT 68.5 5.0044 0.0150

Con-39 Jun-36 Main Detention CONDUIT 27.2 10.8864 0.0150

Con-40 Out-6 Out-7 CONDUIT 19.3 8.0000 0.0150

Con-41 Jun-37 Jun-40 CONDUIT 203.0 1.1379 0.0150

Con-42 Jun-38 Out-8 CONDUIT 17.3 2.0185 0.0150

Con-43 Jun-39 Jun-37 CONDUIT 263.0 2.0002 0.0150

Con-44 Jun-40 Back of Lot DetentionCONDUIT 28.3 8.1683 0.0150

Reg-l Main Detention OUt-6 ORIFICE

Reg-2 Back of Lot DetentionJun-38 ORIFICE

Reg-4 Main Detention OUt-6 ORIFICE

Reg-S Main Detention OUt-6 ORIFICE

Reg-8 Back of Lot DetentionJun-38 ORIFICE

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

*********************
Cross section summary
*********************
Link
ID

shape Depth/
Diameter

ft

width

ft

No. of
Barrels

Cross
Sectional

Area
ft'

Full Flow
Hydraulic

Radius
ft

Design
Flow

Capacity
cfs

20.28
20.37

0.38
0.38

1. 77
1. 77

1
1

1.50
1.50

1.50
1.50

CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR

con-36
Con-38

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

~

~

CJ'I
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

**************************
Flow Routing Continuity
**************************
External Inflow .
External Outflow .
Initial Stored Volume .
Final Stored Volume .
Continuity Error (%) .

**************************
Runoff Quantity Continuity
**************************
Total Precipitation .
Surface Runoff .
Continuity Error (%) •.••.

1 1. 77 0.38 30.04
1 1. 77 0.38 25.75
1 1. 77 0.38 9.71
1 1. 77 0.38 12.93
1 1. 77 0.38 12.88
1 1. 77 0.38 26.02

1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50

Volume Depth
acre-ft inches

--------- -------
1.413 3.915
0.002 0.006

-0.000

Volume Volume
acre-ft Mgallons

--------- ---------
0.000 0.000
0.602 0.196
0.000 0.000
0.017 0.006

-0.007

CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR

Con-39
Con-40
Con-41
Con-42
Con-43
Con-44

******************************************
composite Curve Number Computations Report
******************************************

Subbasin Sub-14

Soil/Surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Composite Area & weighted CN
0.53
0.53

75.00
75.00

Subbasin Sub-15

soil/Surface Description

Area
(acres)

Soil
Group CN

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Paved roads with curbs & sewers
Composite Area & Weighted CN

0.19
0.19

A 98.00
98.00

Subbasin Sub-16

~

~

'"
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Soil/surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Composite Area & Weighted eN

0.25
0.25

98.00
98.00

Subbasin Sub-17

Soil/Surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Composite Area & Weighted eN

0.82
0.82

73.00
73.00

Subbasin sub-2

Soil/Surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1/3 acre lots, 30% impervious
Composite Area & Weighted eN

2.54
2.54

B 73.00
73.00

***************************************************
SCS TR-55 Time of Concentration computations Report
***************************************************

Sheet Flow Equation

Tc - (0.007 * «n * Lf)"0.8)) / «P"0.5) * (Sf"0.4))

Where:

= Time of Concentration (hrs)
"" Manning's Roughness

Flow Length (ft)
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (inches)
Slope (ft/ft)

Tc
n
Lf
P .=
Sf -

Shallow Concentrated Flow Equation

v = 16.1345 * (Sf"'0.5) (unpaved surface)
v "" 20.3282 * (Sf"'0.5) (paved surface)
Tc = (Lf / V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

~

~

......
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Tc = Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf = Flow Length (ftl
V = Velocity (ft/sec)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)

Channel Flow Equation

v = 11.49 * (R'(2/3)) * (Sf'0.5)) / n
R = Aq / wp
Tc = (Lf / V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Tc = Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf - Flow Length (ft)
R = Hydraulic Radius (ft)
Aq = Flow Area (ft 2 )

Wp = Wetted Perimeter (ftl
V = velocity (ft/sec)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)
n = Manning's Roughness

Subbasin Sub-14

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ftl:
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time {minutes}:

Subarea A
0.30

60.00
5.00
2.52
0.11
8.85

subarea A
300.00

2.00
Paved
2.87
1. 74

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0,00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea e
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea e
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

::0==========::0======--=::0==__=====--- _ ========

~

~

00

Total TOe (minutes): 10.59
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Subbasin sub-1S

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ftl:
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.13

30.00
2.00
2.52
0.13
3.76

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Paved

6.43
1.30

subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

==========================================--================================
Total TOe (minutes): 5.05

===================================================-=======================

Subbasin Sub-16

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

30.00
2.00
2.52
0.05
9.24

Subarea A
500.00
10.00

Unpaved
5.10
1. 63

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

============================================-==============-===============
Total Toe (minutes): 10.87

~

~

<.0

==-=========--=====================-=======~==============================
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Subbasin Sub-I?

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow T~e (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (it/sec);
Computed Flow T~e (minutes):

Subarea A
0.15

75.00
5.00
2.52
0.21
6.08

Subarea A
400.00

2.00
Paved
2.87
2.32

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

====================================================================-======
Total Toe (minutes): 8.40

=========-================--================================================

Subbasin Sub-2

Sheet Flow Computations

~

'"o

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow T~e (minutes):

Subarea A
0.30

153.00
2.00
2.52
0.09

27.01

Subarea A
520.00

10.00
Paved

6.43
1.35

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

=================================================-=========================
Total TOe (minutes): 28.36

=================================---=======================================

***********************
Subbasin Runoff summary
***********************

--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Subbasin Total Total Peak Weighted Time of

ID Precip Runoff Runoff Curve Concentration
in in cfs Number days hh:mm:ss

--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Sub-14 3.930 1. 614 0.180 75.000' 0 00 10 35

Sub-IS 3.930 3.695 0.180 98.000 0 00 05 03

sub-16 3.930 3.695 0.230 98.000 0 00 10 52

Sub-I? 3.930 1.477 0.250 73.000 0 00 08 23

Sub-2 3.930 1.477 0.660 73.000 0 00 28 21
--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Averages / Totals 3.930 1. 719 1.37

******************
Node Depth Summary
******************

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Node
ID

Average
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum
HGL

Attained
ft

Time of Max Maximum Total Retention
Occurrence Ponded Time Time

Volume Flooded
days hh:mm acre-in minutes hh:mm:ss

Jun-34 0.09 0.20 11.06 0 08:15 0 0 o 00 00

Jun-35 0.11 0.24 7.67 0 08:10 0 0 o 00 00

Jun-36 0.09 0.20 5.20 0 08:10 0 0 o 00 00

Jun-37 0.07 0.18 7.35 0 08:05 0 0 o 00 00

Jun-38 0.06 0.11 0.46 0 08:40 0 0 o 00 00

Jun-39 0.00 0.00 '12.43 0 00:00 0 0 o 00 00

Jun-40 0.04 0.10 4.96 0 08:05 0 0 o 00 00

but-6 0.10 0.20 1. 74 0 08:39 0 0 o 00 00

Out-7 0.10 0.17 0.17 0 08:39 0 0 o 00 00

Out-8 0.06 0.10 0.10 0 08:40 0 0 o 00 00

Back of Lot Detention 0.40 1.40 3.95 0 08:40 0 0 0:00:00

Main Detention 1.00 2.13 4.17 0 08 :39 0 0 0:00:00

-----------------------------------------~-----------------------------------------------

*****************
Node Flow summary
*****************

~

""~
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Node
ID

Element
Type

Maximum
Lateral

Inflow
cfs

MaXimum
Total

Inflow
cfs

Time of
Peak Inflow

Occurrence
days hh:rom

Maximum
Flooding
OVerflow

cfs

Time of Peak
Flooding

Occurrence
days hh::mm

Jun-34 JUNCTION 0.75 0.75 0 08 15 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 0.23 0.96 0 08 10 0.00
Jun-36 JUNCTION 0.18 1.13 0 08 10 0.00
Jun-37 JUNCTION 0.25 0.25 0 08,05 0.00
Jun-38 JUNCTION 0.00 0.12 0 08,40 0.00
Jun-39 JUNCTION 0.00 0.00 0 00,00 0.00
Jun-40 JUNCTION 0.00 0.25 0 08,05 0.00
Out-6 JUNCTION 0.00 0.75 0 08,39 0.00
OUt-7 OUTFALL 0.00 0.75 0 08:39 0.00
OUt-8 OUTFALL 0.00 0.12 0 08:40 0.00
Back of Lot Detention STORAGE 0.00 0.25 0 08,05 0.00
Main Detention STORAGE 0.00 1.13 0 08 :10 0.00

**********************
Detention Pond Summary
**********************

Detention Pond ID

Back of Lot Detention
Main Detention

Maximum
Ponded
Volume

1000 ft"

0.280
1.979

Maximum
Ponded
Volume

(%)

o
105

Time of Max
Ponded
Volume

days hh:rom

o 08,40
o 08,39

Average
Ponded
Volume

1000 ft"

0.062
0.823

Average
Ponded
Volume

(%J

o
44

Maximum
Pond

Outflow
cfs

0.12
0.75

Maximum
Exfiltration

Rate
cfm

0.00
0.00

Time of Max.
Exfiltration

Rate
hh:rom:ss

0,00,00
0:00,00

Total
Exfiltrated

Volume
1000 it"

0.000
0.000

***********************
OUtfall Loading Summary
***********************

~...,...,

Outfall Node ID

Out-7
Out-8

System

*****************
Link Flow Summary

Flow
Frequency

(%)

95.89
73.61

84.75

Average
Flow
cfs

0.26
0.07

0.33

Maximum
Flow
cfs

0.75
0.12

0.87
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*****************

Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Link ID Element
Type

Time of
Peak Flow

Occurrence
days hh:mm

Maximum
Velocity
Attained

ft/sec

Length
Factor

Peak Flow
during

Analysis
cfs

Design
Flow

capacity
cfs

Ratio of
Maximum.
/Design

Flow

Ratio of
Maximum

Flow
Depth

Total
Time

Surcharged
Minutes

Con-36 CONDUIT 0 08:10 6.00 1.00 0.96 20.28 0.05 0.15 0
con-3a CONDUIT 0 08:15 4.73 1.00 0.75 20.37 0.04 0.15 0
Con-39 CONDUIT 0 08:10 1.49 1.00 1.13 30.04 0.04 0.57 0
Con-40 CONDUIT 0 08:39 5.95 1.00 0.75 25.75 0.03 0.12 0
Con-41 CONDUIT 0 08:05 2.92 1.00 0.25 9.71 0.03 0.09 0
Con-42 CONDUIT 0 08:40 2.21 1.00 0.12 12.93 0.01 0.07 0
Con-43 CONDUIT 0 00:00 0.00 1.00 0.00 12.88 0.00 0.06 0
Con-44 CONDUIT 0 08:05 1.07 1.00 0.25 26.02 0.01 0.49 0
Reg-I ORIFICE 0 08 :39 0.37 1.00
Reg-2 ORIFICE 0 00: 00 0.00 0.00
Reg-4 ORIFICE 0 08:39 0.21 1.00
Reg-S ORIFICE 0 08:39 0.17 0.94
Reg-a ORIFICE 0 08:40 0.12 1.00

********************************
Highest Flow Instability Indexes
********************************
All links are stable.

~

l-..::l
co

Analysis begun on:
Analysis ended on:
Total elapsed time:

Thu Oct 30 20:06:42 2008
Thu Oct 30 20:06:57 2008
00:00:15
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

BOSS International StorrnNET® - version 4.11.0 {Build 13753)
--------------------------------------------------------------

****************
Analysis Options
****************
Flow units cfs
Subbasin Hydrograph Method. SCS TR-55
Time of Concentration .••••• SCS TR-55
Link Routing Method Hydrodynamic
Pond Exfiltration .••.•....• None
Starting Date ••.••..•.•.•• MAR-21-2008 00:00:00
Ending Date ••••...•••••.•. MAR-22-2008 00:00:00
Report Time step 00:05:00

*************
Element Count
*************
Number of rain gages •.•..• 1
Number of subbasins •.••••. 5
Number of nodes •.••....••• 12
Number of links ..•..•.•••. 13

****************
Raingage Summary
****************
Gage
ID

Data
Source

Data
Type

Interval
hours

------------------------------------------------------------

~

N
-l'>

Gage-l

****************
Subbasin Summary
****************
Subbasin

ID

Sub-14
Sub-15
Sub-16
Sub-I?
Sub-2

************

50 year

Total
Area

acres

0.53
0.19
0.25
0.82
2.54

CUMOLATIVE 0.10

50-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 1



Node S'I]I[ll;llary
************

Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Node
ID

Element
Type

Invert
Elevation

ft

Maximum
Depth

ft

Ponded
Area
ft'

External
Inflow

Jun-34 JUNCTION 10.86 1.50 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 7.43 1.50 0.00
Jun-36 JUNCTION 5.00 1.50 0.00
Jun-37 JUNCTION 7.17 1.50 0.00
Jun-38 JUNCTION 0.35 4.17 0.00
Jun-39 JUNCTION 12.43 1.50 0.00
Jun-40 JUNCTION 4.86 1.50 0.00
Out-6 JUNCTION 1.54 2.15 0.00
Out-7 OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00
Out-8 OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00
Back of Lot DetentionSTORAGE 2.55 3.20 0.00
Main Detention STORAGE 2.04 3.60 0.00

************
Link Summary
************
Link From Node To Node Element Length Slope Manning's
ID Type ft % Roughness

Con-36 Jun-35 Jun-36 CONDUIT 49.0 4.9622 0.0150
Con-3a Jun-34 Jun-35 CONDUIT 68.5 5.0044 0.0150
Con-39 Jun-36 Main Detention CONDUIT 27.2 10.8864 0.0150
Con-40 Out-6 Out-7 CONDUIT 19.3 8.0000 0.0150
Con-41 Jun-37 Jun-40 CONDUIT 203.0 1.1379 0.0150
Con-42 Jun.-3a Out-8 CONDUIT 17.3 2.0185 0.0150
Con-43 Jun-39 Jun-37 CONDUIT 263.0 2.0002 0.0150
Con-44 Jun-40 Back of Lot DetentionCONDUIT 28.3 8.1683 0.0150
Reg-1 Main Detention Out-6 ORIFICE
Reg-2 Back of Lot DetentionJun-38 ORIFICE
Reg-4 Main Detention Out-6 ORIFICE
Reg-S Main Detention Out-6 ORIFICE
Reg-8 Back of Lot DetentionJun-38 ORIFICE

*********************
Cross Section Summary
*********************

~

Link
ID

Con-36
Con-38

Shape

CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR

Depth!
Diameter

ft

1.50
1.50

Width

ft

1.50
1.50

No. of
Barrel.s

1
1

Cross
Sectional.

Area
ft'

1. 77
1.77

Full Flow
Hydraulic

Radius
ft

0.38
0.38

Design
Flow

Capacity
cfs

20.28
20.37

N
CJ"I
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

**************************
Flow Routing Continuity
**************************

**************************
Runoff Quantity Continuity
**************************
Total Precipitation .
Surface Runoff .
Continuity Error (%)

1 1. 77 0.38 30.04
1 1.77 0.38 25.75
1 1.77 0.38 9.71
1 1. 77 0.38 12.93
1 1. 77 0.38 12.88
1 1. 77 0.38 26.02

1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50

volume Depth
acre-ft inches

--------- -------
1.582 4.383
0.002 0.007

-0.000

Volume Volume
acre-ft Mgallons

--------- ---------
0.000 0.000
0.725 0.236
0.000 0.000
0.023 0.008

-0.007

CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR

External Inflow .
External Outflow .
Initial Stored Volume .
Final Stored Volume .
Continuity Error (%) ••.••

Con-39
Con-40
Con-41
Con-42
Con-43
Con-44

******************************************
Composite Curve Number Computations Report
******************************************

Subbasin Sub-14

Soil/Surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Composite Area & Weighted CN
0.53
0.53

75.00
75.00

Subbasin Sub-IS

Soil/Surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Paved roads with curbs & sewers
Composite Area & Weighted CN

0.19
0.19

A 98.00
98.00

Subbasin Sub-16

~

""Cl'>
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Soil/Surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN

Composite Area & Weighted eN
0.25
0.25

98.00
98.00

Subbasin Sub-I?

Soil/Surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN

Composite Area & Weighted eN
0.82
0.82

73.00
73.00

Subbasin Sub-2

Soil/Surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN

1/3 acre lots, 30% impervious
Composite Area & Weighted eN

2.54
2.54

B 73.00
73.00

***************************************************
8es TR-55 Time of Concentration Computations Report
***************************************************

Sheet Flow Equation

Tc = (0.007 * «n * Lf)~O.8» / «PAD.5) * (SfAO.4)}

Where:

Te = Time of Concentration (hrs)
n = Manning's Roughness
Lf - Flow Length (ft)
p = 2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (inches)
Sf = Slope (ft/it)

Shallow Concentrated Flow Equation

"" 16.1345 * (8f"'0.5) (unpaved surface)
20.3282 * (8f"0.5) (paved surface)
(Lf / V) .I (3600 sec/hr)

v
V
Tc =

Where:

~

N.
-J
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Tc =
Lf
V
Sf

Time of Concentration
Flow Length (ft)
Velocity (ft/sec)
Slope (ft/ft)

Fabian Developed Model with Detention

(hrs)

Channel Flow Equation

v = 11.49 * (R'(2/3)) * (Sf'0.5)) / n
R =Aq/Wp
Tc = eLf I V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Tc ." Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf ." Flow Length (ftl
R = Hydraulic Radius (ft)
Aq ." Flow Area (ft 2 )

wp ." Wetted Perimeter (ftl
V = Velocity (ft/sec)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)
n ." Manning's Roughness

Subbasin Sub-14

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.30

60.00
5.00
2.52
0.11
8.85

Subarea A
300.00

2.00
Paved
2.87
1. 74

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

========--_....=====<===---- =-==========--=--=---===
Total TOe (minutes): 10.59

~

'"ce

==================~===-=====--===========--...= ...==
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Subbasin Sub-IS

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ftl:
Slope (%"):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.13

30.00
2.00
2.52
0.13
3.76

Subarea A
500.00
10.00
Paved

6.43
1.30

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

=========---====================--::::l=============
Total TOC (minutes): 5.05

==---=================================""======

Subbasin Sub-16

Sheet Flow computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rain~all (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ftl:
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

30.00
2.00
2.52
0.05
9.24

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Unpaved

5.10
1. 63

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0_00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

==================----=-==--===--========--===----=====
Total Toe (minutes): 10.87

~

""CO

===-=========================--======================-------===============
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Subbasin Sub-I?

Sheet Flow computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ftl:
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.15

75.00
5.00
2.52
0.21
6.08

Subarea A
400.00

2.00
Paved
2.87
2.32

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

====""=""=""=

=================================- "" ==-======== --- ======================
Total Toe (minutes): 8.40

====

Subbasin Sub-2

Sheet Flow Computations

~

co
o

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.30

153.00
2.00
2.52
0.09

27.01

Subarea A
520.00

10.00
Paved

6.43
1.35

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

============== =====_=~_============~= == m=====m======_===_====--====

Total TOe (minutes):

***********************
Subbasin Runoff Summary
***********************

28.36

Subbasin Total Total Peak Weighted Time of
ID precip Runoff Runoff Curve Concentration

in in cfs Number days hh:mm:ss
--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Sub-14 4.400 1.972 0.230 75.000 0 00 10 35
Sub-1S 4.400 4.164 0.200 98.000 0 00 05 03
Sub-16 4.400 4.164 0.260 98.000 0 00 10 52
Sub-17 4.400 1.821 0.320 73.000 0 00 08 23
Sub-2 4.400 1.821 0.860 73.000 0 00 28 21

Averages I Totals

******************
Node Depth Summary
******************

4.400 2.078 1. 73

~

co
~

Node Average Maximum Maximum Time of Max Maximum Total Retention
ID Depth Depth HGL Occurrence Ponded Time Time

Attained Attained Attained Volume Flooded
ft ft ft days hh:mrn. acre-in minutes hh::rom:ss

Jun-34 0.10 0.22 11. 08 0 08,15 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-35 0.12 0.27 7.70 0 08,10 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-36 0.10 0.22 5.22 0 08,05 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-37 0.08 0.20 7.37 0 08,05 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-38 0.07 0.13 0.48 0 08:34 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-39 0.00 0.00 12.43 0 00,00 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-40 0.05 0.18 5.04 0 08,34 0 0 o 00 00
Out-6 0.11 0.23 1. 77 0 08,34 0 0 o 00 00
Out-7 0.11 0.20 0.20 0 08:34 0 0 o 00 00
OUt-8 0.06 0.12 0.12 0 08,34 0 0 o 00 00
Back of Lot Detention 0.57 2.49 5.04 0 08,34 0 0 0,00,00
Main Detention 1.13 2.51 4.55 0 08,34 0 0 0,00,00

*****************
Node Flow Summary
*****************
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Node
ID

Element
Type

Maximum
Lateral

Inflow
cfs

Maximum
Total

Inflow
cfs

Time of
Peak Inflow

Occurrence
days hh:mm

Maximum Time of Peak
Flooding Flooding
OVerflow Occurrence

cfs days hh:mm

Jun-34 JUNCTION 0.96 0.96 0 08:15 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 0.26 1.17 0 08:09 0.00
JUIi-36 JUNCTION 0.23 1.40 0 08:05 0.00
Jun-37 JUNCTION 0.32 0.32 0 08:05 0.00
Jun-38 JUNCTION 0.00 0.17 0 08:34 0.00
Jun-39 JUNCTION 0.00 0.00 0 00:00 0.00
Jun-40 JUNCTION 0.00 0.32 0 08:05 0.00
Out-6 JUNCTION 0.00 0.99 0 08:34 0.00
Out-7 OUTFALL 0.00 0.99 0 08:34 0.00
OUt-8 OUTFALL 0.00 0.17 0 08:34 0.00
Back of Lot Detention STORAGE 0.00 0.32 0 08:05 0.00
Main Detention STORAGE 0.00 1.40 0 08:05 0.00

**********************
Detention Pond Summary
**********************

Detention Pond ID

Back of Lot Detention
Main Detention

Maximum
Ponded
Volume

1000 ft 3

0.373
2.332

Maximum
Ponded
Volume

(%)

o
124

Time of Max
Ponded
Volume

days hh:mm

o 09:02
o 08:34

Average
Ponded
Volume

1000 fP

0.094
0.952

Average
Ponded
Volume

(%)

o
51

Maximum
Pond

Outflow
cfs

0.17
0.99

Maximum
Exfiltration

Rate
cfm

0.00
0.00

Time of Max.
Exfiltration

Rate
hh:rmn:ss

0:00:00
0:00:00

Total
Exfiltrated

Volume
1000 ft 3

0.000
0.000

***********************
Outfall Loading Summary
***********************

~

co

'"

Outfall Node ID

OUt-7
Out-8

System

*****************
Link Flow Summary

Flow
Frequency

(%)

96.27
75.29

85.78

Average
Flow
cfs

0.31
0.08

0.40

Maximum
Flow
cfs

0.99
0.17

1.15
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*****************

Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Link ID Element
Type

Time of
peak Flow

Occurrence
days hh:rom

Maximum
Velocity
Attained

ft/sec

Length
Factor

Peak Flow
during

Analysis
cfs

Design
Flow

Capacity
cfs

Ratio of
Maximum
/Design

Flow

Ratio of
Maximum

Flow
Depth

Total
Time

Surcharged
Minutes

Con-36 CONDUIT 0 08:10 6.29 1.00 1.17 20.28 0.06 0.16 0
Con-38 CONDUIT 0 08:15 5.15 1.00 0.96 20.37 0.05 0.16 0
Con-39 CONDUIT 0 08:05 1.59 1.00 1.40 30.04 0.05 0.57 0
Con-40 CONDUIT 0 08:34 6.37 1.00 0.99 25.75 0.04 0.14 0
Con-41 CONDUIT 0 08:05 3.15 1.00 0.32 9.71 0.03 0.11 0
Con-42 CONDUIT 0 08:34 2.41 1.00 0.17 12.93 0.01 0.08 0
Con-43 CONDUIT 0 00:00 0.00 1.00 0.00 12.88 0.00 0.07 0
Con-44 CONDUIT 0 08:05 1.05 1.00 0.32 26.02 0.01 0.56 0
Reg-l ORIFICE 0 08:34 0.40 1.00
Reg-2 ORIFICE 0 00:00 0.00 0.00
Reg-4 ORIFICE 0 08:34 0.26 1. 00
Reg-5 ORIFICE 0 08:34 0.33 1.00
Reg-8 ORIFICE 0 08:34 0.17 1.00

********************************
Highest Flow Instability Indexes
********************************
All links are stable.

~

co
w

Analysis begun on:
Analysis ended on:
Total elapsed time:

Thu Oct 30 20:07:21 2008
Thu Oct 30 20:07:37 2008
00:00:16
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

BOSS International stormNET® - Version 4.11.0 (Build 13753)

****************
Analysis Options
****************
Flow Units ••.••••••••••••• cfs
Subbasin Hydrograph Method. 8eS TR-55
Time of Concentration ..•••• 8eS TR-55
Link'Routing Method •.•..•• Hydrodynamic
Pond Exfiltration .•••••••.• None
Starting Date ••••....•.••. MAR-21-200a 00:00:00
Ending Date •••..•••••..••• MAR-22-200e 00:00:00
Report Time Step ......•••• 00:05:00

*************
Element Count
*************
Number of rain gages ••.•.• 1
Number of subbasins .••.••• 5
Number of nodes ••••.•...•• 12
Number of links .••.•••.•.. 13

****************
Raingage Summary
****************

~

co
-l:>

Gage
In

Gage-l

****************
Subbasin Summary
****************
Subbasin

ID

sub-14
Sub-IS
Sub-16
Sub-1?
Sub-2

************

Data
Source

100 year

Total
Area

acres

0.53
0.19
0.25
0.82
2.54

Data
Type

CUMULATIVE

Interval
hours

0.10

100-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 1



Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Node Summary
************
Node
ID

Element
Type

Invert
Elevation

ft

Maximum
Depth

ft

Ponded
Area
ft'

External
Inflow

Jun-34 JUNCTION 10.86 1.50 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 7.43 1.50 0.00
Jun-36 JUNCTION 5.00 1.50 0.00
Jun-37 JUNCTION 7.17 1.50 0.00
Jun-38 JUNCTION 0.35 4.17 0.00
Jun-39 JUNCTION 12.43 1.50 0.00
Jun-40 JUNCTION 4.86 1.50 0.00
OUt-6 JUNCTION 1.54 2.15 0.00
Out-7 OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00
Out-8 OUTFALL 0.00 1.50 0.00
Back of Lot DetentionSTORAGE 2.55 3.20 0.00
Main Detention STORAGE 2.04 3.60 0.00

************
Link Summary
************
Link From Node To Node Element Length Slope Manning's
ID Type ft % Roughness

Con-36 Jun-35 Jun-36 CONDUIT 49.0 4.9622 0.0150
Con-38 Jun-34 Jun-35 CONDUIT 68.5 5.0044 0.0150
Con-39 Jun-36 Main Detention CONDUIT 27.2 10.8864 0.0150
Con-40 OUt-6 Out-7 CONDUIT 19.3 8.0000 0.0150
Con-41 Jun-37 Jun-40 CONDUIT 203.0 1.1379 0.0150
Con-42 Jun-38 Out-8 CONDUIT 17 .3 2.0185 0.0150
Con-43 Jun-39 Jun-37 CONDUIT 263.0 2.0002 0.0150
Con-44 Jun-40 Back of Lot DetentionCONDUIT 28.3 8.1683 0.0150
Reg-l Main Detention OUt-6 ORIFICE
Reg-2 Back of Lot DetentionJun-38 ORIFICE
Reg-4 Main Detention Out-6 ORIFICE
Reg-S Main Detention Out-6 ORIFICE
Reg-8 Back of Lot DetentionJun-38 ORIFICE

*********************
Cross section Summary
*********************

~

Link
ID

Con-36
Con-38

Shape

CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR

Depth!
Diameter

ft

1.50
1.50

width

ft

1.50
1.50

No. of
Barrels

1
1

Cross
Sectional

Area
ft'

1. 77
1. 77

Full Flow
Hydraulic

Radius
ft

0.38
0.38

Design
Flow

Capacity
cfs

20.28
20.37

co
CJ'1
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

**************************
Flow Routing Continuity
**************************
External Inflow .
External Outflow .
Initial Stored Volume .
Final StoreQ Volume .
Continuity Error (%) .

**************************
Runoff Quantity Continuity
**************************
Total Precipitation .
Surface Runoff .
continuity Error (%)

Con-39
Con-40
Con-41
Con-42
Con-43
Con-44

CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR
CIRCULAR

1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50
1.50 1.50

Volume Depth
acre-ft inches

--------- -------
1. 747 4.841
0.003 0.008

-0.000

Volume Volume
acre-ft Mgallons

--------- ---------
0.000 0.000
0.850 0.277
0.000 0.000
0.027 0.009

-0.005

1 1. 77 0.38 30.04
1 1. 77 0.38 25.75
1 1. 77 0.38 9.71
1 1. 77 0.38 12.93
1 1. 77 0.38 12.88
1 1. 77 0.38 26.02

******************************************
composite .Curve Number computations Report
******************************************

Subbasin Sub-14

soil/Surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

composite Area & Weighted CN
0.53
0.53

75.00
75.00

Subbasin Sub-IS

CN
Soil

Group
Area

(acres)Soil/Surface ?escription
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Paved roads with curbs & sewers
Composite Area & Weighted CN

0.19
0.19

A 98.00
98.00

Subbasin Sub-16

~

co
m
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-1?

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-2

Soil/Surface Description

1/3 acre lots, 30% impervious
Composite Area & Weighted eN

Area
(acres)

0.25
0.25

Area
(acres)

0.82
0.82

Area
(acres)

2.54
2.54

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

B

CN

98.00
98.00

CN

73.00
73.00

CN

73.00
73.00

~

co
......

***************************************************
8eB TR-55 Time of Concentration Computations Report
***************************************************

Sheet Flow Equation

Tc = (0.007 * (en * Lf)~O.8») / «PAD.S) * (SfAO.4»)

Where:

Tc = Time of Concentration (hrs)
n = Manning's Roughness
Lf = Flow Length (ftl
P = 2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (inches)
Sf = Slope (it/ttl

Shallow Concentrated Flow Equation

v "" 16.1345 * (Sf 0.5) (unpaved surface)
v "" 20.3282 * (Sf O.5) (paved surface)
Tc "" (Lf / V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

100-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 4



Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Te = Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
V = Velocity (it/sec)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)

Channel Flow Equation

v = (1.49' (R'(2/3)) • (Sf'0.5)) / n
R =Aq/Wp
Te = (Lf I V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Te = Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
R = Hydraulic Radius (ft)
Aq = Flow Area (ft 2 )

wp = Wetted Perimeter (ft)
V = Velocity (ft/sec)
Sf = Slope (it/tt)
n = Manning's Roughness

Subbasin Sub-14

Sheet Flow computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (it/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.30

60.00
5.00
2.52
0.11
8.85

subarea A
300.00

2.00
Paved
2.87
1. 74

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

===================~============================--====-----==--==========

Total TOe (minutes): 10.59

~

co
CO

=======- = ==""====== ==~~ ---=====
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Subbasin Sub-1S

Sheet Flow computations

~

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (it/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow computations

Flow Length (ftl:
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Total TOe (minutes):

Subbasin Sub-16

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (it/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Total TOe (minutes):

Subarea A
0.13

30.00
2.00
2.52
0.13
3.76

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Paved

6.43
1.30

5.05

Subarea A
0.40

30.00
2.00
2.52
0.05
9.24

Subarea A
500.00

10.00
Unpaved

5.10
1. 63

10.87

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

co
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Subbasin Sub-17

Sheet Flow computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.15

75.00
5.00
2.52
0.21
6.08

Subarea A
400.00

2.00
Paved
2.87
2.32

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

===============--==================""====-=
Total Toe (minutes): 8.40

=========--======""===---=================---===========

Subbasin Sub-2

Sheet Flow Computations

~

.j:>
o

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.30

153.00
2.00
2.52
0.09

27.01

Subarea A
520.00

10.00
Paved

6.43
1.35

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

100-yr 24 Hour Storm Page?



Total Toe (minutes):

Fabian Developed Model with Detention

28.36
=====---==================================

***********************
Subbasin Runoff Summary
***********************

Subbasin Total Total Peak Weighted Time of
ID Precip Runoff Runoff Curve Concentration

in in cfs Number days hh:mm:ss
--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Sub-14 4.860 2.336 0.290 75.000 0 00,10 35
Sub-1S 4.860 4.623 0.220 98.000 0 00:05 03
800-16 4.860 4.623 0.290 98.000 0 00:10 52
Sub-1? 4.860 2.171 0.400 73.000 0 00:08 23
800-2 4.860 2.171 1.070 73.000 0 00:28 21

Averages / Totals

******************
Node Depth Summary
******************

4.860 2.440 2.09

~

"""~

Node Average Maximum Maximum Time of Max Maximum Total Retention
ID Depth Depth HGL Occurrence Ponded Time Time

Attained Attained Attained Volume Flooded
ft ft ft days hh ::rorn acre-in minutes hh:mm:ss

Jun-34 0.11 0.25 11.11 0 08,19 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-35 0.13 0.30 7.73 0 08,10 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-36 0.11 0.58 5.58 0 08,27 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-37 0.08 0.23 7.40 0 08,05 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-38 0.07 0.14 0.49 0 08,34 0 0 o 00 00
Jun-39 0.00 0.00 12.43 0 00,00 0 0 a 00 00
Jun-40 0.09 0.86 5.72 0 08:34 0 0 o 00 00
Out-6 0.12 0.28 1.82 0 08,27 0 0 o 00 00
OUt-7 0.11 0.24 0.24 0 08,27 0 0 o 00 00
OUt-8 0.07 0.13 0.13 0 08,34 0 0 o 00 00
Back of Lot Detention 0.78 3.18 5.73 0 08:33 0 0 0,00,00
Main Detention 1.25 3.54 5.58 0 08,27 0 0 0,00,00

*****************
Node Flow Summary
*****************

100-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 8



Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Node
ID

Element
Type

Maximum
Lateral

Inflow
cfs

Maximum.
Total

Inflow
cfs

Time of
Peak Inflow

Occurrence
days hh:mm

Maximum
Flooding
Overflow

cfs

Time of Peak
Flooding

Occurrence
days hh:mrn

Jun-34 JUNCTION 1.19 1.19 0 08,15 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 0.29 1.42 0 08,10 0.00
Jun-36 JUNCTION 0.28 1. 69 0 08,05 0.00
Jun-37 JUNCTION 0.40 0.40 0 08,05 0.00
Jun-38 JUNCTION 0.00 0.19 0 08:33 0.00
Jun-39 JUNCTION 0.00 0.00 0 00,00 0.00
Jun-40 JUNCTION 0.00 0.43 0 08,07 0.00
Out-6 JUNCTION 0.00 1.40 0 08,27 0.00
cut-'? OUTFALL 0.00 1.40 0 08:27 0.00
Out-8 OUTFALL 0.00 0.19 0 08:34 0.00
Back of Lot Detention STORAGE 0.00 0.40 0 08,05 0.00
Main Detention STORAGE 0.00 1. 69 0 08,05 0.00

**********************
Detention Pond Summary
**********************

Detention Pond ID

Back of Lot Detention
Main Detention

Maximum
Ponded
Volume

1000 ft~

0.373
2.599

Maximum
Ponded
Volume

(%)

o
138

Time of Max
Ponded
Volume

days hh:mm

o 10,01
o 08,33

Average
Ponded
Volume

1000 ft"

0.090
1.061

Average
Ponded
Volume

(%)

o
56

Maximum
Pond

Outflow
cfs

0.19
1.40

Maximum
Exfiltration

Rate
cfm

0.00
0.00

Time of Max.
Exfiltration

Rate
hh:mm:ss

0,00,00
0,00,00

Total
Exfiltrated

Volume
1000 ft"

0.000
0.000

***********************
Outfall Loading Summary
***********************

~

-1>0
N

Outfall Node ID

Out-7
Out-8

System

*****************
Link Flow Summary

Flow
Frequency

(%)

96.49
76.82

86.66

Average
Flow
cfs

0.37
0.10

0.46

Maximum
Flow
cfs

1.40
0.19

1.58

100-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 9



*****************

Fabian Developed Model with Detention

Link ID Element
Type

Time of
Peak Flow

Occurrence
days hh:mm

Maximum
Velocity
Attained

ft/sec

Length
Factor

Peak Flow
during

Analysis
cfs

Design
Flow

Capacity
cfs

Ratio of
Maximum
/Design

Flow

Ratio of
Maximum

Flow
Depth

Total
Time

Surcharged
Minutes

Con-36 CONDUIT 0 08 10 6.61 1.00 1.41 20.28 0.07 0.28 0
Con-38 CONDUIT 0 08 15 5.76 1.00 1.19 20.37 0.06 0.18 0
Con-39 CONDUIT 0 08 05 1.72 1.00 1. 69 30.04 0.06 0.69 0
Con-40 CONDUIT 0 08 27 6.92 1.00 1.40 25.75 0.05 0.17 0
Con-41 CONDUIT 0 08:07 3.37 1. 00 0.43 9.71 0.04 0.34 0
Con-42 CONDUIT 0 08:34 2.49 1.00 0.19 12.93 0.01 0.09 0
Con-43 CONDUIT 0 00:00 0.00 1.00 0.00 12.88 0.00 0.08 0
Con-44 CONDUIT 0 08:05 1. 06 1.00 0.40 26.02 0.02 0.79 0
Reg-l ORIFICE 0 08:27 0.48 1.00
Reg-2 ORIFICE 0 00:00 0.00 0.00
Reg-4 ORIFICE 0 08:27 0.36 1.00
Reg-S ORIFICE 0 08:27 0.56 1.00
Reg-8 ORIFICE 0 08:33 0.19 1.00

********************************
Highest Flow Instability Indexes
********************************
All links are stable.

~

01:
CJ,)

Analysis begun on:
Analysis ended on:
Total elapsed time:

Thu Oct 30 20:09:08 2008
Thu Oct 30 20:09:23 2008
00:00:15

100-yr 24 Hour Storm Page 10
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Fabian Developed Model with Detention Areas

...'c\.,,~

I

\

'<

/.'') Co "
X ""~U:J

~:$O.1

430,9
X

,~

~~/Y'l~
~;/j

,

."

,.,

~.I/I

I
III/

I

I 1'1'
II ? \i Ii h II I r 1\,

'" -,
"

:..' ~ :-

if



IOO-year Storm
Downstream Analysis

StormNET Runoff Reports

'-------------- K & D ENGINEERING, 1I415



Downstream System

BOSS International StormNET® - Version 4.11.0 (Build 13753)
--------------------------------------------------------------

****************
Analysis Options
****************
Flow units ••....••••....•• cfs
Subbasin Hydrograph Method. 8es TR-20
Time of Concentration•••••. 8es TR-55
Link Routing Method ••.•••• Hydrodynamic
Pond Exfiltration None
Starting Date JON-21-200a OO:QO:OO
Ending Date •••.••.•.••.••• JUN-22-2008 00:00:00
Report Time Step 00:05:00

*************
Element Count
*************
Number of rain gages 1
Number of subbasins •••.••. 8
Number of nodes ..••.••••.• 25
Number of links ..••••••••. 24

****************
Raingage Summary
****************
Gage
ID

Data
Source

Data
Type

Interval
hours

------------------------------------------------------------

~

.j:>
O'l

Gage-l

****************
Subbasin summary
****************
Subbasin

ID

800-1
800-13
Sub-14
Sub-15
Sub-2
Sub-4
800-5
800-6

100 year storm

Total
Area

acres

3.07
2.24
0.96
1.07
3.34
1.32
1.51
3.15

CUMULATIVE 0.10

100-yr storm Event Page 1



Downstream System

************
Node Summary
************
Node
ID

Element
Type

Invert
Elevation

ft

Maximum
Depth

ft

Ponded
Area
ft'

External
Inflow

Jun-10
Jun-12
Jun-13
Jun-14
Jun-15
Jun-17
Jun-19
Jun-2
Jun-35
Jun-38
Jun-39
Jun-40
Jun-41
Jun-42
Jun-43
Jun-44
Jun-45
Jun-46
Jun-47
Jun-6
Jun-7
Jun-8
Jun-9
Jun-l1

*************
Inlet Summary
*************

JUNCTION 280.00 3.00 0.00
JUNCTION 234.93 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 236.43. 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 236.54 3.00 0.00
JUNCTION 328.00 3.00 0.00
JUNCTION 389.02 6.00 0.00
JUNCTION 361. 00 3.00 0.00
JUNCTION 398.59 1.00 0.00
JUNCTION 207.16 2.00 0.00
JUNCTION 212.00 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 216.23 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 223.93 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 228.02 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 233.76 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 288.44 1. 00 0.00
JUNCTION 186.38 2.00 0.00
JUNCTION 3BO.BO 1.00 0.00
JUNCTION 347.36 1.00 0.00
JUNCTION 325.87 1. 00 0.00
JUNCTION 401. 03 1.25 0.00
JUNCTION 401.10 1.25 0.00
JUNCTION 408.16 1.00 0.00
JUNCTION 290.00 3.00 0.00
OUTFALL 177.94 2.00 0.00

Inlet
ID

Jun-24

Inlet
Manufacturer

FHWA HEC-22 GENERIC

Manufacturer
Part
Number

N/A

Inlet
Location

On Sag

Number
of

Inlets

1

Catchbasin
Invert

Elevation
ft

409.00

Inlet
Rim

Elevation
ft

410.00

Ponded
Area

ft'

10.00

Initial
Water

Elevation
ft

409.00

G:
Clog'

Fa,

**************************
Roadway and Gutter Summary
**************************

~

'-I:>
-..J

Inlet
ID

Roadway
Longitudinal

Roadway
Cross

Roadway
Manning's

Gutter
Cross

Gutter
width

Gutter
Depression
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Downstream System

Slope Slope Roughness Slope
ft/f.t it/ft it/ft it in

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Jun-24 - 0.0200 0.0160 0.0620 2.00 2.00

************
Link Summary
************
Link From Node To Node Element Length Slope Manningls
In Type ft % Roughness
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Bio5wale Jun-35 Jun-44 CONDUIT 198.0 10.4971 0.0320
Con-IO Jun-14 Jun-13 CONDUIT 30.5 0.4264 o.ono
Con-II Jun-13 Jun-12 CONDUIT 93.5 1.5831 o.ono
Con-12 Jun-12 Jun-41 CONDUIT 33.9 20.4015 o.ono
Con-13 Jun-lO Jun-14 CONDUIT 275.4 15.7778 0.0320
Con-16 Jun-2 Jun-17 CONDUIT 55.7 17.1721 o.ono
Con-I? Jun-19 Jun-15 CONDUIT 250.1 13.1942 0.0320
Con-2 Jun-8 J\m-6 CONDUIT 57.2 12.4716 0.0110
Con-3 Jun-7 Jun-6 CONDUrT 33.3 0.2100 o.ono
Con-33 Jun-24 Jun-8 CONDUIT 35.2 2.3843 o.ono
Con-38 Jun-38 Jun-35 CONDUIT 149.1 3.2468 0.0110
Con-39 Jun-39 Jun-38 CONDUIT 63.3 6.6793 o.ono
Con-4 Jun-6 Jun-2 CONDUIT 98.9 2.4671 o.ono
Con-40 Jun-40 Jun-38 CONDUIT 103.2 11.5657 0.0110
Con-41 Jun-41 Jun-40 CONDUIT 145.9 2.8039 o.on.o
Con-42 Jun-17 Jun-45 CONDUIT 256.4 3.2054 0.0110
Con-43 Jun-43 Jun-42 CONDUIT 396.9 13.7754 0.0110
Con-44 Jun-42 Jun-41 CONDUIT 92.4 6.2148 o.ono
Con-45 Jun-44 Jun-l1 CONDUIT 120.5 7.0036 0.0320
Con-46 Jun-45 Jun-46 CONDUIT 168.3 19.8681 o.ono
Con-47 Jun-46 Jun-47 CONDUIT 108.2 19.8669 o.ono
Con-48 Jun-47 Jun-43 CONDUIT 274.1 13.6561 0.0110
Con-B Jun-9 Jun-10 CONDUIT 67.5 14.8126 o.ono
Con-9 Jun-15 Jun-9 CONDUIT 350.3 10.8466 0.0320

*********************
Cross Section Summary
*********************
Link Shape Depth/ Width No. of Cross Full Flow Design
In Diameter Barrels Sectional. Hydraulic Flow

Area Radius Capacity
ft ft ft' ft cfs

Bioswale IRREGULAR 2.00 15.32 1 22.42 0.99 334.42
Con-10 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1.77 0.38 8.11
Con-11 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 15.62
Con-12 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1.77 0.38 56.07
Con-13 TRAPEZOIDAL 3.00 7.00 1 12.00 1.27 258.92

~

"""cc
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Downstream System

Con-16 CIRCULAR 0.83 0.83 1 0.55 0.21 10.73
Con-I? TRAPEZOIDAL 3.00 7.00 1 12.00 1.27 236.77
Con-2 CIRCULAR 0.83 0.83 1 0.55 0.21 9.14
Con-3 CIRCULAR 1.25 1.25 1 1.23 0.31 3.50
Con-33 CIRCULAR 1.00 1.00 1 0.79 0.25 6.50
Con-38 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 22.37
Con-39 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 32.08
Con-4 CIRCULAR 0.B3 0.83 1 0.55 0.21 4.07
Con--40 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1.77 0.38 42.22
Co:n-41 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1.77 0.38 20.79
Con-42 CIRCULAR 0.67 0.67 1 0.35 0.17 2.56
Con-43 CIRCULAR 0.67 0.67 1 0.35 0.17 5.30
Con-44 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1.77 0.38 30.95
Con-45 IRREGULAR 2.00 15.32 1 22.42 0.99 273.16
Con-46 CIRCULAR 0.67 0.67 1 0.35 0.17 6.37
Con-47 CIRCULAR 0.67 0.67 1 0.35 0.17 6.37
Con-48 CIRCULAR 0.67 0.67 1 0.35 0.17 5.28
Con-8 CIRCULAR 1.25 1.25 1 1.23 0.31 29.38
Con-9 TRAPEZOIDAL 3.00 7.00 1 12.00 1.27 214.68

****************
Transect Summary
****************

Transect XS-l
Area:

0.0110 0.0225 0.0347 0.0474 0.0607
0.0745 0.0889 0.1039 0.1194 0.1351
0.1512 0.1675 0.1842 0.2011 0.2183
0.2358 0.2535 0.2716 0.2899 0.3085
0.3275 0.3466 0.3661 0.3859 0.4059
0.4263 0.4469 0.4678 0.4890 0.5105
0.5322 0.5543 0.5766 0.5993 0.6222
0.6454 0.6688 0.6926 0.7166 0.7410
0.7656 0.7905 0.8157 0.8412 0.8669
0.8930 0.9193 0.9459 0.9728 1. 0000

Hrad:
0.0281 0.0548 0.0803 0.1048 0.1284
0.1512 0.1732 0.1947 0.2182 0.2422
0.2657 0.2888 0.3115 0.3339 0.3559
0.3776 0.3990 0.4201 0.4410 0.4615
0.4819 0.5019 0.5218 0.5414 0.5609
0.5801 0.5992 0.6181 0.6368 0.6553
0.6737 0.6919 0.7100 0.7279 0.7458
0.7634 0.7810 0.7985 0.8158 0.8330
0.8501 0.8671 0.8841 0.9009 0.9176
0.9343 0.9508 0.9673 0.9837 1. 0000

Width:
0.4125 0.4334 0.4543 0.4752 0.4961
0.5170 0.5379 0.5587 0.5718 0.5822

~

-l'>
co
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0.5927
0.6449
0.6971
0.7493
0.8016
0.8538
0.9060
0.9582

0.6031
0.6554
0.7076
0.7598
0.8120
0.8642
0.9164
0.9687

0.6136
0.6658
0.7180
0.7702
0.8225
0.8747
0.9269
0.9791

0.6240
0.6762
0.7285
0.7807
0.8329
0.8851
0.9373
0.9896

Downstream System

0.6345
0.6867
0.7389
0.7911
0.8433
0.8956
0.9478
1. 0000

**************************
Runoff Quantity Continuity
**************************
Total Precipitation .
Surface Runoff .
Continuity Error (%) .

**************************
Flow Routing Continuity
**************************
External Inflow .
External Outflow .
Initial Stored Volume .
Final stored Volume .
Continuity Error (%) .

Volume
acre-ft

6.722
0.278

-0.000

Volume
acre-ft

0.000
2.776
0.000
0.009

-0.003

Depth
inches

4.841
0.007

Volume
Mgallons

0.000
0.905
0.000
0.003

******************************************
Composite Curve Number Computations Report
******************************************

Subbasin Sub-l

Soil/surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Woods & grass combination, Fair
Composite Area & weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-13

Soil/surface Description

3.07
3.07

Area
(acres)

B

Soil
Group

65.00
65.00

CN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

~

Cl'1
o

Pasture, grassland, or range, Fair
Composite Area & weighted CN

2.22
2.22

B 69.00
69.00
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Downstream System

Subbasin Sub-14

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-15

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-2

Area
(acres)

0.96
0.96

Area
(acres)

1.07
1.07

Soil
Group

soil
Group

CN

73.00
73.00

CN

98.00
98.00

Area Soil
Soil/Surface De~cription (acres) Group eN
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

~

CJ"I
~

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-4

Soil/surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin sub-5

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-6

Soil/Surface Description

Woods & grass combination, Fair

3.34
3.34

Area
(acres)

1.03
1.03

Area
(acres)

0.68
0.68

Area
(acres)

3.15

soil
Group

Soil
Group

Soil.
Group

B

73.00
73.00

CN

70.00
70.00

CN

70.00
70.00

CN

65.00
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Composite Area & Weighted eN

Downstream System

3.15 65.00

~

en
r-.:>

***************************************************
scs TR-55 T~e of Concentratiqn computations Report
***************************************************

Sheet Flow Equation

Tc _ (0.007' «n • Lf)"0.8)) / «P"0.5) • (Sf"0.4»)

Where:

Tc ... Time of Concentration (hrs)
n - Manning's RQughness
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
p "" 2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (inches)
Sf - Slope (ft/ft)

Shallow concentrated Flow Equation
----------------------------------

v ... 16.1345 * (8f"0.5) (unpaved surface)
v "" 20.3282 * (Sf.... O.S) (paved surface)
Tc = (Lf / V) I (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Tc = T~e of Concentration (hrs)
Lf = Flow Length (ftl
V = Velocity (ft/sec)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)

Channel Flow Equation
---------------------

v _ (1.49' (R"12/3)) • (Sf"0.5)) In
R -Aq/Wp
Tc - ILf / V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Tc "" Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf = Flow Length (ftl
R "" Hydraulic Radius (ft)
Aq = Flow Area (ft 2

)

Wp = wetted Perimeter (ft)
V "" Velocity (ft/sec)
Sf = slope (ft/ftl
n = Manning's Roughness

10o-yr Storm Event Page 7



Downstream System

Subbasin sub-l

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning' 5 Rouglmess:
Flow Length (ftl:
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (inJ:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Subarea A
0.03

60.00
45.00
2.50
1. 71
0.59

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Flow Length (ft): 1.00 0.00 0.00
Slope (%) : 20.00 0.00 0.00
Surface Type: Unpaved Unpaved Unpaved
Velocity (ft/sec): 7.22 0.00 0.00
Computed Flow Time (minutes) : 0.00 0.00 0.00

Channel Flow Computations
-------------------------

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Manning's Roughness: 0.03 0.00 0.00
Flow Length (ft): 260.00 0.00 0.00
Slope (%) : 20.00 0.00 0.00
Cross Section Area (ft 2 ) : 12.00 0.00 0.00
Wetted Perimeter (ft) : 9.50 0.00 0.00
Velocity (ft/sec) : 25.96 0.00 0.00
Computed Flow Time (minutes) : 0.17 0.00 0.00

.........===""""...""...==...===-=====..._-_...-.......""=="".....=======--=-...-==-

~

en
co

Total TOC (minutes):

Subbasin Sub-13

Sheet Flow Computations

.Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope {%}:
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):

5.00

Subarea A
0.03

75.00
15.00

2.50
1.15

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
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Downstream System

Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Channel Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Cross Section Area (ft 2 ) :

Wetted Perimeter (ft):
velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

1.09

Subarea A
120.00

15.00
Unpaved

6.25
0.32

Subarea A
0.01
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.11

59.01
0.00

0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

=""=""-===-=====-=-===-=",""""",==~=-=-",,=,,,,~-=====..,,...
Total TOC (minutes): 5.00

======---==-===-""======--""=======-""-==== -=.=================-=========--==

Subbasin sub-14

sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Total TOe (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

60.00
10.00
2.52
0.12
8.45

8.45

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

="""""""'==="'======"""""""'Cl_""""''''====-=_===~=''''''''=====''''======"""""",,,==''''

Subbasin Sub-15

Sheet Flow Computations

......
CJ1
.j:>

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
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Downstream System

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope {%}:
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow concentrated Flow computations
--------------------------------------

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

0.40
25.00
2.00
2.52
0.05
7.98

Subarea A
400.00

5.00
Unpaved

3.61
1.85

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

""""""""""======-=-==""-=== ==""""......== =-=""""""""""'...""""-=""===""==-=
Total TOe (minutes): 9.83

""..._ ...==-=========-"""""""""'=""""==..."""""..._""=="""""""""'''''''''....,..-== ==

Subbasin Sub-2

Sheet Flow computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow computations

Subarea A
0.40

100.00
10.00

2.50
0.13

12.76

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0 .:00

~

Cl'1
Cl'1

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Flow Length (ft): 100.00 0.00 0.00

Slope (%) : 0.30 0.00 0.00
Surface Type: Paved Unpaved Unpaved
Velocity (ft/sec): 1.11 0.00 0.00
Computed Flow Time (minutes) : 1.50 0.00 0.00

Channel Flow Computations
-------------------------

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Manning's Roughness: 0.01 0.00 0.00
Flow Length (ft): 475.00 0.00 0.00

Slope (%) : 0.30 0.00 0,00

Cross Section Area (ft 2 ) : 0.13 0.00 0.00

Wetted Perimeter (ft) : 2.00 0.00 0.00

100-yr Storm Event Page 10
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Downstream System

Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

1.17
6.78

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

..._ ...==""'..._~===-====-=-==-""'=""===""'====""...==""
Total TOC (minutes): 21.04

=...======""-=====-=-==-===~~=--==============--==-=====-================-=

subbasin Sub-4

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%"):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.03

68.00
30.00

2.50
1.49
0.76

subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Shallow concentrated Flow computations

""==""===---===-======-=-====-----==-==...==~==""''''''-===

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Flow Length (ft): 1.00 0.00 0.00

Slope I%J: 20.00 0.00 0.00
Surface Type: Unpaved Unpaved Unpaved
Velocity (it/sec): 7.22 0.00 0.00

computed F~ow Time (minutes) : 0.00 0.00 0.00

Channel Flow Computations
-------------------------

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Manning's Roughness: 0.03 0.00 0.00

Flow Length 1ft) : 164.00 0.00 0.00

Slope I%j: 20.00 0.00 0.00
Cross Section Area (ft 2 ) : 12.00 0.00 0.00

Wetted Perimeter (ft): 9.50 0.00 0.00

Velocity (ft/sec): 25.96 0.00 0.00

Computed Flow Time (minutes) : 0.11 0.00 0.00

Total TOC (minutes): 5.00
--------------- = ...--

Subbasin Sub-5

Sheet Flow Computations

~

CTI
m
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Downstream System

Manning's Roughness:
F~ow Length (ft):
s~ope (%):
2 yr t 24 hr Rainfa~l (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations
--------------------------------------

Subarea A
0.03

60.00
45.00
2.50
1.71
0.59

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Flow Length (ft): 1.00 0.00 0.00

Slope (%) , 20.00 0.00 0.00
Surface Type: Unpaved Unpaved Unpaved
Velocity (ft/sec) : 7.22 0.00 0.00
Computed F~ow Time (minutes) : 0.00 0.00 0.00

Channel Flow Computations
-------------------------

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Manning's Roughness: 0.03 0.00 0.00

Flow Length (ft): 200.00 0.00 0.00

Slope (%) , 20.00 0.00 0.00
Cross Section Area (ft::!) : 12.00 0.00 0.00
Wetted Perimeter (ft): 9.50 0.00 0.00
Velocity (ft/sec): 25.96 0.00 0.00
Computed Flow Time (minutes) : 0.13 0.00 0.00

=========-==========--======-========-=--=======-=-=-======== ... =====--
Total TOC (minutes): 5.00

-===-===-=======-====--=====...-......=====..............=-=====

Subbasin Sub-6

Sheet Flow Computations

~

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%),
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (it/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):

Subarea A
0.03

80.00
60.00
2.50
2.03
0.66

Subarea A
1.00

20.00

subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

tTl
-.J
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Downstream System

Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
computed Flow T~e (minutes):

Channel Flow computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Cross section Area (ft~):

wetted Per~eter (ftl:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Unpaved
7.22
0.00

Subarea A
0.03

330.00
20.00
12.00

9.50
25.96

0.21

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

======-=_......=====......""--=====..._~=====""""'.......""",.====""""=
Total TOC (~nutes): 5.00

==--==============------=========--==-===============-===============--.==

***********************
Subbasin Runoff Summary
***********************

------------------------~-------------------------------------------------
Subbasin Total Total Peak Weighted Time of
In Precip Runoff Runoff Curve Concentration

in in cfs Number days hh:nun:ss
--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Sub-l 4.860 1.561 0.920 65.000 0 00 05 00
Sub-13 4.860 1. 856 0.880 69.000 0 00 05 00
Sub-14 4.860 2.171 0.470 73.000 0 00 08 26
Sub-15 4.860 4.623 1.230 98.000 0 00 09 49
Sub-Z 4.860 2.171 1.500 73.000 0 00 21 02
Sub-4 4.860 1.933 0.550 70.000 0 00 05 00
Sub-5 4.860 1.933 0.630 70.000 0 00 05 00
Sub-6 4.860 1.561 0.950 65.000 0 00 05 00

Averages / Totals

******************
Node Depth summary
******************

4.860 2.018 6.83

Node
In

Average
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum
HGL

Attained
ft

Time of Max Maximum Total Retention
Occurrence Ponded Time Time

Volume Flooded
days hh:nun acre-in minutes hh:mm:ss

~

CJ'I
co

Jun-10 0.15 0.33 280.33 o 08:05 o o 0:00:00

100-yr Storm Event Page 13



Downstream System

Jun-12 0.12 0.23 235.16 0 08:05 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-13 0.27 0.56 236.97 0 08:05 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-14 0.37 0.78 237.32 0 08:05 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-15 0.09 0.21 328.21 0 08:00 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-17 0.22 0.52 389.54 0 08:10 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-19 0.06 0.13 361.13 0 08:00 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-2 0.12 0.24 398.83 0 08:10 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-35 0.11 0.23 207.39 0 08:05 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-38 0.33 0.71 212.71 0 08:06 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-39 0.09 0.20 216.43 0 08:05 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-4D 0.18 0.34 224.27 0 08:06 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-41 0.28 0.58 228.60 0 08:06 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-42 0.13 0.25 234.01 0 08:11 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-43 0.14 0.29 288.73 0 08:11 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-44 0.12 0.26 186.64 0 08:06 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-45 0.13 0.26 381. 06 0 08:10 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-46 0.13 0.26 347.62 0 08:10 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-47 0.14 0.29 326.16 0 08:10 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-6 0.19 0.41 401.44 0 08:10 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-7 0.31 0.63 401. 73 0 08:10 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-a 0.00 0.00 408.16 0 00:00 0 0 0:00:00
JUn-9 0.12 0.22 290.22 0 08:01 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-l1 0.12 0.26 178.20 0 08:06 0 0 0:00:00

*****************
Node Flow Summary
*****************

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Node
ID

Element
Type

Maximum
Lateral

Inflow
cfs

Maximum.
Total

Inflow
cfs

Time of Maximum Time of Peak
Peak Inflow Flooding Flooding

Occurrence Overflow Occurrence
days hh:rom cis days hh:mm

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Jun-lO JUNCTION 0.91 2.96 0 08:05 0.00
Jun-12 JUNCTION 0.00 2.96 0 08:05 0.00
Jun-13 JUNCTION 0.00 2.96 0 08:05 0.00
Jun-14 JUNCTION 0.00 2.96 0 08:05 0.00
Jun-15 JUNCTION 0.63 1.16 0 08:00 0.00
Jun-17 JUNCTION 0.00 1.95 0 08:10 0.00
Jun-19 JUNCTION 0.54 0.54 0 08:00 0.00
Jun-2 JUNCTION 0.47 1.95 0 08:10 0.00
Jun-35 JUNCTION 0.87 6.76 0 08:05 0.00
Jun-38 JUNCTION 0.00 6.03 0 08:06 0.00
Jun-39 JUNCTION 1.23 1.23 0 08:05 0.00
Jun-40 JUNCTION 0.00 4.82 0 08:06 0.00
Jun-41 JUNCTION 0.00 4.82 0 08:06 0.00
Jun-42 JUNCTION 0.00 1. 94 0 08:11 0.00
Jun-43 JUNCTION 0.00 1.94 0 08:10 0.00
Jun-44 JUNCTION 0.00 6.76 0 08:05 0.00

~

0'1
(0
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Downstream System

Jun-45 JUNCTION 0.00 1.94 0 08:10 0.00
Jun-46 JUNCTION 0.00 1.94 0 08:10 0.00
Jun-47 JUNCTION 0.00 1.94 0 08:10 0.00
Jun-6 JUNCTION 0.00 1.50 0 08:10 0.00
Jun-7 JUNCTION 1.50 1.50 0 08:10 0.00
Jun-8 JUNCTION 0.00 0.00 0 00 00 0.00
Jun-9 JUNCTION 0.94 2.07 0 08 01 0.00
Jun-l1 OUTFALL 0.00 6.76 0 08 06 0.00

*******************
Inlet Depth Summary
*******************

Inlet
ID

Jun-24

******************
Inlet Flow Summary
******************

Max Gutter
spread
during

Peak Flow
ft

0.00

Max Gutter
Water Elev

during
Peak Flow

ft

410.00

Max Gutter
Water Depth

during
Peak Flow

ft

0.00

Time of
Maximum

Depth
Occurrence

days hh::mm

o 00:00

Inlet
ID

Peak Peak
Flow Lateral

Flow

cfs cfs

Peak
Flow

Intercepted
by Inlet

cfs

Peak
Flow

Bypassing
Inlet

cfs

Inlet
Efficiency

during
Peak Flow

%

Total
Flooding

acre-in

Total
Time

Flooded

minutes

Jun-24 0.00 0.00 0.000 o

***********************
OUtfall Loading Summary
***********************

~

0'>
o

Outfall Node ID

Jun-l1

system

Flow
Frequency

(%)

98.93

98.93

Average
Flow
cfs

1.90

1. 90

Maximum
Flow
cfs

6.76

6.76

100-yrStorm Event Page 15



*****************
Link Flow Summary
*****************

Downstream System

Link ID Element
Type

Time of
Peak Flow

Occurrence
days hh:mm

Maximum.
Velocity
Attained

ft/sec

Length
Factor

Peak Flow
during

Analysis
cfs

Design
Flow

Capacity
cfs

Ratio of
Maximum
/Design

Flow

Ratio of
Maximum.

Flow
Depth

Total
Time

Surcharged
Minutes

Bioswale CIIANNEL 0 08:05 3.87 1.00 6.76 334.42 0.02 0.12 0
Con-IO CONDUIT 0 08:05 3.87 1.00 2.96 8.11 0.37 0.45 0
Con-ll CONDUIT 0 08:05 7.92 1.00 2.96 15.62 0.19 0.26 0
Con-12 CONDUIT 0 08:05 7.71 1.00 2.96 56.07 0.05 0.27 0
Con-13 CONDUIT 0 08:05 3.45 1.00 2.96 258.92 0.01 0.18 0
Con-16 CONDU!T 0 08:10 8.12 1.00 1.95 10.73 0.18 0.45 0
Con-17 CONDUIT 0 08:00 2.75 1.00 0.54 236.77 0.00 0.06 0
Con-2 CONDUIT 0 00:00 0.00 1.00 0.00 9.14 0.00 0.25 0
Con-3 CONDUIT 0 08:10 3.10 1. 00 1.50 3.50 0.43 0.42 0
Con-33 CONDUIT 0 00:00 0.00 1.00 0.00 6.50 0.00 0.00 0
Con-38 CONDUIT 0 08:06 12.67 1.00 6.03 22.37 0.27 0.31 0
Con-39 CONDUIT 0 08:05 4.38 1.00 1.23 32.08 0.04 0.30 0
Con-4 CONDUIT 0 08:10 7.57 1.00 1.50 4.07 0.37 0.39 0
Con-40 CONDUIT 0 08:06 8.72 1.00 4.82 42.22 0.11 0.35 0
Con-41 CONDUIT 0 08 :06 10.40 1.00 4.82 20.79 0.23 0.31 0
Con-42 CONDUIT 0 08:10 9.22 1.00 1.94 2.56 0.76 0.58 0
Con-4,3 CONDUIT 0 08:11 14.47 1.00 1.94 5.30 0.37 0.41 0
Con-44 CONDUIT 0 08:11 5.17 1.00 1.94 30.95 0.06 0.28 0
Con-45 CIIANNEL 0 08:06 3.63 1.00 6.76 273.16 0.02 0.13 0
Con-46 CONDUIT 0 08:10 15.36 1. 00 1. 94 6.37 0.31 0.39 0
Con-4,7 CONDUIT 0 08:10 14.44 1.00 1.94 6.37 0.31 0.41 0
Con-48 CONDUIT 0 08:10 13.47 1.00 1.94 5.28 0.37 0.43 0
Con-8 CONDUIT 0 08:01 10.31 1.00 2.07 29.38 0.07 0.22 0
Con-9 CONDUIT 0 08:00 4.36 1.00 1.16 214.68 0.01 0.07 0

********************************
Highest Flow Instability Indexes
********************************
Link Con-45 (2)
Link Con-39 (1)
Link Con-38 (1)

WARNING 139 : Ponded area defined for on sag Inlet Jun-24 is zero. Assumed 10 ft 2 (0.929 m2 ) .

Analysis begun on: Thu Oct 30 18:55:18 2008
Analysis ended on: Thu Oct 30 18:55:23 2008
Total elapsed t~e: 00:00:05

~

m
~
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Downstream System

BOSS International StorrnNET® - version 4.11.0 {Build 13753}
--------------------------------------------------------------

****************
Analysis Options
****************
Flow units ••••••.•.•...... cfs
subbasin Hydrograph Method. SCS TR-20
Time of Concentration SCS TR-55
Link Routing Method Hydrodynamic
Pond Exfiltration None
Starting Date ....•••••.••. JUN-21-2008 00:00:00
Ending bate JUN-22-200a 00:00:00
Report Time Step 00:05:00

*************
Element Count
*************
Number of rain gages •••••• 1
Number of subbasins ••••••. 8
Number of nodes ••••••••.•. 25
Number of links 24

****************

"

Raingage Summary
****************
Gage
In

Data
Source

Data
Type

Interval
hours

------------------------------------------------------------

~

m

""

Gage-l

****************
Subbasin Summary
****************
Subbasin

10

Sub-1
Sub-13
Sub-14
Sub-15
Sub-2
Sub-4
Sub-5
Sub-6

Water Quality Storm CUMULATIVE

Total
Area

acres

3.07
2.24
0.96
1.07
3.34
1.32
1.51
3.15

0.10
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Sub-4

I .

C
Con-42

Downstream System

Sub-14

/

0.96
con-t

Jun-2

Element Labels

Sub-2

3.34
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Downstream System

Sub-4

\
1.32

Con-42
Sub-2

3.34

Con-46

L __-----;JUn-19----4---~
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Downstream System

Con-46

Jun-45

S b-5

Con-r

Jun-15

)..._----....,JUn-1g----+---~

'r-------.1l-!un-417'1----------------
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Downstream System

I I
Jun-15

\
't-------+-I,un-47'----------------

Con-

Sub-6

con-s
3.15
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Downstream System

Jun-14

eon 10/
Jun-1~

Jun-42
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Downstream System

Jun-40

Jun-39

Sub-15

1.07

Sub-13

un-35

Element Labels
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Downstream System
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Con-38

un-35
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Con-45
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed subdivision Fabian Estates is approximately 4.6 acres on the south side of
Maier Lane. The tax lot is TL 3300 of Map 10-04-36 in the City of Albany, Benton
County, Oregon. This study was done to determine the storm water quality flows to be
treated in order to minimize impact downstream ofthe project site.

TREATMENT
The flows from the public streets associated with Fabian Estates will be routed through a
Stormceptor (or Downstream Defender) pollution control manhole. The flows will then
be routed by culverts to a bioswale before discharge into West Thornton Lake.

METHODS
Peak flows were calculated using the SCS Urban Hydrograph Method as described in the
NRCS Engineering Handbook. This method uses an equation based on land use, slope,
and soil conditions. Calculations for flow were performed using the Stonnnet software,
swale capacities were determined using Manning's Equation for open channel flow.

INCLUDED AREAS
The areas included in this report are the Fabian Estates subdivision site, the areas down
stream of Fabian estates and the areas surrounding the access road down to West
Thornton Lake.

WATER QUALITY FLOWS
Water Quality flows and times of concentration were determined using the Stormnet
software based on the guidelines set forth by the City of Portland. A time of
concentration was developed for each area using the NRCS TR-55. Flows were
calculated using a 1.5 inch 24 hour Type 1A storm which is 75% of the 2 year storm. The
curve numbers for the SCS method were based on the NRCS Engineering Handbook. The
curve numbers ranged from 72 for the undeveloped areas and 98 for impervious areas.
Individual hydro graphs for sub basins' discharges are attached to this report. The
maximum water quality flow is 0.36 cfs. The storm water will ultimately discharge into
the West Thornton Lake.

DESIGN
This design is intended for pollution control of runoff leaving the Fabian Estates
Subdivision. The runoff enters the storm drain system in Fabian Estates and flows
through a pollution control manhole before entering into a vegetated swale and eventually
is discharged into West Thornton Lake.

1
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The swale was designed by City of Portland 2008 Standards under the performance
approach.. The City of Portland requirements are as follows:

The swale width and profile shall be designed to convey runoff from the
pollution reduction design storm intensity at:
o Maximum design depth of 0.33 feet.
o Maximum design velocity of 0.9 feet per second.
o Minimum hydraulic residence time (time for Qdesign to pass through
the swale) of9 minutes.
o Minimum longitudinal slope of 0.5 percent, maximum slope of 5
percent. For slopes greater than 5 percent, check dams shall be used
(one 6-inch high dam every 10 feet).
o Designed using a Manning "n" value of 0.25.
04:1 (or flatter) side slopes in the treatment area.
o Minimum length of 100 feet.
o A minimum of I foot of freeboard above the water surface shall be
provided for facilities not protected by high-flow storm diversion devices.
o Swales without high-flow diversion devices shall be sized to safely convey
the 25-year storm event
o Velocity through the facility shall not exceed 3 feet per second (fps) during
the high-flow events
o The swale shall incorporate a flow-spreading device at the inlet. In swales with a
bottom width greater than 6 feet, a flow spreader shall be installed at least every 50 feet.
o To minimize flow channelization, the swale bottom shall be smooth, with
uniform longitudinal slope,
o a minimum bottom width of 4 feet.
o Maximum bottom width shall be 8 feet..

The swale was designed at a slope of 2% with a bottom width of 4 feet. The swale can
convey up to 0.6 cfs and still maintain City of Portland requirements. The maximum
water quality flow will be 0.36 cfs with a maximum velocity of 0.34 feet per second.
Because the minimum residence time is 9 minutes this swale has a minimum length of
185 feet. The actual swale will be 195 feet in length. Freeboard was designed to be 1.5
feet above the treatment area. High Flow velocities for a 25 year storm are approximately
0.63 feet per second. (see Minimum Grassy Swale Design spreadsheet)

INSTALLATION AND MAINTENANCE
Installation will be the responsibility of the developer. The swale will be installed during
construction of the public facilities. All the swales should be constructed under the City
of Portland's standards for a grassy swale. As called out by the Washington County
Clean Water Services Standards, plantings for the bottom of the swale shall be either:

2
K & D ENGINEERING,1I1ltl.



75-89% Tall or meadow Fescue
10-15% Seaside Creeping Bentgrass or Colonial Bentgrass
5-10% Redtop
or,

60-70% Tall Fesue
10-15% Seaside Creeping Bentgrass or Colonial Bentgrass
10-15% Meadow Foxtail
6-10% Alsike Clover
1-5% Marshfield Big Trefoil
1-6% Redtop

Swales will be maintained long term by the City of Albany,

3
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Minimum GrassySwale Designs

Bioswale# Depth Base Lside slope R sideslope top width i~~~~~~~~;~~i ~S~~~T~~r, R h2l3 Q bottom slope Friction slope V
Minimum
Design L

1 0.33 4 4 4 6.64 ,-;;";:'i;'''''';;:';;;~~{:i1W556 ';;6372125 OA08618 0.603027 0.020000 0.915540 0.343487 185.483
Hiah Fiow 1.03 5.64 2 2 9.76 '."~""""'6'6836 "1l1.0'2463 0.752135 4.225711 0.020000 0.018644 0.632251
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CSII
Hydro Conduit

STC 450i Precast Concrete Storrnceptor
450 US Gallon Ca acit

PROJECT:
LOCATION:

DR. BY: N. BALDWIN
CK. BY:
DATE: MARCH 20, 200
SCALE: NJ.S.
DWG.

FRAME & GRATE TOP OF GRADE

__~L
5;' ;:J~====aL:GR:AD:E~ADJUSTERS

4"¢ PVC PIPE
CLEANOUT/VENT PIPE

J.-..----t:___ 4"¢ OUTLET
~~""'-~-~< 4 RISER PIPE

--,
I
I
I
I
I
I

_____ ..1

INSERT DOME AND TEE HERE
(TEE OPENINGS TO FACE SIDE WALLS)

SEE NOTE 2

VARIES

60"

8"

!
18"

STORMCEPTOR
INSERT

<1 •
.~. . Ll .

4"¢ PVC PIPE
MIN. 15" HIG
w/4" CAP

24"---1

8" I

8"

A •

4"¢ INLET 4 ¢ OUTLET ."
DOVIN PIPE RISER PIPE
(REMOVABLE)

1--~~-48"¢ 4 5"

6" I-
". HANDLE FOR

REMOVABLE
DOME AND TEE

TRAS ARO
WITH VN PIPE

INLiT
I

I.2' I
12" 11 "

q- 1.....--

SECTION THRU CHAMBER
SECTION THRU PLAN VIEW

NOTE:
1. THE USE OF FLEXIBLE CONNECTIONS IS RECOMMENDED

AT THE OUTLET WHERE APPLICABLE.
2. THE COVER SHOULD BE POSITIONED OVER THE 4"16

CLEANOUT/VENT PIPE AND THE 4"16 INLET DOWN PIPE.
3. THE STORMCEPTOR SYSTEM IS PROTECTED BY ONE OR MORE

OFF THE FOLLOWING U.S. PATENTS: #4985148, #5498331,
#5725760, #5753115, #5849181.

4. CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE CRANE TO SET UNIT (HEAVIEST SECTION WEIGHS 5000 LB)
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Downstream System

Slope
it/ft

Slope
ft/ft

Roughness Slope
ft/ft ft in

Jun-24 - 0.0200 0.0160 0.0620 2.00 2.00

************
Link Summary
************
Link From Node To Node Element Length Slope Manning's

ID Type ft % Roughness
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Bioswale Jun-35 Jun-44 CONDUIT 198.0 10.4971 0.0320

Con-IO Jun-14 Jun-13 CONDUIT 30.5 0.4264 0.0110

Con-I! Jun-13 Jun-12 CONDUIT 93.5 1.5831 0.0110

Con-12 Jun-12 Jun-41 CONDUIT 33.9 20.4015 0.0110

Con-13 Jun.-IO Jun-14 CONDUIT 275.4 15.7778 0.0320

Con-16 Jun-2 Jun-I? CONDUIT 55.7 17.1721 0.0110

Con-I? Jun-19 Jun-15 CONDUIT 250.1 13.1942 0.0320

Con-Z Jun-8 Jun-6 CONDUIT 57.2 12.4716 0.0110

Con-3 Jun-7 Jun-G CONDUIT 33.3 0.2100 0.0110

Con-33 Jun-24 Jun-8 CONDUIT 35.2 2.3843 0.0110

Con-3B Jun-3B Jun-35 CONDUIT 149.1 3.2468 0.0110

Con-39 Jun-39 Jun-38 CONDUIT 63.3 6.6793 0.0110

Con-4 Jun-6 Jun-2 CONDUIT 98.9 2.4671 0.0110

Con-40 Jun-40 Jun-38 CONDUIT 103.2 11.5657 0.0110

Con-41 Jun-41 Jun-40 CONDUIT 145.9 2.8039 0.0110

Con-42 Jun-17 Jun-45 CONDUIT 256.4 3.2054 0.0110

Con-43 Jun-43 Jun-42 CONDUIT 396.9 13.7754 0.0110

Con-44 Jun-42 Jun-41 CONDUIT 92.4 6.2148 0.0110

Con-45 Jun-44 Jun-ll CONDUIT 120.5 7.0036 0.0320

Con-46 Jun-45 Jun-46 CONDUIT 168.3 19.86B1 0.0110

Con-47 Jun-46 Jun-47 CONDUIT 108.2 19.8669 0.0110

Con-48 Jun-47 Jun-43 CONDUIT 274.1 13.6561 0.0110

Con-8 Jun-9 Jun-10 CONDUIT 67.5 14.8126 0.0110

Con-9 Jun-15 Jun-9 CONDUIT 350.3 10.8466 0.0320

*********************
Cross section summary
*********************
Link Shape Depth/ Width No. of Cross Full Flow Design

ID Diameter Barrels Sectional Hydraulic Flow
Area Radius Capacity

ft ft ft' ft cfs

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Bioswale IRREGULAR 2.00 15.32 1 22.42 0.99 334.42

Con-10 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 8.11

Con-l1 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 15.62

Con-12 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 56.07

Con-13 TRAPEZOIDAL 3.00 7.00 1 12.00 1.27 258.92

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Downstream System

Con-16 CIRCULAR 0.83 0.83 1 0.55 0.21 10.73

Con-I? TRAPEZOIDAL 3.00 7.00 1 12.00 1.27 236.77
Con-2 CIRCULAR 0.83 0.83 1 0.55 0.21 9.14

Con-3 CIRCULAR 1.25 1.25 1 1.23 0.31 3.50
Con-33 CIRCULAR 1.00 1.00 1 0.79 0.25 6.50
Con-38 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 22.37

Con-39 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 32.08
Con-4 CIRCULAR 0.83 0.83 1 0.55 0.21 4.07

Con-40 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1.77 0.38 42.22
Con-41 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.79
Con-42 CIRCULAR 0.67 0.67 1 0.35 0.17 2.56
Con-43 CIRCULAR 0.67 0.67 1 0.35 0.17 5.30
Con-44 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 30.95
Con-45 IRREGULAR. 2.00 15.32 1 22.42 0.99 273.16

Con-46 CIRCULAR 0.67 0.67 1 0.35 0.17 6.37

Con-47 CIRCULAR 0.67 0.67 1 0.35 0.17 6.37
Con-48 CIRCULAR 0.67 0.67 1 0.35 0.17 5.28
Con-8 CIRCULAR 1.25 1.25 1 1.23 0.31 29.38
Con-g TRAPEZOIDAL 3.00 7.00 1 12.00 1.27 214.68

****************
Transect Summary
****************

Transect XS-l
Area:

0.0110 0.0225 0.0347 0.0474 0.0607
0.0745 0.0889 0.1039 0.1194 0.1351
0.1512 0.1675 0.1842 0.2011 0.2183
0.2358 0.2535 0.2716 0.2899 0.3085
0.3275 0.3466 0.3661 0.3859 0.4059
0.4263 0.4469 0.4678 0.4890 0.5105
0.5322 0.5543 0.5766 0.5993 0.6222
0.6454 0.6688 0.6926 0.7166 0.7410
0.7656 0.7905 0.8157 0.8412 0.8669
0.8930 0.9193 0.9459 0.9728 1. 0000

Hrad:
0.0281 0.0548 0.0803 0.1048 0.1284
0.1512 0.1732 0.1947 0.2182 0.2422
0.2657 0.2888 0.3115 0.3339 0.3559
0.3776 0.3990 0.4201 0.4410 0.4615
0.4819 0.5019 0.5218 0.5414 0.5609
0.5801 0.5992 0.6181 0.6368 0.6553
0.6737 0.6919 0.7100 0.7279 0.7458
0.7634 0.7810 0.7985 0.8158 0.8330
0.8501 0.8671 0.8841 0.9009 0.9176
0.9343 0.9508 0.9673 0.9837 1. 0000

width:
0.4125 0.4334 0.4543 0.4752 0.4961
0.5170 0.5379 0.5587 0.5718 0.5822
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0.5927
0.6449
0.6971
0.7493
0.8016
0.8538
0.9060
0.9582

0.6031
0.6554
0.7076
0.7598
0.8120
0.8642
0.9164
0.9687

0.6136
0.6658
0.7180
0.7702
0.8225
0.8747
0.9269
0.9791

0.6240
0.6762
0.7285
0.7807
0.8329
0.8851
0.9373
0.9896

Downstream System

0.6345
0.6867
0.7389
0.7911
0.8433
0.8956
0.9478
1. 0000

'<t
00
~

**************************
Runoff Quantity Continuity
**************************
Total precipitation .
Surface Runoff .
Continuity Error (%) .

**************************
Flow Routing Continuity
**************************
External Inflow .
External Outflow ••.••....
Initial Stored volume .
Final Stored Volume .
Continuity Error (%)

Volume
acre-ft

2.075
0.021

-0.000

Volume
acre-ft

0.000
0.233
0.000
0.003

-0.126

Depth
inches

1.494
0.000

Volume
Mgallons

0.000
0.076
0.000
0.001

******************************************
Composite Curve Number Computations Report
******************************************

Subbasin sub-1

Soil/Surface Description

Woods & grass combination, Fair
Composite Area & Weighted CN

Subbasin Sub-13

Soil/Surface Description

Pasture, grassland, or range, Fair
Composite Area & Weighted CN

Area
(acres)

3.07
3.07

Area
(acres)

2.22
2.22

Soil
Group

B

Soil
Group

B

eN

65.00
65.00

eN

69.00
69.00

Water Quality Event Page 5



Subbasin Sub-14

Downstream System

l!)

co
~

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-15

Soil/surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-2

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-4

soil/surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-5

Soil/surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-6

soil/surface Description

Woods & grass combination, Fair

Area
(acres)

0.96
0.96

Area
(acres)

1. 07
1.07

Area
(acres)

3.34
3.34

Area
(acres)

1.03
1.03

Area
(acres)

0.68
0.68

Area
(acres)

3.15

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

B

CN

73.00
73.00

CN

98.00
98.00

CN

73.00
73.00

CN

70.00
70.00

CN

70.00
70.00

CN

65.00
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Composite Area & Weighted eN

Downstream System

3.15 65.00

to
eo
~

***************************************************
scs TR-55 Time of concentration Computations Report
***************************************************

Sheet Flow Equation

Tc = (0.007 * ({n * Lfl AO.8) / (PAD.5l * (5£"0.4)

Where:

Tc = Time of Concentration (hrsj
n = Manning's Roughness
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
p = 2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (inches)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)

Shallow Concentrated Flow Equation
----------------------------------

v = 16.1345 * (SfAD.5) (unpaved surface)
V = 20.3282 * (S£..... 0.5) (paved surface)
Tc = (Lf I V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Tc
Lf
V
Sf -

Time of concentration (hrs)
Flow Length eft)
Velocity (it/sec)
Slope (ft/ft)

Channel Flow Equat~on

v = {l.49 * (RA(2/3) * (SfAO.5) / n
R = Aq / Wp
Tc = (Lf / V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Tc = Time of Concentrat~on (hrs)
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
R = Hydraulic Radius (ft)
Aq = Flow Area (ft 2

)

wp = wetted Perimeter (ft)
V = Velocity (ft/sec)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)
n = Manning's Roughness

Water Quality Event Page?



Downstream System

Subbasin Sub-l

Sheet Flow Computations

r-
OO
~

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations
--------------------------------------

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Channel Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Cross Section Area (ft 2

) :

Wetted Perimeter (ft):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.03

60.00
45.00
2.50
1.71
0.59

Subarea A
1.00

20.00
Unpaved

7.22
0.00

Subarea A
0.03

260.00
20.00
12.00

9.50
25.96

0.17

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

========================================-==================================
Total TOC (minutes): 5.00

=============================-=============================================

subbasin Sub-13

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):

Subarea A
0.03

75.00
15.00

2.50
1.15

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
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Downstream System
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Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Channel Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Cross section Area (ft 2 ) :

Wetted Perimeter (ft):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Total TOC (minutes):

1. 09

Subarea A
120.00

15.00
Unpaved

6.25
0.32

Subarea A
0.01
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.11

59.01
0.00

5.00

0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

===========================================================================

Subbasin Sub-14

sheet Flow computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

60.00
10.00

2.52
0.12
8.45

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

=============-===-=========================================================
Total TOe (minutes):

Subbasin Sub-IS

Sheet Flow Computations

8.45

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea e
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Downstream System

(j)

00
~

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

0.40
25.00
2.00
2.52
0.05
7.98

Subarea A
400.00

5.00
Unpaved

3.61
1.85

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

========================-==================================================
Total TOC (minutes): 9.83

===========================================================================

Subbasin Sub-2

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Subarea A
0.40

100.00
10.00
2.50
0.13

12.76

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Flow Length (ttl: 100.00 0.00 0.00
Slope (%1 : 0.30 0.00 0.00
Surface Type: Paved Unpaved Unpaved
Velocity (ft/sec) : 1.11 0.00 0.00
Computed Flow Time (minutes) : 1.50 0.00 0.00

Channel Flow Computations
-------------------------

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Manning's Roughness: 0.01 0.00 0.00
Flow Length (ft): 475.00 0.00 0.00
Slope (%) : 0.30 0.00 0.00
Cross Section Area (ft.:!) : 0.13 0.00 0.00
wetted Perimeter (ttl: 2.00 0.00 0.00
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Downstream System
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Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (rodnutesl:

1.17
6.78

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

=======================-=====-======================-======================
Total Toe (minutes):

Subbasin Sub-4

Sheet Flow computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

21.04

Subarea A
0.03

68.00
30.00

2.50
1.49
0.76

subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Flow Length (ft): 1.00 0.00 0.00
Slope (%) : 20.00 0.00 0.00
Surface Type: Unpaved Unpaved Unpaved
Velocity (ft/sec) : 7.22 0.00 0.00
computed Flow Time (minutes) : 0.00 0.00 0.00

Channel Flow Computations
-------------------------

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Manning's Roughness: 0.03 0.00 0.00
Flow Length (ft): 164.00 0.00 0.00
Slope (%) : 20.00 0.00 0.00
Cross Section Area (ft Z ) : 12.00 0.00 0.00
Wetted Perimeter (ft) : 9.50 0.00 0.00
velocity (ft/sec): 25.96 0.00 0.00
computed Flow Time (minutes) : 0.11 0.00 0.00

Total Toe (minutes):

Subbasin Sub-S

Sheet Flow computations

5.00
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Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.03

60.00
45.00
2.50
1.71
0.59

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0 ..00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations
--------------------------------------

===========================================================================

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Flow Length (ft): 1.00 0.00 0.00

Slope (%) : 20.00 0.00 0.00

Surface Type: Unpaved unpaved Unpaved
velocity (ft/sec): 7.22 0.00 0.00

Computed Flow Time (minutes) : 0.00 0.00 0.00

Channel Flow Computations
------------------------- Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C

Manning's Roughness: 0.03 0.00 0.00

Flow Length (ft): 200.00 0.00 0.00

Slope (') , 20.00 0.00 0.00

Cross Section Area (ft:;:) : 12.00 0.00 0.00

Wetted Perimeter (ft) : 9.50 0.00 0.00

Velocity (ft/sec): 25.96 0.00 0.00

computed Flow. Time (minutes) : 0.13 0.00 0.00

Total TOC (minutes): 5.00
===========================================================================

Subbasin Sub-6

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.03

80.00
60.00
2.50
2.03
0.66

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations
--------------------------------------

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):

Subarea A
1.00

20.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
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Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Channel Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Cross Section Area (ft Z ) :

Wetted Perimeter (ft):
Velocity (ft/sec):
computed Flow Time (minutes):

Total TOC (minutes):

unpaved
7.22
0.00

Subarea A
0.03

330.00
20.00
12.00

9.50
25.96
0.21

5.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

===========================================================================

***********************
Subbasin Runoff summary
***********************

Subbasin Total Total Peak Weighted Time of
ID Precip Runoff Runoff Curve Concentration

in in cfs Number days hh:rnm:ss
--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Sub-l 1.500 0.031 0.010 65.000 0 00 05 00
sub-13 1.500 0.071 0.020 69.000 0 00 05 00
Sub-14 1.500 0.130 0.010 73.000 0 00 08 26
Sub-15 1.500 .1.280 0.350 98.000 0 00 09 49
Sub-2 1.500 0.130 0.030 73.000 0 00 21 02
sub-4 1.500 0.084 0.010 70.000 0 00 05 00
Sub-5 1. 500 0.084 0.010 70.000 0 00 05 00
Sub-6 1.500 0.031 0.010 65.000 0 00 05 00

Averages / Totals

******************
Node Depth Summary
******************

1. 500 0.151 0.35

Node
10

Average Maximum Maximum Time of Max Maximum Total Retention
Depth Depth HGL Occurrence Ponded Time Time

Attained Attained Attained volume Flooded
ft ft ft days hh:rnm acre-in minutes hh:rnm:ss

Jun-10 0.01 0.03 280.03 o 21:40 o o 0:00:00
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Jun-12 0.01 0.03 234.96 0 22,49 0 0 0,00,00

Jun-13 0.03 0.07 236.48 0 23:05 o· 0 0:00:00

Jun-14 0.04 0.09 236.63 0 23,07 0 0 0,00,00

Jun.-IS 0.01 0.02 328.02 0 20:22 0 0 0:00:00

Jun.-I? 0.04 0.07 389.09 0 17,11 0 0 0:00:00

Jun-19 0.01 0.01 361. 01 0 18,12 0 0 0,00,00

Jun-2 0.02 0.04 398.63 0 17:07 0 0 0,00,00

Jun-35 0.02 0.05 207.21 0 07,47 0 ° 0,00,00

Jun-38 0.08 0.16 212.16 0 07,56 0 0 0,00,00

Jun-39 0.04 0.11 216.34 0 07:58 0 0 0:00:00

Jun-40 0.03 0.05 223.98 0 20,29 0 0 0,00,00

Jun-41 0.04 0.08 228.10 0 20,29 0 0 0,00,00

Jun-42 0.02 0.04 233.80 0 17:13 0 0 0:00:00

Jun-43 0.02 0.04 288.48 0 17:13 0 0 0:00:00

Jun-44 0.02 0.05 186.43 0 08,01 0 0 0,00,00

Jun-45 0.02 0.04 380.84 0 17,13 0 0 0,00,00

Jun-46 0.02 0.04 347.40 0 17 :11 0 0 0:00:00

Jun-47 0.02 0.04 325.91 0 17:10 0 0 0:00:00

Jun-6 0.03 0.06 401.09 0 17:07 0 ° 0,00,00

Jun-7 0.06 0.10 401.20 0 17,05 0 0 0,00,00

Jun-8 0.00 0.00 408.16 0 00:00 0 0 0,00,00

Jun-9 0.02 0.03 290.03 0 21:37 0 0 0:00:00

Jun-ll 0.02 0.07 178.01 0 07:46 0 0 0:00:00

*****************
Node Flow summary
*****************

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Node Element Maximum Maximum Time of Maximum Time of Peak

ID Type Lateral Total Peak Inflow Flooding Flooding

Inflow Inflow Occurrence OVerflow Occurrence

cfs efs days hn emm cfs days hh:mrn

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Jun-10 JUNCTION 0.01 0.05 0 21,38 0.00

Jun-12 JUNCTION 0.00 0.05 0 22:4.5 0.00

Jun-13 JUNCTION 0.00 0.05 0 23,06 0.00

Jun-l4. JUNCTION 0.00 0.05 0 21,40 0.00

Jun-15 JUNCTION 0.01 0.02 0 20,20 0.00

Jun-17 JUNCTION 0.00 0.04 0 17:07 0.00

Jun-19 JUNCTION 0.01 0.01 0 17:35 0.00

Jun-2 JUNCTION 0.01 0.04 0 17,07 0.00

Jun-35 JUNCTION 0.01 0.37 0 07,55 0.00

Jun-38 JUNCTION 0.00 0.40 0 07:58 0.00

Jun-39 JUNCTION 0.35 0.35 0 08,00 0.00

Jun-40 JUNCTION 0.00 0.09 0 20:29 0.00

Jun-41 JUNCTION 0.00 0.09 0 20,28 0.00

Jun-42 JUNCTION 0.00 0.04 0 17:13 0.00

Jun-43 JUNCTION 0.00 0.04 0 17,12 0.00

Jun-44 JUNCTION 0.00 0.36 ° 07:49 0.00
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Downstream System

Jun-45 JUNCTION 0.00 0.04 0 17:11 0.00
Jun-46 JUNCTION 0.00 0.04 0 17:12 0.00
Jun-47 J1JNCTION 0.00 0.04 0 17:12 0.00
Jun-6 JUNCTION 0.00 0.03 0 17:06 0.00
Jun-7 JUNCTION 0.03 0.03 0 17:05 0.00
.run-B JUNCTION 0.00 0.00 0 00:00 0.00
Jun-9 JUNCTION 0.01 0.03 0 21:25 0.00
Jun-ll OUTFALL 0.00 0.63 0 07:46 0.00

*******************
Inlet Depth Summary
*******************

"""a>
~

Inlet
ID

Jun-24

******************
Inlet Flow Summary
******************

Max Gutter
Spread
during

Peak Flow
ft

0.00

Max Gutter
Water Elev

during
Peak Flow

ft

410.00

Max Gutter
Water Depth

during
Peak Flow

ft

0.00

Time of
Maximum

Depth
Occurrence

days hh rmm

o 00:00

Inlet Peak Peak Peak Peak Inlet Total Total
ID Flow Lateral Flow Flow Efficiency Flooding Time

Flow Intercepted Bypassing during Flooded
by Inlet Inlet Peak Flow

cfs cfs cfs cfs % acre-in minutes

Jun-24 0.00 0.00 0.000 o

***********************
Outfall Loading Summary
***********************

Outfall Node ID

Jun-l1

system

Flow
Frequency

(%)

80.11

80.11

Average
Flow
cfs

0.15

0.15

Maximum
Flow
cfs

0.63

0.63
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Link Flow Summary
*****************

Downstream System

Lf)

0>
~

Link In Element
Type

Time of
Peak Flow

Occurrence
days hh:nun

Maximum
Velocity
Attained

it/sec

Length
Factor

Peak Flow
during

Analysis
cfs

Design
Flow

Capacity
cfs

Ratio of
Maximum
/Design

Flow

Ratio of
Maximum

Flow
Depth

Total
Time

Surcharged
Minutes

Bioswale CHAN!lEL 0 07:49 2.13 1.00 0.36 334.42 0.00 0.02 0
Con-IO CONDUIT 0 23:06 1.31 1.00 0.05 8.11 0.01 0.05 0
Con-Il CONDUIT 0 22:45 2.57 1.00 0.05 15.62 0.00 0.03 0
Con-IZ CONDUIT 0 22:4.3 2.28 1.00 0.05 56.07 0.00 0.04 0
Con-I3 CONDUIT 0 21:40 0.75 1.00 0.05 258.92 0.00 0.02 0
Con-1G CONDUIT 0 17:07 3.09 1.00 0.04 10.73 0.00 0.06 0
Con-I? CONDUIT 0 18:12 0.64 1.00 0.01 236.77 0.00 0.01 0
Con-2 CONDUIT 0 00:00 0.00 1.00 0.00 9.14 0.00 0.03 0
Con-3 CONDUIT 0 17:06 1.02 1.00 0.03 3.50 0.01 0.06 0
Con-33 CONDUIT 0 00:00 0.00 1.00 0.00 6.50 0.00 0.00 0
Con-38 CONDUIT 0 07:55 6.99 1. 00 0.37 22.37 0.02 0.07 0
Con-39 CONDUIT 0 07:58 5.02 1.00 0.40 32.08 0.01 0.09 0
Con-4 CONDUIT 0 17:07 2.68 1. 00 0.03 4.07 0.01 0.06 0
Con-40 CONDUIT 0 20:29 2.73 1.00 0.09 42.22 0.00 0.06 0
Con-41 CONDUIT 0 20:29 3.44 1. 00 0.09 20.79 0.00 0.04 0
Con-42 CONDUIT 0 17:11 3.42 1.00 0.04 2.56 0.02 0.08 0
Con-43 CONDUIT 0 17 :13 4.63 1.00 0.04 5.30 0.01 0.06 0
Con-44 CONDUIT 0 17:14 2.17 LOO 0.04 30.95 0.00 0.04 0
Con-45 CHANNEL 0 07:46 2.02 1.00 0.63 273.16 0.00 0.06 0
Con-46 CONDUIT 0 17 :12 5.22 1.00 0.04 6.37 0.01 0.06 0
Con-47 CONDUIT 0 17:12 4.89 1.00 0.04 6.37 0.01 0.06 0
Con-48 CONDUIT 0 17:12 4.57 1. 00 0.04 5.28 0.01 0.06 0
Con-8 CONDUIT 0 21:38 4.33 LOO 0.03 29.38 0.00 0.02 0
Con-9 CONDUIT 0 20:22 0.80 1.00 0.02 214.68 0.00 0.01 0

********************************
Highest Flow Instability Indexes
********************************
Link con-45 (38)
Link Bioswale (33)
Link Con-39 (7)
Link Con-38 (6)

WARNING 139 : Ponded area defined for on sag Inlet Jun-24 is zero. Assumed 10 ft~ (0.929 ms ) •

Analysis begun on: Thu Oct 30 18:55:44 2008
Analysis ended on: Thu Oct 30 18:55:47 2008
Total elapsed time: 00:00:03
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Downstream System

BOSS International StorroNET® - Version 4.11.0 (Build 13753)
--------------------------------------------------------------

****************
Analysis Options
****************
Flow units ••..•••.•..•.••. cis
Subbasin Hydrograph Method. SCS TR-ZO
Time of concentration.••••. scs TR-55
Link Routing Method .•..•.• Hydrodynamic
Pond Exfiltration ...••••... None
Starting Date •..•...•••••. JUN-21-2008 00:00:00
Ending Date .•••..••.••.•.• JUN-22-200a 00:00:00
Report Time step ••••..•.•. 00:05:00

*************
Element Count
*************
Number of rain gages 1
Number of subbasins •....•. 8
Number of nodes ••...••.••• 25
Number of links •..••••.••• 24

****************

<D
en
~

Raingage summary
****************
Gage
ID

Data
Source

Data
Type

Interval
hours

------------------------------------------------------------
Gage-1

****************
Subbasin Summary
****************
Subbasin

ID

Sub-1
Sub-13
Sub-14
Sub-15
Sub-2
Sub-4
Sub-5
Sub-6

25 year storm

Total
Area

acres

3.07
2.24
0.96
1.07
3.34
1.32
1.51
3.15

CUMULATIVE 0.10
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************
Node summary
************
Node
ID

Element
Type

Invert
Elevation

ft

Maximum.
Depth

ft

Ponded
Area
ft'

External
Inflow

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Jun-10
Jun-12
Jun-13
Jun-14
Jun-15
Jun-17
Jun-19
Jun-2
Jun-35
Jun-38
Jun-39
Jun-40
Jun-41
Jun-42
Jun-43
Jun-44
Jun-45
Jun-46
Jun-47
Jun-6
Jun-7
Jun-8
Jun-9
Jun-11

JUNCTION 280.00 3.00 0.00
JUNCTION 234.93 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 23'6.41 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 236.54 3.00 0.00
JUNCTION 328.00 3.00 0.00
JUNCTION 389.02 6.00 0.00
JUNCTION 361. 00 3.00 0.00
JUNCTION 398.59 1.00 0.00
JUNCTION 207.16 2.00 0.00
JUNCTION 212.00 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 216.23 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 223.93 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 228.02 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 233.76 1.50 0.00
JUNCTION 288.44 1.00 0.00
JUNCTION 186.38 2.00 0.00
JUNCTION 380.80 1.00 0.00
JUNCTION 347.36 1.00 0.00
JUNCTION 325.87 1.00 0.00
JUNCTION 401. 03 1.25 0.00
JUNCTION 401.10 1.25 0.00
JUNCTION 408.16 1.00 0.00
JUNCTION 290.00 3.00 0.00
OUTFALL 177.94 2.00 0.00

*************
Inlet summary
*************
Inlet
In

Inlet
Manufacturer

Manufacturer
Part
Number

Inlet
Location

Number
of

Inlets

Catchbasin
Invert

Elevation
ft

Inlet
Rim

Elevation
ft

Ponded
Area

ft'

Initial
Water

Elevation
ft

GJ
Clog~

Fac

409.0010.00410.00409.001On sagN/AFHWA HEC-22 GENERICJun-24

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

**************************
Roadway and Gutter Summary
**************************
Inlet
In

Roadway
Longitudinal

Roadway
Cross

Roadway
Manning's

Gutter
Cross

Gutter
width

Gutter
Depression
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Slope
ft/ft

Slope
ft/ft

Roughness Slope
ft/ft ft in

Jun-24 - 0.0200 0.0160 0.0620 2.00 2.00

************
Link summary
************
Link From Node To Node Element Length Slope Manning's
ID Type ft % Roughness
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Bioswale Jun-35 Jun-44 CONDUIT 198.0 10.4971 0.0320
Con-lO Jun-14 Jun-13 CONDUIT 30.5 0.4264 0.0110
Con-1! Jun-13 Jun-12 CONDUIT 93.5 1.5831 0.0110
Con-12 Jun-12 Jun-41 CONDUIT 33.9 20.4015 0.0110
Con-13 Jun-1O Jun-14 CONDUIT 275.4 15.7778 0.0320
Con-16 Jun-2 Jun-17 CONDUIT 55.7 17 .1721 0.0110
Con-1? Jun-19 Jun-15 CONDUIT 250.1 13.1942 0.0320
con--Z Jun-8 Jun-G CONDUIT 57.2 12.4716 0.0110
Con-3 Jun-7 Jun-6 CONDUIT 33.3 0.2100 0.0110
Con-33 Jun-24 Jun-8 CONDUIT 35.2 2.3843 0.0110
Con-38 Jun-38 Jun-35 CONDUIT 149.1 3.2468 0.0110
Con-39 Jun-39 Jun-38 CONDUIT 63.3 6.6793 0.0110
Con-4 Jun-6 Jun-2 CONDUIT 98.9 2.4671 0.0110
Con-40 Jun-40 Jun-38 CONDUIT 103.2 11.5657 0.0110
Con-41 Jun-41 Jun-40 CONDUIT 145.9 2.8039 0.0110
Con-42 Jun-17 Jun-45 CONDUIT 256.4 3.2054 0.0110
Con-43 Jun-43 Jun-42 CONDUIT 396.9 13.7754 0.0110
Con-44 Jun-42 Jun-41 CONDUIT 92.4 6.2148 0.0110
Con-45 Jun-44 Jun-11 CONDUIT 120.5 7.0036 0.0320
Con-46 Jun-45 Jun-46 CONDUIT 168.3 19.8681 0.0110
Con-47 Jun-46 Jun-47 CONDUIT 108.2 19.8669 0.0110
Con-48 Jun-47 Jun-43 CONDUIT 274.1 13.6561 0.0110
Con-8 Jun-9 Jun-10 CONDUIT 67.5 14.8126 0.0110
Con-9 Jun-15 Jun-9 CONDUIT 350.3 10.8466 0.0320

*********************
Cross Section Summary
*********************
Link Shape Depth/ Width No. of Cross Full Flow Design
ID Diameter Barrels Sectional Hydraulic Flow

Area Radius Capacity
ft ft ft' ft cfs

Bioswale IRREGULAR 2.00 15.32 1 22.42 0.99 334.42
Con-10 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 8.11
Con-11 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1.77 0.38 15.62
Con-12 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 56.07
Con-13 TRAPEZOIDAL 3.00 7.00 1 12.00 1.27 258.92
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Con-16 CIRCULAR 0.83 0.83 1 0.55 0.21 10.73

Con-17 TRAPEZOIDAL 3.00 7.00 1 12.00 1.27 236.77

Con-2 CIRCULAR 0.83 0.83 1 0.55 0.21 9.14

Con-3 CIRCULAR 1.25 1.25 1 1.23 0.31 3.50

Con-33 CIRCULAR 1. 00 1. 00 1 0.79 0.25 6.50

Con-38 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 22.37

Con-39 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 32.08

Con-4 CIRCULAR 0.83 0.83 1 0.55 0.21 4.07

Con-40 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 42.22

Con-41 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 20.79

Con-42 CIRCULAR 0.67 0.67 1 0.35 0.17 2.56

Con-43 CIRCULAR 0.67 0.67 1 0.35 0.17 5.30

con-44 CIRCULAR 1.50 1.50 1 1. 77 0.38 30.95

Con-45 IRREGULAR 2.00 15.32 1 22.42 0.99 273.16

Con-46 CIRCULAR 0.67 0.67 1 0.35 0.17 6.37

con-47 CIRCULAR 0.67 0.67 1 0.35 0.17 6.37

Con-48 CIRCULAR 0.67 0.67 1 0.35 0.17 5.28

Con-8 CIRCULAR 1.25 1.25 1 1.23 0.31 29.38

Con-9 TRA.PEZQIDAL 3.00 7.00 1 12.00 1.27 214.68

****************
Transect summary
****************

Transect XS-l
Area:

0.0110 0.0225 0.0347 0.0474 0.0607
0.0745 0.0889 0.1039 0.1194 0.1351

0.1512 0.1675 0.1842 0.2011 0.2183
0.2358 0.2535 0.2716 0.2899 0.3085
0.3275 0.3466 0.3661 0.3859 0.4059
0.4263 0.4469 0.4678 0.4890 0.5105
0.5322 0.5543 0.5766 0.5993 0.6222
0.6454 0.6688 0.6926 0.7166 0.7410

0.7656 0.7905 0.8157 0.8412 0.8669
0.8930 0.9193 0.9459 0.9728 1. 0000

Hrad:
0.0281 0.0548 0.0803 0.1048 0.1284
0.1512 0.1732 0.1947 0.2182 0.2422
0.2657 0.2888 0.3115 0.3339 0.3559
0.3776 0.3990 0.4201 0.4410 0.4615
0.4819 0.5019 0.5218 0.541-4 0.5609
0.5801 0.5992 0.6181 0.6368 0.6553
0.6737 0.6919 0.7100 0.7279 0.7458
0.7634 0.7810 0.7985 0.8158 0.8330
0.8501 0.8671 0.8841 0.9009 0.9176
0.9343 0.9508 0.9673 0.9837 1. 0000

Width:
0.4125 0.4334 0.4543 0.4752 0.4961
0.5170 0.5379 0.5587 0.5718 0.5822
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0.5927
0.6449
0.6971
0.7493
0.8016
0.8538
0.9060
0.9582

0.6031
0.6554
0.7076
0.7598
0.8120
0.8642
0.9164
0.9687

0.6136
0.6658
0.7180
0.7702
0.8225
0.8747
0.9269
0.9791

0.6240
0.6762
0.7285
0.7807
0.8329
0.8851
0.9373
0.9896

0.6345
0.6867
0.7389
0.7911
0.8433
0.8956
0.9478
1. 0000

**************************
Runoff Quantity continuity
**************************
Total Precipitation .
Surface Runoff .
continuity Error (%)

Volume
acre-ft

5.435
0.189

-0.000

Depth
inches

3.915
0.005

**************************
Flow Routing continuity
**************************
External Inflow .
External Outflow .
Initial Stored Volume .
Final Stored Volume .
Continuity Error (%)

Volume
acre-ft

0.000
1.897
0.000
0.008

-0.009

volume
Mgallons

0.000
0.618
0.000
0.003

******************************************
composite Curve Number Computations" Report
******************************************

Subbasin Sub-l

Soil/Surface Description
Area

(acres)
Soil

Group CN

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Woods & grass combination, Fair
Composite Area & Weighted CN

3.07
3.07

B 65.00
65.00

Subbasin Sub-13

CN
Soil

Group
Area

(acres)
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Soil/Surface Description

Pasture, grassland, or range, Fair
composite Area & weighted CN

2.22
2.22

B 69.00
69.00
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Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-IS

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-2

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-4

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-5

Soil/Surface Description

Composite Area & Weighted eN

Subbasin Sub-6

Soil/Surface Description

Woods & grass combination, Fair

Area
(acres)

0.96
0.96

Area
(acxes )

1. 07
1. 07

Area
(acres)

3.34
3.34

Area
(acres)

1.03
1. 03

Area
(acres)

0.68
0.68

Area
(acres)

3.15

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

Soil
Group

B

CN

73.00
73.00

CN

98.00
98.00

CN

73.00
73.00

CN

70.00
70.00

CN

70.00
70.00

CN

65.00
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composite Area & Weighted eN

Downstream System

3.15 65.00

C'l
o
C'l

***************************************************
8es TR-55 Time of Concentration Computations Report
***************************************************

Sheet Flow Equation

Tc = (0.007 * (n * LfIAO.S») / ({P ftO.5) * (8£"'0.4»)

Where:

Tc = Time of concentration (hrs)
n = Manning's Roughness
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
p = 2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (inches)
Sf = Slope (ft/itl

Shallow concentrated Flow Equation
----------------------------------

v = 16.1345 * (S£AO.5) (unpaved surface)
V = 20.3282 * (SfAO.S) (paved surface)
Tc = (Lf / V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Tc = Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
V = Velocity (ft/sec)
Sf = Slope (it/ft)

Channel Flow Equation

v ~ (1.49 * (R'(2/3)) * (5f'0.5)) / n
R = Aq / Wp
Tc ~ (Lf / V) / (3600 sec/hr)

Where:

Tc = Time of Concentration (hrs)
Lf = Flow Length (ft)
R = Hydraulic Radius (ft)
Aq = Flow Area (ft 2 )

wp = Wetted Perimeter (ft)
V = Velocity (ft/sec)
Sf = Slope (ft/ft)
n = Manning's Roughness
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Downstream System

Subbasin Sub-l

Sheet Flow computations

C")

o
N

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Subarea A
0.03

60.00
45.00
2.50
1. 71
0.59

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Flow Length (ftl: 1.00 0.00 0.00
Slope (') : 20.00 0.00 0.00
Surface Type: Unpaved Unpaved Unpaved
Velocity (ft/sec): 7.22 0.00 0.00
Computed Flow Time (minutes) : 0.00 0.00 0.00

Channel Flow computations
-------------------------

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Manning's Roughness: 0.03 0.00 0.00
Flow Length (ft) : 260.00 0.00 0.00
Slope (') : 20.00 0.00 0.00
Cross Section Area (ft 2 ) : 12.00 0.00 0.00
Wetted Perimeter (ft): 9.50 0.00 0.00
Velocity (ft/sec) : 25.96 0.00 0.00
Computed Flow Time (minutes) : 0.17 0.00 0.00

===========================================================================
Total TOC (minutes): 5.00

===========================================================================

Subbasin Sub-13

Sheet Flow computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):

Subarea A
0.03

75.00
15.00

2.50
1.15

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

25-yr Storm Event PageS



Downstream System

'<:t
o
N

computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Channel Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Cross Section Area (ft 2 ) :

Wetted Perimeter (ft):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

1.09

Subarea A
120.00

15.00
unpaved

6.25
0.32

Subarea A
0.01
1. 00
1.00
1.00
0.11

59.01
0.00

0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

===========================================================================
Total TOC (minutes): 5.00

===========================================================================

Subbasin Sub-14

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

60.00
10.00
2.52
0.12
8.45

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

=======================================================================-===
Total TOC (minutes): 8.45

===========================================================================

Subbasin Sub-15

Sheet Flow Computations

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C

25-yr Storm Event Page 9
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Downstream System

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
computed Flow Time (minutes):

0.40
25.00

2.00
2.52
0.05
7.98

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Subarea C
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea A
400.00

5.00
Unpaved

3.61
1.85

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
computed Flow Time (minutes):

=======================================================================-===

--------------------------------------

9.83Total TOC (minutes):
===========================================================================

Subbasin Sub-2

Sheet Flow Computations

-----------------------
Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.40

100.00
10.00

2.50
0.13

12.76

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C

Flow Length (ft): 100.00 0.00 0.00

Slope (%) : 0.30 0.00 0.00

Surface Type: Paved Unpaved Unpaved

Velocity (ft/sec): 1.11 0.00 0.00

computed Flow Time (minutes) : 1.50 0.00 0.00

Channel Flow Computations

------------------------- subarea A Subarea B Subarea C

Manning's Roughness: 0.01 0.00 0.00

Flow Length (ft): 475.00 0.00 0.00

Slope (%) : 0.30 0.00 0.00

Cross section Area. (ft 2
) :

0.13 0.00 0.00

Wetted Perimeter (ft) : 2.00 0.00 0.00

--------------------------------------
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Downstream System

c.o
C>
N

Velocity (it/sec):
computed Flow Time (minutes):

1.17
6.78

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

==========================--================================================
Total Toe (minutes): 21.04

===========================================================================

Subbasin Sub-4

Sheet Flow computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Shallow Concentrated Plow Computations

Subarea A
0.03

68.00
30.00
2.50
1.49
0.76

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Flow Length (ft): 1. 00 0.00 0.00
Slope (%) : 20.00 0.00 0.00
Surface Type: Unpaved Unpaved Unpaved
Velocity (ft/sec): 7.22 0.00 0.00
Computed Flow Time (minutes) : 0.00 0.00 0.00

Channel Flow Computations
-------------------------

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Manning's Roughness: 0.03 0.00 0.00
Flow Length (ft): 164.00 0.00 0.00
Slope (%) , 20.00 0.00 0.00
Cross Section Area (ft 2 ) : 12.00 0.00 0.00
wetted Perimeter (ft) : 9.50 0.00 0.00
velocity (ft/sec): 25.96 0.00 0.00
Computed Flow Time (minutes) : 0.11 0.00 0.00

===~==== -- -==============================================================
Total TOe (minutes): 5.00

===========================================================================

Subbasin Sub-5

Sheet Flow Computations
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Downstream System

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (it):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
velocity (it/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.03

60.00
45.00
2.50
1. 71
0.59

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Shallow Concentrated Flow computations
--------------------------------------

======================--====================================================

Subarea A Subarea B Subarea C
Flow Length (it): 1.00 0.00 0.00

Slope I') , 20.00 0.00 0.00

Surface Type: Unpaved Unpaved Unpaved

Velocity (it/sec): 7.22 0.00 0.00

Computed Flow Time (minutes) : 0.00 0.00 0.00

Channel Flow Computations
------------------------- Subarea A Subarea B subarea C

Manning's Roughness: 0.03 0.00 0.00

Flow Length (tt): 200.00 0.00 0.00

Slope I') , 20.00 0.00 0.00

Cross Section Area (fP): 12.00 0.00 0.00

wetted Perimeter 1ft) , 9.50 0.00 0.00

Velocity (ft/sec) : 25.96 0.00 0.00

Computed Flow Time (minutes) : 0.13 0.00 0.00

Total TOC (minutes): 5.00
===========================================================================

Subbasin Sub-6

Sheet Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
2 yr, 24 hr Rainfall (in):
Velocity (ft/sec):
computed Flow Time (minutes):

Subarea A
0.03

80.00
60. DO
2.50
2.03
0.66

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Shallow Concentrated Flow Computations
--------------------------------------

Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):

Subarea A
1. DO

20.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00

subarea C
0.00
0.00
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Downstream System

co
o
C'I

Surface Type:
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Channel Flow Computations

Manning's Roughness:
Flow Length (ft):
Slope (%):
Cross Section Area (ft 2 ) :

Wetted Perimeter (ft):
Velocity (ft/sec):
Computed Flow Time (minutes):

Unpaved
7.22
0.00

Subarea A
0.03

330.00
20.00
12.00

9.50
25.96

0.21

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea B
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Unpaved
0.00
0.00

Subarea C
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

========================================-============================-=====
Total TOe (minutes): 5.00

=======---==============================-==================================

***********************
Subbasin Runoff Summary
***********************

Subbasin Total Total Peak Weighted Time of
ID Precip Runoff Runoff Curve Concentration

in in cfs Number days bh:rom:ss
--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Sub-1 3.930 0.988 0.480 65.000 0 00 05 00
Sub-13 3.930 1.221 0.520 69.000 0 00 05 00
Sub-14 3.930 1.477 0.290 73.000 0 00 08 26
Sub-IS 3.930 3.695 0.990 98.000 0 00 09 49
Sub-2 3.930 1.477 0.930 73.000 0 00 21 02
Sub-4 3.930 1.283 0.330 70.000 0 00 05 00
Sub-5 3.930 1.283 0.380 70.000 0 00 05 00
Sub-6 3.930 0.988 0.490 65.000 0 00 05 00

Averages / Totals

******************
Node Depth Summary
******************

3.930 1.370 4.29

Node
In

Average
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum
Depth

Attained
ft

Maximum
HGL

Attained
ft

Time of Max Maximum Total Retention
Occurrence Ponded Time Time

Volume Flooded
days bh:mm acre-in minutes hh:rom:ss

Jun-l0 0.12 0.23 280.23 o 08:05 o o 0:00:00
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Jun-12 0.10 0.18 235.11 0 08:06 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-13 0.22 0.40 236.81 0 08:05 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-14 0.30 0.55 237.09 0 08:05 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-15 0.07 0.15 328.15 0 08:02 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-17 0.18 0.36 389.38 0 08:10 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-19 0.04 0.09 361.09 0 08:05 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-2 0.10 0.19 398.78 0 08:10 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-35 0.09 0.18 207.34 0 08:06 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-38 0.27 0.53 212.53 0 08:07 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-39 0.08 0.18 216.41 0 08:04 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-40 0.15 0.26 224.19 0 08:06 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-41 0.23 0.42 228.44 0 08:06 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-42 0.11 0.20 233.96 0 08:11 0 0 0:00:00

Jun-43 0.11 0.22 288.66 0 08:11 0 0 0:00:00

Jun-44 0.10 0.20 186.58 0 08:07 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-45 0.10 0.20 381. 00 0 08:10 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-46 0.10 0.20 347.56 0 08:10 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-47 0.11 0.22 326.09 0 08 :11 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-6 0.16 0.31 401. 34 0 08:10 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-7 0.26 0.48 401.58 0 08:10 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-8 0.00 0.00 408.16 0 00:00 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-9 0.10 0.17 290.17 0 08:05 0 0 0:00:00
Jun-ll 0.10 0.20 178.14 0 08:07 0 0 0:00:00

*****************
Node Flow Summary
*****************

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Node Element Maximum Maximum Time of Maximum Time of Peak
In Type Lateral Total Peak Inflow Flooding Flooding

Inflow Inflow Occurrence Overflow Occurrence
cfs cfs days hh:mm cfs days hh:rnm

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Jun-10 JUNCTION 0.47 1. 63 0 08:04 0.00
Jun-12 JUNCTION 0.00 1. 62 0 08:06 0.00
Jun-13 JUNCTION 0.00 1. 62 0 08:05 0.00
Jun-14 JUNCTION 0.00 1. 63 0 08:05 0.00
Jun-1S JUNCTION 0.37 0.68 0 08:00 0.00
Jun-17 JUNCTION 0.00 1.17 0 08:10 0.00
Jun-19 JUNCTION 0.33 0.33 0 08:04 0.00
Jun-2 JUNCTION 0.29 1.17 0 08:10 0.00
Jun-3S JUNCTION 0.51 4.21 0 08:06 0.00
Jun-38 JUNCTION 0.00 3.74 0 08:06 0.00
Jun-39 JUNCTION 0.99 0.99 0 08:04 0.00
Jun-40 JUNCTION 0.00 2.76 0 08:06 0.00
Jun-41 JUNCTION 0.00 2.76 0 08:06 0.00
Jun-42 JUNCTION 0.00 1.17 0 08 :11 0.00
Jun-43 JUNCTION 0.00 1.17 0 08 :11 0.00
Jun-44 JUNCTION 0.00 4.21 0 08:06 0.00
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Downstream System

Jun-4S JUNCTION 0.00 1.17 0 08:10 0.00
Jun-46 JUNCTION 0.00 1.17 0 08,10 0.00
Jun-47 JUNCTION 0.00 1.17 0 08,10 0.00
Jun-6 JUNCTION 0.00 0.92 0 08,10 0.00
Jun-7 JUNCTION 0.92 0.92 0 08:10 0.00
Jun-8 JUNCTION 0.00 0.00 0 00,00 0.00
Jun-9 JUNCTION 0.49 1.16 0 08,04 0.00
Jun-l1 OUTFALL 0.00 4.20 0 08:07 0.00

*******************
Inlet Depth Summary
*******************

o
~

N

Inlet
In

Jun-24

******************
Inlet Flow Summary
******************

Max Gutter
Spread
during

Peak Flow
it

0.00

Max Gutter
Water Elev

during
Peak Flow

ft

410.00

Max Gutter
Water Depth

during
Peak Flow

it

0.00

Time of
Maximum

Depth
Occurrence

days hh imm

o 00,00

Inlet Peak Peak Peak Peak Inlet Total Total
In Flow Lateral Flow Flow Efficiency Flooding Time

Flow Intercepted Bypassing during Flooded
by Inlet Inlet Peak Flow

cis cis cis cis % acre-in minutes

Jun-24 0.00 0.00 0.000 o

***********************
Outfall Loading Summary
***********************

Outfall Node ID

Jun-ll

System

Flow
Frequency

(%)

98.18

98.18

Average
Flow
cis

1.30

1.30

Maximum
Flow
cis

4.20

4.20
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Downstream System

*****************
Link Flow summary
*****************

~

~

N

Link ID Element
Type

Time of
Peak Flow

Occurrence
days hh:rom

Maximum
Velocity
Attained

ft/sec

Length
Factor

Peak Flow
during

Analysis
cfs

Design
Flow

Capacity
cfs

Ratio of
Maximum
/Design

Flow

Ratio of
Maximum

Flow
Depth

Total
Time

Surcharged
Minutes

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~-----------------

Bioswale CHANNEL 0 08,06 3.29 1.00 4.21 334.42 0.01 0.09 0
Con-IO CONDUIT 0 08,05 3.40 1.00 1. 62 8.11 0.20 0.31 0
Con-I! CONDUIT 0 08,06 6.90 1.00 1. 62 15.62 0.10 0.19 0
Con-12 CONDUIT 0 08:06 6.48 1.00 1. 62 56.07 0.03 0.20 0
Con-13 CONDUIT 0 08,05 3.02 1. 00 1. 63 258.92 0.01 0.13 0
Con-16 CONDUIT 0 08,10 7.56 1.00 1.17 10.73 0.11 0.33 0
Con-I? CONDUIT 0 08:05 2.32 1.00 0.32 236.77 0.00 0.04 0
Con-2 CONDUIT 0 00:00 0.00 1.00 0.00 9.14 O.OD 0.19 0
con-a CONDUIT 0 08,10 2.76 1.00 0.92 3.50 0.26 0.32 0
Con-33 CONDUIT 0 00,00 0.00 1. 00 0.00 6.50 0.00 0.00 0
Con-38 CONDUIT 0 08,07 11. 66 1.00 3.74 22.37 0.17 0.24 0
Con-39 CONDUIT 0 08:05 4.21 1.00 0.99 32.08 0.03 0.24 0
Con-4 CONDUIT 0 08: 10 6.80 1.00 0.92 4.07 0.23 0.30 0
Con-40 CONDUIT 0 08,07 7.38 1.00 2.76 42.22 0.07 0.26 0
Con-41 CONDUIT 0 08,06 9.10 1. 00 2.76 20.79 0.13 0.23 0
Con-42 CONDUIT 0 08,10 8.46 1. 00 1.17 2.56 0.46 0.42 0
Con-43 CONDUIT 0 08,11 12.50 1.00 1.17 5.30 0.22 0.31 0
Con-44 CONDUIT 0 08:11 4.69 1.00 1.17 30.95 0.04 0.21 0
Con-45 CHANNEL 0 08:07 3.09 1.00 4.20 273.16 0.02 0.10 0
Con-46 CONDUIT 0 08:10 13.51 1.00 1.17 6.37 0.18 0.30 0
Con-47 CONDUIT 0 08:10 12.70 1.00 1.17 6.37 0.18 0.31 0
Con-48 CONDUIT 0 08,11 11.83 1.00 1.17 5.28 0.22 0.33 0
Con-8 CONDUIT 0 08:05 9.12 1. 00 1.16 29.38 0.04 0.16 0
Con-9 CONDUIT 0 08,02 3.63 1. 00 0.68 214.68 0.00 0.05 0

********************************
Highest Flow Instability Indexes
********************************
Link Con-45 13)
Link Bioswale 12)
Link Con-39 (2)
Link Con-38 (1)

WARNING 139 : Ponded area defined for on sag Inlet Jun-24 is zero. Assumed 10 ft 2 (0.929 m2 ) .

Analysis begun on: Thu Oct 30 18:48:49 2008
Analysis ended on: Thu Oct 30 18:48:57 2008
Total elapsed time: 00:00:08
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130 WEST 1ST AVE
P.O. BOX 667
ALBANY, OR 97321

PHONE, (541) 926-2255
FAX, (541) 967-6579
EMAIL: abean@wtlegal.colll

November 6, 2008

VIA E-MAIL ONLY
Albany City Council
c/o Don Donovan, Planning Manager
333 Broadalbin St. SW
Albany, OR 97321

Re: Fabian Estates Subdivision Remand
File Nos. SD-07-07 & SP-19-07

Dear Councilors:

After approval by this Council a year ago, this matter was remanded by LUBA for
consideration of three issues. Those three issues are comprehensively outlined in the Staff
Report. This submitta11etter is intended to outline the Applicant's position regarding each issue
and provide a context for the evidence and testimony to be submitted at the public hearing on
November 12,2008.

The first issue, not in any order other than for simplicity, is the applicability of Goal 7,
Implementation Measure 10. Applicant cannot substantively add to the information contained in
the Staff Report regarding this issue. Essentially, this is not a criterion in this subdivision
application.

The second issue is whether the proposed subdivision provides for access to adjacent
properties under ADC 11.180(2). That criterion requires access to adjoining developable land to
allow that land to be developed in accordance with the ADC. The only adjacent properties at
issue are the three properties to the east of the subject parcel. Under ADC 11.180(2), no
additional access is required because those properties are already developed pursuant to the
ADC, with existing access for the that development.

However, in an effort to address any alternative interpretations of the ADC that may be
proposed by opponents or LUBA, Applicant also provides a city street extension to the eastern
boundary of the subject parcel from the end of the proposed cul-de-sac. This extension
specifically addresses LUBA's stated concern that the previously proposed access easement did
not meet ADC 12.150's requirement for access by a street. The street extension will be
unimproved until such time as development on adjacent property occurs and improvements are
required. In addition, adjacent property owners have expressed no interest in developing the
adjacent properties and improving the proposed street extension at this time, essentially a road to
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nowhere, would serve no purpose. The Staff Report and submittals by Applicant's engineer
address the details of this extension.

The third and final issue to consider on remand is storm drainage from the proposed
subdivision. LUBA remanded this issue because Applicant failed to show the proposed storm
sewer plans and systems on the tentative subdivision plat and there was no evidence that the City
Engineer had approved any such plans as required by ADC 12.530. On remand, Applicant has
shown the proposed drainage plan on the plat and the City Engineer has approved subject to the
enumerated conditions in the Staff Report. The proposed plan goes far beyond what has been
required for other such developments in Albany, especially at this level of review, it is sufficient
to satisfy LUBA's concerns, and it provides substantial, engineered responses to any potential
objections by opponents. Applicant's engineer will discuss details and explain the drainage plan
at the public hearing.

The purpose of storm drainage planning is to ensure that the City's systems can handle the
drainage flow and that downstream property owners are not damaged. In this case, Applicant is
essentially creating a drainage system for the City utilizing the natural conditions of the property.
The most significant proposed condition in implementing this plan is for Applicant to obtain
easements across private property from the subject property to Thornton Lake. This plan is
shown on the plat and the evidence shows that the City Engineer has approved the plan.
Applicant will seek to obtain the required easements.

However, the applicant has no control over other property owners' property, It is often the
case that a developer cannot obtain easements across private property for purposes of city
utilities. If that occurs here, applicant proposes an alternative condition that will meet all of the
concerns addressed by the private easements. The alternative condition is as follows:

Easements through private property shall not be required if the applicant can
demonstrate that post-development peak flows and total volumes to that property
do not exceed pre-development peak flows and total volumes through those
private properties.

If Applicant can meet this condition, then the easement condition serves no purpose other than
placing an onerous and unjustified condition on Applicant. Failing to obtain easements across
private property does not mean Applicant is failing to meet the criterion or looking for an easy
way to avoid obligations. It simply means that Applicant must do so much engineering,
designing, and improvements that the actual drainage from development does not impact
downstream properties. This is a huge burden and easements would be the preferred method to
meet the conditions, if such easements can be obtained.

The proposed alternative condition meets all of the requirements of Oregon law. Under
Oregon law, an uphill property owner has the absolute right to direct surface water upon the land
of an adjacent owner if that water would naturally flow there. This flow could be in such
quantities as would naturally drain in that direction. The flow of water may even be increased in
any natural channels which carry the water from the upper to the lower property, so long as the
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uphill owner does not redirect water from land that would not normally flow onto the downhill
property. Garbarino v. VanCleave, 214 Or. 554 (1958); ReMIss v. Weeks, 93 Or. 25 (1919).

In the present case, the land area that would drain onto the downstream property owner's
property after proposed development is land that currently drains onto the downstream property.
If the required easements across private property cannot be obtained, Applicant proposes a
drainage system that is designed to release the same amount of offsite drainage after
development as is currently released prior to development. In that event, there would be no
impact on the downstream property and no need for an easement.

The condition of an easement for the benefit of the city is essentially an exaction of off-site
improvements from the Applicant. This requires an individualized determination that the
condition or exaction relates both in nature and extent to the impact of the proposed subdivision.
In other words, there must be a "rough proportionality" between the exaction and the impacts.
Dolan v. City of Tigard. 512 U.S. 374, 114 S.Ct. 2309 (1994). The burden of showing rough
proportionality is on the City. Art Piculell Group v. Clackamas County, 142 Or. App. 327; J.C.
Reeves Com. v. Clackamas County, 131 Or. App. 615 (1994). The City must present evidence
why, if there is NO increase in rate or volume of water draining to downstream properties and
thus no negative impact, Applicant must obtain easements across private property. This is the
exact issue that Dolan determined was an unconstitutional taking. An over-exaction against the
Applicant would result in a taking and unnecessary litigation.

One of Dolan's concerns was the extent to which particular property can be burdened
because of impacts attributable to its development. When there appears to be a risk of
leveraging, or singling out, one developer for concessions as a condition for approval, the
application of the condition at issue is subject to a heightened takings clause standard. Dudek v.
Umatilla County, 187 Or. App. 504, 513 (2003). The City must be careful in determining the
level of exactions required of Applicant. Any condition beyond requiring discharge volume and
rate to be no greater than historical, is an obvious attempt to single out Applicant to meet a
public need, rather than addressing the impacts of the proposed subdivision.

The City merely needs to find that it is feasible to meet the applicable approval standards
and place conditions to ensure that those standards will be satisfied. The Applicant's plan clearly
shows that meeting the approval standards are feasible. It has been established by LUBA that
the City Council should rely on the testimony of Applicnt's engineer, an expert witness, when no
evidence is presented to contradict that expert's analysis and opinion. Without contradictory
expert evidence, it would be unreasonable for the City to rely on opinions of the opponents.
Testimony by an attorney, planner, and neighbors does not qualify as contradictory expert
evidence.

Please keep in mind what this application is requesting. It's to subdivide RS-lO zoned
property into lots at a lower density than allowed by the zoning. It is urban, not rural, property
and this proposal implements the planned use of the property. The subject property is currently
assessed at about $10.00 due to deferrals, but if subdivided can generate substantial income for
the City, schools, and other public entities relying on property tax income.

227



Regardless of letters to the editor, assertions of opponents, and other opposition to any
development in Albany, not all developers come from out of town, hire outside employees, and
maximize the density of development on a piece of property. Here we have a local owner and
developer who employs local employees at a time when sources of income of citizens and the
City are tightening. He is trying to do this right: not attempting to maximize development on
every inch of the property; not attempting to cut corners on enviromnental concerns; not
destroying the character of the neighborhood.

The Albany Development Code provides criteria. If those criteria are met or Applicant
shows it is feasible to meet the criteria through appropriate conditions, there is no rational basis
to prevent this property from being developed as intended pursuant to its zoning. Objecting to
development simply because you've "already got yours" and don't want any change in your
neighborhood is not a valid objection and does not address the criteria. That is the driving force
to opposition ofthis development and should be considered by the Council when determining the
merits.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Very truly yours,

Andrew J. Bean

AJB:jlr
cc: Client
jlr:N: \ATIY\A1B\Oien15\Fabian Eslale-s\Coundlors.ltr11-1 5-07.doc
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TO:

VIA:

FROM:

DATE:

Albany City Council ,

Wes Hare, City Manager fr11\
Greg Byrne, Community Development Direct r U
Don Donovan, Planning Manager~. ,

November 5, 2008, for the November 12,2008, City Council Meeting

SUBJECT: Files SP-12-08 and AD-OI-08
Oregon Acquisition One LLC (SmartCentres) Shopping Center

Action Requested:

Make the final decision on the applications referenced above.

Discussion:

On October 8, 2008, the City Council held a public hearing on a Site Plan Review application and
an Adjustment application for construction of a shopping center (files referenced above). The
shopping center would be built on property located on the south side of Santiam Highway, west
of Goldfish Farm Road SE.

At the October 22, 2008, City Council meeting, the Council made a tentative decision to approve
the applications for the shopping center and directed staff to bring findings to the next meeting to
support the decision.

Attached to this memo is the original staff report for the applications and Supplemental Findings.
These are the documents that will support City Council approval of the applications. These
documents will be cited in the motion for final approval. A suggested motion for approval is
attached to this memo.

The staff report is the document reviewed by the City Council at the October 8, 2008, public
hearing. The staff report includes most of the information necessary to support the Council's
decision. The Supplemental Findings address concerns raised by people that spoke at the public
hearing or submitted written testimony.

The City Council required an additional condition in response to concerns expressed in a letter
from Linn County about Goldfish Farm Road. The condition is included in the Supplemental
Findings on page 4 (Findings 1.9, Condition 1.7).

The applicant's attorney wrote most of the Supplemental Findings. This saves staff time and it's
also important to have the applicant involved because it is the City's policy to have the applicant
defend the decision if it is appealed to LUBA. The applicant has an interest in making sure the
findings are complete and accurate. Staff reviews and edits the findings before we pass them on
to the City Council. Staff makes sure that the information presented in the findings accurately
represents the facts, the discussion at the public hearing, the City Council's positions on the
issues, and the longer term interests of the Council and staff in reviewing development
applications.

If you have questions about the information in this memo, the staff report, or the Supplemental
Findings before the meeting, please let me know.
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City Council Memo
Page 2
November 5, 2008

Budget Impact:

No impact in making the decision to approve the applications.

U:ICommunity DevelopmentlPlanningICurrent\2008\08sp12\08spI2ccm3.dd.docx
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FILES SP-12-08 AND AD-OI-08 (OREGON ACQUISITION ONE LLC)

CITY COUNCIL FINAL DECISION

MOTION TO APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS

I MOVE that the City Council APPROVE the Site Plan Review application for construction of a
shopping center with six buildings on 25.67 acres of land; and the Adjustment application to allow some
24-foot-wide travel aisles in the parking lots on the northern parcel of the shopping center where 26-foot
wide travel aisles are usually required (Files SP-I2-08 and AD-OI-08) and ADOPT the Findings of Fact,
Conclusions, and Conditions set forth in the Staff Report, as modified by the Supplemental Findings,
including the conditions set forth therein.

This motion is based upon the evidence and testimony in the record, including the written and oral
testimony presented at the October 8, 2008, puhlic hearing, Council deliberation at the October 22, 2008,
City Council meeting, and the Supplemental Findings presented to the City Council at the November 12,
2008, City Council meeting. .

U:ICommunity DevelopmentlPlanning\CurrentI2008\08sp12\08sp12ccmotionfina1.dd.DOCX

91004·0005/LEGAL14876008.2
1113/08 II :05 AM
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Pb: (541) 917·7550 Fax: (541) 917·7598
www.ciiy0fa1bany.net

a COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENTlz;!liihk 333 Broadalbin Street SW, P.O. Box 490
. .' _ Albany, OR 97321

STAFF REPORT
Site Plan Review and Adjustment Applications

This Staff Report was referenced by the City Council in the motion to approve the applications at the
November 12, 2008 City Council meeting. Note that some findings, conclusions, and conditions are
modified by the Snpplemental Findings presented to the City Council at the November 12,2008 meeting.

South:
East:
West:

GENERAL INFORMATION

DATE OF REPORT:

FILES:

TYPE OF APPLICATIONS:

REVIEW BODY:

PROPERTY OWNER!
APPLICANT:

APPLICATION PREPARED BY:

ADDRESSES/LOCATIONS:

MAP/TAX LOT:

ZONING:

TOTAL LAND AREA:

EXISTING LAND USE:

NEIGHBORHOOD:

SURROUNDING ZONING:

October 1, 2008

SP-12-08 and AD-OI-08

SP-12-08: Site Plan Review for construction ofa shopping center with six
buildings on 25.67 acres of land. Tenants for the buildings have not yet
been identified. .

AD-OI-08: Adjustment to allow some 24-foot-wide travel aisles in the
parking lots on the northern parcel of the shopping center where 26-foot
wide travel aisles are usually required.

City Council (The City Council "called up" the staff decision to approve
the applications and will hold a de novo (new) hearing on the
applications.)

Oregon Acquisition One LLC; Andrew Sinclair; 201 - 11120 Horseshoe
Way; Richmond, BC V7A 5H7

WRG Design, Inc.; 5415 SW Westgate Drive, Suite 100; Portland, OR
97221

Tax Lot 200: 4212 Santiam Highway SE
Tax Lot 2900: 1300 Goldfish Farm Road SE
Tax Lot 3000: 1330 Goldfish Farm Road SE

Linn County Assessor's Map No. IIS-3W-9D; Tax Lots 200, 2900, 3000

RC (Regional Commercial)

25.67 acres

Vacant land that has been used for storage of manufactured homes.

East Albany

North: LI (Light Industrial) and CC (Community Commercial) across
Santiam Highway
RM (Residential Medium Density)
RC (Regional Commercial) across Goldfish Farm Road
CC (Community Commercial) and Linn County UGM-

StaffReportlSP-12·08, Page 1
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North:
South:
East:
West:

SURROUNDING USES:

PRIOR HISTORY:

NOTICE INFORMATION

Gas station, trailer sales across Santiam Highway
Single-family houses
Coastal Farm and Ranch Supply across Goldfish Farm Road
Gas station/convenience store, Veterans of Foreign Wars, vacant
land

File AN-02-0l: The westerly 2/3 (approximately) of this property was
annexed to the city in 2002. The easterly part of the property was annexed
in 1964.

Files CP-01-03/ZC-01-03: The Comprehensive Plan map designation and
the zoning of the southerly 12.1 acres of the westerly 2/3 of this property
were changed from residential to commercial in 2006.

A Notice of Public Hearing was mailed to surrounding property owners on September 18, 2008. The property
was posted with signs that advertise the public hearing on September 30, 2008. At the time the staff report was
finished, the Planning Division had received three new letters with comments about the applications.

Three letters about the applications were received at the time a Notice of Filing was mailed on May 23, 2008.
The Notice of Filing was mailed at the time the applications were complete and before the staff decision was
made. The three letters included: 1) a letter from John Hartman dated May 26, 2008; 2) a letter from Paul and
Kim Shreve dated May 30, 2008; and a letter from Bruce Wheeler/Coastal Farm dated June 5, 2008. These letters
are attached for information to this staff report as Attachments 2, 3, and 4.

The letters were provided to the applicants for their response. The response, dated June 27, 2008, is attached as
Attachment 5. Staff agrees with the responses and they are adopted by reference as findings in support of the
decision to approve with conditions the Site Plan Review application. Additional information that relates to the
issues raised in the letters is included in the Staff Analysis below.

A letter was received from the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) in response to a Project Review
provided to ODOT by the City. The ODOT letter is attached to this staff report as Attachment 6. Transportation
is addressed under Review Criterion (1) below on page 4.

Four letters were received when the Notice of Public Hearing was mailed out. The four letters are: 1) a letter from
John Hartman dated September 22, 2008; 2) a letter from Paul and Kimberly Shreve; 3) a letter from Barry and
Janet Ruebenson dated September 26, 2008; and 4) a letter from Norm and Lynn Kellogg dated September 25,
2008. These letters are attached to this staffreport as 21, 22, 23, and 24. The letters were not received in time to
include responses in the staff report. In addition, Mr. Hartman wrote a letter dated September 15, 2008, to
Councilor Christman. This letter is attached to the staff report as Attachment 25. The letter would be an ex parte
communication (a communication that took place outside the hearing process), except we have attached the letter
to this staff report so that it is available to anyone to read and respond to if they wish. All of the letters have been
provided to the applicants for responses. The questions raised in the letters must be addressed in the final
decision on the applications.

STAFF DECISION

File SP-I2-08: APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS of the Site Plan Review application for construction of a
shopping center with six buildings on 25.67 acres of land. Tenants for the buildings have not yet been identified.
The conditions of approval are listed in the staff report.

File AD-OI-08: APPROVAL of the Adjustment application to allow some 24-foot-wide travel aisles in the
parking lots on the northern parcel of the shopping center where 26-foot-wide travel aisles are usually required.

Staff Report/SP-12-08, Page 2
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that would allow 24-foot-wide travel aisle in the parking lot adjacent to Buildings B, D, and E where 26 feet is
usually required.

StaffReport/SP-12-08, Page 3
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STAFF ANALYSIS
Site Plan Review File SP-12-08

Description of the Applications

Oregon Acquisition One LLC submitted to the City's Planning Division a Site Plan Review application and an
Adjustment application for a proposed shopping center. The property where the shopping center is proposed is
located on the south side of Santiam Highway, west of Goldfish Farm Road. The property is currently made up of
three separate tax lots which total 25.67 acres. The shopping center would include six buildings. Tenants for the
buildings have not yet been identified. The Adjustment application is to allow some 24-foot-wide travel aisles in
the parking lots on the northern parcel of the shopping center where 26-foot-wide travel aisles are usually
required.

The Site Plan submitted with the application (Sheet C6) shows that six buildings would be constructed. The
buildings are designated Buildings A-F. Building A is shown to be 187,000 square feet. The other five
buildings range in size from 4,000 square feet to 18,185 square feet. The total square footage of all of the
building in the shopping center would be 235,480 square feet.

A new street would be constructed across the property from Goldfish Farm Road to the west boundary of the
property. This street would eventually be extended to the west to Timber Street. This street is shown in the
City's Transportation System Plan (TSP) as a street needed to accommodate vehicle traffic in this area as it
develops. The requirement to build the street is included in an annexation agreement entered into by previous
owners of the property and the City. The new street would divide the 25.67 acres owned by Oregon Acquisition
One into a parcel ofland on the north side of the street and a parcel ofland on the sonth side of the street. Albany
Development Code (ADC) Section 12.070 says "Streets are usually created through the approval of a subdivision
or partition plat." .However, the City Council may also approve the creation of a street by acceptance of a deed.
If the creation of a street unintentionally results in a land partition, the owner is not required to apply for partition
approval as long as the resulting parcels comply with Code standards.

A written document titled "SC Retail Center" was submitted with the Site Plan Review and Adjustment
applications. The document includes a Proposal Summary, Site Statistics, and Findings and Conclusions that
address each of the relevant Albany Development Code sections. This written document is referred to as the
"Narrative" when it is cited in the staff report below. The Narrative has exhibits attached, including a Traffic
Impact Analysis, Transportation Memorandum, Preliminary Drainage Report, Stormwater Memorandum, Noise
Study, Geotechnical Report, Arborist Memorandum, and Architectural Memorandum.

A set of drawings was also submitted with the applications. The drawings include a Site Plan, Planting Plans, and
drawings that show other details of the proposed shopping center construction. The drawings were done by WRG
Design, Inc. and are dated 4/17/08. Revised drawings of certain sheets were submitted on May 19,2008; July 25,
2008; and August 26, 2008. The Site Plan (Sheet C6) shows that six buildings will be constructed.

The drawings and other documents referenced above are cited in the staff report where information included in
the drawings and other documents is applicable to the review criteria. The City Council will be provided with a
copy of the drawings and other documents with the staff report prior to the public hearing.

Review Criteria

Albany Development Code (ADC) Section 2.650 includes the following review criteria which must be met for the
Site Plan Review application to be approved. Code criteria are written in bold italics and are followed by
findings, conclusions, and conditions of approval where conditions are necessary to meet the review criteria.

StaffReportfSP-12-08, Page4
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(1) The transportation system can safely and adequately accommodate the proposed development.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1.1 The proposed shopping center would be built on property located at the southwest comer of Santiam
Highway (Highway 20) and Goldfish Farm Road.

1.2 TSP shows that a new major collector street should be constructed across the shopping center property
(Project #150). The new street will begin to connect Goldfish Farm Road and Timber Street. The Site
Plan shows that the new collector street will be built from Goldfish Farm Road to near the west boundary
of the shopping center property. The street will have to cross an intervening property not owned by the
applicants. Street improvements will stop about 50 feet short of the west boundary of the shopping center
property. See the Findings under 1.23 below.

1.3 ADC 12.060 says that no development may occur unless the development has frontage on or approved
access to a public street currently open to traffic. A currently non-opened public right-of-way may be
opened by improving it to City standards. Streets within and adjacent to a development must be
improved to City standards. Any new street or additional street width planned as a portion of an approved
street plan shall be dedicated and improved to City standards.

1.4 In order to comply with these requirements, Santiam Highway and theproposed east/west collector street
must be improved to City standards along the. frontages of the property where the shopping center is
proposed. The Site Plan shows the required improvements.

1.5 ADC 12.290 requires that all development for which land use applications are required must include
sidewalks adjacent to public streets. In the case of arterial or collector streets, sidewalks must be built
during their constmction and considered during their reconstruction. Sidewalks are required on both sides
of all streets.

ADC 12.300 says the required width for a sidewalk on an arterial or collector street is seven (7) feet. This
width may be reduced to six (6) feet if the sidewalk is separated from the curb by a landscaped planter
strip at least five (5) feet wide.

1.6 Santiam Highway is classified as a principal arterial street and is under the jurisdiction of the Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT). The shopping center property has about 860 feet of frontage on
Santiam Highway. Curb, gutter, and sidewalk have been constructed along the east 370 feet of the
property's frontage. Improvements adjacent to the property inclnde two vehicle travel lanes in each
direction; a two-way center left tum lane; and on-street bike lanes. The posted speed limit is 45 miles per
hour.

1.7 Goldfish Farm Road is classified as a minor arterial street. The street is under the jurisdiction of the City
and is constructed to City standards. Improvements include curb, gutter, and sidewalk; a vehicle travel
lane in each direction; a center left turn lane; and on-street bike lanes. The intersection of Santiam
Highway and Goldfish Fann Road is controlled with a traffic signal.

1.8 Access to the proposed shopping center will be provided by the new collector street and by Goldfish Farm
Road.

1.9 In a letter dated April 2, 2008, ODOT indicated that they consider Goldfish Farm Road to be a private
approach in terms of Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) for the purpose of access to the state highway
(Santiam Highway). As a result of this determination, an approach road permit will be necessary. A
traffic impact study approved by ODOT is a required component of a complete application for the access
permit.

Staff ReporVSP-12-08,Page 5
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1.10 A portion of the property included in the site for the shopping center was the subject of recent
Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map amendments. The zoning designation of 12.1 acres of the
property was changed from RS-6.5 (Residential Single Family) to RC (Regional Commercial). A
condition of the map amendments was that, when developed, new vehicle trips from the entire shopping
center site must be limited to no more than 800 net new p.m. peak hour trips. This limitation is
referenced here as "the trip cap."

1.11 The applicants submitted a Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) with the Site Plan Review application.
The scope of the study was established by ODOT. The TIA was done by Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
(Kittleson), and is dated March 2008. In response to comments by City and ODOT staff, Kittelson also
submitted two supplemental transportation information reports. The first report is dated May 16, 2008.
The second report is dated May 30, 2008.

1.12 The total area of the six buildings that would be built is 235,480 square feet. Based on the lTE trip
generation rate for Shopping Center (Category 820) and an earlier site plan that showed buildings that
totaled 238,900 square feet, Kittelson estimates that construction of the shopping center would result in a
total of 730 net new p.m. peak hour vehicle trips. (The total building square footage was reduced from
238,900 square feet to 235,480 square feet with the current site plan.)

When analyzing the impact of the proposed shopping center on the street and highway system, Kittelson
assumed that the development of the shopping center would result in the 800 net new vehicle trips
allowed under the trip cap. Because the TIA analyzed the impact of 800 peak hour trips rather than the
lower number of peak hour trips the development is actually expected to generate, the TIA is conservative
in projecting traffic impact.

1.13 The TIA analyzes the operation of the street and highway system at full build-out of the shopping center
in 2009 and in 2024 (build out + 15 years). The study assumes that all driveway accesses for the center
will be on the new east/west collector street and Goldfish Farm Road. No direct driveway access is
proposed on Santiam Highway.

1.14 The TIA evaluates the two southern driveways on Goldfish Farm Road and the following intersections
(Santiam Highway is referred to as "US-20" in the TIA):

• US-20/Waverly Drive
• US-201Airport Road
• US-20/Fescue Street
• US-20/Timber Street
• US-20/Goldfish Farm Road
• US-20/Scravel Hill Road
• Goldfish Farm Road/New Collector
• Timber Street/New Collector

1.15 US-20/Waverly Drive: US-20 is classified as a Regional Highway and is under the jurisdiction of ODOT.
Waverly Drive is classified as a minor arterial street and is under the jurisdiction of the City. ODOT has
jurisdiction over the intersection. ODOrs performance standard for the signalized intersection is a
volume to capacity (vic) ratio of 0.85.

In 2009, without the proposed shopping center being built, the vic ratio of the intersection at the p.m. peak
hour would be 1.07. With construction of the shopping center, and no traffic mitigation, the vic ratio
would increase to 1.12. The applicants have identified mitigation as being construction of an eastbound
right turn lane from US-20 onto Waverly Drive. Construction of the turn lane would reduce the year 2009
vic ratio with construction of the shopping center to 1.05. Although that's still higher than ODOrs
performance standard for the intersection, the improvement would offset the shopping center's impact on
the intersection.

StaffReport/SP-12-08, Page 6
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The ultimate improvement planned for the intersection in the City's TSP includes the eastbound right turn
lane as well as a second westbound left turn lane and a second southbound through lane. With the
ultimate improvement in place, in 2024, the intersection is projected to operate with a vic ratio of 0.86. In
2024, Albany will likely have become a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and the performance
standard for the intersection will be a vic ratio of 0.90.

The ultimate improvements will be partially funded by Transportation System Development Fees, and
will likely be constructed at one time as part of a joint ODOTICity project. If the eastbound right turn
lane were constructed at the time the shopping center is built, the applicants would need to acquire off-site
property for dedication as public right-of-way, the improvement would be done as a stand-alone project
and the improvements would need to be reconstructed in the future when the ultimate intersection
improvement is constructed.

The applicant has proposed that rather than constructing the turn lane when the shopping center is built,
that a condition of approval of the shopping center be that they pay a share of the cost of the eastbound
right turn lane. The payment would be proportional to the shopping center's impact on the intersection.
The funds would be held by the City and used in the future to help fund the larger ultimate intersection
improvement. The applicant has calculated that 937 additional p.m. peak vehicle trips would enter the
intersection in year 2024. Of those, 200 would be generated by the shopping center. The applicant has
therefore, offered to pay an amount equal to 200/937 of the estimated cost of the eastbound right turn
lane.

The total cost of the east bound right turn lane is estimated to be $480,000. The applicant has offered to
pay $102,455. Staff does not believe that paying for a proportional share of only the right turn lane would
fully address the impact of the shopping center traffic on the intersection. The shopping center will add
trips not to just the eastbound right turn movement, but also to other movements that create the need for
the ultimate intersection improvement anticipated by the TSP. In order to be truly proportional, the
shopping center would need to fund its share of all of the capacity improvements planned for the
intersection. If private acquisition of off-site right-of-way was not a problem, the applicants would need
to construct and pay for the full cost of the construction of the turn lane ($480,000) in order to mitigate its
impact on the intersection.

Given the difficulty of acquiring the needed off-site right-of-way from property owners who may not be
willing to sell, an alternative to building the turn lane would be for the applicants to pay an amount equal
to the proportional share of ultimate intersection improvements shown in the TSP as being needed to
provide capacity for growth. The current cost of the ultimate improvement described in the City's TSP
(Project #4) is $2,749,648. The cost of the improvements needed to provide capacity for growth is
$952,377. The shopping center's proportional share of that cost would be 200/937 x $952,377 or
$203,282. That amount is proportional to the shopping center's impact on the overall intersection, and
also less than the estimated cost of building just the eastbound right turn lane.

1.16 US-20/Airport Road: US-20 is classified as a Regional Highway and is under the jurisdiction of ODOT.
Airport Road and the 1-5 onlofframps on the south side of the intersection are also under the jurisdiction
of ODOT. ODOT's performance standard for the signalized intersection is a vic ratio of 0.75.

In 2009, without the proposed shopping center being built, the vic ratio of the intersection at the p.m. peak
hour would be 0.89. With construction of the shopping center, and no traffic mitigation, the vic ratio
would increase to 1.12. The applicants have identified mitigation as being development of separate left
and left-through lanes for the northbound approach; separate left, through, and right turn lanes for the
southbound approach; and modification of the traffic signal to accommodate the new intersection
geometry. With the mitigation, the intersection would operate with a vic ratio of 0.76 in 2009 with
construction of the shopping center. Although that's still higher than ODOT's performance standard for
the intersection, the improvement would offset the shopping center's impact on the intersection. The
applicants propose to construct the identified mitigation as a condition of approval of the shopping center.
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An analysis of the operation ofthe intersection in 2024 was done. The analysis shows that the intersection
would operate with a vic ratio of 0.64 with the construction of the interchange improvements identified in
Albany's TSP and ODOT's Albany 1-5 Corridor Refinement Plan.

I. I7 US-20lFescue Street: US-20 is classified as a Regional Highway and is under the jurisdiction of ODOT.
The north and south approach to the intersection (Fescue Street 1-5 on and off-ramps) are also under the
jurisdiction of ODOT. ODOT's performance standard for the signalized intersection is a vic ratio of 0.75.

In 2009, without the proposed shopping center being built, the vic ratio of the intersection at the p.m. peak
hour would be 0.67. With construction of the shopping center, and no traffic mitigation, the vic ratio
would increase to 0.81. The applicants have identified mitigation as being construction of an eastbound
right-turn lane with an overlap phase on the traffic signal. With the mitigation, the intersection would
operate with a vic ratio of 0.71 in 2009 with construction of the shopping center. The applicant proposes
to construct the identified mitigation as a condition of approval.of the shopping center. An analysis of the
operation of the intersection in 2024 was done. The analysis shows that the intersection would operate
with a vic ratio of 0.67 with the construction of the interchange and highway improvements identified in
Albany's TSP and ODOT's Albany 1-5 Corridor Refinement Plan.

1.18 US-20/Timber Street: US-20 is classified as a Regional Highway and is under the jurisdiction of ODOT.
Timber Street is classified as a minor arterial and is currently under the jurisdiction of Linn County.
ODOT has jurisdiction over the intersection.

Because the intersection is controlled with a minor street stop sign, ODOT's current performance
standard is a vic ratio of 0.80 for the worst case movement. In this case, the southbound left turn is the
worst case movement. In the future when Timber Street is improved and a traffic signal installed,
ODOT's performance standard will change to a vic ratio of 0.75. The applicant does not propose to
extend the new east/west collector street west of the shopping center property to make a connection to
Timber Street. An analysis of the operation of the intersection in 2024 was done to evaluate how the
intersection would perform when a connection is made to Timber Street. In 2024, with the construction
of the interchange and highway improvements identified in Albany's TSP and ODOT's Albany 1-5
Corridor Refinement Plan the intersection was projected to operate with a vic ratio of 0.35.

1.19 US-20/Goldfish Farm Road: US-20 is classified as a Regional Highway and is under the jurisdiction of
ODOT. Goldfish Farm Road is classified as a minor arterial and is under the jurisdiction of the City.
ODOT has jurisdiction over the intersection. ODOT's performance standard for the signalized
intersection is a vic ratio of 0.75.

In 2009, without the proposed shopping center being built, the vic ratio of the intersection at the p.m. peak
hour would be 0.30. With construction of the shopping center, and no traffic mitigation, the vic ratio
would increase to 0.88. The applicants have identified mitigation as being construction of an eastbound
right-rum lane; construction of dual northbound left rum lanes; and to restripe the southbound approach
for a left and shared throughlright turn lane. With this mitigation, the intersection would operate with a
vic ratio of 0.58 in 2009 with construction of the shopping center. An analysis of the operation of the
intersection in 2024 was done. The analysis shows that the intersection would operate with a vic ratio of
0.68. The applicants propose to construct the identified mitigation as a condition of approval of the
shopping center.

1.20 US-20/Scravel Hill Road: US-20 is classified as a Regional Highway and is under the jurisdiction of
ODOT. Scravel Hill Road is classified as a minor arterial and is under the jurisdiction of Linn County.
ODOT has jurisdiction over the intersection. ODOT's performance standard for the stop-controlled
intersection is a vic ratio of 0.80 for the worst case movement.

In this case, the southbound left turn will be the worst case movement. In 2009, without the proposed
shopping center being built, the vic ratio of the intersection at the p.m. peak hour would be 0.07. With
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construction of the shopping center, and no traffic mitigation, the vic ratio would increase to 0.08. In
2024, the worst case movement is projected to operate with a vic ratio of 0.10. The operation of the
intersection meets ODOrs performance standard throughout the horizon year TIA and no mitigation is
necessary.

1.21 Goldfish Farm RoadlNew Collector Street: Goldfish Farm Road is classified as a minor arterial and is
under the jurisdiction of the City. The new collector will be classified as a major collector and will be
under the jurisdiction of the City.

The applicants have proposed that the street have a right-of-way width of 79 feet. The street would have
a curb to curb width of 50 feet. This width will provide 12-foot-wide travel lane in each direction; 12-foot
left-turn pocket; a 2-foot-wide median island; and 6-foot-wide bike lanes. The applicants also propose to
widen Goldfish Farm Road near the intersection to provide for a southbound right turn lane from Goldfish
Farm Road onto the new collector street. Because the new intersection will be controlled with a stop sign
on the eastbound approach, the City's performance standard is a vic ratio of 0.85 for the worst case
movement.

For this intersection, the worst case movement will be the eastbound left turn. In 2009, with construction
of the shopping center, the vic ratio will be 0.85 during the p.m. peak hour. This meets the City's
performance standard. This result assumes that the development generates 800 net new peak hour trips.
An analysis ofthe intersection's operation based on the 730 p.m, peak hour trips that the development is
actually expected to generate, results in the conclusion that the intersection will operate with a vic ratio of
0.80 in 2009. For 2024, two separate possibilities were considered. The first possibility is that the new
east/west collector street will not have not been extended and connected to Timber Street. Under those
conditions, assuming 800 net new trips, the vic ratio of the intersection would remain 0.85. The second
possibility is that the new east/west collector street has been extended to Timber Street and a new traffic
signal has been installed at the US-20/Timber intersection. Under those conditions, the new intersection
on Goldfish Farm Road would operate with a vic ratio of 0.38. In all cases the intersection will meet the
City's performance standard and no mitigation is necessary.

1.22 Timber StreetlNew Collector Street: Timber Street is classified as a minor arterial and is currently under
the jurisdiction of Linn County. The new collector street will be classified as a major collector and will
be under the jurisdiction of the City. The intersection does not currently exist and is not proposed to be
constructed with this development.

When this intersection is constructed, the City's TSP indicates the need for installation of a traffic signal
to control the .intersection, The City's performance standard for signalized intersections is Level of
Service (LOS) D. In 2024, during the p.m. peak hour, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS B.
This result assumes that the new east/west collector street has been extended to Timber Street; Timber
Street is improved between US-20 and l Sth Avenue; and traffic signals are installed at both US
20/Timber and Timber/New Collector.

1.23 The Site Plan shows that public right-of-way will be dedicated across the shopping center property for the
new east/west collector street from Goldfish Farm Road to the west boundary of the property, Extension
of the street to the west boundary of the shopping center property was a condition of an annexation
agreement entered into by a previous owner of part of the shopping center property and the City. A short
section of right-of-way is needed across the property not owned by the applicants at the easterly west
boundary of the shopping center property. The applicants have agreed to make an effort to acquire the
offsite right-of-way and build this section of the street with the other required public improvements. In
the event that the applicants cannot negotiate a purchase with the adjoining landowner, the applicants
have indicated a willingness to pay the cost of condemnation and provide a financial assurance for
completion of the street and utility improvements.

The westerly 280 feet of the new collector street, which includes the necessary area of off-site right-of-
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way on the adjoining parcel, is not necessary to provide access for the shopping center. It is needed to
extend the street and public utilities to the westerly boundary of the shopping center so that the street and
utilities can be extended in the future.

The applicants submitted a street elevation profile that shows what the elevations of the street extension to
Timber Street Could be. At the request of the City's Engineering Division, the grade of the western end of
the new collector street will slope down to the existing grade of the abutting property for the last 50 feet
of the street. This last 50 feet of street will not be built with construction of the shopping center and the
rest of the east/west collector street.

There will be a grade differential between the new street and adjoining properties that will require
acquisition of construction and fill slope easements along a portion of the new street. The property owner
will provide a payment to the City equal to the cost of building this 50-foot section of street. The
payment will be used to build this section of street at the time the street is extended to the west at some
time in the future. The City Engineer approved this plan.

1.24 The applicants propose to widen the west side of Goldfish Farm Road south of US-20 in order to
accommodate an additional northbound left tum onto US-20, a southbound right turn lane onto the new
collector street, and a lane transition south of the new collector street. The length of the widening will be
about 670 feet, and will require dedication of additional right-of-way; replacement of curb, gutter, and
sidewalk along the west side of the street; and new pavement for the widening.

Street Trees

1.25 ADC 12.321 says "When a new public street is created in conjunction with development, street trees are
required in accordance with the standards provided in the Standard Construction Specifications and the
Urban Forestry Management Plan."

ADC 12.324 says the following options are available to meet this requirement:

(I) Submit a street tree plan to the City for planting and establishing trees within the public right-of
way that meets the City standards. The City Forester shall either approve or deny the plan based
on the plan's compliance with these requirements.

(2) Pay a fee to the City based upon a requirement for one tree per thirty linear feet (30') of street
frontage. This fee shall be deposited into the City's Urban Forestry Program Fees Fund. The City
shall thereafter assume responsibility for the purchase, installation, and establishment of street
trees with the public right-of-way or public lands maintained by the City within or abutting the
specified development.

These requirements apply only "when a new street is created." The proposed plan for the shopping center
includes the creation of one new street - the new east/west collector street. Planting Plans LO, Ll , L2,
and L4 show that street trees will be provided along both sides of the street. The trees shown are Red
Oaks, spaced 30 feet on center. The trees will be 3 inches in diameter at time of planting. The City
Forester has approved the plan for street trees. The Planting Plans also show that street trees will also be
provided along Goldfish Farm Road.

CONCLUSIONS

1.1 The Site Plan shows that street right-of-way for the new collector street shown in the City's TSP across
the shopping center property will be dedicated by the property owner. Santiam Highway and the new
east/west collector street will be improved to City standards along the frontages of the shopping center
property. Sidewalks will be included along the streets. Goldfish Farm Road along the frontage of the
property is already improved to City standards.
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1.2 A condition of approval for a Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map Amendment for this property
limits the number of new vehicle trips that can be generated by development on the shopping center
property to 800 net new p.m, peak hour trips.

1.3 The applicants submitted a Traffic Impact Analysis (TlA) with the Site Plan Review application and two
supplemental transportation information reports. The TlA estimates that the proposed shopping center
will generate 730 net new p.m. peak hour vehicle trips. When analyzing the impact on the transportation
system, the TlA assumes that the shopping center will generate the 800 net new p.m. peak hour trips. The
results of the TlA, therefore, are conservative, in that they overestimate the traffic impact that will be
generated by the proposed shopping center. The impacts resulting from the development will be slightly
less than what is projected by the traffic study, and intersection operations will be somewhat better.

1.4 The TlA concludes that the two new driveways on Goldfish Farm Road that will be built with the
shopping center will operate at acceptable levels of service. The TlA also concludes that, with the
mitigation identified in the TlA, all of the intersections analyzed will operate at acceptable levels of
service, except the intersection of Santiam Highway (U.S. 20) and Waverly Drive.

1.5 To mitigate the impact of new traffic to and from the shopping center on the intersection of Santiam
Highway and Waverly Drive, a condition of approval of the shopping center will be that the applicants
(the property owner) pay to the City of Albany the cost of the property's proportionate share of the
improvements identified in the City's TSP that will be needed for the intersection of Santiam Highway
and Waverly Drive to operate at an acceptable level of service.

1.6 The applicants propose to dedicate the right-of-way needed for the new east/west collector street and to
build the street from Goldfish Farm Road to the west boundary of the shopping center property, except
that part of the street would cross a property currently not owned by the applicants and except for the
westernmost 50 feet of the street. The applicants will make an effort to acquire the needed right-of-way
across the property they don't own. If they are not able to acquire the right-of-way, the applicants will
pay the cost the City would incur to condemn the property and the applicants will provide a financial
assurance for utility and street improvements in the rigbt-of-way.

As noted in the findings, the westerly 280 feet of the new collector street, which includes the necessary
area of off-site right-of-way on the adjoining parcel, is not necessary to provide access for the shopping
center. The applicants will not build the last 50 feet of the street so that the street can be sloped down to
match the grade of the adjacent property. The elevation of the street will match when the adjacent
property is developed and the street is extended to the west. The applicants will pay to the City the cost
of building the last 50 feet of the street. The payment will be used to construct this section of street later
when the street is extended west.

1.7 This review criterion will be met when the following conditions are met.

CONDITIONS

1.1 Prior to issuance of any building permits for the shopping center project, the property owner must
dedicate the public right-of-way necessary to widen Santiam Highway west of Goldfish Farm Road. The
new right-of-way line must be located at least 6 inches behind the new back of sidewalk location.
[Improvements along the south side of the highway are also required. See l.3(a) below.]

1.2 Prior to issuance of any building permits for the shopping center project, the property owner must
dedicate the public right-of-way for the new east/west collector street from Goldfish Farm Road to the
west boundary of the shopping center property. The property owner must also secure any fill slope and
construction easements necessary for the construction of the new street.
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In the event that the applicant cannot secure the necessary off-site right-of-way and easements from the
adjoining parcel at 4196 Santiam Highway, the property owner must pay all City costs for condemnation
of the right-of-way. The applicant must provide a financial assurance acceptable to the City Attorney for
the costs of condemnation.

1.3 Prior to issuance of any building permits for the shopping center project, the property owner/developer
must obtain construction permits from the agency with jurisdiction over the facility (ODOT or City) and
then construct or financially assure the following (Santiam Highway is referred to as US-20 below):

a. US-20 Site Frontage: Construct curb, gutter, sidewalk, and pavement to match existing along the
west 480 feet of the property's frontage on US-20 generally as shown on the Site Plan. The
design of the improvements must be approved by ODOT.

b. US-20/Airport Road: Construct separate left and left-through lanes for the northbound approach;
separate left, through, and right turn lanes for the southbound approach; and modification of the
traffic signal to accommodate the new intersection geometry. The design of the improvements
must be approved by ODOT.

c. US-20/Fescue Street: Construct an eastbound right-turn lane with an overlap phase on the traffic
signal. The design of the improvements must be approved by ODOT.

d. US-20/Goldfish Farm Road: Construct an eastbound right turn lane; dual northbound left turn
lanes; and restripe the southbound approach for a left and shared through/right turn lane. The
design of the improvements must be approved by ODOT.

e. Goldfish Farm Road/New Collector Street: Construct a southbound right turn lane from Goldfish
Farm Road onto the new collector street together with a transition on the south side of the
intersection as shown on the Site Plan. Improvements must include the new curb, gutter,
sidewalk, pavement, and striping needed to accomplish the road widening. .

f. New Collector Street: Construct a new collector street from Goldfish Farm Road to the west
boundary of the shopping center property (except as noted in the paragraph below).
Improvements shall be generally as shown on the Site Plan and include curb, gutter, and
sidewalk; a vehicle travel lane in each direction; a center left turn lane; and a bike lane in each
direction. A two-foot-wide concrete median island must be included from Goldfish Farm Road
west to the first driveway on the south side of the road. The sidewalk along the collector street
must be setback from the curb by a landscape strip at least six feet in width.

The last 50 feet (approximately) of the collector street will not be built at this time. The grade of
this section of street must be constructed to the grade shown on the street profile submitted by the
applicants to the City and attached to the email from Alan Lee to Jeff Woodward on August 15,
2008. Before any building permits are issued for the shopping center project, the applicant must
pay to the City the estimated cost of constructing the last 50 feet of the street. The estimate must
be prepared by the applicant and must be approved by the City Engineer.

1.4 Prior to issuance of any building permits for the shopping center project, the property owner must either
secure and dedicate the right-of-way needed and construct a 250 foot eastbound right turn lane from US
20 onto Waverly Drive or pay to the City the amount of $203,282 to be held and used by the City for
future capacity improvements at the intersection.
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(2) Parking areas and entrance-exit points are designed tofacilitate traffic andpedestrian safety and avoid
congestion.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Entrance-Exit Points

2.1 ADC 12.100(2) requires that driveways for commercial uses must have widths of 24-32 feet for two-lane
driveways and 36 feet for three-lane driveways. Three-lane driveways must have designated lanes and
turning movements. There must be a minimum separation of 22 feet between all driveways except for
single- and two-family dwellings. The width of a driveway will be determined by measuring at the curb
line and will exclude the transitions which must conform to standards fixed by the City Engineer.

The northern parcel will have two driveway accesses located on the new east/west collector street. The
Site Plan shows that each of the driveways will be 26 feet wide. Each driveway will have two lanes.

The southern parcel will have two driveway accesses located on the new east/west collector street and two
driveway accesses on Goldfish Farm Road. The Site Plan shows that the westerly driveway on the new
collector streetwill be 30 feet wide. It will have two lanes. The Site Plan shows the easterly driveway
will be 36 feet wide. It will have three lanes and directional pavement markings as required. The Site
Plan shows that the northern driveway on Goldfish Farm Road will be 36 feet wide and the southern
driveway will be 30 feet wide. The northern driveway will have three designated approach lanes and
directional pavement marking arrows as required. The southern driveway will have two lanes.

2.2 ADC 12.100(3) requires that all driveways must be located the maximum distance which is practical from
a street intersection and in no instance shall the distance from an intersection be closer than the following
as measured from the nearest curb return radius: Arterial Street - 40 feet; Collector Street - 20 feet.

The new east/west street will be classified as a collector street. The nearest driveway for the northern
parcel on the east/west street will be located about 200 feet from the intersection of Goldfish Farm Road.
Goldfish Farm Road is classified as an arterial street. The nearest driveway for the southern parcel on the
east/west street will be located about 500 feet from the intersection of Goldfish Farm Road.

2.3 Albany does not have a performance standard for the operation of private driveway connections to the
public street system. Nevertheless, the traffic study included an analysis of the performance of the two
driveway approaches to Goldfish Farm Road for Building A. The operation of both driveways will meet
Albany's standard for the performance of two-way stop controlled intersections.

At year 2009 during the p.m. peak traffic hour the worst case movement at the northern driveway will
operate with a vic ratio of 0.82. The worst case movement at the southern driveway will operate with a
vic ratio of 0.03. At year 2024, with the new collector street connected to Timber Street the operation of
the two driveways will greatly improve. The northern driveway will operate with a vic ratio of 0.07, and
the southern driveway with a vic ratio of 0.01.

2.4 The applicants submitted a Circulation Plan with the Site Plan Review application (Sheet C5). All of the
driveways for the site are on a public street that will include sidewalk facilities. The Site Plan shows that
crosswalks will be striped across all of the site driveways in order to facilitate safe and efficient
pedestrian movements along the public street system and into the shopping center.

Number of Required Parking Spaces

2.5 ADC 4.250, Table 2 lists the number of off-street parking spaces that are required for a variety of uses.
ADC 4.250 says that "the area measured is the combined floor area of each level of a building exclusive
of vent shafts, court yards, stairwells, elevator shafts, restrooms, storage rooms and rooms designed and
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used for the purpose of storage and operation of maintenance equipment, and covered or enclosed parking
areas." The table shows that shopping centers must provide at least one off-street parking space for every
200 square feet of sales floor area.

The Site Plan (Sheet C6) submitted with the Site Plan Review application shows six buildings will be
constructed. The bnildings are designated Buildings A, B, C, D, E, and F. The Site Plan shows the square
footage of each building and the number of parking spaces that will be provided.. The buildings are
described as being on either the "northern parcel" or the "southern parcel." There are five buildings on
the northem parcel and one bnilding on the southem parcel.

The information on the Site Plan shows that the five buildings on the northern parcel will include a total
of 48,480 square feet. The "net building sales area" is shown as 48,000 square feet. The applicants
explain that they deducted 120 square feet from the gross floor area of each building for mechanical and
electrical rooms as allowed by ADC 4.250. The 120 square feet would be a room(s) approximately 11
feet by 11 feet. (They could also have subtracted out the square footage of restrooms, but they didn't.)
The deduction from gross floor area is reasonable. The net floor area of the buildings on the northern
parcel is 48,000 square feet. This building will need 240 off-street parking spaces. The Site Plan shows
240 spaces will be provided.

The information on the Site Plan shows that the building on the southem parcel will be 187,000 square
feet. The net building sales area is shown as 172,000 square feet of sales floor area. The applicants
explain that "based on average mechanical/storage size requirements for retailers of this magnitude, and
past experience, 15,000 square feet of mechanical/storage area was excluded from the gross floor area to
determine the total sales floor area ... It should be noted the 15,000 square foot estimate is conservative
and may ultimately end up being larger, thereby, reducing GLA further." Planning staff confirmed with
an architect that designs large format retail stores that storage/mechanical areas for this type of building
may vary from about 4 percent to 8 percent of gross floor area. The 15,000 square feet assumed by the
applicants is about 8 percent of the gross floor area of Building A. This building will need 860 off-street
parking spaces. The Site Plan shows there will be 860 parking spaces on the southern parcel.

Parking Lot Design

2.6 ADC 9.120 includes parking area improvement standards.

ADC 9.120(2) requires that all parking areas conform to the setback, clear vision, landscaping, and
buffering/screening provisions of the Code. The Site Plan shows that the proposed parking lots will meet
the required 10-foot setback from front property lines. Buffering and screening will be provided along
the west and south property boundaries. The Site Plan shows clear visions areas at the comers where
driveways intersect streets. See additional analysis under Review Criterion (5) below.

ADC 9.120(3) requires that all parking areas have a durable, dust-free surfacing ofasphaltic concrete,
cement concrete, or other materials approved by the Director of Public Works. In written information
submitted with the application, the applicants explain that the parking areas will be surfaced with asphalt.

ADC 9.120(4) requires that adequate drainage be provided to dispose of the run-off generated by the
impervious surface area of the parking area. Provisions shall be made for the on-site collection of
drainage waters to eliminate sheet flow of such waters onto sidewalks, public rights-of-way, and abutting
private property. All drainage systems must be approved by the Director of Public Works. Storm drainage
is addressed under Review Criterion (4) below.

ADC 9.120(5) requires a curb not less than 6 inches in height along the perimeter of all parking areas.
Site Plan Note 5 shows a curb around the perimeter of the parking lot.
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ADC 9.120(6) requires that all parking stalls fronting a sidewalk, alleyway, street or property line have a
secured wheel bumper not less than 6 inches in height nor less than 6 feet in length, to be set back from
the front of the stall a minimum of 2-1/2 feet. If the sidewalk is widened to 7 feet 6 inches to allow for
vehicle encroachment, no wheel bumpers are required. Note 4, which appears on the Site Plan in the
parking lots on the northern parcel on the Site Plan, says "Proposed typical 18.5' x 9' parking stall.
Wheel stop will be installed if front of stall abuts a pedestrian way." Note 4 applies to most of the
parking spaceson the northern parcel. There are places where parking spaces abut a sidewalk that is not
7.5 feet wide, so wheel bumpers will be required at these locations. Note 26 says "Proposed 15.5' x 9'
parking stall. Wheel stop will be installed if front of stall abuts a pedestrian walkway." This note appears
adjacent to walkways where appropriate bumper overhang area has been provided in conformance with
ADC 8.380(5)(a). Note 16 says "Proposed 16.0' x 9' parking stall. Wheel stop will be provided if front
of stall abuts pedestrian walkway."

Note 18, which appears on the Site Plan in the parking lots on the southern parcel, says "Proposed typical
18.5' x 9.5' parking stall. Wheel stop will be installed if front of stall abuts a pedestrian way." Note (6)
in ADC 9.130, Table I says "where appropriate bumper overhang area is provided (extruded curbs), that
parking space length can be reduced." This implies that the extruded curb will function as the wheel
bumper and a separate wheel bumper is not required. There are no places on the southern parcel where a
parking space abuts a sidewalk where an appropriate bumper overhang area has not been provided. No
wheel bumpers will be required on the southern parcel. See the analysis of parking space and aisle width
dimensions in response to ADC 9.130, Table I below.

ADC 9.120(7) requires that groups of more than 2 parking spaces must be located and served by an aisle
or turnaround so that their use will require no backing movements or other maneuvering within a street
right-of-way other than an alley. The Site Plans shows that the parking areas for the shopping center will
be arranged so that no backing or maneuvering will be necessary in public rights-of-way.

ADC 9.120(8) requires parking areas with more than 2 parking spaces to be permanently and clearly
marked. Written information submitted with the application says the parking areas will be striped as
shown on the Site Plan.

ADC 9.120(9) requires where a proposed parking area is adjacent to a developed or undeveloped site
within the same zoning district, the proposed parking area must be designed to connect to the existing or
future adjacent parking area. The shopping center property is zoned RC (Regional Commercial). The
northwest comer of the shopping center property is adjacent to a property also zoned RC (Regional
Commercial). Connecting development on the northern parcel of the shopping center with the adjacent
lot would allow for internally linked trips and avoid forcing drivers who visit both sites from having to
use the highway and city street systems to travel between sites. A condition of approval of the shopping
center site plan will be that a connection to this property be provided.

ADC 9.120(10) requires that parking lots be landscaped in accordance with the standards listed in ADC
9.150. See the analysis of parking lot landscaping under Review Criterion (5) below.

ADC 9.120(12) requires that all parking areas must provide handicapped parking spaces in conformance
with the Oregon State Structural Specialty Code. The Site Plan shows that I, I00 parking spaces will be
provided. Of those spaces, 28 are designated as disabled parking spaces. The northern parcel has 240
spaces, with 10 of them accessible. The southern parcel has 860 spaces, with 20 of them accessible. The
City's Building Division reviewed the spaces for location, dimensions, and signs and found them to be in
conformance with the Oregon State Structural Specialty Code.

ADC 9.130, Table I shows required dimensional requirements for parking lots. Note 4 on the Site Plan
shows that the typical parking space in parking lot on the northern parcel will be 9 feet wide and 18.5 feet
long. Table I shows that 9-foot-wide parking spaces oriented at 90 degrees to vehicle travel aisles must
be 18.5 feet long. Notes on the Site Plan say that wheel stops will be installed where required. Table I
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shows that the required aisle width is 26 feet. Most of the travel aisle widths are shown to be 24 feet.
The applicants submitted an Adjustment application to allow the more narrow widths. An analysis of that
application follows in this staff report. The other aisle widths are shown to be 26 feet.

Note 18 on the Site Plan shows that the typical parking space in the parking lot on the southern parcel will
be 9.5 feet wide and 18.5 feet long. The travel aisle widths are all shown to be 26 feet. The southerly
access to the shopping center is shown to be 30 feet wide. The access drive in front of Building A is
shown to be 30 feet wide.

Bicycle Parking

2.7 ADC 9.120(13) requires bicycle parking as follows:

(c) For commercial or office development -- at least 2 spaces, and I space for every 10 automobile
spaces required. Up to two motor-vehicle parking spaces may be deleted if additional sheltered
bicycle parking is provided at a rate of 5 bicycle spaces to I motor-vehicle space.

(d) The Director may allow exemptions to or reductions in required bicycle spaces in connection with
uses that are not likely to need bicycle parking.

A total of 240 vehicle parking spaces will be provided for the northern parcel. Twenty-four bicycle
parking space are required. In written information provided with the application (Narrative, page 55), the
applicants say they will provide 24 bicycle parking spaces on the northern parcel.

A total of 860 vehicle parking spaces will be provided on the southern parcel. Eighty-six bicycle parking
spaces are required. The applicants request that the number of required bicycle parking spaces be reduced
from 86 spaces to 43 spaces. They explain that they do not expect that a large-format retail store, such as
Building A, will generate enough bicycle traffic to warrant 86 bicycle parking spaces. And they point out
that the City granted a similar request to Costco when they built a store in Albany in 200I. That decision
recognized that because of the large size and quantity of goods sold by Costco, their customers typically
use automobiles to transport purchases.

The City's Transportation Analyst considered the request to reduce the number of bicycle parking spaces
required for Building A and found that there have been no reports that demand for bicycle parking at
Costco has ever approached or exceeded the supply provided. Based on this analysis, the request to
reduce the number of bicycle parking spaces required for Building A can be granted.

Bicycle parking spaces must meet the following standards:

(e) Required spaces should be visible and not hidden, and must be located as near as possible to
building entrances used by automobile occupants.

(f) Each required bicycle parking space must have a parking rack securely fastened to the ground.
Parking racks must support each bicycle at a minimum of two points, including at least one point
on the frame, and must allow the frame and at least one wheel to be locked with a U-type lock.

(g) Bicycle parking areas must provide at least 3 feet of clearance around all 3 sides of a fully-loaded
bicycle rack and have an overhead clearance of at least 7 feet.

(h) At least one-half of required bicycle parking spaces must be sheltered. Spaces must be protected
from precipitation by a roof overhang or a separate roof at least 7 feet in height. Bicycle parking
spaces within roofed buildings and bike lockers are considered sheltered spaces.

The location of the required bicycle parking spaces is shown on the Site Plan (Note 13). The applicants
submitted a detail drawing of the type of bicycle rack that is proposed. The drawing is attached to this
staffreport as Attachment 7. The applicants explain that all of the bicycle-parking areas are located near
the main entrances to buildings. The bicycle spaces on the northern parcel are located under awnings
directly north of Buildings F and C, and directly south of Building D. The bicycle spaces on the southern
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parcel are located along the front facade with half of the stalls located under awnings to provide shelter.
The spaces will be located in areas that will provide a minimum of 3 feet of clearance around all 3 sides
of a fully-loaded bicycle rack and have an overhead clearance of at least 7 feet. Bicycle parking facilities
will allow bike frames and one wheel to lock together with a U-type lock (Narrative, page 55).

Lighting

2.8 ADC 9.120(14) requires that any lights provided to illuminate public or private parking areas be arranged
to reflect the light away from any abutting or adjacent residential district.

A Site Lighting plan was submitted with the application (Sheet Cll). Four detail drawings with
specifications were also submitted that show proposed light fixtures. The detail drawings show the light
fixtures. The Site Lighting plan shows that lighting will be placed throughout the parking lot, near the
buildings, and on the buildings.

The Site Lighting plans shows lighting contours. The plan shows that approximately 0.1 to 0.6 foot
candles of light will be cast on the buffer area along the south boundary of the shopping center property at
points about 20 feet from the property line. The plan shows that approximately 0.0 to 0.8 foot candles of
light will be cast on the buffer area along the west boundary of the shopping center property at points
about 15 feet from the property line.

The applicants explain that the photometric model used to estimate the amount of light does not account
for the six-foot solid screen/sound walls that will be provided along the southern and western property
boundaries because the model cannot account for the horizontal structure.

Staff asked the applicants to provide detail drawings that show how much light there will be at the
property line and on adjacent property. In response, the applicants submitted lighting details. These
drawings are attached to the staff report as Attachments 8 -12. The drawings show that the level of light
at the south and west property lines varies from 0 foot candles to .3 foot candles.

The applicants point out that O.2-foot candles is equivalent to moonlight (Narrative, page 69-70).

ADC 9.120(14) is the standard that applies to the lighting on the parking lot. ADC 9.480 says that "No
direct or sky-reflected glare in excess of 0.5-foot candles of light, whether from floodlights or from high
temperature processes such as combustion or welding or otherwise, visible at the lot line shall be
permitted. These regulations shall not apply to signs or floodlighting of parking areas otherwise
permitted by this Code. [Underlining added for emphasis.] This standard seems to be intended for
industrial processes and parking lot lighting is specifically excluded. Nevertheless, the lighting details
submitted by the applicants show that the lighting visible beyond the south and west property lines will be
less than 0.5 foot candles.

CONCLUSIONS

2.1 The proposed driveways for the shopping center meet ADC location standards and width standards.

2.2 The new driveways on Goldfish Farm Road for the shopping center will have enough storage to
accommodate vehicle queues waiting to turn on to Goldfish Farm Road.

2.3 The two new driveway intersections on Goldfish Farm Road will operate at an acceptable level of service.

2.4 The Circulation Plan submitted by the applicants shows a complete pedestrian access plan for the
proposed shopping center.

2.5 The Site Plan shows the required number of off-street parking spaces will be provided.'
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2.6 The Site Plan and Planting Plans show that the proposed parking lots will conform to the setback, clear
vision, landscaping, and buffering/screening provisions of the Code.

2.7 The parking lots will have perimeter curb, will be surfaced with asphalt, will be striped, and have
adequate drainage.

2.8 The parking spaces will meet the required dimensional standards. Wheel stops will be provided where
required.

2.9 A vehicle driveway connection must be made from the development on the northern property to the parcel
of land to the west.

2,10 Parking spaces accessible to the disabled will be. provided in conformance with the Oregon State
Structural Specialty Code.:

2.11 Bicycle parking will be provided in conformance with ADC 9.120(13). If only 43 bicycle parking spaces
are provided, they must be all be covered spaces to make sure that there will be enough spaces in bad
weather.

2.12 The lighting on the site willbe arranged to reflect light away from the abutting residential land to the
south.

2.13 This review criterion will be met when the following conditions are met.

CONDITIONS

2.1 The driveways to Goldfish Farm Road and the new collector street must be constructed at the locations
and dimensions shown on the Site Plan.

2.2 All new driveways shall be stop controlled at their approach to a public street. The property
owner/developer must install the stop signs.

2.3 Driveways with more than one exiting lane to a street shall have striped lane lines and directional
pavement arrow markings.

2.4 The net building sales area for the northern parcel must not exceed 48,000 square feet if 240 parking
spaces are provided as shown on the Site Plan. The net building sales area for Building A must not
exceed 172,000 square feet if 860 parking spaces are provided as shown on the Site Plan. Net building
sales area must be calculated by the applicant as described in ADC 4.250 and submitted with building
permit applications. The calculations must be verified by city staff before building permits and/or tenant
improvement permits are issued for each building and/or tenant space.

2.5 The parking lots for the shopping center must be constructed in conformance with ADC dimensional
standards, substantially as shown on the Site Plan. The Site Plan submitted with building permit
applications will be reviewed for conformance.

2.6 A two-way driveway connection must be made from the shopping center property/parking lot on the
northern parcel to the parcel adjacent to the west.

2.7 At least 24 bicycle parking spaces must be provided on the northern parcel. At least 43 bicycle parking
spaces must be provided on the southern parcel. The bicycle parking spaces must conform with ADC
9.120(13). The spaces that are provided on the southern parcel must be covered spaces in order to
encourage to the extent possible the use of bicycles to access the site.
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(3) Public utilities can accommodate the proposed development.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Sanitary Sewer

3.1 The City's utility maps show that there is an 8-inch public sanitary sewer main along the shopping center
property's Highway 20 frontage and also along the Goldfish Farm Road frontage. An 8-inch main is
stubbed to the property from the sewer main in Goldfish Farm Road, just south of the proposed main
driveway for Building A.

3.2 ADC 12.470 requires that all new development must extend and connect to the public sewer system when
service is available within 300 feet of the property.

3.3 ADC 12.490 requires that sewer collection mains must be extended along the full length of a property's
frontage, or to a point identified by the City Engineer as necessary to accommodate likely system
expansion.

3.4 ADC 12.510 requires that all new development must, where appropriate, make provisions for the
continuation or appropriate projection of existing sewer lines serving surrounding areas. Line extensions
may be required through the interior of a property to the developed where the City Engineer determines
that the extension is needed to provide service to upstream properties.

3.5 The Sanitary/Water Plan (Sheet C9) submitted by the applicants shows that an 8-inch public sanitary
sewer main will be extended to the property's west boundary within the proposed new east/west collector
street, to a point south of Building E. Each proposed building would be served by individual sewer
service laterals connected to this new public main.

3.6 Buildings B, C, D, E, and F can all be served by laterals tapped from the existing public sewer main along
the south side of Highway 20. Building A can be served by a connection to the existing main in Goldfish
Farm Road. The parcel at the northwest corner of the property is currently developed and is served by a
connection to the main in Highway 20. Other parcels to the west of the property will be served by the
public sewer main in Timber Street, or a future extension of this main. Therefore,' no public sanitary
sewer main extension is required within the proposed east/west collector street.

3.7 In 2007, the City retained a consultant to evaluate sewer lines within the Cox Creek Sewer Basin. The
consultants conclusions are included in a report titled "City of Albany, Cox Creek Basin - Flow
Monitoring, Wet Weather Modeling, and Capacity Analysis," dated July 25, 2007. It wasdetermined that
once the Wastewater Treatment Plant expansion project that is under construction now is completed there
will be a limited amount of available capacity left in the lower end of this sewer basin based on flow
capacity limits established in the "City of Albany, Cox Creek Basin - Flow Monitoring, Wet Weather
Modeling, and Capacity Analysis". The Wastewater Treatment Plant project will be completed in
December 2008. The City's Engineering staff estimates that the proposed development would not create
wastewater flows greater than the assumed available capacity. However, the proposed development will
consume the assumed remaining available capacity in the Cox Creek Sewer Basin. Therefore, capacity
improvements in this sewer basin will be required prior to approval of any further development in the
basin that requires an increase in sanitary sewer service greater than what is currently provided to the
property or a new criteria for determining available capacity will need to be developed. Connection of a
single family home on a lot that currently exist will continue to be allowed in all circumstances.

3.8 The City's utility maps show that there is a l2-inch public water main along the north side of Highway 20
and a 24-inch main in Goldfish Farm Road.
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3.9 ADC 12.410 requires that all new development, including a single-family residence, must extend and
connect to the public water system when service is available within 150 feet of the property.

3.10 ADC 12.430 requires that water distribution mains must be extended along the full length of the
property's frontage along the right-of-way or to a point identified by the City Engineer as necessary to
accommodate likely system expansion. Main extensions may be required through the interior of
properties when necessary to provide for service to other properties or to provide looping for fire flows.

3.11 AMC 11.01.120 (2)(c) says the City has sole right to determine size, location, and type of facility to be
constructed. All engineering of public water facilities must be based on both domestic.and fire protection
design criteria, and in accordance with the City's water facility plan.

3.12 AMC 11.01.120 (2)(h) requires that all public main extensions must include fire hydrants and other
appurtenances in a manner consistent with the recommendations of the water system facility plan, the
Standard Construction Specifications, and/or the fire marshal.

3.13 AMC 11.01.120(2)(b) requires that all public water system improvements be installed in public rights-of
way or public utility easements. The normal location for the public water main extensions will be in a
dedicated street right-of-way. .

3.14 The Sanitary/Water Plan shows the extension of a public water main (the size is not shown) to the
property's west boundary within the proposed east/west collector street. Each proposed building will be
served by individual water services/meters connected to this new public main. This main must be a
minimum 12-inch public water main, and must be extended to the westernmost boundary of the property,
west of Building A.

3.15 Recent water system improvements in Goldfish Farm Road, from Highway 20 to Spicer Road, provide
adequate pressure, flow, and redundancy to accommodate the proposed development.

Storm Drainage

3.16 ADC 12.530 says the review body will approve a development request only where adequate provisions
for storm and flood water run-off have been made as determined by the City Engineer. Ditches are not
allowed without specific approval of the City Engineer. Open natural drainageways of sufficient width
and capacity to provide for flow and maintenance may be permitted.

3.17 ADC 12.550 requires that a culvert or other drainage facility shall be large enough to accommodate
potential run-off from its entire upstream drainage area, whether inside or outside of the development.
The City Engineer must review and approve the necessary size of the facility, based on the provisions of
the Storm Drainage Master Plans, and sound engineering principles and assuming conditions of
maximum potential watershed development permitted by the Comprehensive Plan.

3.18 ADC 12.560 says where it is anticipated by the City Engineer that the additional run-off resulting from
the development will overload an existing drainage facility, the review body will withhold approval of the
development until provisions have been made for improvement of said potential condition.

3.19 The applicants submitted a Preliminary Drainage Report with the Site Plan Review application. The
report includes a description ofthe proposed drainage system for the shopping center and calculations.

At the request of the City's Engineering staff, the applicants submitted a revised Preliminary Drainage
Report. The revised report is dated September 2, 2008. The revised report concludes that "The proposed
conveyance system has the capacity to handle all storm events up to and including the 25-year storm
event. The 100-year storm event is able to be conveyed to the Cox Creek outfall without flooding."
(Preliminary Drainage Study, page 5.)
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3.20 The Storm Sewer Plan (Sheet C8) shows private storm drainage pipes and two private detention ponds
within the private parking lots, and public stonn drainage pipes and detention within the public streets.
This plan is generally acceptable, except the plan at the intersection of Goldfish Farm Road and Highway
20 must be modified as described in Finding 3.21 below.

3.21 The plan that was submitted would result in a conflict between the existing 24-inch water main and a
proposed 30-inch pipe between SDMH#2 and SDMH#3. It will be necessary to cross the water main
further to the north near where the existing storm drain main crosses because the water main is much
deeper at that location. When the applicant submits detailed engineering plans for construction, the plans
should route both the existing storm drainage in Goldfish Farm Road and the new storm drainage from
the shopping center property over the deeper portion ofthe water main near Highway 20.

It is the City's practice to only approve parallel pipe systems as a last resort. It is not an efficient use of
the City's resources to maintain two parallel systems. As such, the preferred alternative is to combine the
two systems prior to crossing Goldfish Farm Road. This would require removing and replacing a portion
of the existing storm system with a larger capacity pipe. The amount of cover over the storm drain pipe is
anticipated to represent a challenge and may impact the design. The City Engineer will consider these,
and any other alternative configurations, at the time construction plans are submitted to the City's
Engineering Division.

3.22 The plan that was submitted also shows a new 30-inch main will be constructed along Highway 20,
parallel with the existing 30-inch main across the north end ofthe Coastal Farm property. Similar to the
crossing of Gold Fish Farm Road, the proposed configuration is not usually approved. The City will
require that all options for combining these flows, including removing and replacing the existing pipe
with a larger diameter pipe be considered. The City Engineer will consider proposed alternatives at the
time of review of construction drawings.

3.23 The applicants proposed private drainage systems along the south and west boundaries of the shopping
center property to collect drainage from the shopping center property at the toe of the fill slope and
drainage that may drain toward the shopping center from adjacent properties.

3.24 This review criterion requires that public facilities can accommodate the proposed development. The
applicants must submit enough information for the City Engineer to conclude that public storm drainage
system to which the shopping center storm drainage system will discharge can accommodate the drainage
from the shopping center.

Staff reviewed the Preliminary Drainage Report and concluded that the discharge of storm drainage from
the shopping center will likely have a negligible effect on the water surface elevation of Cox Creek at the
point of discharge.

A more detailed review of the proposed storm drainage system is done at the time the developer of the
shopping center submits construction drawings to the City's Engineering Division and Building Division
for review. The City has Engineering Standards that are applied at that time. The City Engineer may
require design changes at that time.

The City Engineer has identified a culvert entrance at Santiam Highway as a potential restriction in the
existing public storm drainage system. The City Engineer may require that the culvert entrance be
improved or that the shopping center's drainage discharge on the downstream side of the culvert.

CONCLUSIONS

3.1 The proposed shopping center must be connected to the public sanitary sewer system. The applicant's
utility plan shows that a new public sewer main will be extended in the east/west collector street. It is not
necessary to construct this line. The buildings on the northern parcel can be connected to the existing
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sewer mains in Santiam Highway and Goldfish Farm Road. The building on the southern parcel can be
connected to the existing sewer main in Goldfish Farm Road.

3.2 The proposed shopping center must be connected to the public water system. The applicant's utility plan
shows that a new public water main will be extended in the east/west collector street with services for
each of the buildings in the shopping center. The new water main must be a l2-inch line and must be
extended to the west boundary of the shopping center property as shown on the utility plan.

3.3 The proposed shopping center must be connected to the public storm drainage system. The storm drainage
system that is shown on the applicant's utility plan is generally acceptable, but modifications are needed
at the intersection of Goldfish Farm Road. Also, the parallel storm drain line shown in Santiam Highway
east of Goldfish Farm Road may not be allowed. Modifications to the storm drainage plan shown on the
utility plan are required in the conditions of approval below. It may be necessary to modify the culvert
under Santiam Highway or discharge the storm drainage from the shopping center downstream of the
culvert.

CONDITIONS

3.1 Before the City will issue any building permits for the shopping center project, the property
owner/developer must construct a l2-inch public water main in the proposed east/west collector street
through the property. This public water main must be extended from Goldfish Farm Road to the
westernmost boundary ofthe shopping center property.

3.2 Before the City will issue any building permits for the shopping center project, the property
owner/developer must construct private and public storm drainage facilities as shown on the Storm Sewer
Plan that was submitted. However, alternate configurations to the proposed routing of pipes at the
intersection of Goldfish Farm Road and Highway 20, and potentially along Highway 20 to the east, must
be considered to avoid potential utility conflicts and so that parallel systems are not constructed.

3.3 The storm drainage system within the Goldfish Farm Road public right-of-way and within the new
east/west collector street right-of-way must be a publicly owned and maintained system. The storm
drainage systems on the private properties must be privately owned and maintained.

3.4 Private drainage systems must be provided along the south and west boundaries of the shopping center
property to collect drainage that may drain toward the shopping center from adjacent properties now and
to collect drainage from the shopping center property at the toe of fill slopes. These drainage systems
must be maintained by the shopping center owner so that they continue to function as designed.

3.5 The property owner/developer must obtain a Permit for Private Construction of Public Improvements
from the City's Engineering Division to build all required public improvements. Final design details
(such as manhole locations, lateral locations, pipe size and grade, etc.) for required public improvements
must be reviewed and approved by the City's Engineering Division.

3.6 Before the City will issue any building permits for the shopping center project, the property
owner/developer must construct the public improvements identified above. Alternatively, the City will
issue building permits for the project before all of the public improvement have been made if the property
owner/developer provides an improvement assurance. The improvement assurance guarantees that the
required infrastructure improvements will be made. The improvement assurance must be as specified in
ADC 12.590 - 12.610.
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(4) Any special features of the site (such as topography, hazards, vegetation, wildlife habitat,
archaeological sites, historic sites, etc.) have been adequately considered and utilized.

FINDINGS OF FACT

4.1 Topography. Comprehensive Plan, Plate 7: Slopes, does not show any steep slopes on this property. The
Existing Conditions drawing submitted with the Site Plan Review application shows that elevations on
the property range from about 225 feet to 232 feet. There is a pond on the property that is about 20 feet
deeper than the 225-foot elevation.

The applicants submitted a Preliminary Geotechnical Review. The Review was done by GeoDesign, and
is dated October 6, 2005. The report identifies the existing pond on the property. Aerial photographs
show that the pond was created between 1979 and 1994. The pond is approximately 20 feet deep at its
deepest location. The applicants propose to fill the pond. There was also a log pond located on the
eastern area of the property, but that pond has been filled. The Review makes recommendations about
foundation support, pavement, and other considerations for cost estimating purposes.

4.2 Hazards. Comprehensive Plan, Plate 5: Floodplains, does not show a 100-year floodplain on the property.
FEMA/FlRM Community Panel Number 410137 0004F, dated July 7, 1999, shows that part of the
property is in Zone A, an area inundated by a 100-year flood where no base flood elevation has been
determined.

The applicants submitted a Base Flood Determination. The Determination was done by WRG Design,
Inc. It's dated November 6, 2007. The Determination finds that the 100-year Base Flood Elevation is
231 feet. At the request of the City's Engineering staff, the applicants submitted a revised Base Flood
Determination report. The report is dated September 1, 2008.

The applicants submitted an application for a Conditional Letter of Map Revision for Fill to FEMA. The
applicants plan to fill the property to at least elevation 232 feet. With the fill, all of the buildings in the
shopping center will be more than one foot above the 100-year flood elevation. The applicant received a
Conditional Letter of Map Revision for Fill "outlining concurrency" on the site (Exhibit G of the
application).

ADC 6.071 specifically excludes excavation and fill (grading) from the definition of development.
Grading is regulated by Albany Municipal Code (AMC) Title 12. Filling the property is not subject to
Site Plan Review. AMC 12.35.010(1) requires that a grading permit be obtained from the City's Public
Works Department, Engineering Division if 50 cubic yards of fill or more is to be placed in a floodplain.
The revised report concludes that the water surface elevation during a 100-year flood will rise less than
one inch. A more detailed review of the proposed fill for the shopping center will be done at the time a
grading permit application is submitted and reviewed. Adjacent property owners are given notice when
an application for grading is received and have an opportunity to comment.

4.3 Vegetation. Comprehensive Plan, Plate 3: Natural Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat, shows an area of
natural vegetation and wildlife habitat on the property. Plate 3 also shows a "dry log pond" surrounding
the location where Goldfish Farm Road has been built south of Highway 20. Plate 3 was included in the
first Comprehensive Plan in 1989. Conditions in the vicinity of this property have apparently changed.

The vegetation on the property now is mostly weeds and scattered trees. The trees appear to be mostly
volunteer cottonwood trees.

ADC 9.207 requires Site Plan Review approval for the felling of five or more trees larger than 25 inches
in circumference (approximately 8 inches in diameter) on a lot or property in contiguous single ownership
in excess of 20,000 square feet in any zone. AMC 7.98.030(6) requires an application to the City and a
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permit to remove any tree larger than or equal to six and one-half feet in circumference (approximately 25
inches in diameter).

The applicants submitted a Tree Removal Plan (Sheet C4). The Tree Removal Plan shows that there are
four trees larger than 8 inches in diameter that will be removed to construct the proposed shopping center.
The trees are four lO-inch black cottonwood trees. Site Plan Review for the proposed tree felling is not
required. None of the trees are larger than 25 inches in diameter. A permit to fell the trees is not
required.

4.4 Wetlands. Comprehensive Plan, Plate 6: Wetland Sites, does not show any wetlands on this property.
The City's East 1-5 Local Wetlands Inventory identifies wetlands on the property. The wetlands are not
classified as significant. The applicants submitted a copy of a Wetlands Delineation Report for the
property. The report was done by Environmental Science & Assessment, LLC. The report is dated
January 29, 2007. The report concludes that there are three small wetlands and the pond on the property.
The wetlands total 4.4 acres. The pond is about 4 acres.

The applicants also submitted a letter from the Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL). DSL
administers wetlands regulations in Oregon. The letter says that DSL has reviewed the wetland
delineation report and that DSL concurs with the conclusions of the report. The letter concludes that,
although there are wetlands on the property, there are no waters on the site that are subject to the permit
requirements of the state's Removal-Fill Law.

ADC 6.290 includes local wetland regulations. ADC 6.280 says the regulations apply to those areas
meeting DSL' s criteria, identified as wetlands on the Comprehensive Plan wetlands map exhibit, and
designated as Open Space in the Comprehensive Plan. The wetlands on the shopping center property do
not meet DSL's criteria and the property is not designated Open Space on the Comprehensive Plan Map.
(The property is designated General Commercial on the Comprehensive Plan Map.)

4.5 Archaeological and Historic Sites. Comprehensive Plan, Plate 9: Historic Districts, shows the property is
not in a historic district. There are no known archaeological sites on the property.

CONCLUSIONS

4.1 The three special features of the shopping center site are the existing pond, the floodplain, and the
wetlands. The applicants will fill the pond. They will also fill the rest of the property to at least elevation
232 feet. The Base Flood Determination submitted by the applicants finds that the 100-year Base Flood
Elevation is 231 feet. All of the buildings in the shopping center will be at least one foot above the 100
year flood elevation. A grading permit must be obtained for the proposedfill on within the floodplain.

4.2 There are about 4 acres of wetlands on the property. The City's local wetlands regulations do not apply to
the wetlands. The state DSL has determined that the wetlands on the site are not subject to the permit
requirements of the state's Removal-Fill Law. The wetlands will be filled to construct the shopping
center. .

4.3 The special features on this site have been adequately considered and utilized.

4.4 This review criterion will be met when the following condition is met.

CONDITION

4.1 The property owner/developer must obtain a grading permit from the City's Engineering Division for fill
in the floodplain if 50 cubic yards offill or more is proposed.
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(5) The design and operating characteristics ofthe proposed development are reasonably compatible with
surrounding development and land uses, and any negative impacts have been sufficiently minimized.

FINDINGS OF FACT

5.1 ADC 2.600 says site plan review is not intended to evaluate the proposed use or the structural design of
the proposal. Rather, the review focuses on the layout of a proposed development, including building
placement, setbacks, parking areas, external storage areas, open areas, and landscaping.

5.2 Surrounding development and land uses include a gas station and trailer sales to the north; single-family
houses to the south; a Coastal Farm and Ranch Supply store, offices, and distribution faculty to the east; a
gas station/convenience store, Veterans of Foreign Wars, and vacant land to the west.

53 Building and Parking Lot Setbacks. ADC 4.090, Table 1 shows that the minimum front setback for
buildings and parking areas in RC zoning districts is 10 feet. The site plan shows that all of the buildings
and parking areas in the proposed shopping center will be set back at least 10 feet from front property
lines (along streets). The Site Plan and building elevation drawings show that there will be awnings on
the buildings on the northern parcel. Written information submitted with the Site Plan Review
applications says that the awnings will be 5 feet wide (Narrative, page 25-26). They will extend into the
front yard setback along the north side of the new east/west collector street. ADC 4.140(2)(a) allows
building features, such as awnings, to project into front yard setbacks up to 5 feet.

ADC 4.090, Table I shows that no setback is required along interior (side and back) property lines, except
Note 5 says that interior yards abutting residential districts and/or uses require 1 fo6t of setback for each
foot of finished wall height with a minimum setback of 10 feet. The Site Plan shows that all buildings
and parking areas will be setback at least 10 feet from interior property lines. Part of the property to the
west is zoned Linn County UGM. The City's Comprehensive Plan shows the property designated URR.
When the property is annexed to the City, the property could be zoned for a variety of residential uses or
two types of commercial use. The property to the south is zoned RM (Residential Medium Density) and
Linn County UGM. Building A is the only building that abuts a residential zoning district or use. The
Site Plan shows that Building A, which is a maximum of 35 feet in height, will be set back a distance that
varies from 45 to 110 feet from the west and south properly lines. (See also the requirements for
buffering and screening in 5.8 below.)

5.4 Building Height. ADC 4.090, Table 1 shows that there is no maximum height for buildings in RC zoning
districts. The building elevation drawings submitted with the Site Plan Review application show that the
proposed buildings will vary from 24 feet to 35 feet in height to the top of roof parapets.

5.5 Lot Coverage. ADC 4.090, Table 1 shows that the maximum lot coverage allowed in RC zoning districts
is 90 percent. In written information submitted with the application (Narrative, page 24), the applicants
say the lot coverage for the northern parcel will be 82.1 percent for the northern parcel and 83.7 percent
for the southern parcel. The Site Piau shows the total area of the northern parcel is 221,882 square feet
and that the landscape area is 39,775 square feet. Landscape areas cover 17.9 percent of the parcel. The
remainder is building and parking lot coverage which equals 82.1 percent of the parcel. The Site Plan
shows the total area of the southern parcel is 822,596 square feet and that the landscape area is 134,195
square feet. Landscape areas cover 163 percent of the parcel. The remainder is building and parking lot
coverage which equals 83.7 percent of the parcel. The lot coverage for both parcels is less than the
maximum 90 percent allowed.

5.6 Landscaping of Yards. ADC 4.270 says that front and interior setback yards, exclusive of accessways
and other permitted intrusions, must be landscaped before occupancy. The minimum landscaping per
1000 square feet of required setback yard areas in all commercial and industrial zones is:

(l) Five 5-gallon or eight l-gallon shrubs, trees, perennials, or accent plants.
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(2) The remaining area must be treated with living ground cover, lawn, or bark, rock, or other
attractive ground cover.

(3) In addition, one tree at least six feet in height is required for every 30 feet of street frontage.

The applicants submitted Planting Plans with the application (Sheets LO - L9). The Planting Plans show
that required landscaping will be provided in the interior yards along the west and south boundaries of the
site. (See also the requirements for buffering and screening in 5.8 below.) The Planting Plans show the
required landscaping in the front yard along Santiam Highway and Goldfish Farm Road. In addition, the
Planting Plans show Red Oak trees will be planted in the landscape strip along Goldfish Farm Road and
along the new east/west collector street.

5.7 Parking Lot Landscaping. ADC 9.150 includes required landscaping standards for parking lots.

(1) Planter Bays. Parking areas shall be divided into bays of not more than 12 parking spaces.
Between or at the end of each parking bay there shall be curbed planters of at least 5 feet in
width. Each planter shall contain one tree at least 10 feet high and decorative ground cover
containing at least two shrubs for every 100 square feet of landscape area.

The Site Plan shows that the parking areas will be divided into bays of not more than 12 parking
spaces. The Site Plan shows curbed planters at the end of each row of parking, except in front of
Building D and F, and on the north side of Building A.

The planter bays in the parking lots on the northern parcel are shown to be 5 feet wide. The
planter bays on the southern parcel are shown to be 6 feet wide. The Planting Plans show that
each required planter bay will have the required landscaping, except at south end of the row of
parking to the east of Building C; two rows of parking north of Building A; the ends of the rows
of parking along Goldfish Farm Road at both driveways; and some places on the southern parcel
where only one Emerald Queen Maple tree is shown for two planter bays. Each planter bay is 6
feet by 18.5 feet (111 square feet). Each planter bay must have one tree.

(2) Entryway Landscaping. Entryways into parking lots shall be bordered by a minimum 5-foot-wide
landscape planter strip meeting the same landscaping provisions as for planter bays, except that
no sight obscuring trees or shrubs are permitted.

There are three entries to the proposed shopping center along Goldfish Farm Road. The Planting
Plans show that the entryways will be bordered by minimum 5-foot-wide planter strips with the
required landscaping. The "vision clearance triangles" at the entries are clear of sight obscuring
trees or shrubs (no vegetation taller than 2 feet is allowed).

(3) Parking Space Buffers. Parking areas shall be separated from the exterior wall of a structure by
pedestrian entrance ways or loading areas or by a 5-foot strip of landscaping materials.

The Site Plan shows that all of the parking areas are separated from the exterior walls of
structures by walkways, loading areas, or landscape strips.

5.8 Buffering and Screening: ADC 9.210 requires buffering and screening in order to reduce the impacts on
adjacent uses which are of a different type. Buffering and screening is required in accordance with the
matrix shown on ADC page 9-11. The property owner of each proposed development is responsible for
the installation and maintenance ofthe buffering and screening. Where a proposed use abuts undeveloped
property, only one half of the buffer width shall be required.

ADC 9.240 says the minimum improvements within a buffer area must consist ofthe following:
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(1) At least one row of trees. These trees will be not less than 10 feet high at time of planting for
deciduous trees and spaced not more than 30 feet apart and 5 feet high at time of planting for
evergreen trees and spaced not more than 15 feet apart. This requirement may be waived by the
Director where it can be demonstrated that such trees would conflict with other purposes of this
Code (e.g. solar access).

(2) At least five 5-gallon shrubs or ten l-gallon shrubs for each 1,000 square feet of required buffer
area.

(3) The remaining area treated with attractive ground cover (e.g., lawn, bark, rock, ivy, evergreen
shrubs).

ADC 9.250 says where screening is required, the following standards apply in addition to conditions (1)
and (3) above:

(1) One row of evergreen shrubs which will grow to form a continuous hedge at least four feet in
height within two years of planting, or

(2) A minimum of a five-foot fence or masonry wall constructed to provide a uniform sight
obscuring screen, Or

(3) An earth berm combined with evergreen plantings or a fence which forms a sight and noise buffer
at least six feet in height within two years of installation.

The matrix on ADC page 9-11 shows that a 10-foot-wide buffer area and screening is required between a
proposed commercial use and residential zoning districts. The matrix also shows that a lG-foct-wide
buffer area is required between a commercial use and any arterial street.

Proper1y to the north: Santiam Highway (an arterial street) borders the shopping center property to the
north. A l O-foot side buffer area is required between the shopping center and the street. The Site Plan
and the Planting Plans show the required buffer area and landscaping, except the deciduous trees are
spaced 40 to 60 feet apart. The trees must be spaced a maximum of 30 feet apart.

PropertYto the east: Goldfish Farm Road (an arterial street) borders the shopping center property to the
east. A 10-foot side buffer area is required between the shopping center and the street. The Site Plan and
the Planting Plans show the required buffer area and landscaping, except the deciduous trees are spaced
up to 90 feet apart. The trees must be spaced a maximum of 30 feet apart.

Proper1yto the west: Part of the property adjacent to the shopping center property to the west and south is
outside the Albany city limits and is zoned Linn County UGM. The intent of UGM zoning districts is to
protect the land for future urban density development.

The Albany Comprehensive Plan Map shows this property designated URR (Urban Residential Reserve).
ADC 2.570, Plan Designation Zoning Matrix, shows that a variety of residential zoning designations and
two commercial zoning designations are compatible with the URR Comprehensive Plan Map designation.
This property could be zoned residential or commercial when annexed to the city.

The Site Plan and Planting Plans show a buffer area and the required landscaping will be provided along
the southern section of the west property line adjacent to the UGM land (evergreen trees 6 - 8 feet tall at
time of planting spaced 15 feet apart). The width of the buffer is not shown, but it scales about 15 feet on
the Site Plan and Planting Plan.

Site Plan Note 10 identifies a "Proposed retaining wall," and Note 22 says "Install 6' tall decorative
screen." See landscape plans for detail." See further discussion about the screen wallffence under
Finding 5.12 below.
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Property to the south: The Site Plan shows a buffer area that varies in width from 30 feet to 56 feet will
be provided along the south property line. The buffer is located between the south property line and a
paved vehicle travel lane that will be constructed adjacent to Building A and continue out to Goldfish
Farm Road. The Planting Plans (Sheet L7 and L8) show that the required landscaping will be provided in
the buffer area (evergreen trees 6 - 8 feet tall at time of planting spaced 15 feet apart).

A stonnwater detention pond will be located partly in the buffer area along the south property line. ADC
9.230 says a buffer area may only be occupied by utilities, screening, sidewalks, bikeways and
landscaping. No buildings, accessways or parking areas are allowed in a buffer area except where an
accessway has been approved by the City. The stonnwater detention pond can be classified as either a
utility or landscaping, or something similar, and is therefore allowed in the buffer area.

Site Plan Note 10 identifies a "Proposed retaining wall," and Note 20 says "Install 6' tall decorative
screen wall along entire southern property. line. See landscape plans for detail." See further discussion
about the screen wall/fence under Finding 5.12 below.

Sheet LlOis titled "Woodcrete Screen Wall Detail." This is the screen wall/fence proposed along the
west and south boundaries of the property. Exhibit I is a set of details submitted with the application.
One of the detail drawings shows a "Woodcrete" fence. Specifications for the fence are also included.
Neither Sheet Ll 0 nor Exhibit 1 show a retaining wall. The applicants later submitted detail drawings
(cross sections) that show the retaining walls and fences. The drawings are attached.to this staff report as
Attachments 13 - 19. See further discussion about the walls and fences in Finding 5.12 below.

5.9 Irrigation System. ADC 9.160 requires that all required landscape areas be provided with a piped
underground irrigation system, unless a licensed landscape architect or certified nurseryman submits
written verification that the proposed plant materials do not require irrigation. Irrigation systems installed
in the public right-of-way require an encroachment permit.

The Planting Plans say that all landscape areas will have a complete underground automatic irrigation
system.

5.10 Outside Storage. ADC 4.290(3) says in RC zones:

(a) Exterior display of goods is permitted except in the required front yard setback or buffer yard.
Display is limited to a sample of goods offered for sale by the establishment. Display areas may
not be used for storage. Display areas may not expand beyond 25 percent of the primary street
frontage and must be designated on the site plan. Display areas adjacent to residential districts or
uses must be set back at least 10 feet and must be screened from view with a sight-obscuring
fence, wall, hedge, or berm, which must be constructed of non-combustible material.

The Site Plan shows an "outdoor seasonal sales area" on the north side of Building A. The sales
area is not in the required front yard setback or in a buffer yard. The frontage of the southern
parcel where Building A is located is more than 800 feet long. The sales area is shown to be 181
feet long. This is about 23 percent of the frontage. The sales area is not adjacent to a residential
district or use.

(b) Exterior storage is permitted in interior yards, but is excluded from required buffer yards and
minimum required setback areas. Storage areas adjacent to residential districts or uses must be
screened from view with a sight-obscuring fence, wall, hedge, or berm, any or all of which must
be constructed of non-combustible material. This enclosure must be located on the property at
the required setback line as if the berm, fence, wall, or hedge were a building.

No exterior storage is shown on the Site Plan.
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5.11 Screening of Refuse Containers. ADC 4.300 requires that any refuse container or disposal area that
would otherwise be visible from a public street, customer, or resident parking area, any public facility, or
any residential area, must be screened from view by placementof a sight-obscuring fence, wall, or hedge
at least 6 feet tall. All refuse materials must be contained within the screened area. Refuse disposal areas
may not be located in required setbacks or buffer yards and must be placed at least 15 feet from any
dwelling window.

The Site Plan Note 9 shows a "proposed loading/garbage area" adjacent to Buildings B, D, E, and F, and
multiple garbage areas adjacent to Building A. These areas are not located in required setbacks or buffer
yards or near any dwelling window.

There is no reference on the plans to enclosures for the garbage areas. A detail drawing (Exhibit I with
the application) that shows a "trash enclosure" was submitted separate from the site plan. The trash
enclosure shown on the detail drawing is 6 feet in height and includes masonry walls and a solid metal
gate.

The garbage areas for Buildings B, D, E, and F must be screened because they will be visible from public
streets, customer parking areas. The garbage areas for Building A do not have to be screened because .
they will not be visible from public streets, customer parking areas, resident parking areas, public
facilities, or any residential areas, but the applicants say they will screened anyway.

5.12 Fences. ADC 4.310 includes the following standards for fences in commercial zoning districts.

(3) Fences are limited to the height and locational standards listed below:

(a) Fences may be up to eight (8) feet in height provided that the fence is located behind the
required front yard planting area and outside of any vision clearance area.

(b) Fences more than six (6) feet in height require Building Permits.

(4) Wherever a sight-obscuring fence, wall or hedge is required under the provisions of this Code, it
must meet the following provisions:

(a) Opacity. In order to be "sight-obscuring," fences and walls will be at least 75 percent
opaque when viewed from any angle at a point 25 feet away from the fence or wall.
Hedges will be ofan evergreen species that will meet and maintain year-round the same
standard within three (3) years of planting.

(b) Height. Fences and walls will be a minimum of six feet in height. Hedges will be of a
species capable of attaining a height of at least six (6) feet within three (3) years of
planting, given their age, height and health whenplanted.

(c) Maintenance. Fences and walls will be maintained in safe condition and opacity is
maintained as required in subsection (a) of this section. Wooden materials will be
protected from rot, decay, and insect infestation. Plants forming hedges will be replaced
within six (6) months after dying or becoming diseased to the point that the opacity
required in subsection (a) of this section is not met.

The Site Plan (Notes 10 and 27) show that a retaining wall with a wrought iron fence will be constructed
along the northerly section of the west property line of the shopping center adjacent to the existing
commercial property. Notes 10 and 24 show that a retaining wall and wrought iron fence will be
constructed along the north edge of the "storm water management" (SWM) pond near the south boundary
of the property. Note 24 shows that a wrought iron fence will be constructed around the SWM pond near
the northeast comer of the property.

The Site Plan (Note 22) shows that a "decorative screen wall" will be built along the southern section of
the west property boundary of the shopping center property adjacent land designated for residential use.
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The Site Plan (Notes 10 and 20) shows that a "decorative screen wall" will be built along the south
boundary of the shopping center property adjacent to an existing residential subdivision and adjacent to
vacant land.

Notes 20 and 21 say "See landscape plans for detail." Sheet Ll 0 shows detail drawings of a screening
wall and "piers." The piers are underground and support the fence. There is no reference to a retaining
wall on these drawings.

Written information submitted with the application references a retaining wall along the west boundary of
the property, but not the south boundary (Narrative, page 31). Application Exhibit I includes two
drawings of wrought iron fences, one is 4 feet tall and the other is 6 feet tall. Neither drawing shows a
retaining wall.

Sheet LlO is titled "Woodcrete Screen Wall Detail." This is the fence proposed along the south and west
boundaries of the property. Exhibit I is a set of details submitted with the application. One of the detail
drawings shows a "Woodcrete" fence. Specifications for the fence are also included. Neither Sheet LlO
nor Exhibit I show a retaining wall.

[The applicants later submitted detail drawings that show cross sections for the retaining walls and fences
along the south and west boundaries of the property. The applicants also submitted specific elevation
information about the height of the walls and fences. The information showed that the wall .and fence
along the south boundary of the property would vary in height from 6 feet to 10.5 feet. The section of
fence that would exceed 8 feet is located along the most westerly section of the south property line
adjacent to undeveloped property. The information showed that the wall and fence along the west
boundary of the property would vary in height from 12 feet to 15.5 feet. The maximum height for a fence
in this RC zoning district is 8 feet. The drawings and other information that were submitted showed that
the retaining walls with the fences on top of them would create fences taller than 8 feet. The applicants
explained that when the undeveloped property to the south and west is developed, the owners will have to
fill the property. When the adjacent property was filled, the fence along the south and west property lines
would then be shorter, but it would still exceed 8 feet in some places. The applicants decided to change
their plan so that the fence would not exceed 8 feet. This information is not necessarily germane to the
review of the plans as they are today, but help explain the evolution of the project.]

The applicants submitted a new set of drawings dated August 15, 2008, that show the fence along the
west property line. The drawings are attached to this staff report as Attachments 13 -19. The plans show
that the fence will be moved back from the west property line. A 6-foot Woodcrete fence will be placed a
distance that varies from 10 feet to 36 feet back from the west property line. This will create a slope that
varies from 2:1 to 4:1 from the west property line to the fence. The slope will be landscaped with the
plant materials required in the buffer area along this property line.

The applicants did not submit a drawing that shows how the fence along the south property line near the
west end adjacent to the undeveloped property will be made less than 8 feet. It is possible to incorporate
a transition from the fence along the south property line that does not exceed 8 feet to the setback fence
along the west property line that does not exceed 8 feet at any point. This will be a condition of approval.
(One way the height of the fence can be reduced is by reducing the height along this section offence to 42
inches, which is the minimum height required for pedestrian safety. The total height of the retaining wall
and fence would then be 8 feet.)

5.13 Environmental Standards: ADC 9.440 - 9.500 include environmental standards.

Noise: The applicants submitted a Noise Study for the proposed shopping center. The study was done by
Daly Standlee & Associates. It's dated May 15,2008. The purpose of the study was to determine if any
noise mitigation measures would be necessary to meet applicable noise regulations. .
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The applicable noise regulations are Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) Noise Control
Regulations for Industry and Commerce (Oregon Administrative Rules 340-035-0035) and AMC
7.08.050 (and referenced in ADC 9.440).

OAR 340-35-035 - Table 8 shows allowed noise limits. The table is included below.

OAR 340-35-035 - TABLE 8
New Industrial and Commercial Noise Source Standards

Allowable Statistical Noise Levels in Anv One Hour
7am-l0 nm 10 nm -7 am

Lso-55 dBA Lso- 50 dBA
LIO-60 dBA LIO - 55 dBA
LOI-75 dBA LOI-60 dBA

AMC 7.080.050 says "It is unlawful for any person to create, assist in creating, permit, continue, or
permit the continuance of any loud, disturbing, or unnecessary noise in the City. The following acts are
declared to be violations of this section, but such enumerations are not deemed to be exclusive... " The
Code lists 10 violations, none of which specifically address commercial development. Noisy "mechanical
devices" and vehicles are included in the list.

Noise at the shopping center will be generated by outside refrigeration equipment, rooftop heating and
cooling equipment (HVAC), trash compactors, parking lot sweepers, and refrigerated trailers at loading
docks. The assumptions of the study model the worst case scenario where all of these noise sonrces are
operating at the same time. Daly Standlee & Associates (DSA) used a computer program they developed
based on established acoustical sound propagation equations presented in reference materials. The
program describes the effects of distance, atmospheric absorption, and man-made barriers on sound
propagation. The intent of the noise analysis is to predict the greatest amount of noise that could possibly
be radiated from the shopping center to surrounding residences.

The noise study includes predicted noise levels for both daytime hours (7:00 a.m. - 10:00 p.m.) and
nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. - 7:00 a.m.). The computer model includes daytime noise generating
activities in the daytime hour calculations and nighttime activities in the nighttime hour calculations.
The noise study assumes the 6-foot sound wall shown in the drawings submitted with the Site Plan
Review application will be provided. First floor noise levels were predicted for daytime hours because
outdoor activities are considered to be of most concern during those hours. Second story noise levels
were predicted for nighttime hours because the noise levels outside of bedrooms is considered of most
concern during those hours.

The study notes that the methodology used by the computer model results in the maximum hourly
statistical noise levels that would ever be expected at the houses nearest the shopping center and that the
conditions used by the model (worst case scenario) will most likely never occur. Therefore, the sound
levels predicted by the computer model should be considered very conservative.

The DEQ noise regulations limit sound that occurs for a duration of I percent of an hour, 10 percent, and
50 percent of an hour. The noise study finds that during the loudest daytime hour, the I percent and 50
percent levels are within the allowed limits at the houses along the south boundary of the shopping center
property. (Daytime is defined between 7:00 a.m, - 10:00 p.m.) The 10 percent limit would be exceeded
by I decibel without mitigation. The predicted noise level was found to be caused by the combination of
the noise from the parking lot sweeper and the noise from the rooftop chillers.

The noise study finds that during the loudest nighttime hour, the 1 percent and 10 percent levels are
within the allowed limits at the houses along the south boundary ofthe shopping center. The 50 percent
limit would be exceeded by up to 5 decibels at the second floor windows of the houses west of the
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shopping center. The predicted noise level was found to be caused solely by the chillers located on the
roof of the building.

The noise study finds that if the noise radiating from the chillers was reduced by approximately 5dBA, the
overall noise level at both the ground level and the second story windows at all of the houses could be
made to comply with the DEQ regulations during both daytime and nighttime hours.

The study finds the predicted noise level can be reduced to meet the DEQ regulations by constructing 8
foot-high barriers alongside the chillers. Alternatively, a variety of chillers tbat are approximately 13
dBA quieter than that assumed in the study could be used to achieve the needed reduction. This approach
has been used on several projects analyzed by DSA in the past and found to be an effective way to control
chiller radiated noise.

As noted in Findings 5.3 and 5.8 above, the property adjacent to the west is desiguated primarily for
future residential development. The noise study does not address the impact of noise from the shopping
center on the property to the west. It will be necessary to establish the impact and any necessary
mitigation measures. This will be included as a condition of approval below. .

Visible emissions: The shopping center is not expected to generate any visible emissions.

Water quality: ADC 9.455 applies to industrial development, not commercial development. Nevertheless,
the shopping center will include a storm drainage system that uses detention basins which will also treat
the stonnwater before it is discharged to the public storm drainage system. See the findings about the
storm drainage system under Review Criterion (3) above.

Vibration: The shopping center is not expected to generate any vibration. ADC 9.460 says that vibrations
from temporary construction and vehicles that leave the site (such as trucks) are exempt; vibrations
lasting less than 5 minutes per day are also exempt from regulation.

Odors: Tenants in the shopping center may include businesses that cook food. The only odor expected to
be generated by the shopping center will be odors generated by cooking food. Vents will be located
through the roof(s) of the building(s). This is the most effective way to dissipate cooking odors.

Glare: See Findings 2.9 above.

Heat: The shopping center is not expected to produce any heat other than normal heat generated by
HVAC systems for the buildings.

Insects and rodents: The shopping center may attract insects and/or rodents because food and refuse will
be stored, sold, and prepared on the site. The shopping center management and tenants will control any
insects or rodents that become a nuisance.

Hazardous waste: The shopping center is not expected to produce any hazardous waste.

5.14 Operating characteristics. The operating characteristics of the proposed shopping center will include
primarily vehicles, including cars and trucks going to and from the site. See the findings, conclusions,
and conditions under Review Criterion (I) above. Other operating characteristics are described above.

5.15 Commercial Design Standards. See the findings, conclusions, and conditions in the design standards
review that follows this section of the staff report.
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CONCLUSIONS

5.1 The Site Plan shows that the setbacks of the proposed buildings and parking lots will meet required
setbacks from property lines. There is no maximum height for buildings in this RC zoning district. The
proposed lot coverage of buildings and parking areas is less than the maximum 90 percent lot coverage
allowed.

5.2 The Site Plan and Planting Plans show that the front and interior yards for the proposed shopping center
will be landscaped as required.

5.3 The Site Plan and Planting Plans show that the required planter bays and landscaping in the planter bays
will be provided, except a few revisions to the plans are needed. The revisions are required as conditions
of approval below.

5.4 The Site Plan and Planting Plans show that the required buffering and screening will be provided, except
a few revisions to the spacing of the trees along Santiam Highway and along Goldfish Farm Road are
needed. The revisions are required as conditions of approval below.

5.5 An irrigation system will be provided as required.

5.6 No outside storage is proposed. Outside display in conformance with ADC 4.290(3) is proposed.

5.7 All of the refuse containers in the "garbage areas" shown on the site plan must be screened as required in
ADC 4.300 and substantially as shown on the "trash enclosure" detail drawing submitted by the
applicants.

5.8 The "decorative screen wall" shown on Sheet LlO of the plans submitted by the applicants must be
provided along the southern section of the west boundary and all of the south boundary of the shopping
center property. A wrought iron fence may be provided as shown along the northerly section of the west
property line adjacent to the developed commercial property.

5.9 The fence along the west property line must be constructed as shown on the drawings submitted by the
applicants dated August 15, 2008. The transition from the fence along the south property line to the
setback fence along the west property line must not exceed 8 feet in height.

5.10 The noise study submitted by the applicants shows that noise generating equipment that will be used on
the shopping center property will not exceed the maximum noise level allowed at property to the south if
mitigation measures are implemented. The mitigation measures are required in the conditions of approval
below. In addition, a noise study must be submitted that establishes that generating equipment that will
be used on the shopping center property will not exceed the maximum noise level allowed at property to
the west.

5.11 The shopping center will meet the environmental standards listed in the Findings above.

5.12 The design and operating characteristics of the proposed development will be reasonably compatible with
surrounding development and land uses with mitigation and when the conditions of approval listed below
are met.

CONDITIONS

5.1 ADC 9.150(1) requires that parking areas shall be divided into bays of not more than 12 parking spaces.
Between or at the end of each parking bay there shall be curbed planters of at least 5 feet in width. Each
planter shall contain one tree at least 10 feet high and decorative ground cover containing at least two
shrubs for every 100 square feet of landscape area.
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The Site Plan that was submitted does not show all the required planter bays. Additional parking bays are
required in front of Building D and P, and on the north side of Building A.

The Planting Plans show that additional trees are needed in the planter bays at the south end of the row of
parking to the east of Building C; two rows of parking north of Building A; the ends of the rows of
parking along Goldfish Farm Road at both driveways; and some places on the southern parcel where only
one Emerald Queen Maple tree is shown for two planter bays.

5.2 ADC 9.210 requires a 10-foot-wide buffer area between a commercial use and any arterial street.
Santiam Highway and Goldfish Farm Road (arterial streets) border the shopping center property to the
north and east. A 10-foot wide buffer area is required between the shopping center and these streets. The
Site Plan and Planting Plans show the required buffer area and landscaping, except the trees are spaced up
to 90 feet apart. The trees must be spaced a maximum of 30 feet apart.

5.3 A minimum 10-foot-wide buffer area and landscaping are required along part of the west boundary of the
shopping center property. The width of the buffer along the west boundary is not shown, but it scales
about 15 feet on the Site Plan and Planting Plans. The buffer area must be at least 10 feet wide.

5.4 All of the refuse containers in the "garbage areas" shown on the Site Plan must be screened as required in
ADC 4.300 and substantially as shown on the "trash enclosure" detail drawing submitted by the
applicants.

5.5 Before any building permits will be issued for the shopping center project, a revised site plan must be
submitted that shows the requirements above will be met. Specific places where the requirements are not
met are referenced in 5.1 above, but these references are not meant to be exclusive. There may be other
places that do not meet the ADC 9.150(1) landscape requirements. The final landscape plans must show
the requirements will be met at every location in the shopping center.

5.6 The retaining wall and "decorative screen wall" must be provided along the south boundary of the
shopping center property substantially as shown on Sheet Ll0 of the plans and the drawings dated August
11,2008 submitted by the applicants.

5.7 The fence along the west boundary of the property must be provided as shown on the set of four drawings
submitted by the applicants dated August 15, 2008. These drawings show a 6-foot Woodcrete fence will
be placed a distance that varies from 10 feet to 36 feet back from the west property line. This will create
a slope that varies from 2:1 to 4:1 from the west property line to the fence. The slope will be landscaped
with the plant materials required in the buffer area along this property line.

5.8 The drawings submitted by the applicants dated August 11, 2008 show that most of the fence along the
south boundary of the shopping center property will not exceed 8 feet in height. The drawings show that
a short section of fence along the west end of the south boundary would exceed 8 feet.

The applicants did not submit a drawing that shows how the fence along the south property line will be
made less than 8 feet. The fence along the south boundary of the shopping center property may not
exceedS feet. This creates the need for a shorter fence or a transition between the fence along the south
property line that does not exceed 8 feet to the fence along the west property line. The applicants must
submit drawings to the City's Planning Division that show a shorter fence and/or how the transition will
be made. The drawings must be approved prior to construction of the fence.

5.9 Noise generated at the shopping center must meet applicable noise regulations. The applicable noise
regulations are Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) Noise Control Regulations for
Industry and Commerce (Oregon Administrative Rules 340-035-0035) and Albany Municipal Code
(AMC) 7.08.050 (and referenced in ADC 9.440).
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5.10 The noise mitigation measures identified in the Noise Study submitted by the applicants must be
implemented. The Noise Study was done by Daly Standlee & Associates and is dated May 15, 2008.
The mitigation measures shall be as follows:

a. Construct 8-foot high barriers alongside the chillers on the roof of Building A. Alternatively, a
variety of chillers that are approximately 13 dBA quieter than thatassumed in the study may be
used to achieve the needed reduction. (The chillers assumed in the Noise Study generate 70
dBA.)

5.11 Prior to issuance of any building permits for the shopping center project, the property owner/developer
must submit to the City's Planning Division a noise study that shows the impact of noise generating
equipment that will be used on the shopping center property will not exceed the maximum noise level
allowed at property to the south and any mitigation measures necessary to achieve compliance.
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DESIGN STANDARDS

Building Orientation (ADC 8.3301. Building orientation and maximum setback standards are established to
help create an attractive streetscape andpleasant pedestrian environment.

(I) New commercial buildings shall be oriented to existing or new public streets. Building orientation is
demonstrated by placing buildings and their public entrances close to the street so that pedestrians
have a direct and convenient route from the street sidewalk to building entrances.

(a) On sites smaller than 3 acres, commercial bUildings shall be oriented to the public
street/sidewalk and off-street parking shall be located to the side or rear of the buildingts),
except where it is not feasible due to limited or no street frontage or where there are access
restrictions.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The site where the shopping center is proposed is 25.67 acres. The site is not smaller than 3 acres. Nevertheless,
the Site Plan shows that Buildings C, D, and F on the northern parcel will be oriented to the new east-west
collector street. The building elevation drawings submitted with the application show that each ofthese buildings
will have nearly identical facades facing the street, and on the opposite sides facing the parking lots. Each of
these buildings will have public entrances on the east-west collector street. The buildings will be setback from the
front property line distances that vary from 10 feet to 25 feet, which provides areas in front of the buildings for
landscaping and benches. Parking will be located to the side and rear of these buildings. A Circulation Plan
(Sheet C5) was submitted with the application.

(b) Buildings on larger sites {larger than 3 acres] may be setback from the public street and oriented to
traffic aisles on private property, if the on-site circulation system is developed like a public street with
pedestrian access, landscape strips and street trees.

FINDINGS OF FACT

In order to fully use the entire northern parcel, Buildings Band E are setback from the public street and oriented
to traffic aisles that are developed like public streets. The traffic aisles to which Buildings B and E are oriented
have setback sidewalks with landscape strips. The sidewalks provide access to each of the buildings. The
application shows these buildings will also have nearly identical facades facing the traffic aisle, and opposite
facing the parking lot.

Building A is setback from the new east/west collector street and from Goldfish Farm Road. The traffic aisle in
front of the building is developed like a public street with a wide sidewalk with street trees in tree wells in front of
the building and a sidewalk with landscaping on the other side. Wide pedestrian connections will be provided to
Goldfish Farm Road. See the discussion about these pedestrian connections under the discussion related to ADC
8.380 below.

(2) At least one major public entrance shall be visible from the abutting public street. . Corner entrances
may be used to provide orientation to two streets. Customer entrances should be clearly defined, highly
visible, using features such as canopies, porticos, arcades, arches, wing walls and planters.

FINDINGS OF FACT

All of the entrances for the buildings on the northern parcel, on the facades that face the new east/west street
(Buildings C, D, and F) or face the drive aisle (Buildings B and E), will be visible from the new east/west
collector street or the drive aisle. Buildings D and F also have corner entrances. The building elevation drawings
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submitted with the application show that customer entrances are defined with metal awnings, towers and/or
cornice treatments above the doors.

The two pnblic entrances for Building A will be visible from Goldfish Farm Road and from the east/west
collector street. The bnilding elevation drawings show that these entrances will be defined by bumping out the
entrances and pntting canopies over them.

CONCLUSIONS

ADC 8.330 explains that "Building orientation and maximnm setback standards are established to help create an
attractive streetscape arid pleasant pedestrian environment." ADC 8.330(1) says that "New commercial buildings
shall be oriented to existing or new pnblic streets. Building orientation is demonstrated by placing buildings and
their public entrances close to the street so that pedestrians have a direct and convenient route from the street
sidewalk to building entrances. ADC 8.330(l)(a) says "On sites smaller than 3 acres, commercial buildings shall
be oriented to the public street/sidewalk and off-street parking shall be located to the side or rear of the
buildingCsL." ADC 8.330(l)(b) says "Buildings on larger sites [larger than 3 acres] may be setback from the
public street and oriented to traffic aisles on private property if the on-site circulation system is developed like a
public street... " ADC 8.330(2) says "Customer entrances should be clearly defined... "

The purpose of the design standards listed above is to "help create an attractive streetscape and pleasant
pedestrian environment." New commercial buildings must be oriented to public streets, or may be oriented to
traffic aisles on the property if the traffic aisles are developed like public streets. Customer entrances should be
clearly defined. As explained in the Findings of Fact above, all of the buildings in the proposed shopping center
are oriented to the new public east/west collector street or to a traffic aisle developed like a public street. This
creates an attractive streetscape and a pleasant pedestrian environment. The parking areas are located at the back
or side of the buildings, if the front of the building is on the public street or traffic aisle developed like a public
street. The customer entrances along the public street and/or traffic aisle are clearly defined with awnings, etc.

The function of the buildings in creating an attractive streetscape and pleasant pedestrian environment is
compromised, however, by placing identical public entrances and building features (such as awnings and signage)
on the parking lot (back side) of the buildings.

In such a design, customer entrances are not "clearly defined" as required by ADC 8.330(2). There will be a
tendency on the part of retailers to orient toward the parking lot, and to limit entry to that door for security and
inventory control. This would result in a design with the potential for a pedestrian-oriented design without
accomplishing it. The intent of the design standards will likely be negated. To create an attractive streetscape
and pleasant pedestrian environment and meet the design standards referenced above, public entrances may not be
located on the back sides of the buildings.

CONDITION

1. Public entrances may not be located on the parking lot (back) sides of Buildings B, C, D, E, and F.

General Building Design fADC 8.340). New commercial buildings shall provide architectural relief and
interest with emphasis at building entrances and along sidewalks, to promote and enhance a comfortable
pedestrian scale and orientation. Blank walls shall be avoided when practicable.

(1) Ground floor windows shall be provided along building frontages adjacent to sidewalks. The main
front building elevation(s) shall provide windows or transparency at the pedestrian level in the
following minimum proportions: RC zone - 25% transparencv.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

The building elevation drawings show that the main front building elevations for Buildings C, D, and Fare
located on the new east/west collector street. A table included in the Narrative (page 42) shows that Building C
will have S3 percent glazing. Building D will have S9 percent glazing. Building F will have S9 percent glazing.
The main front building elevations for Buildings Band E will be on internal drive aisles, which are developed like
a public street. The table shows that Building B will have 71 percent glazing. Building C will have 64 percent
glazing. Building E will have 67 percent glazing. The building elevation drawings and the table show that the
other frontages of these buildings adjacent to sidewalks will also have glazing as required.

The building elevation drawing for Building A and calculations submitted by the applicants show that the main
front building elevation will have 34 percent glazing. The other sides of the building are not located adjacent to
sidewalks and are therefore, not required to have windows or transparency.

CONCLUSION

This standard is met.

(2) Walls visiblefrom a public street shall include a combination of architectural elements and features
such as offsets, windows, entry treatments, wood siding, brick stucco, synthetic stucco, textured
concrete block; textured concrete, and landscaping.

FINDINGS OF FACT

All of the walls of the buildings will be visible from at least some angle from a public street. The building
elevation drawings show that all of the walls will include combinations of offsets, windows, awnings, canopies,
EIFS (exterior insulation and finish system), cornices and trim, white ground face CMU (cement masonry units),
burgundy red split face CMU, painted precast concrete trim, metal lattice, and landscaping.

CONCLUSION

This standard is met.

Street Connectivity and Internal Circulation fADC 8.350). The following standards emphasize the importance
of connections and circulation between uses and properties. The standards apply to both public and private
streets.

(1) New commercial buildings may be required to provide street or driveway stubs and reciprocalaccess
easements to promote efficient circulation between uses and properties, and to promote connectivity
and dispersaloftraffic.

(2) The internal vehicle circulation system of a commercial development shall be a continuation of the
adjacent public street pattern wherever possible and promote street connectivity. The vehicle
circulation system shall mimic a traditional local street network and break the development into
numerous smaller blocks.

(3) Travel lanes shall be internal to the site and shall not be located between the sidewalk(s) and
building(s), except as provided in (4) below.

(4) Where drop offfacilities areprovided, they shall be designed to meet the requirements ofthe American
Disabilities Act but stillprovidefor directpedestrian circulation.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

The shopping center property has frontage on Santiam Highway to the north and frontage on Goldfish Farm Road
to the east. One of the properties to the south is developed with a subdivision. All of the lots have access to
public streets. The other property to the south abuts the subdivision. Streets inside the subdivision have been
stubbed so that the streets can be extended into the other property when it is developed. A new east/west collector
street will be constructed from Goldfish Farm Road through the shopping center property to the west, providing
the opportunity to extend the street to west when it is needed.

There are no public streets adjacent to the shopping center property that can be extended into the property. The
proposed vehicle circulation system inside the development breaks the development into numerous blocks. (See
the Circulation Plan, Sheet CS). There are no travel lanes located between sidewalks and buildings. No drop off
facilities will be provided.

CONCLUSION

This standard is met.

(5) Internal roadways shall be designed to slow traffic speeds. This can be achieved by keeping road
widths to a minimum, allowing parallel parking andplanting street trees to visually narrow the road.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The "internal roadways" on the northern parcel are the two entry ways to the development on this parcel and the
vehicle travel aisles in the parking lots. ADC 9.130, Table I shows that the minimum aisle width for vehicle
travel aisles for parking spaces configured at 90 degrees to the aisles is 26 feet. The Site Plan shows that the entry
ways and some of the aisle widths will be 26 feet. Some of the aisle widths will be 24 feet. The 26-foot-wide
travel aisles are the minimum width and the 24-foot-wide travel aisles are less than the usual minimum width.
The applicants have submitted an Adjustment application to allow the narrower width.

The "internal roadways" on the south parcel are the vehicle travel aisles in the parking lot, an access drive along
the south edge of the parking lot, and an access drive along the front of Building A. ADC 9.130, Table I shows
that the minimum aisle width for vehicle travel aisles for parking spaces configured at 90 degrees to the aisle is 26
feet. The Site Plan shows that the vehicle travel aisles in the parking lot will all be 26 feet wide, which is the
minimum width allowed. The access drive along the south edge of the parking lot is shown to be 30 feet wide.
There will be a sidewalk and landscape strip along this drive to visually narrow the road. The access drive in
front of the store will be 30 feet wide. There will be landscape planters, striped crosswalks, cross hatch striping,
and "Yield" signs painted on the pavement to slow traffic.

CONCLUSION

This standard is met.

Pedestrian Amenities (APC 8.3601. Amenities such as awnings, seating, special paving and planters can have
a dramatic affect on the pedestrian environment. Commercial developers should give as much thought to the
pedestrian environment as they give to vehicle access, circulation and parking. The standards for pedestrian
amenities are related to the scale of the development and also provide the flexibility for the developer to select
the most appropriate amenities for the particular site and use.
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(1) All new commercial structures shallprovide pedestrian amenities. The number ofpedestrian amenities
shall comply with the following sliding scale.

Size ofStructure or Improvement
Less than 5,000 sf
5,000 -10,000 sf
10,001- 50,000 sf
More than 50,000 sf

Number ofAmenities
1
2
3
4

(2) Acceptable pedestrian amenities include the following improvements. No more than two ofany item
may be used to fulfill the requirement:

(a) Sidewalks at least 10feet wide with ornamental treatments (e.g., brick pavers), or sidewalks which
are 50% wider than required by the Code.

(b) Benches andpublic outdoors seatingfor at least four people.
(c) Sidewalk planter(s) enclosing a total of8 square feet.
(d) Pocket parks or decorative gardens (minimum usable area of300 square feet).
(e) Plazas (minimum usable area of300 square feet).
(f) Street trees that are 50 percent larger than required by the Code.
(g) Weather protection (awnings, etc.).
(h) Other pedestrian amenities that are not listed but are similar in scale and benefit.

(3) Pedestrian amenities shall comply with the following standards:

(a) Amenities shall be located outside the building main entrance, along pedestrian corridors, or
near transit stops. Amenities shall be visible and accessible to the general public from an
improved public or private street. Access to pocket parks, plazas, and sidewalks must be provided
via a public right-of-way or a public access easement.

(b) Amenities are not subject to setback requirements
(c) Amenities are consistent with the character and scale of surrounding developments. For

example, similarity in awning height, bench style, planter materials, street trees, and pavers is
recommended to foster continuity in the design ofpedestrian areas. Materials should be suitable
for outdoor use, easily maintained, and have a reasonably long life cycle (e.g., 10 years before
replacement).

FINDINGS OF FACT

Building A will be 187,000 square feet (4 pedestrian amenities required). Building B will be 6,055 square feet (2
pedestrian amenities required). Building C will be 4,000 square feet (l pedestrian amenity required). Building D
will be 18,435 square feet (3 pedestrian amenities required). Building E will be 9,750 square feet (2 pedestrian
amenities required). Building F will be 11,240 square feet(3 pedestrian amenities required).

The Site Plan shows that pedestrian amenities will include awnings, widened sidewalks, larger street trees, and
benches. The Site Plan shows that Building A will have 4 awnings (only 2 may be counted), a 10-foot-wide
sidewalk through the parking lot where only a 7-foot-wide sidewalk is required, and four benches in front of the
building. Building B will have awnings and a benches. Building C will have awnings and benches. Building D
will have awnings. Building E will have awnings. Building F will have awnings and benches. Each bench will
have seating for four people. The applicants submitted a detail drawing that shows the type of bench that will be
provided (Attachment 20 attached to this staff report).

CONCLUSION

This standard is met.
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Pedestrian Connections (ADC 8.370).

(1) New retail, office and institutional buildings at or near existing or planned transit stops shall provide
for convenient pedestrian access to transit.

FINDINGS OF FACT

There is not an existing or planned transit stop on Santiam Highway or on Goldfish Farm Road. Albany Transit
System buses currently go east on Santiam Highway only to Price Road, which is about 1/2 mile to the west of
Goldfish Farm Road.

CONCLUSION

This standard does not apply because there is not a transit stop nearby.

(2) Walkways shall connect building entrances to streets adjoining the site.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The Site Plan shows two walkways from Santiam Highway that connect to the front doors of the buildings on the
northern parcel. Buildings C, D, and F have plazas in front of them that connect directly to the sidewalk along the
new east/west collector street. The Site Plan shows two walkways from Goldfish Farm Road that connect to the
front doors of the building on the southern parcel.

CONCLUSION

This standard is met.

(3) Pedestrian connections to adjoining properties shall be provided except where such connection is
impractical. Pedestrian connections shall connect the on-site circulation system to existing or proposed
streets, walkways, and driveways that abut the property. Where adjacent properties are undeveloped or
have potential of redevelopment, street, access ways and walkways on site shall be laid out or stubbed
to allowfor extension by the adjoining property.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Santiam Highway is adjacent to the north boundary of the shopping center property. As noted in (2) above,
walkways will connect the shopping center to the sidewalk along Santiam Highway. Goldfish Farm Road is
adjacent to the east boundary of the shopping center property. As noted in (2) above, walkways will connect the
shopping center to the sidewalk along Goldfish Farm Road. The proposed east/west collector street and sidewalks
on both sides will be extended to the west boundary of the shopping center property so that the street and
sidewalks can be extended to serve properties to the west in the future. There is a residential subdivision along
the south boundary of the shopping center property and the property further west is designated on the
Comprehensive Plan Map for residential use. The backyards of the existing subdivision abut the shopping center
property. Two streets with sidewalks on both sides have been extended in the existing subdivision to the boundary
of the property further west, so it is expected to be developed with the same street and sidewalk pattern as the
existing subdivision. No pedestrian connections between the property to the south, other than the sidewalk along
Goldfish Farm Road are practical or necessary.

CONCLUSION

These standards are met.
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Large Parking Areas (ADC 8.3801 The amount ofparking needed for larger commercial development can
result in a large expanse ofpavement. Landscaping within a parking area shall be incorporated in a manner
that is both attractive and easy to maintain, minimizes the visual impact of surface parking, and improves
environmental and climatic impacts. In addition to the provisions ofArticle 9, the following standards apply to
commercial development where more than 75parking spaces areproposed.

(1) Walkways are necessary for persons who will access the site by walking, biking or transit. A
continuous pedestrian walkway at least 7 feet wide shall be provided from the primary frontage
sidewalk to the customer entrance for each building. This internal walkway shall incorporate a mix of
landscaping, benches, drop-off bays and bicycle facilities for at least 50 percent of the length of the
walkway. The walkways must be designed for access by disabled persons. If the walkway crosses a
parking area or vehicle aisle, the standards in subsection (2) below apply.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The parking lot for the northern parcel will have 240 parking spaces. The primary frontage of this parcel is the
new east/west collector street. The Site Plan shows a 7-foot-wide sidewalk will be provided from the sidewalk
along the east/west collector street to the front door of each building. The Site Plan and Planting Plans show
landscaping will be located along the entire length of the walkways. It will be necessary to add benches along the
walkways to meet this requirement.

The parking lot for the southern parcel will have 860 spaces. The primary frontage of the southern parcel is
Goldfish Farm Road. The Site Plan shows two continuous pedestrian walkways from Goldfish Farm Road to the
customer entrances for Building A. The northerly walkway is shown to be 10.5 feet wide. The southerly walkway
is shown to be 7 feet wide. The walkways will be striped where they cross a vehicle travel aisle. The Site Plan
and Planting Plans show that there will be landscaping and benches located along the entire length of the
walkways. The walkways must be designed for access by disabled persons.

CONCLUSION

These standards will be met when the following conditions are met.

CONDITIONS

2. At least two benches must be added along the two walkways in the northern parking lots.

3. All of the walkways within the proposed development must be designed for access by disabled persons.

(2) For the safety ofpedestrians, parking lots shall be designed to separate pedestrians from vehicles and
include protected pedestrian walkways from parking areas to building entrances. Walkways shall be
protected by landscaping orparking bumpers. Walkways shall have a minimum width of 7feet with no
car overhang or other obstruction; 9 feet 6 inches for car overhang on one side; 12 feet for car
overhang on both sides. Walkways may cross a vehicle aisle if distinguished by a color, texture or
elevation differentfrom the parking and driving areas. Walkways shall not share a vehicle aisle.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The Site Plan shows that two walkways will be provided in the parking lots on the northern parcel to separate
pedestrians from vehicles. These walkways are shown to be 7 feet wide. A 6.S-foot-wide landscape strip will be
provided on each side of each of the walkways. The Site Plan shows the walkways will be striped where they
cross a vehicle travel aisle. Neither of the walkways share a vehicle travel aisle.

The Site Plan shows that two walkways will be provided in the parking lot on the southern parcel to separate
pedestrians from vehicles. As noted above, the northerly walkway is shown to be 10.5 feet wide. The southerly
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walkway is shown to be 7 feet wide. A landscape strip about 5 feet wide will be provided on each side of the
northerly walkway to protect pedestrians from the adjacent parking spaces. A landscape strip about 6 feet wide
will be provided on each side of the southerly walkway. The Site Plan shows the walkways will be striped where
they cross a vehicle travel aisle. Neither of the walkways share a vehicle travel aisle.

CONCLUSION

These standards will be met when the following conditions are met.

CONDITION

4. The walkways in the parking lots must be constructed substantially as shown on the Site Plan that was
submitted for review. The crossings must be striped where they cross a vehicle travel aisle.

(3) The parking area shall be divided into pods of no more than 50 spaces each with landscape strips,
peninsulas, or grade separations to reduce the visual impact of large expanses ofpaving, to direct
vehicular traffic through the parking lot, and to provide a locationfor pedestrian walkways.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The Site Plan shows the parking lots on the northern parcel and the southern parcel will be divided into pods of no
more than 50 spaces. The Planting Plans show that each pod will be separated with landscape strips and/or
walkways.

CONCLUSION

This standard is met.

(4) Pods may have access at one or both ends. A pod may be Ui-shaped with double access at one end.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The pods shown on the Site Plan each have access at one or two ends.

CONCLUSION

This standard is met.

(5) Pods shall be separated with physical breaks by providing one or more ofthe following:

(a) Landscape strips between parallel parking rows that are a minimum 5 feet in width with no car
overhang and 10 feet in width with a car overhang. When incorporating pedestrian walkways,
such strips shall be a minimum of20feet in width to accommodate vehicular overhangs, walkways,
lights, posts and other appurtenances. .

(b) Building pads, landscapedpedestrian walkways, interior streets or other site features.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The Site Plan shows that the landscape strips between rows of parking spaces will be 6 feet wide. The parking
spaces will be 18.5 long, which is the required dimension for a space where no bumper overhang is provided. To
ensure that cars do not pull forward and use the curb along the landscape strip as a wheel stop, a wheel bumper
will have to be provided at the front of each parking stall.
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CONCLUSION

This standard will be met when the following conditions are met.

CONDITION

5. Each of the parking spaces that abut a landscape strip that is less than 10 feet wide must have wheel
bumper placed at least 2-112 feet from the front of the parking space. The wheel bumpers must be at least
6 inches in height and 6 feet in length and be secured to the pavement.

(6) Landscaping for large parking areas shall consist of a minimum ofseven percent of the total parking
area plus a ratio ofone tree per eight parking spaces to create a canopy effect. The total parking area
includes parking spaces, travel aisles, sidewalks and abutting landscaped areas.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The Site Plan shows that the northern parking lots will have 12.3 percent landscaping. The parking lots on the
southern parcel will have 11.2 percent landscaping. Calculations are provided in the Narrative (page 49).

A table included on the Tree Plan (Sheet LO) shows that the northern parcel will have 240 parking spaces. If one
tree for every eight parking spaces was provided, a total of 30 trees would be required. The table shows that 39
trees will be provided. The table shows that the southern parcel will have 860 parking spaces. If one tree for
every eight parking spaces was provided, 108 trees would be required. The table shows that 130 trees will be
provided. More trees than the minimum required number of trees will be provided in the parking lots.

CONCLUSION

This standard is met.

Compatibility Details (ADC 8.390). Commercial development shall be designed to comply with the following
applicable details and any other details warranted by the local conditions.

(1) Lighting is arranged to reflect awayfrom adjoining properties and/or streets.

FINDING OF FACT

See Finding 2.8 above.

CONCLUSION

This standard is met.

(2) Undesirable impacts produced on the site, such as noise, glare, odors, dust or vibrations have been
adequately screened from adjacent properties.

FINDINGS OF FACT

See the Findings under 5.13 above.

CONCLUSION

This standard is met.
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(3) The site is protectedfrom any undesirable impacts that are generated on abutting properties.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Santiam Highway abuts the shopping center property to the north. There is a gas station and a business that sells
horse trailers on the properties across Santiam Highway. Goldfish Farm Road abuts the property to the west.
There is Coastal Farm and Ranch Supply retail store, corporate offices, and warehouse on the property across
Goldfish Farm Road. There is a residential subdivision on the property to the south and vacant land. There is a
gas station/convenience store, a Veterans of Foreign Wars club on the properties to the west and vacant land.

Both Santiam Highway and Goldfish Farm Road are classified as an arterial streets. The buffer matrix on ADC
page 9-11, requires buffering along arterial streets to mitigate the impact of traffic on adjacent land uses. The
surrounding retail businesses generate traffic, but little other impact. The Site Plan and Planting Plans show that
the required buffer area will be provided along Santiam Highway and along Goldfish Farm Road. Conditions of
approval under Review Criterion (5) above require revisions to the spacing of the trees in the buffer areas.

CONCLUSION

This standard is not applicable because no undesirable impacts are generated on abutting properties.

(4) Unsightly exterior improvements and items such as trash receptacles, exterior vents and mechanical
devices have been adequately screened.

FINDINGS OF FACT

ADC 4.300 requires that "Any refuse container or disposal area that would otherwise be visible from a public
street, customer or resident parking area, any public facility, or any residential area, must be screened from view
by placement of a sight-obscuring fence, wall, or hedge at least 6 feet tall. All refuse materials must be contained
within the screened area. Refuse disposal areas may not be located in required setbacks or buffer yards and must
be placed at least 15 feet from any dwelling window."

The Site Plan shows "garbage/loading areas" (Note 9) for each building, except Building C. A detail drawing of a
"trash enclosure" was submitted with the application. The detail drawings shows a trash enclosure with masonry
(concrete block) walls and a solid metal door. This meets the ADC 4.300 requirement for screening trash
enclosures. All of the mechanical equipment for the buildings will be on the roofs of the buildings and will be
screened by parapet walls.

CONCLUSION

This standard will be met when the following condition is met.

CONDITION

6. ADC 4.300 requires that "Any refuse container or disposal area that would otherwise be visible from a
public street, customer or resident parking area, any public facility, or any residential area, must be
screened from view by placement of a sight-obscuring fence, wall, or hedge at least 6 feet tall. All refuse
materials must be contained within the screened area. Refuse disposal areas may not be located in
required setbacks or buffer yards and must be placed at least 15 feet from any dwelling window."

The garbage/loading areas must meet these requirements. Trash enclosures must be screened as shown on
the detail drawing submitted with the application, or equivalent.
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(5) Storage areas, trash collectionfacilities and noise generating equipment have been located either away
from public streets and abutting residential uses or zones or sight obscuring fencing has been provided.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The Site Plan does not show any outside storage areas. See the discussion about noise generating equipment and
trash collection facilities under (4) above.

CONCLUSION

This standard is met.

(6) Where needed, loading facilities are provided on-site and are of sufficient size and number. Where
possible, these areas shall be designed so that vehicles enter and exit the site in aforward motion.

FINDINGS OF FACT

ADC 4.260 requires that loading area for commercial buildings must be off the street and must meet the following
requirements:

(I) Vehicles in the berths shall not protrude into a public right-of-way or sidewalk. Loading berths shall be
located so that vehicles are not required to back or maneuver in a public street.

(2) A school having a capacity greater than twenty-five students shall have a driveway designed for
continuous forward flow of passenger vehicles for the purpose of loading and unloading children.

(3) The minimum area required for commercial loading spaces is as follows:
250 square feet for buildings of 5,000 to 20,000 square feet of gross floor area.
500 square feet for buildings of 20,000 to 50,000 square feet of gross floor area.
750 square feet for buildings in excess of 50,000 square feet of gross floor area.

(4) The required loading area shall not be less than ten feet wide by twenty-five feet long and shall have an
unobstructed height of fourteen feet.

(5) Required loading facilities shall be installed prior to final building inspection and shall be permanently
maintained as a condition of use.

(6) Loading areas shall be subject to the same provisions as parking areas relative to plan information,
setbacks, buffering/screening requirements, and lighting.

The Site Plan shows a garbage/loading area for each building, except Building C. Two of these areas are shown
for Building A. In addition, the Site Plan shows a loading dock for Building A. The loading areas are located so
that vehicles in these areas will not protrude into a public right-of-way or sidewalk. Each of the loading areas is
at least ten feet wide by twenty-five feet long. None of the loading areas are located under anyobstruction.

The loading areas are located on the west side of Building A. There are three proposed loading doors facing south
and three loading doors facing north.

Building A will be more than 50,000 square feet. The minimum area loading area required for this building is
750 square feet. The two loading areas for Building A are 9,460 square feet.

Buildings B, D, E, and F will all be less than 20,000 square feet. The minimum loading area required for these
buildings is 250 square feet. The Site Plan shows the loading area for Building B will be 250 square feet.
Building C is less than 5, 000 square feet, so it is not required to have a loading area. No loading area is shown
on the Site Plan for Building C. The loading area for Building D will be 360 square feet. The loading area for
Building E will be 250 square feet. The loading area for Building F will be 260 square feet.

CONCLUSION

These standards are met.
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STAFF ANALYSIS
File AD-0l-08

Albany Development Code (ADC) Section 2.080 includes the following review criteria which must be met for the
Adjustment application to be approved. Code criteria are written in bold italics and are followed by findings,
conclusions, and conditions of approval where conditions are necessary to meet the review criteria.

Description ofthe Application

The applicants submitted an Adjustment application with the Site Plan Review application for the shopping
center. The adjustment would allow some 24-foot-wide travel aisle in the parking lot where 26 feet is usually
required.

(1) The requestedadjustment is for 10 percent or less ofthe numerical development standard.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1.1 ADC 9.130, Table I shows required dimensions for parking spaces and aisles. The Site Plan shows that
all of the parking spaces on the northern parcel will be configured at 90 degrees to vehicle travel aisles.
The spaces are shown to be 9 feet wide. Table I shows that for 9-foot-wide spaces oriented at 90 degrees
to vehicle travel aisles, the vehicle travel aisles must be at least 26 feet wide. Some of the vehicle travel
aisles on the northern parcel are shown to be 26 feet wide and some are shown to be 24 feet wide.

1.2 The applicants request that an adjustment be granted to allow the 24-foot-wide vehicle travel aisles. Two
feet is an 8 percent reduction in the usual 26-foot required aisle width.

CONCLUSIONS

1.1 The requested adjustment is to allow some of the vehicle travel aisles in the parking areas on the northern
parcel to be 8 percent less in width than the 26 feet width usually required.

1.2 Eight percent is less than 10 percent of the 26-foot numerical standard.

1.3 This review criterion is met.

(2) The need for the requested adjustment is created by the configuration of an existing or proposed
structure on the site.

FINDINGS OF FACT

2.I ADC Article 22 defines a structure as "Anything constructed or built, an edifice or building of any kind,
or any piece of work artificially built up or composed of parts joined together in some definite manner."

2.2 The placement of the proposed buildings, a stormwater detention facility, pedestrian walkways, and
landscape strips on the site leave only 24 feet for the width of some of the vehicle travel aisles.

2.3 ADC 9.130, Table I, Note (5) says that the minimum aisle width for two-way traffic and for emergency
vehicle operations area is 24 feet. The proposed 24-foot-wide vehicle travel aisles meet this minimum
width.
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CONCLUSIONS

2.I The need for the narrower vehicle travel aisles is created by the configuration of structures on the site.

2.2 This review criterion is met.

Attachments: Attachments I - 27

U:\Community Deve!opmentIPlanningICurrentI2008\08sp12108sp12ccs,dddocx
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SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS
FILES SP-12-08 ANDAD-OI-08, EASTALBANY RETAIL PROJECT

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL ON NOVEMBER 12, 2008

The following findings are adopted pursuant to the Albany City Council's decision to approve Oregon
Acquisition One LLC's applications for: (1) Site plan review for construction of a shopping center with
six buildings on 25.67 acres of land; and (2) An adjustment to allow 24-foot-wide travel aisles in the
parking lots on the northern parcel of the shopping center where 26-foot-wide travel aisles are usually
required (Planning Files SP-12-08 and AD-OI-08). These findings supplement the Staff Report and all its
attachments presented to the Albany City Council for its October 8, 2008, hearing on this matter (the
"Staff Report"). These Supplemental Findings together with the Staff Report are intended together to be
the findings supporting the City Council's approval of applications SP-12-08 and AD-OI-08. If these
Supplemental Findings conflict with any findings in the Staff Report, these Supplemental Findings
govern. These Supplemental Findings address the applicable criteria in light of the evidence that has been
received by the Council throughout the proceedings before it.

I. Procedural Findings:

Albany Development Code ("ADC") 1.340 requires that the City review Oregon Acquisition One LLC's
concurrent applications for site plan review and an adjustment pursuant to the City's Type I-L process.
City staff reviewed the applications accordingly and issued a decision to approve the applications on
September 9, 2008. On September 10, 2008, pursuant to City Resolution No. 5477, the Albany City
Council ("Council") adopted Resolution No. 5656, which called up the staff decision to allow the Council
to conduct a de novo review of the applications. The Council held a public hearing on October 8, 2008, to
hear public testimony regarding the City staff's decision to approve the applications.

Mayor Bedore called the hearing to order at 7:34 p.m. City Attorney Jim Delapoer discussed the
procedural issues surrounding the September 10, 2008 public declarations by Councilors Konopa and
Olsen to abstain from participating in the Council's review of this matter. After Mr. Delapoer
summarized the law in this area, Councilor Konopa again declared that she would abstain from
participating and voting on this matter unless her vote was needed to allow the City to issue a decision in
accordance with Oregon law. The basis of her abstention was her concern that she could not review the
applications in an unbiased manner, since she believed they would lead to construction of a Wal-Mart
Superstore on the property. Councilor Konopa has previously publicly opposed the construction ofWal
Mart stores in other communities in Oregon, and her husband has opposed Wal-Mart stores in his
professional capacity as staff director of the United Food and Commercial Workers Union Local 555.
Councilor Olsen stated that although he previously stated that he was biased against the applications,
upon further consultation with the City Attorney, he determined that he did not have a bias or conflict of
interest that rose to the level that it required his recusal. He stated his intention to hear the evidence and
participate in the voting and discussion of this matter. Mayor Bedore inquired whether any members of
the Council had any conflicts of interest or ex parte communications to disclose. Councilors Christman
and Johnson both disclosed that they had received a letter from John Hartman with respect to this matter
and that they had turned the letter over to City Planning staff, who had included the letter as an
attachment to the Staff Report. No other Councilors disclosed any ex parte communications in this
matter. No member of the public challenged or rebutted the ex parte disclosures or the abstention or
participation of any member of the Council in this matter. Mayor Bedore read the additional notices
required by ORS 197.763. He then called for the staff report.

Don Donovan, City Planning Manager, summarized the proposed development and the staff report. After
this presentation, the applicant and its representatives presented testimony, and members of the public
(some in favor, some in opposition, and one neutral) also presented testimony. At the conclusion of this
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testimony, the Council closed the public hearing in this matter at 9:47p.m. and approved a motion to hold
deliberations in the matter on October 22, 2008.

On October 22, 2008, the Council deliberated regarding the proposed applications and voted 4-1 to affirm
staff's decision by tentatively approving with conditions the Site Plan Review and Adjustment
applications. The vote was tentative until the Council made the final decision to approve on November
12, 2008, subject to the Staff Report's Findings of Fact and Conclusions and as conditioned in the Staff
Report, except as modified by these Supplemental Findings.

II. Substantive FIndings:

A. SIte Plan Review Criteria [Albany Development Code fADe) 2.6501

ADC 2.650 provides the criteria for approval of a Site Plan application: A site plan approval will be
granted ifthe review body finds that the applicant has met all ofthe following criteria that are
applicable to the proposed development:

(1) The transportation system can safely and adequately accommodate the proposed development.

The Council finds that the proposed site plan complies with this criterion for the reasons stated in
the Staff Report's Findings of Fact and Conclusions regarding this criterion, as conditioned in the Staff
Report, and for the following reasons:

1.1 The Oregon Department of Transportation ("ODOT") submitted written testimony on October 6,
2008, proposing changes to proposed conditions of approval so that necessary ODOT processes to review
and approve construction plans, and to issue permits for construction on state highways, are resolved in a
timely manner.

1.2 The applicant submitted written testimony on October 8, 2008, requesting changes to many of the
same conditions of approval to allow some on-site construction to start before all of the off-site
improvements have been fully designed and permitted by the City and ODOT. The applicant argued that
delaying the issuance of any building permit for the construction of on-site improvements until after the
design and permitting of off-site improvements would introduce an unreasonable delay in project
construction.

1.3 No additional evidence was received with respect to these conditions. City Engineer Ron Irish
advised Council during its deliberations that the language in the proposed conditions regarding the timing
and sequencing of the on-site and off-site improvements was not unlike other conditions routinely
imposed by the City.

1.4 The City finds that the conditions proposed by the applicant and ODOT will ensure that all parties
can properly plan for and ensure the completion of off-site road improvements so that the transportation
system can safely and adequately accommodate the proposed development.

1.5 The City amends and restates Conditions 1.2 and 1.3 to the approval and adds new Conditions 1.5
and 1.6 to the approval:

Condition 1.2 Prior to issuance of building permits for the shopping center buildings, the
property owner/developer must dedicate the public right-of-way for the new east/west collector street
from Goldfish Farm Road to the west boundary of the shopping center property. The property owner
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must also secure any fill slope and construction easements necessary for the construction of the new
street. Fill, grading, foundation, or underground site utility permits, may be issued before the right-of
way is dedicated.

In the event that the applicant cannot secure the necessary off-site right-of-way and easements from the
adjoining parcel at 4196 Santiam Highway, the property owner must pay all City costs for condemnation
of the right-of-way. The applicant must provide a financial assurance acceptable to the City Attorney for
the costs of condemnation.

Condition 1.3 Prior to issuance of a fill, grading, foundation, or underground site utility permit,
the property owner/developer shall provide a financial assurance satisfactory to the City engineer for the
improvements described below. Prior to issuance of any other building permits for the shopping center
project, the property owner/developer must obtain construction permits from the agency with jurisdiction
over the facility (ODOT or City) and then construct or financially assure the improvements listed below.
(Santiam Highway is referred to as US-20 below). Occupancy permits for buildings in the shopping
center will not be issued until all of the street improvements required by ODOT are complete and
operational.

a. US-20 Site Frontage: Curb, gutter, sidewalk and pavement improvements shall be constructed as
part of the improvements, consistent with the construction plans authorized by ODOT as part of
the ODOT approach road permit.

b. US-20/Aimort Road: Construct roadway and traffic signal improvements as called for in the
March 2008 Transportation Impact Analysis as amended May 2008 (collectively, "TIA").
Although ODOT has agreed that the proposed mitigation actions are conceptually feasible, should
review of construction plans indicate the need for changes, changes to allow for constructability
will be made to meet ODOT requirements, with ODOT and the applicant acting reasonably.

c. US-20/Fescue Street: Construct roadway and traffic signal improvements as called for in the
TIA. Although ODOT has agreed that the proposed mitigation actions are conceptually feasible,
should review of construction plans indicate the need for changes, changes to allow for
constructability will be made to meet ODOT requirements, with ODOT and the applicant acting
reasonably.

d. US-20/Goldfish Farm Road: Construct roadway and traffic signal improvements at the US
20/Goldfish Farm Road intersection as called for in the TIA. Although ODOT has agreed that the
proposed mitigation actions are conceptually feasible, should review of construction plans
indicate the need for changes, changes to allow for constructability will be made to meet ODOT
requirements, with ODOT and the applicant acting reasonably. ODOT construction permits must
be obtained and the improvements constructed as called for in the ODOT approach road permit.

e. Goldfish Farm RoadlNew Collector Street: Construct a southbound right tum lane from Goldfish
Farm Road onto the new collector street together with a transition on the south side of the
intersection as shown on the Site Plan. Improvements must include the new curb, gutter,
sidewalk, pavement, and striping needed to accomplish the road widening.

f. New Collector Street: Construct a new collector street from Goldfish Farm Road to the west
boundary of the shopping center property (except as noted in the paragraph below).
Improvements shall be generally as shown on the Site Plan and include curb, gutter, and
sidewalk; a vehicle travel lane in each direction; a center left tum lane; and a bike lane in each
direction. A two-foot-wide concrete median island must be included from Goldfish Farm Road
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west to the eastern edge of the first driveway on the south side of the road. The sidewalk along
the coUector street must be setback from the curb by a landscape strip at least six feet in width.
The new coUector street may be constructed at the same time the owner/developer performs on
site fiU, grading, foundation, and underground utility work (pursuant to applicable permits) and
prior to dedication of right-of-way under Condition 1.2 above.

The last 50 feet (approximately) of the coUector street on the site will not be built at this time.
The grade of this section of street must be constructed to the grade shown on the street profile
submitted by the applicants to the City and attached to the email from Alan Lee to Jeff
Woodward on August IS, 2008. Before any building permits are issued for the shopping center
buildings, the applicant must pay to the City the estimated cost of constructing this last 50 feet of
the street. The estimate must be prepared by the applicant and must be approved by the City
Engineer.

Condition 1.5: The property owner/developershaU provide aU information needed by ODOT to
authorize modification of the traffic signals, and shaU construct aU signal modifications required by
ODOT prior to issuance of an occupancy permit.

Condition 1.6: The property owner/developer shaU submit aU application materials required by
ODOT to indenture a right-of-access to the emergency access approach road shown on the site plan unless
it is determined by the City and ODOT that this emergency access is not necessary or that the indenture is .
not necessary to obtain the emergency access approach road. If the emergency access approach road is
necessary, an ODOT approach road permit for the emergency access shaU be obtained and the approach
road constructed as caUedfor in the ODOT permit.

1.6 On October 8, 2008, Linn County submitted written testimony requesting that any approval by
the City of the applications be contingent upon the applicant adequately addressing and mitigating, to the
County's satisfaction, the traffic impacts to: (I) Goldfish Farm Road from US 20 to Knox Butte Road; and
(2) Three Lakes Road from Grand Prairie Road to Spicer Road.

1.7 The applicant responded to the County's testimony by explaining that the TIA indicated that these
sections of County roads had adequate capacity to operate within acceptable standards even after fuU
build-out of the development. City staff testified that Three Lakes Road was a greater distance from the
site than Goldfish Farm Road.

1.8 It is weU-settled that the choice between conflicting evidence is up to the Council if a reasonable
person could believe the evidence the Council relied upon in reaching its decision. Dodd v. Hood River
County, 317 Or 172, 179, 855 P2d 608 (1993). The Council finds that a reasonable person could rely
upon testimony from the County that this section of Goldfish Farm Road could be adversely affected due
to traffic generated by the development and, if left unmitigated, could threaten public safety.. The Council
finds that a reasonable person could rely upon the TIA and the testimony from City staff and the applicant
to determine that development of the site will not negatively impact Three Lakes Road.

1.9 The Council adds the foUowing Condition 1.7 to the approval, with the consent of the applicant:

Condition 1.7: Prior to the County's issuance of a Right-of-Way Encroachment Permit for work
in the Goldfish Farm Road right-of-way, the applicant shaU pay the amount of $175,000 to the Linn
County general fund in fuU satisfaction of any liability the applicant may have for traffic mitigation
measures on Goldfish Farm Road between US-20 and Knox Butte Road and any other improvements to
County roads.
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1.10 Public Comments: Opponents of the applications provided testimony regarding traffic. Their
testimony is summarized below. Findings responding to that testimony follow each of the concerns
expressed by the opponents. The findings below supplement the findings contained in the Staff Report,
which are incorporated herein by reference.

a. Trip Cap. Opponents expressed concern regarding the trip cap relating to the site and
how it would be enforced. They also testified that it was impossible to determine trip numbers without
knowing which entities would be using the site.

Response: The applicant's March 2008 TIA utilized Institute of Traffic Engineer ("ITE")
estimates to project that development on the site as proposed by the applicant would generate about 730
new vehicle trips at the peak hour, well below the 800 peak hour trips authorized by the Council in a
condition imposed on the zone change for the site. Marc Butorac, P.E. of Kittelson and Associates
testified that, in his professional opinion, he was confident that the proposed development would produce
traffic levels below the trip cap for the following reasons: (I) ITE trip rates are inherently conservative in
their assumptions with regard to trip generation; and (2) The trip cap itselfwas derived from ITE land use
820, the same land use used to estimate trips for the proposed development. Because the proposed
development assumes less overall development than the trip cap did, the trip generation cannot exceed the
trip cap.

City staffpresented testimony that reminded the Council that at the time the Council approved the
zone change for the site (Files CP-01-3 and ZC-OI-03), the Council rejected the possibility of requiring:
(I) Counts of the actual volume of traffic that is generated by development on the site; and (2) Additional
mitigation of traffic impact if the volume exceeded what was estimated using ITE rates. The reason the
Council rejected these requirements was because a traffic count on a particular day might not be
representative of the longer term volume of traffic that is actually generated by a particular development,
particularly given fluctuations in the economy and levels of competition. Staff further noted that the City
does not rely on actual traffic counts at any development in the City.

Finally, City staff rebutted the argument that it was impossible to determine trip numbers without
knowing for certain the identities of the end users of the site. Staff explained that the City relied on traffic
counts in the ITE Manual, 7th Edition, which were objective in nature and based upon the category of the
use, not the identity of the user. City staff further testified that the ITE Manual establishes models and
rates that are widely accepted in the field.

There is substantial evidence in the whole record that the development will comply with the trip
cap. Consistent with the Council's prior approval of the zone change decision (Files CP-01-3 and ZC-OI
3), the Council finds that there is no basis to enforce this standard over time and declines to do so in this
case. The Council further finds that the evidence establishes that the City does not need a tenant list from
the applicant in order to determine compliance with the trip cap, so long as the category of use is known
(as in this case). Finally, the Council finds that, consistent with the approval in the zone change decision
(Files CP-01-3 and ZC-OI-03), no development permits on the site will be applied for or approved until
the applicant records a restrictive covenant memorializing the trip cap in the Deed Records of Linn
County, Oregon. A copy of the restrictive covenant was included as an exhibit to the staff report for File
Nos. CP-01-3 and ZC-OI-03.

b. Secondary Access to Coastal Crossing Subdivision. Opponents requested a second
accessway to the Coastal Farms subdivision located south of the site to serve as an alternative to the
single existing accessway. The second accessway could accommodate emergency vehicles and serve as
an alternative to Goldfish Farm Road.
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Response: Mr. Butorac testified that according to the City's adopted Transportation System Plan
and Figure 5 of the May 16, 2008, memorandum prepared by Kittelson and Associates, Goldfish Farm
Road will ultimately be extended south and the new east/west collector street on the site will be extended
west to Timber Street, which will also be extended to the south. Mr. Butorac testified that these street
extensions will provide long-term alternative access to the subdivision. In the interim, Mr. Butorac
testified, the applicant had coordinated with the City's Fire Department to identify (and show on the site
plan) an emergency access from Highway 20 to the site in the area northwest of Building E. Emergency
vehicles can utilize this access if needed to cross the site and reach the subdivision. Finally, Mr. Butorac
noted that the applicant was proposing transportation improvements to mitigate the projected impacts of
the development such that traffic operations in the surrounding area would not be negatively impacted
and in some cases would improve upon full build-out of the development and the off-site improvements.

On the basis of this testimony, the Council finds that there is no basis to require the applicant to
complete additional improvements to provide an alternative means to access the subdivision, particularly
when the subdivision was built with only a single point of access and applicant's development will not
take away that access. As a result, the Council finds that any access problems identified by subdivision
residents were not being caused by the proposed shopping center development.

(2) Parking areas and entrance-exit points are designed to facilitate traffic and pedestrian safety
and avoid congestion.

The Council finds that the proposed site plan complies with this criterion for the reasons stated in
the Staff Report's Findings of Fact and Conclusions regarding this criterion, as conditioned in the Staff
Report, and for the following reasons:

2.1 The applicant requests clarification of Condition 2.6, which purports to require the applicant to
create and extend a shared cross-access driveway onto the neighboring property.

2.2 The City finds that this condition needs clarification to note that the applicant can only complete
improvements on its property and neither the City nor the applicant can compel the neighboring property
owner to participate in conjunction with these applications.

2.3 The City amends and restates Condition 2.6 to read as follows:

Condition 2.6 Provision for a two-way driveway connection must be accommodated in the form of a
curb cut from the shopping center property/parking lot on the northern parcel and stubbed out to the
adjoining parcel to the west to allow for a future driveway connection between the properties when the
adjoining property to the west redevelops.

(3) Public utilities can accommodatethe proposed development.

The Council finds that the proposed site plan complies with this criterion for the reasons stated in
the Staff Report's Findings of Fact and Conclusions regarding this criterion, as conditioned in the Staff
Report, and for the following reasons:

3.1 The applicant submitted a letter dated October 8, 2008, from Kevin Russell, P.E. at WRG Design
explaining that it is feasible for the applicant to comply with the City's engineering standards as set forth
in the Staff Report such that the site can be served by public utilities. Specifically, Mr. Russell stated
that, in his professional opinion, it is feasible for the applicant to design and construct a storm drainage
system to accommodate the proposed development, consistent with the requirements of ADC 12.530 and
applicable engineering standards. Further, Mr. Russell stated that, in his professional opinion, it is

56887-0007/lEGAl14820716.3
10/30/08 4:00 PM

6

285



feasible to design and construct all required public improvements consistent with the City's applicable
engineering standards.

3.2 No one offered substantial evidence to rebut this testimony.

3.3 Public Comments: Opponents of the development provided testimony regarding storm drainage.
Their testimony is summarized below. Findings responding to that testimony follow each of the concerns
expressed by the opponents. The findings below supplement the findings contained in the Staff Report,
which are incorporated herein by this reference.

a. Stormwater Drainage. Written and oral testimony was received expressing concern
whether the site's stormwater management system would function properly. Opponents inquired whether
stormwater run-off from the site would drain onto or flood adjacent properties (potentially carrying
contaminants from vehicles on the site). Opponents offered no substantial evidence in support of their
arguments but raised the questions.

Response: During the rebuttal period at the hearing on October 8, 2008, Mr. Russell responded to
these concerns and explained that the site's stormwater management system would be designed and
constructed consistent with City standards. As set forth in the applicant's stormwater management plans,
the applicant is constructing two on-site stormwater detention facilities that can detain runoff to handle a
25-year event and to include additional dead storage. Further, the system includes overflows in place to
account for a 100-year event.

With respect to possible contaminants entering the stormwater system from vehicles on the site,
Mr. Russell explained that the system would be designed and constructed to exceed City standards, which
do not include mandatory water quality standards. Mr. Russell noted that the detention pond as designed
would include water quality capabilities. He further explained that any contaminants introduced into the
parking field would be mitigated by catch basins that would collect the water and related contaminants
and convey them underground into the water quality pond.

With respect to drainage onto off-site properties, Mr. Russell explained that the site would not
drain onto off-site properties. Instead, the applicant will install a french drain on the southern and western
(south of the roadway) property lines. The drain on the southern property line will collect the existing
water runoff flowing onto the site from the south and release it into the existing ditch located to the west
and north of the site. The drain on the western (south of the new roadway) property line will collect the
water runoff that will flow from the slopes along the western edge of the site and release it into the exiting
ditch to the west and north of the site. A wall drain will be installed along the western (north of the new
roadway) property line that will collect the water runoff and release it to the existing ditch to the west and
north of the site. The slopes along the western property line are necessary to accommodate comments
received by the applicant from the City during its review of the applications. Water runoff from the site
into the existing ditch to the west and north of the site will be minimal.

City staff testified that some storm drainage from the site will be channeled into Cox Creek.
Based upon staff's analysis of information submitted by the applicant, Cox Creek can accommodate the
storm drainage from the shopping center.

3.4 The Council finds that the analysis regarding the design and function of the site's stormwater
management system is extensive and credible. The Council finds that the evidence demonstrates that the
drainage plan, including the stormwater detention and water quality treatment facilities, is designed in a
manner satisfying the City's standards. This finding is based upon the written and oral testimony
described above ofboth the applicant's engineer and the City's engineering staff.
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3.5 The Council finds that language in Condition 3.6 allowing the City to issue building permits for
the project before all of the public improvements have been made if the owner/developer provides an
improvement assurance, also applies to Conditions 3.! and 3.2 of the Staff Report. With its reference to
the "public improvements described above," Condition 3.6 is intended to be more general in nature and
encompass the situations discussed in Conditions 3.1 and 3.2.

3.6 The Council amends and restates Conditions of Approval3.! and 3.2 to the approval:

Condition 3.! The property owner/developer must construct a 12-inch public water main in the
proposed east/west collector street through the property. This public water main must be extended from
Goldfish Farm Road to the termination of the new east/west collector road approximately 50 feet east of
the western property line.

Condition 3.2 The property owner/developer must construct private and public storm drainage
facilities as shown on the Storm Sewer Plan that was submitted. However, alternate configurations to the
proposed routing of pipes at the intersection of Goldfish Farm Road and Highway 20, and potentially
along Highway 20 to the east, must be considered to avoid potential utility conflicts and so that parallel
systems are not constructed.

(4) Any specialfeatures ofthe site (such as topography, hazards, vegetation, wildlife habitat,
archaeological sites, historic sites, etc.) have been adequately considered and utilized.

The Council finds that the proposed site plan complies with this criterion for the reasons stated in
the StaffReport's Findings of Fact and Conclusions regarding this criterion, and as conditioned in the
Staff Report.

(5) The design and operating characteristics ofthe proposed development are reasonably
compatible with surrounding development and land uses, and any negative impacts have been
sufficiently minimized.

The Council finds that the proposed Site Plan Review application complies with this criterion for
the reasons stated in the Staff Report's Findings ofFact and Conclusions regarding this criterion, as
conditioned in the Staff Report, and for the following reasons:

5.1 A neighbor requested that the applicant provide a public pocket park in the buffer area along the
southern boundary of the property. The applicant testified that the area in question could not safely or
effectively function as a park, because it is part ofthe applicant's on-site stormwater management system
and at certain times, could have standing water within the pond area.

5.2 The Council finds that the applicant is not obligated to provide a pocket park, and under these
circumstances, a park in this location will not be safe for public use.

5.3 The applicant submitted a letter dated October 8, 2008, from Mike Andrews, Landscape Architect
at WRG Design, explaining that it is feasible, in Mr. Andrews' professional opinion, for the applicant to
comply with the City's landscape standards as set forth in ADC 9.150 when developing the site. No
substantial evidence to the contrary was presented. The City finds that it is feasible for the applicant to
comply with the applicable landscape standards as conditioned in the StaffReport.

5.4 The applicant submitted a supplemental noise analysis dated September 30, 2008, prepared by
Kerrie G. Standlee, P.E. ofDSA Engineers into the record. The purpose of this analysis was to measure
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impacts to vacant properties located in unincorporated Linn County. This analysis determined that the
presence of refrigerated trailer trucks operating their refrigeration units could exceed the applicable noise
standards for the site during nighttime hours. To mitigate these noise impacts, this study proposed
requiring the end user of Building A to shut off all refrigeration equipment within 6 minutes after arrival
at the south loading docks during nighttime hours.

5.5 The applicant also offered to require that all refrigerated truck deliveries occur during daytime
hours as an alternative form of mitigation.

5.6 The Council finds that the mitigation proposed in the supplemental noise analysis will be difficult
for both the applicant and the City to enforce. The City further finds that the site will comply with the
applicable noise standards during the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m, if there are no refrigerated trucks
operating their refrigeration units at Building A during these hours.

5.7 The Council adds the following condition to the approval:

Refrigerated truck-trailers will not be allowed to make deliveries at Building A between 10:00
p.m. and 7:00 a.m. The owner of the shopping center and/or tenant of Building A must provide
conspicuous signage on the site to notify truck drivers of this restriction. Contractual agreements between
the owner of the shopping center and/or tenant of Building A and suppliers must require this restriction.

B. Design Standards lADe 8.330-8.3901

The Council supplements the Staff Report with the following findings and conclusions regarding
the City's design standards:

8.330 Building Orientation. Building orientation and maximum setback standards are established to
help create an attractive streetscape and pleasantpedestrian environment.
(1) New commercial buildings shall be oriented to existing or new public streets. Building orientation
is demonstrated by placing buildings and their public entrances close to streets so that pedestrians have
a direct and convenient route from the street sidewalk to building entrances.
(a) On sites smaller than 3 acres, commercial buildings shall be oriented to the public street/sidewalk
and off-streetparking shall be located to the side or rear ofthe buildingts), except where it is not
feasible due to limited or no street frontage or where there are access restrictions.
(b) Buildings on larger sites may be setbackfrom the public street and oriented to traffic aisles on
private property, if the on-site circulation system is developed like a public street with pedestrian
access, landscape strips and street trees.

The Council finds that the proposed development complies with this criterion for the reasons
stated in the Staff Report's Findings of Fact and Conclusions regarding this criterion and as conditioned in
the StaffReport.

(2) At least one major public entrance shall be visible from the abutting public street Corner entrances
may be used to provide orientation to two streets. Customer entrances should be clearly defined, highly
visible, using features such as canopies, porticos, arcades, arches, wing walls, and planters.

The Council finds that the proposed development complies with this criterion for the reasons
stated in the Staff Report's Findings of Fact and Conclusions regarding this criterion, as conditioned in the
Staff Report, and for the following reasons:
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1.1 The applicant testified that it is unreasonable for the City to impose a condition that prohibits
locating public entrances on the parking lot (back) sides of Buildings B, C, D, E, and F, because it is not
required (or supported) by the requirements of the ADC, and its implementation in practice is not
compatible with market realities and customer expectations. The ADC's building orientation standards
specifically envision that new commercial buildings will have more than one "major public entrance," in
that ADC 8.330(2) only requires that "at least one" major public entrance be visible from the abutting
public street.

Second, the applicant testified that the Regional Center Zone (as opposed to the City Village
Center zones) is primarily intended for developments that serve the wider Albany region and for
developments that require large sites near Interstate 5. These legislative statements of purpose make it
clear that the RC zone is primarily an auto-dependent zone where the primary mode of transportation will
be automobile related. The City's parking standards in this zoning district are consistent with that
purpose. However, even in that context, after parking their automobiles in the on-site parking lot, those
drivers become pedestrians. Staff's concern that parking lot entrances would dominate the design or limit
the operational importance of the major entrance on the street can be dealt with through other types of
conditions that impose a better balance of access for customers arriving by different modes of
transportation.

Third, the applicant testified that, contrary to the Staff Report, multiple entrances to the same
business can be "clearly defined," provided the applicant implements the features identified in ADC
8.330(2) at each entrance. Finally, the applicant argued that market realities dictate a need for public
entrances on the parking lot side of the buildings. If the City's approval does not allow some flexibility in
this regard, it may prevent the leasing of the retail spaces altogether, which would lead to unsightly
vacancies along one of the City's primary thoroughfares.

1.2 No evidence was offered to rebut this testimony. Staff expressed support for allowing secondary
customer entrances on the parking lot side of these buildings, subject to design review by the Community
Development Director and provided that the primary customer entrances remained unlocked during
regular business hours.

1.3 The Council amends and restates Condition 1 (under this criterion) to the approval:

Major public entrances may not be located on the parking lot (back) sides of Buildings B, C, D,
E, and F. Secondary customer entrances are allowed on the parking lot sides of those buildings. The
design of secondary customer entrances must be approved by the Community Development Director at
the time building permits are issued for each building, or at the time a remodel project is proposed for any
of the buildings. Lease agreements must prohibit tenants from locking or limiting entry to the major
public entrances that abut the public street during regular business hours.

8.340 General Building Design. New commercial buildings shallprovide architectural reliefand
interest, with emphasis at building entrances and along sidewalks, to promote and enhance a
comfortable pedestrian scale and orientation. Blank walls shall be avoided except when not feasible.
(1) Groundfloor windows shall be provided alongfrontages adjacent to sidewalks. The main front
elevationts) ofbuildings shall provide windows or transparency at the pedestrian level in the following
minimum proportions:
District
RC, CC, NC, OP, MUC
MS, LE, PB, ES, MUR, WF
HD,CB
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The minimum window and door requirements are measured between 2 and 8 feet from the ground.
Only the glass portion ofdoors may be usedin the calculation. If there are upper floor windows, they
shall continue the vertical and horizontal character ofthe ground level windows.
(2) Walls that are visible from a public street shall include a combination ofarchitectural elements and
features such as offsets, windows, entry treatments, wood siding, brick stucco, synthetic stucco,
textured concrete block, textured concrete, and landscaping.

The Council finds that the proposed development complies with this criterion for the reasons
stated in the Staff Report's Findings of Fact and Conclusions regarding this criterion and as conditioned in
the Staff Report.

8.350 Street Connectivity and Internal Circulation. The following standards emphasize the importance
ofconnections and circulation between uses and properties. The standards apply to both public and
private streets.
(1) New commercial buildings may be required to provide street or driveway stubs and reciprocal
access easements to promote efficient circulation between uses and properties, and to promote
connectivity and dispersal oftraffic.
(2) The internal vehicle circulation system ofa commercial development shall be a continuation ofthe
adjacent public streetpattern wherever possible and promote street connectivity. The vehicle
circulation system shall mimic a traditional local street network and break the development into
numerous smaller blocks.
(3) Traffic lanes shall be internal to the site and shall not be located between the building(s) and the
sidewalk(s), except as provided in (4) below.
(4) Where drop offfacilities are provided, they shall be designed to meet the requirements ofthe
American with Disabilities Act but still provide for direct pedestrian circulation.
(5) Internal roadways shall be designed to slow traffic speeds. This can be achieved by keeping road
widths to a minimum, allowing parallel parking, andplanting street trees to visually narrow the road.

The Council finds that the proposed development complies with this criterion for the reasons
stated in the Staff Report's Findings of Fact and Conclusions regarding this criterion and as conditioned in
the Staff Report.

8.360 Pedestrian Amenities. Amenities such as awnings, seating, specialpaving and planters can have
a dramatic affect on the pedestrian environment Commercial developers should give as much thought
to the pedestrian environment as they give to vehicle access, circulation and parking. The standards for
pedestrian amenities are related to the scale of the development and also provide the flexibility for the
developer to select the most appropriate amenities for the particular site and use.
(1) All new commercial structures and improvements to existing sites shall provide pedestrian
amenities.
The number ofpedestrian amenities shall comply with the following sliding scale.
Size ofStructure or Improvement Number ofAmenities
Less than 5,000 sf 1
5,000 - 10,000 sf 2
10,001- 50,000 sf 3
More than 50,000 sf 4
(2) Acceptable pedestrian amenities include the following improvements. No more than two ofany item
may be used to fulfill the requirement:
(a) Sidewalks at least 10 feet wide with ornamental treatments (e.g., brick pavers), or sidewalks
which are 50% wider than required by the Code.
(b) Benches and public outdoors seatingfor at least four people.
(c) Sidewalk planterts) enclosing a total of8 square feet.
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(d) Pocket parks or decorative gardens (minimum usable area of300 square feet).
(e) Plazas (minimum usable area of300 square feet).
(j) Street trees that are 50 percent larger than required by the Code.
(g) Weather protection (awnings, etc.),
(h) Other pedestrian amenities that are 1I0tlisted but are similar ill scale and benefit.
(3) Pedestrian amenities shall comply with the following standards:
(a) Amenities shall be located outside the building main entrance, along pedestrian corridors, or near
transit stops. Amenities shall be visible and accessible to the general public from all improved public or
private street. Access to pocketparks, plazas, and sidewalks must be provided via a public right-of-way
or a public access easement.
(b) Amenities are 1I0tsubject to setback requirements.
(c) Amenities are consistent with the character and scale ofsurrounding developments. For example,
similarity ill awning height, benck style, planter materials, street trees, andpavers is recommended to
foster continuity ill the design ofpedestriaII areas. Materials should be suitable for outdoor use, easily
maintained, and have a reasonably long life cycle (e.g., 10 years before replacement),

The Council finds that the proposed development complies with this criterion for the reasons
stated in the Staff Report's Findings of Fact and Conclusions regarding this criterion and as conditioned in
the Staff Report.

8.370 Pedestrian Connections.
(1) New retail, office and institutional buildings at or near existing or planned transit stops shall
provide for convenient pedestrian access to transit.
(2) Walkways shall be provided connecting buildint; entrances and streets adjoining the site.
(3) Pedestrian connections to adjoining properties shall be provided except where such a connection is
impractical. Pedestrian connections shall connect the 011 site circulation system to existing or proposed
streets, walkways, and driveways that abut the property. Where adjacent properties are undeveloped or
have potential ofredevelopment, streets, accessways and walkways 011 site shall be iaid out or stubbed
to allow for extension the adjoining property. For the purposes ofthis section, "impractical" means
where one or more ofthe following conditions exist:
(a) Physical or topographic conditions make a connection impracticable. Such conditions include
but are 1I0tlimited to freeways, railroads, steep slopes, wetlands or other bodies ofwater where
a connection could not reasonable be provided;
(b) Buildings or other existing development 011 adjacent lands physically preclude a connection 1I0W
or ill the future considering the potential for redevelopment; or
(c) Where streets or accessways would violate provisions ofleases, easement, covenants,
restrictions or other agreements existing as ofMay 1,1995 which preclude a required street or
accessway connection.
(4) 011 sites at major transit stops provide the following:
(a) Either locate buildings within 20 feet ofthe transit stop, a transit street or all intersecting street or
provide a pedestrian plaza at the transit stop or a street intersection.
(b) A reasonable direct pedestrian connection between the transit stop and building entrances 011 the
site.
(c) A transit passenger landing pad accessible to disabled person.
(d) An easement or dedication for a passenger shelter ifrequested by the transit provider.
(e) Lighting at the transit stop.

The Council finds that the proposed development complies with this criterion for the reasons
stated in the Staff Report's Findings of Fact and Conclusions regarding this criterion and as conditioned in
the Staff Report
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8.380 Large Parking Areas. The amount ofparking neededfor larger commercial development can
result in a large expanse ofpavement. Landscaping within a parking area shall be incorporated in a
manner that is both attractive and easy to maintain, minimizes the visual impact ofsurface parking,
and improves environmental and climatic impacts. In addition to the provisions ofArticle 9, the
following standards apply to commercial development where more than 75parking spaces are
proposed.
(1) Walkways are necessaryfor persons who will access the site by walking, biking or transit. A
continuous pedestrian walkway at least 7feet wide shall be providedfrom the primaryfrontage
sidewalk to the customer entrance for each building. This internal walkway shall incorporate a mix of
landscaping, benches, drop-offbays and bicycle facilities for at least 50 percent ofthe length ofthe
walkway. The walkways must be designedfor access by disabled persons. If the walkway crosses a
parking area or vehicle aisle, the standards in subsection (2) below apply.
(2) For the safety ofpedestrians, parking lots shall be designed to separate pedestrians from vehicles
and include protectedpedestrian walkways from parking areas to building entrances. Walkways shall
be protected by landscaping or parking bumpers. Walkways shall have a minimum width of 7 feet with
no car overhang or other obstruction; 9' 6" for car overhang on one side; 12feetfor car overhang on
both sides. Walkways may cross a vehicle aisle ifdistinguished by a color, texture or elevation different
from the parking and driving areas. Walkways shall not share a vehicle aisle.
(3) The parking area shall be divided into pods ofno more than 50 spaces each with landscape strips,
peninsulas, or grade separations to reduce the visual impact oflarge expanses ofpaving, to direct
vehicular traffic through the parking lot; and to provide a location for pedestrian walkways.
(4) Pods may have access at one or both ends. A pod may be U'-shapedwith double access at one end.
(5) Pods shall be separated with physical breaks by providing one or more ofthe following:
(a) Landscape strips between parallelparking rows that are a minimum 5 feet in width with no car
overhang and 10 feet in width with a car overhang. When incorporatingpedestrian walkways,
such strips shall be a minimum of20feet in width to accommodate vehicular overhangs, walkways,
lights, posts and other appurtenances.
(b) Building pads, landscaped pedestrian walkways, interior streets or other site features.
(6) Landscapingfor large parking areas shall consist ofa minimum ofseven percent ofthe total
parking area plus a ratio ofone tree per eight parking spaces to create a canopy effect. The total
parking area includes parking spaces, travel aisles, sidewalks and abutting landscaped areas.

The Council finds that the proposed development complies with this criterion for the reasons
stated in the Staff Report's Findings of Fact and Conclusions regarding this criterion, as conditioned in the
Staff Report, and for the following reasons:

1.1 The Oregon Specialty Structural Code 1103.1 requires only one route designed for access by
disabled persons, provided that it is the most practical, direct route.

1.2 The Council adds the following condition to the approval:

At least one route designed for access by disabled persons shall be provided between each
building in the proposed development from public transportation stop(s), accessible parking spaces,
passenger loading and drop-off zones, and public streets or sidewalks. The accessible route shall be the
most practical, direct route.

8.390 Compatibility Details. Attention to detail can significantly increase the compatibility of
commercial development with adjacent uses. Commercial development shall be designed to comply
with the following applicable details and any other details warranted by the local conditions:
(1) On-site lighting is arranged so that light is reflected awayfrom adjoining properties and/or streets.
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(2) Any undesirable impacts produced on the site, such as noise, glare, odors, dust or vibrations have
been adequately screenedfrom adjacent properties.
(3) The site is protectedfrom any undesirable impacts that are generated on abutting properties.
(4) Unsightly exterior improvements and items such as trash receptacles, exterior vents and
mechanical devices have been adequately screened.
(5) Storage areas, trash collection facilities and noise generating equipment are located away from
public streets, abutting residential districts or development, or sight obscuring fencing has been
provided.
(6) Where needed, loadingfacilities are provided on-site and are ofsufficient size and number to
adequately handle the delivery or shipping ofgoods or people. Where possible, loading areas should
be designed so that vehicles enter and exit the site in a forward motion.

The Council finds that the proposed development complies with this criterion for the reasons
stated in the Staff Report's Findings of Fact and Conclusions regarding this criterion and as conditioned in
the Staff Report.

Co Adjustment Criteria CADC 2.080)

ADC 2.080 provides review criteria for an adjustment application as follows: Alternative setbacks in
developed areas are addressed in Sections 3.240, 4.130, and 5.130. All other adjustment requests will
be approved if the Director finds that the applicant has shown that the following criteria have been
met:

(1) The requested adjustment is for 10 percent or less ofthe numerical development standard.

The Council finds that the proposed adjustment complies with this criterion for the reasons stated
in the Staff Report's Findings of Fact and Conclusions regarding this criterion and as conditioned in the
Staff Report.

(2) The needfor the requested adjustment is created by the configuration ofan existing or proposed
structure on the site.

The Council finds that the proposed adjustment complies with this criterion for the reasons stated
in the Staff Report's Findings of Fact and Conclusions regarding this criterion and as conditioned in the
Staff Report.

D. Response to Additional Testimony

The applicant and opponents presented additional oral and written testimony after the preparation
of the Staff Report. Their testimony is summarized below by issue. Findings responding to that
testimony follow each issue.

1. Issne: An opponent argued that the proposed development would include a Wal-Mart. The
opponent further argued against allowing this user to locate in the development and requested that
the applicant agree not to allow Wal-Mart to operate on the site.

Response:

The Council finds that there is no evidence in the record indicating who will ultimately use the
site. In fact, the Staff Report specifically states that this information is not known. Further, the Council
concludes that the identity ofa tenant(s) is not within the scope of the mandatory approval criteria
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applicable to these applications. Accordingly, the Council has no legal basis to condition approval of the
development on the inclusion or exclusion ofany particular users or to request the applicant to agree to
same.

2. Issue: The applicant requested confirmation that ADC 12.070 would allow the applicant to
create the east/west collector street by deed and that no partition is required for this site.

Response:

ADC 12.070 states as follows:

Creation orStreets. Streets are usually created through the approval ofa subdivision or partition plat.
However, the City Council may also approve the creation of a street by acceptance of a deed. If the
creation of a street unintentionally results in a land partition, the owner is not required to apply for
partition approval as long as the resulting parceis comply with Code standards.

The Council agrees to approve the creation of the east/west collector street by acceptance of a
deed from the applicant in the City's standard form. The Council finds that creation of the east/west
collector street will unintentionally and completely divide the property in half, leaving an independent
parcel north of the road and another independent parcel south of the road. Thus, the Council finds that the
creation of the street unintentionally results in a partition of the site. ADC 4.090 establishes minimum
and maximum development standards, including that there is no required minimum lot width, lot depth,
or minimum or maximum lot size. ADC 12.060 requires that no development may occur unless the
development has frontage on or approved access to a public street currently open to traffic. After
dedication and construction of the east/west collector street, each of the independent parcels on the site
will comply with these standards. Accordingly, the Council finds that the applicant is not required to
apply for partition approval in order to develop the site.

3. Issue: Opponents contend in various written testimony that ADC 2.600, 2.650(5) and 2.660
require the City to condition development of the site to require that it be carried out in a manner that
minimizes impacts to homes in the Coastal Crossing subdivision, some of which are exhibiting signs of
structural deficiencies. Specifically, opponents express particular concern for shifting ground and soils,
water run-off, and vibration.

Response:

ADC 2.600 states the following:

Purpose. Site Plan Review is intended to promote functional, safe, and attractive developments, which
maximize compatibility with surrounding developments and uses and with the natural environment
Site Plan Review mitigates potential land use conflicts resulting from proposed development through
specific conditions attached by the review body. Site Plan Review is not intended to evaluate the
proposed use or the structural design ofthe proposal. Rather, the review focuses on the layout ofa
proposed development, including building placement, setbacks, parking areas, external storage areas,
open areas, and landscaping.

For the reasons set forth below, ADC 2.600 is only a purpose statement, is not a development
standard, and is therefore not applicable. LUBA has consistently held that where a purpose statement is a
generally worded expression of the motivation for adopting the regulation or the goals the local
government hopes to achieve by adopting the regulation, it does not playa direct role in reviewing the
applications for permits under the land use regulations. See, e.g., McKnight v. City of Portland, 51 Or
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LUBA 394, 399 (2006) (purpose statement of a Plan District was not a "regulation" and therefore did not
need to be considered in the same manner as actual regulations); Watts v. Clackamas County, 51 Or
LUBA 166, 172 (2006) (county did not err in failing to consider zoning code purpose statement when the
statement did not provide approval criteria directly applicable to the request); Home Builders Assoc. v.
City of Eugene, 41 Or LUBA 370, 385-86 (2002) ("[Clode provisions that do not apply as approval
criteria, such as purpose and applicability provisions are not 'approval standards' within the meaning of
ORS 197.307(6)."); Baker v. City ofGaribaldi, 49 Or LUBA 437,450 (2005) (purpose statement stating
in general terms "the basis and motivation for the PUD ordinance" did not require any additional actions
by the City, so no error for the City in not considering whether the purpose statement had been met);
Mace Cadwell and Union Lumber Co. v. Union County, 48 Or LUBA 500, 517 (2005) (when zoning code
provided a purpose statement, separate approval standards, and a specific requirement that any
conditional use "comply with standards of the zone for uses permitted outright," purpose statement was
not an approval standard); Bauer v. City ofPortland, 47 Or LUBA 459 (2004) (purpose provisions from
zoning code were not mandatory approval criteria). ADC 2.600 is a generally worded statement of the
City's intentions and objectives for the site plan review process. It is not a directive to the City to take or
refrain from taking a particular action. Moreover, it does not mention any factors that must be satisfied
before an approval can become final. The Council finds that this is not a mandatory approval criterion or
a basis to impose the condition requested by opponents.

ADC 2.650(5) is a an applicable review criterion for the site plan and requires the following:
"The design and operating characteristics ofthe proposed development are reasonably compatible with
surrounding development and land uses, and any negative impacts have been sufficiently minimized. "
As explained above, the Council finds that the proposed development complies with this criterion for the
reasons stated in the StaffReport's Findings of Fact and Conclusions regarding this criterion, as
conditioned in the Staff Report, for the reasons stated in these Supplemental Findings in response to this
criterion, and as conditioned in these Supplemental Findings. Opponents have not presented substantial
evidence to establish otherwise or to require the imposition of additional conditions. Moreover, the
Council finds that this section is intended to control impacts arising from the operation and use of the site
once developed, not those speculatively associated with the interim development activities of preparing
the site for the use. Therefore, although ADC 2.660 permits the City to attach conditions to the approval
of a Site Plan Review application in order to ensure that the proposal will conform to the applicable
review criteria, the Council finds that no additional conditions are necessary in this case.

4. Issue: Opponents contend that the requested adjustment is unnecessary.

Response:

This is a restatement of a concern previously addressed by the applicant in a letter from WRG
Design dated June 27, 2008, included as Attachment 5 to the Staff Report. The letter states as follows:

"The adjustment requested for the width of the drive aisles in the northern half of the development is
created by the required configuration of proposed Buildings B, D and E. ADC 8.330(1) requires that
these buildings be placed close to surrounding streets in order to create an attractive streetscape and
pleasant pedestrian environment. The Applicant has designed the project to conform to these
requirements as depicted in Exhibit A. The site has additional constraints, including the existing and
proposed street network, which includes alOft setback on the east-west collector street and along US 20
that creates a narrow development site surrounded by public streets on three sides, the need to locate a
stormwater facility in the northeast comer of the site, and the lack of direct access onto either Goldfish
Farm Road or US 20.
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The site's pedestrian and vehicular circulation system is designed with the goal of providing safe,
convenient, and attractive ingress to and egress from the site and each of the individual buildings on the
site. However, in light of the site' constraints and the required configuration of the buildings, it is
infeasible to design a parking and circulation system that complies with all of the City's standards. Rather
than sacrifice the attractive configuration of the buildings, reduce parking lot landscaping, or minimize
pedestrian connections, the Applicant has proposed to slightly reduce parking lot aisle widths for interior
portions of the northern parcel. This reduction will not reduce the use or functionality of the parking field
or jeopardize the safety of pedestrians, bicyclists, or vehicles on the site and will meet the intent of the
ADC."

The Staff Report adopts the responses in this letter by reference as findings in support of the decision to
approve the applications with conditions.

Since the date of this letter, the applicant has modified the site plan to include five (5) buildings (B, C, D,
E, and F) on the northern portion of the property. These buildings are subject to the siting requirements
of ADC 8.330(1). In addition, the record reflects the continued existence ofthe remaining site constraints
described in the letter. Accordingly, on the basis of this evidence and the further findings made in
response to ADC 2.080, the Council finds that the application satisfies the applicable standards for
approval of the requested adjustment to the minimum drive aisle width.

5. Issue: Opponents contend that the on-site truck route should be placed to minimize the impact of
truck traffic (frequency, noise, and pollution) on residents.

Response:

This is a restatement of a concern previously addressed by the applicant in a letter from WRG
Design dated June 27, 2008, included as Attachment 5 to the Staff Report. The letter states as follows:

"The driveway that runs parallel to the southern property line will be located a minimum of 30 feet and up
to 56 feet from the property line. In between the southern edge of the driveway and the south property
line will be a densely planted vegetative screen consisting of large evergreen trees and shrubs. In
addition, a solid six-foot screen wall will be located on the southern property line to enhance screening of
truck noise and pollution.

The Applicant commissioned a noise study to verify that the six-foot screen wall will mitigate the
anticipated truck noise. The study evaluated a worst case scenario that assumed refrigerated and dry good
delivery trucks could arrive at Building A at any hour of the day or night. The analysis concluded that the
most significant amount of noise to impact residents will be generated by the chillers on top of the
Building A roof - not trucks. In order to off-set the noise from chillers, individual eight (8) feet high
barriers could be constructed along side the chillers to effectively reduce their noise. Once the mitigation
measures are included with the development, all noise produced by the shopping center will satisfy all
DEQ noise regulation requirements. As verified by the noise study, the combination of distance,
vegetative screening, and the solid screen wall adequately addresses the concern expressed about the
potential negative impact of truck traffic on the residential neighborhood to the south of the project site."

The Staff Report adopts the response from this letter by reference as findings in support of the decision to
approve the applications with conditions. The Council finds that this testimony establishes that the on
site truck route has been designed to mitigate impacts on residents.

6. Issue: Opponents contend that the lack of an access on Highway 20 will create congestion on
Goldfish Farm Road.
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Response:

This is a restatement of a concern previously addressed by the applicant in a letter from WRG
Design dated June 27, 2008, included as Attachment 5 to the Staff Report. The letter states as follows:

"An ingress/egress point along Highway 20 will not be necessary for the proposed development. The
nearby road network (including Goldfish Farm Road) will require certain improvements to mitigate
anticipated traffic impacts of the proposed development. Details of these improvements are included in
the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) submitted with the application. When all of the mitigation measures
proposed by the Applicant are implemented, Goldfish Farm Road and Highway 20 will have enough
capacity to accommodate the increased volume of traffic. This is supported by the letter submitted by
ODOT dated June 2, 2008 that indicates an acceptable package of mitigation can be provided with the
development.

The Applicant is also proposing improvements to the freeway off-ramps in the area as part of the
mitigation measures included with the development as detailed in the TIA. The proposed improvements
will extend the functional life of the ramp terminal and improve operating conditions."

The Staff Report adopts the responses in this letter by reference as findings in support of the decision to
approve the applications with conditions. The Council likewise adopts these findings in response to
opponents' restated contention.

7. Issue: Opponents expressed concern regarding the type of trees that will be installed in the buffer
along the southern property line.

Response:

This is a restatement of a concern previously addressed by the applicant in a letter from WRG
Design dated June 27, 2008, included as Attachment 5 to the Staff Report. That letter states as follows:

"The trees within the landscaped area along the southern property line are coniferous trees which will
establish an evergreen visual buffer. The trees were selected primarily with non-needled foliage to
minimize the impact of falling leaves or needles. No pine trees have been specified and the trees which
were selected are varieties which will not get too tall or broad, thereby minimizing overhang into the
adjoining properties. In addition, the trees were selected based on site-specific conditions, including a
high water table. The trees will be staked at the time ofplanting, and the solid screen wall will offer some
degree of a windbreak for the trees."

The Staff Report adopts the responses in this letter by reference as findings in support of the decision to
approve the applications with conditions. The Council likewise adopts these findings in response to
opponents' restated contention.

8. Issue: Opponents expressed concern that the stormwater ponds may have stagnant water, which
will produce mosquitoes.

Response:

This is a restatement of a concern previously addressed by the applicant in a letter from WRG
Design dated June 27, 2008, included as Attachment 5 to the Staff Report. That letter states as follows:
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"A side effect of these ponds is the creation of some standing water. However, a significant amount of
stagnant water will not occur with the proposed plan, and it will be far less than the existing 4 acre pond
on site. At most, twelve inches of water will pond at the eastern portion of the southern pond, and within
the northern pond, during winter months when mosquito habitat is not supported. During the summer
months, when breeding occurs, when there is significant breeding, there is minimal storm water run-off
and minimal standing water to support mosquito habitat."

The Staff Report adopts the responses in this letter by reference as findings in support of the decision to
approve the applications with conditions. The Council likewise adopts these findings in response to
opponents' restated contention.

9. Issue: An opponent contends that the entire City process is flawed and biased, because the City
relies on plans and studies prepared by the applicant's consultants.

Response:

Pursuant to Oregon law, the applicant bears the burden of proof in this matter. Thus, it is typical
(and consistent with the ADC) that the applicant retains consultants to prepare plans and studies to
establish that the applicant satisfies its burden in this case. City staff and other applicable regulatory
agencies (e.g., ODOT) have reviewed the methodologies and conclusions of these studies and have
approved them, subject to conditions stated herein and in the StaffReport. Opponents have not presented
any substantial evidence, such as an alternative traffic study or evidence explaining in what specific ways
the applicant's studies are flawed, to lead to any other reasonable conclusion or to require the imposition
of additional conditions by the Council. Instead, as explained above, the Council finds that the studies
and plans in the record establish that the proposed development complies with the applicable approval
criteria for the reasons stated in the Staff Report's Findings of Fact and Conclusions, as conditioned in the
Staff Report, for the reasons stated in these Supplemental Findings, and as conditioned in these
Supplemental Findings. Thus, the Council finds that the City's process is not flawed or biased.

10. Issue: An opponent contends that the City's procedures are flawed, because they only require
disclosure of ex parte contacts that might bear negatively on the applicant.

Response:

The applicable provisions of state and local law are the following:

ORS 227.180(3) requires that in the event of any ex parte contact or bias resulting from such contact with
the member of a decision-making body, the member of the decision-making body must disclose the
substance of the contact or bias on the record and provide an opportunity for rebuttal.

ADC 1.460, which states:

Ex Parte Contacts. The general public has a right to have review body members free from prehearing
or ex parte contacts on matters heard by them. It is recognized that a countervailing public right is
free access to public officials on any matter. Should ex parte communications occur at the beginning
of the hearing, the review body member shall reveal the source and substance of any significant
prehearing or ex parte contacts regarding any matter at the commencement of the public hearing on
such and the Chair shall allow for rebuttal of any information received through ex parte contact If
such contacts have not impaired the member's impartiality or ability to vote on the matter, the member
shall so state and shall participate or abstain in accordance with the following section.

56887·0007/LEGAL 14820716.3
10/30/084:00 PM
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Both state and local laws provide for disclosure of any ex parte contact, regardless of who initiates it or
which side is potentially affected by it. Thus, the Council finds that. the opponent has misstated the
applicable law in this area. Moreover, in this case, at the commencement of the public hearing in this
matter, Mayor Bedore provided an opportunity for Council members to declare ex parte contacts and for
members of the public to rebut same. Thus, the Council finds that its procedures complied with
applicable law in this case and there has been no error.

11. Issue: An opponent requested that the City postpone its decision in this matter until it has
received a "full and complete study of the economic impact on the City."

Response:

The applicant testified at the hearing in this matter that development of the project would
represent an investment of approximately $45 million in the community (including approximately $3
million in public infrastructure improvements) and would likely generate 250 to 300 construction jobs
and 500 long-term service-sector positions. Moreover, the project is expected to produce $800,000 per
year in ad valorem tax revenue. The applicant will also pay System Development Charges in accordance
with standard City rates and procedures at the time that building permits are issued on the site. No
substantial evidence was offered to rebut this testimony, to identify any specific costs that the
development may impose on the City, or to explain how this issue relates to any applicable mandatory
approval criteria. The Council finds that this evidence establishes that the development of the site in
accordance with the applications, as conditioned, will provide a substantial fiscal benefit to the
community. For these reasons, the Council finds that there is no reason to complete an additional study
on this issue.

12. Issue: An opponent contends that development of the shopping center project will negatively
impact property values in the Coastal Crossing subdivision.

Response:

The opponent has not offered any evidence to substantiate this contention. Accordingly, the
Council finds that there is no substantial evidence in the whole record to support this contention.

56887-0007/lEGAlI4820716.3
10/30/084:00 PM
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ORDINANCE NO. _

AN ORDINANCE TO LEVY ASSESSMENTS AGAINST PROPERTY SPECIFICALLY BENEFITED
BY SEWER AND WATER CONNECTIONS AND THE ASSESSMENT OF SEWER, WATER,
PARKS, AND TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGES FOR PROPERTY
DESCRIBED AS TAX LOT 400, OF PARCEL IlS-03W-08CC, AND SITE ADDRESS 1910 GEARY
ST SE; AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY.

WHEREAS, the Sewer and Water System Development Charges, as referred to in this ordinance, are to
provide sewer and water connections to serve the structures on this property; and

WHEREAS, the Transportation System Development Charge is intended to assess charges for future
expansion or capacity increases to the system. This expansion is aimed at providing additional levels of
services to the existing road network; and

WHEREAS, the Parks System Development Charge is intended to impose a portion of the public cost of
capital improvements for parks upon properties where developments create the need, or increase the
demand for park improvements; and

WHEREAS, these charges will be assessed on the property described as Tax Lot 400, of Parcel number
IIS-03W-08CC, and site address 1910 Geary St SE. This property is being developed as Geary Street
Apartments, which will include six apartment buildings, SP-18-08.

THEREFORE, THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF ALBANY DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1: The Sewer, Water, and Transportation System Development Charges and the assessments for
the same will be levied according to the provisions of Albany Municipal Code, Chapter 15.16. The Parks
System Development Charge and the assessment for the same will be levied according to the provision of
Albany Municipal Code, Chapter 15.20.

Section 2: The total cost of the Sewer, Water, Transportation, and Parks System Development Charges is
$228,451.58.

(See attached assessment sheet)

Section 3: The City Recorder is hereby directed to enter a statement ofthe assessments as provided above
in the docket of the City liens and give notice thereof as provided by law.

Section 4: Inasmuch as this ordinance is necessary for the immediate preservation of the peace, health,
and safety of the City of Albany, Oregon, an emergency is hereby declared to exist; and this ordinance
will be in full force and effect immediately upon passage by the Council and approval by the Mayor.

Passed by the Council: _

Approved by the Mayor: _

Effective Date: _

Mayor
ATTEST:

City Clerk

H:\Dala\WORDIOl'dil1aJlCe.1'IKCH Enlerprises Ordinance GearySIApts.doc
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Owner of Record Property Description Assessment Description

KCH Enterprises, LLC Acreage Parks SDC
Kevin Harrison 1910 Geary St SE Amount: $ 50,314.58
10355 Liberty Rd S Albany, OR 97322 Acct # psdcOOOO-5659-001
Salem, OR 97306 lIS 03W 08CC 00400 Geary Street Apartments

KCH Enterprises, LLC Acreage Sewer SDC
Kevin Harrison 1910 Geary St SE Amount: $102,168.00
10355 Liberty Rd S Albany, OR 97322 Acct # ssdc5700-0001-000
Salem, OR 97306 lIS 03W 08CC 00400 Geary Street Apartments

KCH Enterprises, LLC Acreage Transportation SDC
Kevin Harrison 1910 Geary St SE Amount: $ 49,670.00
10355 Liberty Rd S Albany, OR 97322 Acct # stsdc5700-0001-000
Salem, OR 97306 11S 03W 08CC 00400 Geary Street Apartments

KCH Enterprises, LLC Acreage WaterSDC
Kevin Harrison 1910 Geary St SE Amount: $ 26,299.00
10355 Liberty Rd S Albany, OR 97322 Acct # wsdc5700-0001-001
Salem, OR 97306 11S 03W 08CC 00400 Geary Street Apartments

Report Total: $228,451.58

H:\Dma\WORD\OrdiIlGncesIKCH Enterprlse,,- Ordinance GearySIApts.doo
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TO:

VIA:

FROM:

DATE:

Albany City Council

Wes Hare, City Manager

Jim Delapoer, City Attorney"jD

November 6, 2008, for the November 12, 2008, City Council Meeting

SUBJECT: Changes in Downtown Parking Enforcement

RELATES TO STRATEGIC PLAN THEME:. An Effective Government

Action Reguested:

Adopt changes to AMC 1321 regulating parking in the downtown enforcement area.

Discussion:

The current provisions of AMC Chapter 13, which allow Parkwise to enforce downtown parking
regulations, need to be updated to address concerns raised by Circuit Judge Glen Baisinger and to
bring our ordinance format into complete compliance with Parkwise's current enforcement
efforts. In the past, Parkwise enforcement officers would issue citations which, if not paid, were
then turned over to a collection agency, In a small claims proceeding in 2006, Judge Baisinger
questioned whether Parkwise actually had sufficient ordinance authority to impose fines which
could then be collected as civil judgments.

In order to address this concern, staff proposes to change the enforcement procedures so that
offenders who disregard their parking citations or refuse to resolve the issue with the Parkwise
Board of Parking Reconciliation will be cited into Municipal Court and subject to the infraction
penalties available there, Essentially, the ordinance changes allow Parkwise to benefit from the
enforcement strength of our Municipal Court in the relatively rare cases where citizens refuse to
pay their citations.

City staff met with Parkwise staff several times in 2007 and 2008 to review existing code
language and prepare new language to clarify the Parkwise role.

In brief, the amending ordinance:
• Makes it clear that employees of the Downtown Association or Parkwise are issuing

officers entitled to issue parking citations under the Albany Municipal Code,
• Specifies an alternative procedure for issuing citations. The current procedure does not

follow the Code since Parkwise cites violators to appear before a committee of the
Downtown Association Board rather than into Municipal Court, The revised ordinance
formally establishes the Board of Parking Reconciliation and allows that board to try to
compromise and settle parking violations. The ordinance also prescribes a process for the
enforcement officer to issue citations into Municipal Court if the violator does not appear
before the Board of Parking Reconciliation or does not pay the fine.

• Provides alternative citation options. If a police officer issues a parking citation, s/he
follow customary practice by citing into Municipal Court. Parkwise staff would only cite
into Municipal Court if the Reconciliation Board option fails.

• Makes it clear that Parkwise citations into Municipal Court must meet the minimum
requirements ofORS 221.333. The existing Code cites an out-of-date statute.
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Albany City Council
Page 2
November 6, 2008

• Establishes an affirmative defense for people to avoid a citation if they are a patron of a
downtown business or office or a downtown resident.

Budget Impact:

None.

JVBD: mms:de
Attachment
c: Ed Boyd, Chief of Police

Rick Rogers, Albany Downtown Association

U:lAdministrative Services\CityManager's OfjicelResolution\Parkwise changescerna 11~08.doc
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 13.21 OF THE ALBANY MUNCIPAL CODE
CONCERNING PARKING REGULATIONS AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY.

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF ALBANY DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section I: AMC 13.21.115 (3)(a) is amended Ie read as fullews replaced with the following:

(3)(a) Except as provided in snbsection (3)(b) and (c) ofthis section, no person shall:
(i) at an area designated for limited time parking or for customer parking;
(Ii) cause, allow, suffer or permit any motor vehicle owned, operated or controlled
by that person to be parked in violation of a sign limiting parking beyond the
limitations applicable to customer-only parking as provided in subsection (v) below
(iii) cause, allow, suffer or permit any motor vehicle owned, operated or controlled
by that person to be parked in a manner which occupies more than one designated
parking space.
(iv) cause, allow, suffer or permit any motor vehicle owned, operated or controlled
by that person to be parked in a city-owned parking space leased by the Albany
Downtown Association or Parkwise to someone other than the violator.
(v) canse, allow, snffer or permit any motor vehicle owned, operated or controlled
by that person to be parked longer than the time designated for customer-only
parking.

Section 2: 8eeHen AMC 13.21.130 ef the Albany MHflieipal Cede is amended Ie read as fuJlews
replaced with the following:

13.21.130 Enforcement responsibility.
The Chief of Police and police officers employed by the City shall have the responsibility for
the enforcement of the provisions of this chapter. In addition, other persons or
corporations including, but not limited to, individuals employed by the Albany Downtown
Association or Parkwise to perform parking enforcement duties shall have authority and
responsibility to enforce the parking regulation set forth at AMC 13.21.115. Both police
officers, having general enforcement authority, and person or corporations contracted to
manage parking within the downtown area as noted above, shall be considered "issuing
officers" for the purposes of ORS 221.333.

Section 3: AMC 13. 21.140 is amended to read as follows:

13.21.140Responsibility of owner for parking violations.

(I) The owner of a vehicle parked in violation of AMC 13.21.010 through 13.21.120 shall be
responsible for the offense. except where the use of the vehicle was secured by the operator
without the owner's consent.
(2) In a prosecution of a vehicle owner charged with a violation of AMC 13.21.010 through
13.21.120, proof that at the time of the alleged violation the vehicle was registered with the
appropriate motor vehicle licensing authority of any state as belonging to the defendant shall raise
a disputable presumption that he/she was the owner at the time of the violation in question.
(3) In any prosecution of a vehicle owner charged with a violation of AMC 13.21.115, it
shall be an affirmative defense if the violator establishes that, at the time the vehicle is
parked in a customer only area, the offender was a customer, patron, or guest, of a business,
office, or resident owning or occupying property within the downtown parking area."

U:IAdministrative ServiceslCity Manager's Office\Ordinance\Parkwise Changes09~08 final.doc Page I of3

305



Section 4: AMC 13.21.160 is amended to read as follows:

13.21.160 Methods of charging parking violations.

(I) Whenever any officer having enforcement responsibility as provided in AMC 13.21.130 shall
have reasonable cause to believe that a vehicle is parked in violation of any of the provisions
of AMC 13.21.010 through 13.21.120, excluding 13.21.115, he/she shall issue a citation in
conformance with ORS 221.340, and file the original thereof with the Municipal Court Clerk
or such other person as the Clerk may designate to receive such citations.

(2) Whenever any officer having enforcement responsibility as provided in AMC 13.21.130
shall have reasonable cause to believe that a vehicle is parked in violation of any of the
provisions of AMC 13.21.115, he/she shall issue a citation as set forth below.

(a) The citation shall cite the violator to appear before a board of parking reconciliation
which shall be established by the Albany Downtown Association or Parkwise to provide
initial adjudication and resolution of parking violations. The Board of Parking
Reconciliation is authorized to compromise and settle parking violations with the
person charged with a violation npon such terms as the board deems just. If the
forfeitnre is not paid pursuant to the schedule and amonnt set forth herein or if the
penalty determined by the Board of Parking Reconciliation is not paid, as prescribed
by the Board, the enforcement officer who initiated the original citation shall cause a
citation to be filed with the Albany Municipal Court and delivered to the Defendant by
first-class mail, postage prepaid, addressed to the Defendant at his/her address as
shown by the records then maintained by the Oregon. Department of Motor Vehicles.
The parking citation shall conform to the requirements of section (2) hereof. The
penalty established by the forfeiture schedule set forth herein or the Board of Parking
Reconciliation, whichever is greater, shall be noted on the parking citation.

(b) In order to file a parking citation with the Albany Municipal Conrt, the original thereof
shall be filed with the Municipal Conrt Clerk or such other person the clerk may
designate to receive such citations. The citation shall be in conformance with the
requirements of ORS 222.333."

(c) Before midnight on the tenth day following the date of the alleged violation, any person
charged with a violation of AMC 13.21.115(3)(a)(i-iv) may, without personal
appearance before the Board of Parking Reconciliation, make a forfeiture deposit in
the amount shown on the citation charging such offense, which amount shall be $25.00.
Thereafter, the forfeiture amount shall increase to $30.00 if paid before midnight on
the 30th day following the alleged violation. If not paid by such date, the forfeiture
amount shall increase to $60.00

(d) Before midnight on the tenth day following the date of the alleged violation, any person
charged with a violation of AMC 13.21.115(3)(a)(v) may, without personal appearance
before the Board of Parking Reconciliation, make a forfeiture deposit in the amount
shown on the citation charging such offense, which amount shall be $5.00. Thereafter,
the forfeiture amount shall increase to $10.00 if paid before midnight on the 30'h day
following the alleged violation. If not paid by such date, the forfeiture amount shall
increase to $20.00.

U:\Administrative Services\Cily Manager's OjJicelOrdinancelParkwise Changes 09-08final.doc Page 2 of3

306



Section 5: AMC 13.21.170 (1) FerfeitHre is amended to read as follows:

(1) Before midnight on the fourteenth day following the date of the alleged violation, any person
charged with a violation of AMC 13.21.010 through 13.21.120, excluding AMC 13.21.115, may,
without personal appearance before the Municipal Judge, make a forfeiture deposit in the amount
shown on the citation charging such offense, which amount shall be for an alleged violation of:

(a) AMC 13.21.020(1), 13.21.030 (1) through (14),13.21.050(1), 13.21.070, 13.21.080, 13.21.090,
13.21.100, and any other violation of 13.21.010 through 13.21.120, excluding AMC 13.21.115,
and any other parking regulations for which a specific forfeiture deposit is not set forth below,
l-J.
(b) AMC 13.21.020(2), 13.21.040, l-J.
(c) AMC 13.21.030(12), l-J.
(d) AMC 13.21.050(2) and (3), l-J.

Emergency Clause. 1n as much as this ordinance is necessary for the immediate preservation of the public
peace, health, and safety of the city of Albany, and an emergency is hereby declared to exist; and this
Ordinance shall take effect and be in full force and effect when signed by the Mayor.

Passed by the Council:

Approved by the Mayor: _

Effective Date:

Mayor

ArrEST:

City Clerk

U:lAdministrative ServiceslCity Manager's Office\Ordinance\Par~wjse Changes 09~08 jinal.doc Page 3 of3

307



Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

Ibany-
--illersburg, Oregon

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
435 W First Ave• • P.O. Box 548. Albany. OR 97321

Memo

October 29,2008

Albany City Council

John Pascone, South Santiam Enterprise Zone
On behalf of John Hitt, City of Lebanon, Zone Co-Manager

Request for Approval
Entek Membranes, LLC
Agreement for Extended Enterprise Zone Benefits

Reason for Request
Entek has submitted an Enterprise Zone Authorization Application and has requested
Extended Benefits beyond the regular three year tax exemption. Regulations require that
the company enter into an Agreement with the city and other enterprise zone sponsors. In
order to qualify for the additional two years, the company must pay 150% of Linn County's
Average Annual Wage to the new employees; which they have agreed to do.

The project is a $12.9 million expansion adding another production line; 8 new jobs will be
created.

Since the company is planning on expanding in the City of Lebanon, the Lebanon city
council has already approved the agreement. The approval of the other sponsors; City of
Albany, Millersburg and Linn County is now required.

The City of Millersburg council and Linn County commissioners have already approved
the agreement.

Thank you for your support.
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RESOLUTION NO. _

A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN EXTENDED PROPERTY TAX ABATEMENT AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE CITY OF ALBANY, A COSPONSOR OF THE SOUTH SANTIAM ENTERPRISE
ZONE, AND ENTEK MEMBRANES, LLC

WHEREAS, Entek Membranes, LLC, is investing in construction of a third product line; and

WHEREAS, Entek Membranes, LLC, intends to add eight new employees; and

WHEREAS, Entek Membranes, LLC, anticipates providing average pay and benefits to these employees
equal to or greater than ISO percent of the Linn County average, as required under ORS 285C.160; and

WHEREAS, Entek Membranes, LLC" which is located in the city of Lebanon, has applied to extend the
property tax abatement for which it qualifies through its inclusion in the South Santiam Enterprise Zone;
and

WHEREAS, the City of Lebanon has requested support of this agreement from the other cosponsors of
the South Santiam Enterprise Zone; and

WHEREAS, the City of Albany is a cosponsor of the South Santiam Enterprise Zone.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the attached Extended Abatement Agreement is hereby
approved by the Albany City Council.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE THIS 12rHDAY OF NOVEMBER 2008.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

U:\Economic DevelopmentlEnterprise ZonelEntek Membranes LLCEnterprise Zone-resolution-doc
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AGREEMENT FOR OREGON ENTERPRISE ZONE EXTENDED ABATEMENT

AGREEMENT WITH THE SOUTH SANTIAM ENTERPRISE ZONESPONSORS TO EXTEND
PROPERTY TAX EXEMPTION TO FIVE CONSECUTIVE YEARS IN TOTALFOR CAPITAL
INVESTMENT BY ENTEK MEMBRANES, LLC.

The sponsors of the South Santiam Enterprise Zone comprising the governing bodies of
the City of Albany, City of Lebanon, City of Millersburg and Linn County (hereinafter "The Zone
Sponsor") and ENTEKMembranes, Lebanon (hereinafter "The Firm") do herebyenter intoan
agreement for extending the period of time in which The Firm shall receive an exemption on its
investmentin qualified property in the South santiam Enterprise Zone contingent on certain
special requirements, underORS 285C.160 (2003).

The Zone SponsorandThe Firmjointly acknowledge: that subjectto submission and approval
of an application for authorization and the satisfaction of other requirements underORS
285C.050to 285C.250, The Firm is eligible for three years of complete exemption on its
qualifiedproperty; that nothing in this agreement shall modifyor infringe on this three-year
exemption or the requirements thereof. and that this agreement becomes null and void if The
Firm does not qualifyfor these three years of the exemption.

The Zone Sponsorextends The Firm's property tax exemption an additional two years on all
property that initiallyqualifies in the South Santiam Enterprise Zone in the assessment year
beginning on January 1. 2010 and. thus, sets a total period of exemption of five consecutive
years duringwhich statutory requirements for the standard three-year enterprise zone
exemption must alsobe satisfied and maintained.

CONFIRMATION OF STATUTORY PROVISIONS

In order to receive the additional two years of enterprise zone exemption granted herein, The
Firm agrees herewith under285C.160 (3) (a) (A) that for each year ofthe entireexemption
period. all of The Firm's new employees shall receive an average level of compensation equal
to or greaterthan 150percentof the countyaverage annualwage, in accordance with the
specific definitions and guidelines in Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR), Chapter 123, Division
065, which provides that:

1. Such compensation may include non-mandatory benefits that can be monetized;

2. The county average annual wage is set at the time of authorization, except as pursuant to
ORS 285C.160 (4), according to the 2006 Linn County average annual wage rate of
$33,486 for which 150 percent equals $50,229.

Z:\ADM/MEnterpriseZone\ENiEKExtendedTaxAbawmentAgreement2008.doc Page 1 of2
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3. Only employees working at jobs filled for the first time after the application for authorization
but by December 31 of the first full year of the initial exemption and performed within the
current boundaries of the South Santiam Enterprise Zone are counted; and

4. Only full-time, year-round and non-temporary employees engaged a majority of their time in
The Firm's eligible operations consistent with ORS 285C.135 & 285C.200(3) are counted.
regardless if such employees are leased. contracted for or otherwise obtained through an
external agency or are employed directly by The Firm.

LOCAL ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS

For The Firm to receive the additional two years of enterprise zone exemption granted herein,
the Zone Sponsor and The Firm agree that there are no additional requirements besides the
statutory requirements.

ACCEPTING FOR THE CITY OF LEBANON.
A ZONE SPONSOR OF THE SOUTH
SANTIAM ENTERPRISE ZONE:

~g
Ken t . 0 bs. Mayor

ACCEPTING FOR ENTEK
MEMBRANES, LLC:

Daniel T. Powell, Chief Financial Officer

The City ofAlbany, City of Millersburg and Linn County, zone co-sponsors, approve this
Agreement by passing separate Resolutions. Copies of which are attached.

Z:\ADMIMEnlerpriseZone\ENTEKExlendedTaxAbalementAgroemenI200B.doc Page 20f2
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A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN EXTENDED
PROPERTY TAX ABATEMENT AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE CITY OF LEBANON, A CO
SPONSOR OF THE SOUTH SANTIAM ENTERPRISE
ZONE, AND ENTEK MEMBRANES, LLC

) RESOLUTION NO. 32
)
) for 2008
)
)

WHEREAS, Entek Membranes, LLC is investing in construction of a third production
line, and

WHEREAS, Entek Membranes, LLC intends to add eight new employees; and

WHEREAS, Entek Membranes, LLC anticipates prOViding average pay and benefits to
these employees equal to or greater than 150 percent of the Linn County average, as required
under ORS 285C.160; and

WHEREAS, Entek Membranes, LLC, which is located in the City of Lebanon, has
applied to extend the property tax abatement for which it qualifies through its inclusion in the
South Santiam Enterprise Zone; and

WHEREAS, the City of Lebanon is a cosponsor of the South Santiam Enterprise Zone.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the attached Extended Abatement
Agreement of September 24, 2008 is herein approved.

Section 1. This Resolution becomes effective October 24, 2008.

Passed by the Lebanon City Council by a vote of ..It2 for and .i2 against and approved
by the Mayor this 24th day of September, 2008.

%~~
~th I. Toombs, Mayor ~
Bob Elliott, Council President 0

ATTEST:

l7wl~hkA, KA/Ufu
~Linda G. Kaser, City Clerk/Recorder

Z'\RESOLUTlONSI2008lSS Enterprise ZoneExtendPropTax Abetelor EntekMembrsnes.doc Page 1
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TO:

VIA:

FROM:

DATE:

Albany City Council

Wes Hare, City Manager
Diane Taniguchi-Dennis, P.E., Public Works Director 1?'~I~

Mark Shepard, P.E., Assistant Public Works~cto~ Engineer ~1.0:)
Ron Irish, Transportation Systems Analyst 1'(... (' .'

October 23, 2008, for the November 12,2008 , City Council Meeting

SUBJECT: Parking Restriction Request for 1290 Industrial Way

RELATES TO STRATEGIC PLAN THEME:. A Safe City

Action Requested:

Staff recommends Council approve, by resolution, a 50-foot parking restriction on the west side
of Industrial Way just north of the driveway exit from 1290 Industrial Way.

Discussion:

Staff received a request (attached) from Synthetech, 1290 Industrial Way, for implementation of a
parking restriction on the north side of the facility's exit onto Industrial Way. The request is for
50 feet of yellow curb.

Industrial Way is a two-lane local street with parking allowed on both sides of the street. The
speed limit is 25 mph. Industrial land uses occupy both sides of the road, and on street parking is
heavily utilized. Cars are often parked very close to driveways, and restrict the sight distance for
drivers attempting to exit driveways. Synthetech has separate driveways for entering and exiting
vehicles. The driveways are used by both passenger vehicles and trucks. Synthetech has
requested installation of 50 feet of yellow curb on the north side of their exit driveway in order to
assure drivers exiting the facility with adequate sight distance. The area where parking would be
removed is along the street frontage of the Synthetech property.

Budget Impact:

None.

RGI:kw
Attachments (3)

G:IEngineerlTransIMCClndWayParking.rgi.docx
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Irish, Ron

From:
Sent:
To:
SUbject:

Hello Ron,

Deron Neukomm [deron.neukomm@synthetech.com]
Tuesday, October 14, 2008 3:54 PM
Irish, Ron
Curb painting at Synthetech, 1290 Industrial Way, Albany

As a follow-up to our telephone conversation yesterday, I would like to submit a request to the City to paint the sidewalk
curbing at Synthetech. In order to safety exit our site, we need to have an unobstructed view of oncoming traffic.
To accommodate this by keeping vehicles from parking up to the exit gate, we would like to have 50 feet of curbing
painted yellow to the left (northeast) side of our vehicle exit gate.

Please let me know if the City could help us with this request.

Best regards,

Deron

Deron Neukomm, ASQ-CQM, CQA
QA / EHS&S Manager
Synthetech, Inc.

www.synthetech.com

1290 Industrial Way
Albany, OR 97322

Phone: 541-967-6575 x255
Fax: 541-967-9424

****************************************************************************

1
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RESOLUTION NO., _

RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING A 50-FOOT PARKING RESTRICTION AT 1290 INDUSTRIAL WAY.

WHEREAS, the City has received a request for a parking restriction from the owner of the property at 1290
Industrial Way; and

WHEREAS, the restriction would be for a length of 50 feet and be located on the frontage ofand immediately
adjacent to the driveway exiting the site; and

WHEREAS, the parking restriction is intended to improve sight distance and safety for drivers exiting the site
by preventing vehicles from being parked immediately adjacent to the driveway.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council does hereby authorize the following parking
restrictions:

1. Creation ofa 50-foot parking restriction on the west south side ofIndustrial Way just north ofthe driveway
exit from 1290 Industrial Way.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE THIS 12th DAY OF NOVEMBER 2008.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

G:\EngineerlTransIRESPRKIND.RGldoc
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TO:

VIA:

FROM:

DATE:

Albany City Council

Wes Hare, City Manager
Diane Taniguchi-Dennis, P.E., Public Works Director !:>i 01.1\e~; S

Mark Shepard, P.E., Assistant Public Works ~J'lf/City Engineer ~~
Ron Irish, Transportation Systems Analyst "'K:(/

October 23, 2008, for the November 12,2008, City Council Meeting

SUBJECT: Parking Restriction Request for 36th Avenue

RELATES TO STRATEGIC PLAN THEME:. A Safe City

Action Requested:

Staff recommends Council approve, by resolution, a parking restriction on the south side of 36th
Avenue east of Columbus Street that would prohibit parking "On School Days between 7:00 a.m,
and 4:00 p.m."

Discussion:

The School District has requested (letter attached) implementation of a parking restriction on the
south side of 36th Avenue along South Albany High School. The restriction would extend from
Columbus Street 975 feet to the east, and would prohibit parking on school days between the
hours of7:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.

Currently 36th Avenue is constructed as a partial width street along the requested parking
restriction. The north side of the street lacks curb, gutter, and sidewalk. The pavement width is
approximately 26 feet. When cars are parked along the south side of the road, the remaining
pavement width is only about 18 feet, alIowing for a nine-foot travel lane in each direction. A
female student was involved in a vehicle-pedestrian crash on this section of 36th Avenue on the
first day of school this year. The student walked around the back of a stopped westbound vehicle
and was struck while attempting to cross the eastbound travel lane. The congestion on the road
and narrowness of the travel lanes (because of the parked cars) may have contributed to the crash.

South Albany High School has adequate on-site parking to accommodate the students who attend
the school. Students park along 36th Avenue because it is closer and more convenient to classes,
not because of a lack of spaces in the on-site parking lots.

Budget Impact:

None.

RGI:
Attachments (3)

G:\EngineerITrans\MCC 36thParking.rgi.docx
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Greater Albany
Public School District 8J DU 2 2008

for our
FUTURE

September 29, 2008

Mr. Ron Irish, Systems Analyst
Public Works Department
City of Albany
P.O. Box 49
Albany, OR 97321

Dear Mr. Irish,

PUBLIC WOR:'\,S!EN0!NEEPl~1~8 Seventh Avenue SW
Albany, Oregon 97321-2399

www.albany.k12.or.us

Phone (541) 967-4501
Business FAX (541) 967~458.7

Instruction FAX (541) 967~4584

I am requesting a restriction to parking on the south side of 36th Avenue adjacent to
South Albany High School.

On September 3, 2008, a South Albany High School student was struck by a vehicle on
36th Avenue adjacent to the school. I believe that the narrow dimension of the street
combined with the congestion caused by parked vehicles and the heavy traffic flow at the
beginning of school hours were contributing factors to the incident. South Albany High
School principal Chris Equinoa reported that congestion in the area also caused a delay to
emergency vehicles attempting to reach the student. Although the student was not
seriously injured, I wish to take steps to reduce the possibility of a reoccurrence.

I request that the south side of 36'h Avenue from Columbus Street east to the eastern
entrance to the pool parking lot be designated as a no parking area during school hours of
operation. Those hours would be Monday through Friday from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.
each day. This restriction would eliminate approximately 30 street parking spaces for
nine hours per day during the school week. The restriction would not adversely affect
school parking capacity as the school has more than enough spaces in two parking lots to
absorb those vehicles. There would be no affect on after-school activities attended by the
public as after-school events usually begin after 4:00 p.m.

South Albany High School principal Chris Equinoa spoke with Deputy Fire Marshall Bob
Brooks who surveyed the scene and is fully supportive of a parking restriction.

Thank you for your continued support of the Greater Albany Public School District.

~~.~~
Maria Delapoer Z>
Superintendent of Schools

Unprecedented Achievement 318
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RESOLUTION NO. _

RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING A PARKING RESTRICTION ON 36TH AVENUE ADJACENT TO
SOUTH ALBANY illGH SCHOOL.

WHEREAS, the Greater Albany Public School District 8J has requested implementation of a parking
restriction along the south side of 36th Avenue adjoining South Albany High School, and

WHEREAS, due to the narrowness ofthe road an on-street parking restriction would improve the safety ofthe
road for all users.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Conncil does hereby authorize the following parking
restrictions:

I. Creation ofa parking restriction on the south side of 36th Avenue from Columbus Street 975 feet to the
east that will prohibit parking "On School Days between 7:00 a.m, and 4:00 p.m."

DATED AND EFFECTIVE rars 12th DAY OF NOVEMBER 2008.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

G:\Engineer\TransIRESPRK36th.RGLdoc
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TO:

FROM:

DATE:

Albany City Council

Diane Taniguchi-Dennis, P.E., Public Works Director 9~i"P

November 5, 2008, for the November 12, 2008, City Council Meeting

SUBJECT: Ratification ofthe Sale ofCity-Owned Property at 38159 Scravel Hill Road

RELATES TO STRATEGIC PLAN THEME: • A Safe City

Action Requested:

Staff requests that Conncil adopt the attached resolutions and authorize staff to ratify the attached
warranty deed to finalize the sale of property located at 38159 Scravel Hill Road. This property
has been known as "the Archibald Property" in other discussions.

Discussion:

The City acquired the Archibald Property several years ago for the construction of a water uptake
pumping station. The station needed to be located along the bank of the Santiam River adjacent
to the Archibald Property and was constructed to uptake water from the river and pump it to the
Albany-Millersburg Water Treatment Plant on Scravel Hill.

After the construction of the Water Treatment Plant and the uptake station was completed, the
Archibald Property was offered for sale. Several people viewed the property, but ultimately the
two highest offers for the property were bronght to council on January 23, 2008. Ralph and
Diane Nauman offered $1,100,000 for the property while Kim and Cory Koos offered
$1,101,000.

The offer from Kim and Cory Koos was the highest offer, and council authorized the City
Manager to negotiate the sale of the property and the final easements needed by the City. The
property was officially conveyed to the Koos family when the warranty deed was sigued by the
City Manager on June 25, 2008. The amount of money received for the property was higher than
the appraised value of the property.

Resolutions for easements attached to this staff report are:

• A conservation easement - 100 feet along the length of the Santiam River to protect the
area and ensure it will be retained forever, predominantly in its natural, scenic, and open
space condition and to prevent any use that would significantly impair or interfere with
the conservation values ofthe protected area, except for current uses.

• A construction easement - temporary easement for purposes of constructing a diversion
structure near the intersection of Burkhart Creek and Santiam-Albany Canal; terminates
November I, 2012..

• A perpetual easement - an easement allowing access for maintenance of a diversion
structure.

• A perpetual easement - an easement on the south side of the Santiam-Albany Canal for
canal maintenance.

• Noise easement - a perpetual easement for the benefit of the grantee for the operation and
maintenance of a water intake and pumping facility located on city property, operated by
grantee between certain hours.

• Warranty deed to George and Cory Koos for Parcel 2, Partition Plat No 2005-54, Map
IOS-03W-23, Tax Lot 800, recorded 6-30-08, for $1,101,000, 38159 Scravel Hill
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Albany City Council
Page2.of2
November 5, 2008, for the November 12,2008, City Council Meeting

Road NE., first public hearing November 15, 2006, second public hearing on
December 3,2007, accepted an amended offer made by George and Cory Koos on
December 4, 2007.

Budget Impact:

The negotiated purchase price of the parcel is $1,101,000. The net proceeds from the sale has
been credited to Water Fund-Water Revenue-Sale ofCity Property (615-50-2201-47023).

WL:prj
Attachments (6)

G:lEngineerIWaterIW·OI.04 Alb-Mlrsbg WaterlArchtbafd Property\MC FinalKoos.mw.doc 322



RESOLUTION NO. _

A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE FOLLOWING EASEMENT:

Grantor

George K. Koos and Cory H. Koos

Purpose

Conservation easement over the land within lOO
feet of the Santiam River on the "Archibald
Property"

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Albany City Council that it does hereby accept this
easement.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE TillS DAY OF 2008.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

City of Albany - Public Works Department
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Grantor:
George K. andCory H. Koos
33953 Langmack Rd
Lebanon, OR 97355

Grantee:
City ofAlbany
333 Broadalbin 51.
P.O. Box 490
Albany, OR 97321

/ After Recording,Return To:
V Matthew L. Jarvis

Attorney at Law
PO Box 40
Albany, OR 97321

LINNCOUNTY, OREGON 2008-13155
E·EAS
ent-l Stn~l COUNTER 06130/200803:55:26 PM

"~jI@)lljj~WJj~)11~JJ1JlllllIllllllirr,
l t. $In, OM:~'M\III,r.(;~unlr(;I.rk IlIr l,.1rnl e b

C~UI'lty, Or'lJ~fl, cortlrylllllt l~.ln'lru""nl ~~"
14lmlll.,u""InW•• r.,~r~.~ 11'1 U>,Cl,'" :I; " .',,,,"',.

Steve Drucl<enmlller· County C!eli< ~._lJO

CONSERVAnON EASEMENT AGREEMENT

RECITALS:

WHEREAS, George K. and Cory H. Koos (Grantors) have purchased that certain real
property in Linn County, Oregon, particularly described in Exhibit "A," attached heretoand by
this reference incorporated herein (the"Property") fromthe Cityof Albany (Grantee); and

WHEREAS, as part of the consideration for the purchase of the Property. Grantors
agreed to grant a perpetualconservationeasement to the Grantee as setforth herein.

AGREEMENT:

NOW THEREFORE, in partial consideration for Grantors' purchase of the Property,
Grantors grant to Grantee a non-exclusive, perpetual easement over the Property as follows:

1. This easement shall cover a width of 100 feet along the length of the Santiam
River frontage of the Property. measured from the high water mark of the Samiam River (the
"Protected Area").

2. The easement grantedherein shallassure that the Protected Areawill be retained
forever predominantly in its natural, scenic. and open space condition and to prevent any use that
would significantly impair or interferewith the conservatlon values ofthe Protected Area, except
for such usesthat existat the timeof the creation of this easement. '

3. The Protected Areamay not beused for any activity that would ham the quality
of water for downstream property owners. No use may be made of the Protected Area that
would be in conflict with any federal, state, or county statutes. rules, or regulations that apply to
riparian buffer zones.

4. This easement shall run with the land and shall be binding upon Grantors' heirs,
successors and assigns and is intended for the benefit of the Grantee and its successors and
assigns.

S. In the event suit or action is instituted by either partyto enforce any of the terms
or conditions of this easement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover their reasonable
attorney fees and costs in such suit, action or appeal. Costs shall include costs as allowed by law
and such other costs as are reasonably required, including, but not limited to, the cost of taking
and transcribing depositions and procuring expert testimony.

6. This easement may be recorded in the deed records of Linn County, Oregon.
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~TNESS WHEREOF the parties have executed this Easement lIS oftheJki'iy of
""" t! . 2008.

GRANTEE:

CITY OF ALBANY

1?4t~
By:1Is:---.=---------

GRANTOR:

C.LA~ (HUM+
NOTARYPUBLIC FoR OREGON
My CommissionExpires: lb- (0 -11,

oFFICIAl- sEAl

_ CINDY L HURsT
, No1AA'f PtJauc.oREGON

~:". COMMISSIOl'iNO.427903
M'lCOMMtssm~ EXPIflESJUNEs,2012

STATEOF OREGON )

l
)ss.

Countyof Al"'" )
On this~~ay of June, 2008, personally appeared before me the above-named

George K. Koos and Cory R Kocs, husband and wife, and acknowledged the foregoing to be
their voluntary actand deed.

STATEOF OREGON )

U
)ss.

Countyof Y\.)'\. )

f ') OnII :his .;LC)lAday ~(JU!l~.2008,_. 'personally appeared before me
iJlf.s tIlln ' as .. rr f/Jl!lLlif- of the City of Albany, and

.acknowledged the foregoingto be his/he vOlunt.ary~~ (/!..<~,
OFFIC",LSEAL NOTARYPUBLlC~~N/

VOtfDABRlu.oN M: C ., E . 3 I~-
NOTARY PUBUC· OREGON Y ommrsaon xplres:_--,,'l-'''4'-'--'''''--
COMMISSION NO.-425079. I

1
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EXHIBIT A

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

PARCEL 2, PARTITION PLAT NO. 2005-54, RECORD OF PARTITION PLATS, COUNTY OF llNN,
STATE OFOREGON.
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RESOLUTION NO. _

A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE FOLLOWING EASEMENT:

Grantor

George K. Koos and Cory H. Koos

Purpose

Construction Easement for the purpose of
constructing a diversion structure near the
intersection ofBurkhart Creek and the Albany
Lebanon canal

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Albany City Council that it does hereby accept this
easement.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE THIS DAY OF 2008.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

City of Albany - Pnblic Works Department
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Grantor;
George andCory Koos
33953Langmack Rd.
Lebanon, OR 97355

Grantee:
Cityof Albany
333 Broadalbin St.
P.O. Box490
Albany, OR 97321

AfterRecording, Return Tes
Same As Aboye Grantge

LINNCOUNTY. ORfOON 2008-13159
6.<rAs
Cnt"', sm,,1 CoUNTeR 06130/2008 03:65:26 PM

'2ml~1)lJ~liI~JJIWlt~JJIIIII/I/llllliiiliOO
lmo,l Onl,k..,m!l\o" cwnty Cl..... (~r LIM
C~untv, Oro;on. ~,tllri U,oIlh.lnol"".,.",
Id."'III,c1h'uln W'o'''''dod I~ '1>0 CI.n.
ro~O'd.,

SIeve Ol\lckenml~er· County Clerk:

CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT

RE:ClTALS:

WHEREAS, Grantor owns real property in Linn County, Oregon, commonty known as
33953 Langmack Rd. which contains portions of the Albany-Lebanon canal and Burkhart
Creek; and

WHEREAS. Grantee needs a temporary easement for purposes of consuucting a
diversionstructurenearthe intersection of BurkhartCreek andthe Albany-Lebanon canal.

AGRE:EMENT:

NOW THEREFORE, in partial consideration for Grantor's purchase of real property,
commonly known as the Archibald Property, from Grantee, George K. and Cory H. Koos
(Grantor),grantto the City of Albany and its successors (Grantee),a nonexclusive easement over
Grantor's Property for access. that easement being more particularly described in Exhibit "N>
attachedhereto.

1, During those years in which theEasement remains in effect, this Easement may
be used by Grantee only for access to construct a diversion structure. Such access shall onty be
allowed betweenSeptember 1 and November1.

z. This Easement shall terminate on November I. 2012. However, if substantial
worktowardsconstructionof a diversionstructurenearthe confluenceof Burkhan Creek and the
Albany-Lebanon canal has not begun by November I, 2010, this Easement shan terminate on
November 1,2010.

3, Grantee shall removeno vegetation, particularly trees, from tbis Easement unless
absolutely necessary for the use of the easement. A substantial number of trees have been
nurturedalongthe watercourseson Grantor's property for purposesof acting as a buffer between
farm uses and the watercourses. It is the intent of the parties to avoid destroying those buffers.
The parties agree that there will be no clear-cutting of trees from within this Easement and
Grantee shall replace any trees that are removed from this Basement with similar trees in a
locationintended to replace resultinggaps in the bufferbetweenfarm use andwatercourse.

4. Grantee acknowledges that Grantor's property is farm property and is subject to
common, customary and accepted farm or forest management activities for the operation of a
commercial farm or forest. These practices ordinarily and necessarily produce noise, dust;
smoke and other types of visual, odor. or noise impacts which Grantee accepts as normal and
necessary farming or forestry management activities and holds Grantor harmless for any such
use ofG-rantor'spropertythat is conducted in accordance with federaland state Jaws.

I

5. Granteeshall compensate Grantor for ady damage to Grantor's crops or property
that may result fromGrantee's Use of this Easement. '

l'\OTE: Flm." AMERICAN TITLE
IS RF:CORDING THiS DOCUMENT AS N
~CCO~1MOl>r\TION TO CLJENT ONLY~D

I.U..NO~.A5SU:HEAi'lYnESI"ONSIBiL1TY
AS TO I1SI VAI.toIT\'.

328



6. Grantee assumes all liability for the transfer of water between the Albeny-
Lebanon canal andBurkhart Creek.

7. The parties in 00 way intend this Easement to allow public access to Grantor's
property, the Albany-Lebanon canal,or Burkhart Creek.

8. In the event suit or actionis instituted by either party to enforce any of the terms
or conditions of this Easement, the prevailing party shell be entitledto recover their reasonable
attorneyfeesandcosts in suchsuit, actionor appeal Costsshan includecostsas allowedby law
and such other costs as are reasonably required, including, but not limited to, the cost of taking
andtranscribing depositions andprocuring of anyexpert testimony.

9. lfany clause,phrase, or paragraph, Of any part thereof of thisEasement is found
to be unenforceable, that clause, phrase, or paragraph, or any part thereof, shall be deemed
severed, andthe remainder of thisEasement shall continue in full forceand effect.

_-.IN WITNESS WHEREOF the partieshaveexecuted this Easement as ofthe~day of
:li.u... Q; • 200&.

GRANTOR:

County of V Do

)
) as.
)

GRANTEE:

CITYOF ALBANY

! ~ a4u-
By;It,,'-------------

Q j cl." l tiUMl ~
NOTARY-PUBLIC FokO~GON
My Commission Expires:_ ... <0 - f LOfFICIAL. SEA\,.

CINDY L HURST
NotARV PUBUc-o~eOON
COMMISSION NO.4'2-7903

MV COMMISSION EXPIRES JUNE 5.ZO12

On this dk- day of June, 2008, personally appeared before rite lhe above-named
GeorgeK. Koos and Cory H. Kooe, husband and wife, and acknowledged the foregoing to be
their voluntary act and deed. .

STATE OF OREGON )
I s )ss.

Countynf L..tV\f1 )

,\nOn ,lhis :l-5'fh.day appeared before me
{;.,;lS Ht1.ft as of the City of Albany, and

acknowledged the foregoing to be his/he voluntary a anddeed.

rYlrLr
Vg~J~R~~~ NOTARYPUBLIC FOR 0

NOTMYPVBUC·Qf\EGON My Commission Bxpires., -dl-""lf->L;U.-=:'-
COMMISSlON NO.425079 -~

1

329



Jun 24 08 07:50p CORY KOOS 541-2594636 . p.2

8 j.' "W

N55'36 '32'W
69,4{l'

POl'fE£.L
(f.I' 1577-08)

EXHiBIT "B"
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT

FOR
CITY OF ALBANY

LOCATED IN
E 1/2 SEC. 32. 1. 77 5.. R. 2, w,. w'M.,

LINN COUNTY, OREGON'

MARCH 4, Z008

SE CORNER
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a 100 200 400 FT.
...........
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Jun 24 08 07:50p CORY KOOS 541·2594&36 pA

K & D ENGlNEERING, InC.

Exhibit"A"
(Temporary Easement)

Bngtneers • Planners • Surveyor:

A tract of land lying in the East 112 of Sectioa 32, Townsbip 11 South, Range 2 West,

Wmaroelte M.erldian, Linn County Oregon, said tract being a portion of that property conveyed

to George K. Koos and Col')' H. Kooa by deed recorded in Vol. 360, Pg.489, Linn CountY Deed

Records, said tract being a strip of land 20 feet in width, lying 10 feet on each side of the

following described centerline:

CommenDing at lhe Soutlleast corner ofthe Gideon Backus Donation Land.clllim

No. 60 in said Township and Range; thence North 88°14'26» West, on the South

line of said land claim, a distance of 683.38 feet; thence leaving said line, South

01°45'34" West 25.00 feet, to the South right of way line of KOAL Drive

(County Rd. No. 66l), and the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNlNG for tbis

description; thence leaving said riglJt of way, South 27°09'35" East 888.95 feet;

thence South 10°17'18" East 859.30 feet; tb.ence South 09°02'39" West 71.&6

feet to a point designated as Point "A" for the purposo of this description, said

point beats North OZ003'30" East 251.32 feet, and North 87°56'30" West 74.31

feet, from the Soutlleast corner of the previously described Koos property, said

Point "AU also being the southerly terminus ofdescribed centerline, thesldelines

ofwhich to be lengthened or shortened on theNorth end to terminate at the South

rigbtofway line ofKOALDri",,"

TOGETHER wrra,
BegilUllngat Point "AU, as previously described above; thence South 56"29'05"

East 87.11 feet to the East boundary Un<> of said Koos property; thence South

02°03'30" West, on safd East line, a distance of 138.77 feet to a point 10.00 feet

distllnt, wlwn measured at right angles, to Ille Northerly line of tbe Albwly·

Sanliam canal right of way as recorded in Book L, Page 499, Linn County Deed

Records, and located ou the around by County Survey No. 22134 and also by

County Survey No. 24530; thence North &7°00'45" West, parallel with said right

of way, a dislance of 37.78 :fOe!; thenee continuing: parallel, Noeth 56°36'32"

276 N.W. Hickory Street' P.O. Box /25, Albany. OR nnt· (54l) 928·2583· Pax: (541) 967.3458
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Jun 24 08 07:60p CORY KOOS 541-2594536 p.3

Exhibit "A· Tt<llpol1!lY ll="lt
P'll"20f2

West69.48 feet; thence NorJl20000'OO· East4Q.93 feet; thence North 00°41'15"

West 54.27 (eel; thence North 18°17'52" West 85.79 feet; thence Sol.l!h

56029'05" East 50.00 feet to the Pointof'beginning,

The bearings used for 1his description were based on Colll1ty Survey No. 24536. The easement

described herein contains 51,063 square feet (1.17 acres), more or less.

REGISTCREO
P.~~FESSJQNAI.
U<f\lDS~ 1

jAM~i;NrOYA
(EXPIRES: 12131106 I

March 4, 2008
BXH1BIT uA·'
TEMPORARYEASEMBNT
(08-Z7-A) JSM,nm
file: 1'illln'Proj:!W\ZOO'IM~1-.tV.empeua.doc



RESOLUTION NO. _

A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE FOLLOWING EASEMENT:

Grantor

George K. Koos and Cory H. Koos

Purpose

Access/maintenance easement along the Santiam
Albany Canal and Burkhart Creek northwest of
Lebanon

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Albany City Council that it does hereby accept this
easement.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE TillS DAY OF 2008.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

City of Albany - Public Works Department
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Gnmtor:
George andCoryKoos
33953 Langmack Rd.
Lebanon, OR 97355

Grantee:
Cityof Albany
333Broadalbin St.
P,O, Box490
Albany, OR 97321

After Recording, Return To:
Same As Aboye Grantee

EASEMENT AGREEMENT

RECITALS:

WHEREA~ Grantor owns real property in Linn County, Oregon, which contains
portions of the Albany-Lebanon canaland BurkhartCreek;and

WHERBAS1 Grantee needs an easement on the East sideof Burkhart Creekfor purposes
of allowing access formaintenance of a diversion structure to be constructed bythe Grantee.

AGREEMENT:

NOW THEREFORE; in partial consideration for Grantor's purchase of real property,
commonly known as the Archibald Property, from Grantee, George K. and Cory H. Kcos
(Grantor), grantto the Cityof Albanyand itssuccessors(Grantee), a nonexclusive easementover
Grantor's Property for access, that easement being more particularly described in Exhibit "A"
attached hereto.

I. This Easementis perpetual.

2. Granteeshall remove no vegetation, particularly trees, from this Easement unless
absolutely necessary for the use of this Easement. A substantial number of trees have been
nurturedalong the watercourses on Grantor's property for purposesof acting as a buffer between
farm uses and the watercourses. It is the intent of the parties to avoid destroying those buffers.
The parties agree that there will be no clear-cutting of trees from within the easement and
Grantee shall replace any trees that are removed from this Easement with similar trees in a
locationintended to replaceresultinggaps in the bufferbetween farmuse and watercourse.

3. Grantee acknowledges that Grantor's property is farm property and is subject to
common, customary and accepted farm or forest management activities for the operation of a
commercial farm or forest. These practices ordinarily and necessarily produce noise. dust,
smoke and other types of visual, odor, or noise impacts which Grantee accepts as normal and
necessary farming or forestry management activities and holds Grantor harmless for any such
use of Grantor's propertythat is conductedin accordance with federaland state laws.

4. Granteeshall compensate Grantorfor any damageto Grantor's crops or property
that mayresult from Grantee's use of this Easement.

5. The parties in no way intend this Easement to allow public access to Grantor's
property, the Albany-Lebanon canal, or BurkhartCreek.

6. In the event suit or action is instituted by either party to enforce any of'tbe terms
or conditionsof this Easement, the prevailing party shell be entitled to recover their reasonable
attorney fees and costs in such suit, actionor appeal. C9sts shall includecosts as allowed by law

NOTE: FIRST AMER.ICAN TITLE
IS RF,COnOlNG TIJiS nOCUl\1F.NT ASAN
ACCOMMO[)ATIO/\ TO t 1.JHNT ONJ.Y AND
WI.':I.NOT,\gSt:ME ......:-iYltEfirONSUIlUTY
AS 1'0 ITS' "ALmn Y.
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and such other costs as are reasonably required, including. but not limited to, thecostof taking
and transcribing depositions and procuring ofanyexpert testimony.

7. If any clause, phrase, or paragraph, or anypart thereof, of this Easement is found
to be unenforceable, that clause, phrase, or paragraph. or any part thereof, shall be deemed
severed, and theremainder of thisEasement shall continue infull force andeffect.

INWrrNESS WHEREOF theparties have executed tbis Easement as of the~ day of:rio '" p ,2008. .

GRANTEE:

CITY OFALBANY

44 if®-
By:Its:·------------

GRANTOR:

Cl~..BUtdt
NOTARY PUBLIC FUROREGON
My Commission Expires: (0-(,0 ~ I LOFFICIAL SEAL

CINDY L HURST
NO'fARY puaUC-OREGON
COMMISSION NO. <127903

1.1'1 COMMISSION EXPIRE.$ JUNe e. 2(112

STATE OFOREGON )
I , iss.

County of Uy')V\ )

On this A ~ay of June. 2008, personally ~ppeared befor~ me the above-named
George K. KOGS and Cory H. Koos, husband and wife, and acknowledged the foregoing to be
their voluntary actand deed.

STATE OFOREGON )"

U iss.
County of V\f1 )

U) On,*:. tJ-S''f1ay 11'( June, 2008,. personally appeared before me
__f...£> t:!Jf./t- as ute )1i/~JVlller of the City of Albany, and

acknowledged the foregoing to behislh'JVoluntaryatLJ~

.g~'Ji~~&:l"N NOTARY PUBLIC FOR0''''·_7''-'-
NOTARY puauc· OREGON My Commission Expires:_-.lf)..,'S,-"-,--+-,-,,
CONMISS/ON NO.Q5079. ,
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K & D ENGINEERING. Inc.
Engineers. Planners' Surveyors

Exhibit "C"
(Easement along Buddlart Creek)

A tract of land lying in the Beat 112 of Section n, Township 11 South, Range 2. West,

Wlllametbo Meridian, Linn County, Oregon, ssid tract being a portion of thai property conveyed

to George K. Koos and Cory a Koos by deed recorded in VoL 360, Pg, 489, Linn County Deed

Records, said tract beinga strip oflalld 10 feet widt>, lying Eastedyand NorlhellSlerly ofthe East

bank of Burkhart creek, said East bankbeing generally described as fullows:

&glnnlng ar a point where the' East bank of Bw:ldunt Creek interSecls the

Southerly right of way line of KGAL Drive (CoUllt,Y R.d. No. 661), said point

being North 88·t4'26~ West 940.95 feet, and South 01°45'34" WOOl 25.00 feet,

from the Southeast comer of the Gideon Backu.s Donation Land Claim No. 60;

thence South 41"26'34" East 535.04 foot; thence South 34°53'13" East 362.74

feet; thence South 10' 17'13" East 156.61 feet; thence South 04"20'43" B611t

279.41 feet; thence South 15°17'31" East 508.96 feet; thence South 07"32'51"

Ell!ll68.25 foot; thence Somh.18°17'5Z" East 85.18 feet; thence South 0004l'1S"

East 50.90 feet; thence South 20°00'00" West 47.00 feet to a point Oil the North

line of the Albany-8antiam canal right ofway as recorded in Book L, Page 499"

Linn County Deed Records, and located on the ground by County Survey No.

22134 and also by County Survey No. 24536, said point being the Southerly

terminus oftbis description, the sideUne ofwbich to be shortened or lengthened to

terminate at respective bouadades,

It is the intent ofthis description for the 10 foot wide strip to move ifBurkhart Creek moves, and

fur this strip to be contiguous with the East bank ofBurldllnt Creek,

TOGETHER wmn
Commencing at the Southeast comer of said Koos property; thence North

02"03'30" Bast, on the E;lst line of said property, a distance of 57.09 :il:c1 to a

point on the North line of said Albany-Santlam canal, said point being the TRUE

POINT OF BEGINNING ofthls descdption; thence North 8T'OO'45" West., ott

said North line, " distance of 4Q.66 1eet; thence continuing on said line, North

56°36'32" West 207.81 feet; thence leaving ssid llne, North 44°15'34" East

276 N.W. Hickory Street. P.O. Box '125 ,Albany, OR 97321. (541) 923·2583 • Fax: (541) 967-3458
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llurkhart Creel< B...meat
PageZeez

150.66 feet; 1l.11:nce South IS'17'52" East 85.79 feet; thence Sonth 00"41 '15" East

54.27 reel; thence South 20"00'00"West 40.93 feet to a point 10.00 footdistant,

when measured at right angles, to the North line of the previously described

Albany-Santiam ClUllI1 right of way; thence South 56"36'32" East, parallel with

said right of way, a distance of 69.48 feet; thence continuing parallel, South

87'00'45" East 37.78 feet to a point on the East line ofsaid Koos property; thence

South 02·03'30" West, on said East l:lne, a distance of 10.00 foetlo the Point of

Beginning.

The bearings usedfur this description were based on Coll1lly Survey No. 24536. The~

described herein contains 32,972 square feet (0.76 acres), moreor less.

ReGISTERED
ROFES§IONp,.L
NOSU ~W}---

I/I_~~~
fre'sos""··OYA

JEXPIRES: 12/31/ J

March 4, 2008
BXHIBIT"C"
BURKHART CREEKEASBMEN'T
(OS-27-A) JSM:mn
Pl!\::': "'IWt\projectr-'i2008\0$.'2-1..~oc:

887



Jun 24 08 07:50p CORY KOOS 541-2594536 e.s

CR~EK
. WEEK: yARlES

I
I

SE CORNER
GIDEON BACKUS
O.LC No. 60

CREEK SEC1!ON AND EASEMENT PETAIL
N.T.S.

EXHiBIT "0"
ACCESS/MAINTENANCE EASEMENT

FOR
CITY OF ALBANY

LOCATED IN
E 1/2 SEC. 32, r. 11 S., R. 2. w., W.M.,

LINN COUNTY, OREGON

MARCH 4, 2008

•

N5S'3S'37"W
207.81

N87"OO'4;i"W'-""'<.-"

""""'\-",' ,
S41'26'34"E.....-- "

, "1000'535.04 )<.

"'\
S34'53'13"E~

36Z.74' ~\
II

S10'17"3;'E~\
156.61' \\

II

\1 J~S4'ZO'43"E~\ ;'
279.4" \1 t?

II J'
I~S15'17'31"E 506.96' .

II I
u.----S07'3Z'51"E 68.Z5·

N44'15'3t"E \l I
150.66 )/\\ S 8'17'52"E 85.79'

/ \\
II 1000'
J} •

!,... TRUE POINT
OF BEGINNING

SCALE: 1" = 200'

o 100 200 400 FT.,....

Sal '45'34"W
25.00'

J[f}M
(MF 360-469)

POULL
(MF 1577-08)

Oo\e: 3/04/Z008 TIme: 11:'9
Seal., 1=200(PS)
File: dwo\2006\08-Z7-A\Z7-0 exb.dwq (Jamey M)
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RESOLUTION NO. _

A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE FOLLOWING EASEMENT:

Grantor

George K. Koos and Cory H. Koos

Purpose

Access/maintenance easement along the Santiam
Albany Canal and Burkhart Creek northwest of
Lebanon

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Albany City Council that it does hereby accept this
easement.

DATED AND EFFECTNE THIS DAY OF 2008.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

City of Albany - Public Works Department
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Grantor:
Georgeand Cory KOGS

33953 Langmeck Rd.
Lebanon, OR 97355

Grantee:
CityofAlbany
333 Broadalbin St.
P.O.80x490
Albany, OR 97321

After Recording, Return To:
Same As Above GTantee

UNNCOUNTY,OREGON 2008-13161
E.EAS 06f:lOJ2.008 03:&5:25 PM
Cnt~' Sln"l CO\Jl{fER $41 00

"~nlifIliliilliffi11111lll!III\1IIIIIIllllllilii
QOOB5~14200lJ001316'10040044 co

I. St,v. Dru<~,nlfl~I'f, Counl,.CI.. ~ r<>r I.Infl ~
co""I;" or.~on, ~'''lI'Ilh.l1M ""1,<1,'1'''''' >-
Id.nlln,d tl",lnw,' ro<o'oodlr'lln Clo"" ",
,o(ord.. !) '~

SteveDruckenm1\lef· COUflty Clerk :If.go.

,,

EASEMENT AGREEMENT

RECITALS:

WHEREAS, Grantor owns real property in Linn County, Oregon, which contains
portions of the Albany-Lebanon canaland BurkhartCreek;and

WHEREAS, Grantee needs an easement onthe Southsideofthe Albany-Lebanon canal
for purposesofmaintainingthe canal.

AGREEMENT,

NOW THEREFORE. in partial consideration for Grantor's purchase of real property,
commonly known as the Archibald Property, from Grantee, George K and Cory H. Kocs
(Grantor),grant to the Cityof Albany and its successors (Grantee),a nonexclusive easementover
Grantor's Property for access, that easement being more particularly described in Exhibit "A"
attachedhereto.

1, ThisEasement is perpetual.

2. Granteeshall remove no vegetation, particularly trees, fromthis Easementunless
absolutely necessary for the use of this Easement, A substantial number of trees have been
nurturedalongthe watercourses on Grantor's propertyfor purposesof actingas a bufferbetween
farm uses and the watercourses. It is the intent of the parties to avoid destroyingthose buffers.
The parties agree that there will be no clear-cuttlng of trees from within the easement and
Grantee shall replace any trees that are removed from this Easement with similar trees in a
locationintended to replaceresulting gaps in the bufferbetweenfarm use andwatercourse.

3. Grantee acknowledges that Grantor's property is farm property and is subject to
common, customary and accepted farm or forest management activities for the operation of a
commercial farm or forest. These practices ordinarily and necessarily produce noise, dust.
smoke and other types of visual, odor, or noise impactswhich Grantee accepts as normal and
necessary farming or forestry management activities and holds Grantor harmless for any such
use of Grantor's property that is conducted in accordance with federal and state laws.

4. Grantee shall compensate Grantorfor any damage to Grantor's cropsor property
that mayresult from Grantee'suse of thisEasement.

, 5. The parties in no way intend this Easement to allow public access to Grantor's
property, the Albany-Lebanon canal, or BurkhartCreek.

6. Thiseasement is intended only to providepedestrianand ATV accessby Grantee.
Largervehiclesmayonlymakeuseof this easementwithpriorwritten approvalofthe Grantors.

7. In the eventsuit or action is institutedby either party to enforceany of the terms
or conditions ofthis Easement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover their reasonable

NOTE: nRST AMF.RlCJ\N rrn.s
IS (u;conl)J;\'(; TH:S HOC\Ji\lENT AS AN
ACCOMMOl)AT\O;" TO ('1.li1.NT ONI,Y AND
\...·1U, I\'OT.',SI;;\ .\1,.: .\;'\Y\{r;SI'ONSIUlLlTV
.xsro ITS' nUHTY.
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attorney feesand costs insuch suit, action orappeal. Costs shall include costs asallowed by law
and such other costs as are reasonably required, including, but notlimited to, the costof taking
and transcribing depositions and procuring of any expert testimony.

8. [f any clause, phrase, orparagraph, or any part thereof, of this Easement is found
to be unenforceable, that clause, phrase, or paragraph, or any part thereof, shall be deemed
severed, and theremainder ofthis Easement shall continue in full force and effect.

~ WITNESS WHEREOF the partie' have executed thisEasement as of theU. day of
:JL....o ,2008.....,

GRANTOR: GRANTEE:

CITY OF ALBANY

By: _
Its:~ _

STN OF OREGON

County of ll/"\I'\,

)
) ss.
)

(V Jv0, l Bt!A,\±
NOTMY PUBLIC~ORO~GON
MyCommission Expires: _ -10 -l1...

OffiCIAL SeAL.
CINDY LtiURS,

NOTARY PU6UC-oREGON
COMMJSSlOt-l NO. 427903

COMMISSION EXPIRES JUNE 6.201Z

On this "')1 /} day of June, 2008, personally appeared before me the above-named
George K. KoosamrcoryH. Koos, husband and wife, and acknowledged theforegoing to be
their voluntary actand deed.

OFfICIAL SEAl
VONDA aRll.LON

NOrMY PUBUC" oREGON
COMMlSSlON NO.425019

Wi ,

STATE OF OREGON )
( : ) ss.

County of U VLf) )

I ,\, Qn
l

rti.'is ).5'f'1 day gf June, 2008, personally appeared before me
---7Vv'e:b""'";,,-,.tT:m..l!''!re.--,,:,,,---,-_ as I'JPr ;y(A/lC{J1e.r of the City of Albany, and
acknowledged the foregoing 10 be hislher voluntary ilel anddeed. ~

~l~Q~U£iL!
MyCommission Expires: <3 /;)....

I
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K & D ENGlNEERING. InC.
Engineers » Planners» Surveyor.

Exbibit"A"
(Easement South ofClwal)

A tract of land lying in 1he East 112 of Section 32, Townshlp 11 South, :Range 2 West,

WllJamette Meridian, Linn County, Oregon, said tract being a portion of that property conveyed

to George 1(. Koos and Cory H. ICo<lS by deed recorded in Vol. 360, Pg, 489, Linn Connty Deed

Records, said tract belng more particularlydescribed as follows:

Commencing at the Southeast corner of said Koos property, said corner being

coincident wlth the South line of the John Settle Donation Land Claim No. 64;

thence North 88"02'47" West, on said South line, a distance <If41.83 feet to the

TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; thence leaving said South line, North

56"36'32" West 15.48 feet to the South line ofthe Albany-Santiam canal right <If

way as recorded in Book 1., P.,g., 499, Linn County Deed Records, and located <In

the ground by County Survey No. 22134 and also by County Survey No. 24536:

thence oontinning <In said South rlglIl <Ifway line the followlng courses: North

56"36'32" West 322.89 feet; thence North 52·43'34" West 1583.61 feet In a point

coincident wlth the East rlghtof way line of Langmaok Road (Connty Rd. No.

662); thence Ieaving said South line, South 01·55'25" West, on said East right of

way line,a distance of 12.26 feet to a point 10.00 feetdistant, when measured at

right angles, to the previously described South line of the Albany-Santiam canal

right Dfway; thence running paralleland 10.00 feet distanttherefrom said right of

way line the following two C01l:l'6eS: 1.) South 52·43'34" East 1576.36 feet; 2.)

thence South 56"34'18" East 51.93 feet; thence discootinuing said parallelism,

SDUth 17·39'01" Easr, a distance errso.oo feet to a point on tho South line of

said Koos property: thence South 88°02'47" East, .. distance of2oo.oo feet to the

Point of&ginning.

The bearings used for this description were based on County SurY"Y No. 24536. The easemear

contained herein contains 31,882 square feet (0.73 acres), more '" loss.

March 4, 2008
EXHIBIT •A~ EGON

~9, 2.007
BURKHART CREEK EASEMENT f~OYA
(08-27-A) JSM:nm
Pilr.::; 'fbJ\~0f\08·27--awPtlafl:iVr.lfoc. IEXPiRE'S: 12131/ ()/} t

'1.76 N.W. Hiokory Street -P.O. Box 725·Alb.ny. OR 97321· (54) 928·'1.583' Fax: (541) 967·3458
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o 100 200 400 FT..-
SCALE: t" = 200'

EXHiBIT "8"
ACCESS/MAINTENANCE EASEMENT

FOR
CITY OF ALBANY

LOCATED IN
E 1/2 SEC. 32, T. 11 S., R, 2. w.. W.M.,

LINN COUNTY, OREGON

FEBRUARY 14, 2008

KODS
(M, 360-489)

12.25'
10.00'

S U LI S

N8S'OZ'47"W 1642.06'

10.00'

POWELL
(MF 1577-08)

1..:.,.1.8;;'
TRUE POINT
or BEGINNING

- Dote: 2/14/2008 TIme: 18: 16
Seale: 1=200(PS)
File; dW9\2D08\08-27-A\27-o .~h.<h'9 (Jeff D)

K & D ENGINEERING, Inc.
276 N.li. RlckD:fY S~roc(.. P,O. Box 726

Albany. Oregon 9732:1
(6H) 928-2583
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RESOLUTION NO. _

A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE FOLLOWING EASEMENT:

Grantor

George K. Koos and Cory :H. Koos

Purpose

Noise Easement for the operation and maintenance
ofwater intake and pumping facilities

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Albany City Couucil that it does hereby accept this
easement.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE TillS DAY OF 2008.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

City of Albany - Public Works Department
344



Grantor:
George andCoryKocs
33953Langmack Rd.
Lebanon, OR 97355

Grantee:
City ofAlbany
333 Broadalbin St.
P.O. Box 490
Albany, OR 97321

Arter Recording, Return To:
Matthew L. Jarvis
Attorney at Law
POBox40
Albany, OR 97321

RECITALS:

UNN COUNlY. OREGON 2008.13156
E¥EAS
Cot;>1 $lll"l COUlllTER 06/30/200803:55:26 PM

"lmif~U!ijjIWJjmll[~JBIIIIIIII~Iliir
~ S~on D'\I~omn"'r. ClllH1lyCltric tOTLlntI
C9llMy,OrtOon,nrlll'y \1111 tho lJIoIMnon\
ld.ntltl'~h"o!<'I_. f'.oml,~ 11'>1"0 CIO'"
',~ot~,.

Sieve DruckeJ'\l'l'lf1lllr ¥ County Ch;l11l

NOISE EASEMENT

.

WHEREAS, George K. and Col)' H. Koos (Grantors) have purchased that certain real
property in Linn County, Oregon,particularly described in Exhibit HAt attached hereto and by
thisreference incorporated herein (the"Property") from the Cityof Albany (Grantee); and

WHEREAS. as part of the consideration for the purchase of the Property. Grantors
agreed to grant a perpetual noise easement for the benefit of Grantee's propertyparticularly
described in Exhibit IIB,'I attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein (the "City
Property").

AGREEMENT:

NOW THEREFORE. in partial consideration for Grantors' purchase of the Property,
Grantorsgrant to Granteea non-exclusive, perpetual easementover the Propertyas follows:

L The easement granted herein shall be for the operation and maintenance of a
water intake and pumping facility located on the City Property, operated by Grantee. its
successors, andassignees, and their licensees andpermitees,

3. It is understood by the parties that the operation of a water intake and pumping
facility ordinarily and necessarily produces noise and other conditions that may conflict with
Grantors' use of the Property for residential or other purposes. Grantors hereby waive all
common law rights to object to normal and necessary maintenance activities conducted by
Grantee on the Protected Property for purposes of operating the water intake and pumping
facility between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.rn. Grantors further waive tbeir rights to
object to emergency activitiesthat take place at anytimethat are for the purposes of unforeseen
repairsthat are necessary to get the water intake and pumping facility back into operation.

4. This easement does not apply to expanded uses of the Protected Property for
purposes otherthan,;,ater intake and pumping.

S. This easementshall run with the land and shan be binding upon Grantors' heirs,
successors and assigns and is intended for the benefit of the Grantee and its successors and
assigns.

6. In the event suit or actionis instituted by either party to enforce any of the terms
or conditionsof this easement, tbe prevailing party shall be entitled to recover their reasonable
attorneyfees and costs in such suit, actionOr appeal. Costs shall include costs as allowedby law
and such other costs as are reasonably required. including, but not limited to. the cost of taking
and transcribing depositions and procuringexpert testimony.
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7. This easement may be recorded inthedeed records of'Linn County, Oregon.

~TNESS WHEREOF the parties haveexecuted this Easementas of the Q!o-tay of
hJL ,2008.

Gl.lANTOR: GRANTEE:

By: _
Its: _

CITYOF ALBANY

"..------U.(1,""'4'--'~~~--

)
) ss.
)

ST OF OREGON

County of U V\ '",
On this ~4!ttay of June, 2008, personally appeared before me the above-named

GeorgeK. Koos and Cory H. Koos, husband and wife, and acknowledged the foregoing to be
theirvoluntary act anddeed. C

• --- ~,J~jkdJi!fLCINDYI. HURST 1-"
'. ; NOiARYPUauc·oREGON. MyCommission Expires: - La - J.....
. COMMiSSION NO. 427903

. MyCOMMiSSiON £XPIRES JUNE6, 2(UZ

STATE OFOREGON )
f : ) ss.

Countyof LAYLf1. )

,,) On this J.!:)'IA day o[ June, 2008, personally appeared before me
we5 f/-&re" as fl.J*t m4/tft.·tj~r- of the City of Albany, and

. acknowledged the foregoing to behis/hervolunilUY~)~~

OFFlC!A\.SEAL NOTARYPUBLlCFO~/
NOT~~~~~~~GON My Commission Expires: ;Z / 3/C
COMMtSSlON NO.425019 r I

y 1
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EXHIBIT A

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

PARCEL 2, PARTrTlON PLAT NO. 2005·54, RECORD OF PARTrTlON PLATS, COUNT'( OF UNN,
STATE OF OREGON.

EXHIllIT II

Legal Description:

PARCEL 1, PARTITION PLAT NO. 2005-54, RECORD OF PARTITION PLATS,
COUNTY OF LINN, STATE OF OREGON.
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RESOLUTION NO. _

A RESOLUTION RATIFYlNG THE SALE OF EXCESS PROPERTY COMMONLY KNOWN AS
THE ARCIDBALD PROPERTY:

Grantor

CITY OF ALBANY

Grantee

GEORGE K. AND CORY H. KOOS

Purpose

Ratify the warranty deed transferring ownership of
an excess parcel ofCity property to George and
Cory Koos.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Albany City Council ratifies the sale of Parcel 2,
Partition Plat No. 2005-54, Record ofPartition Plats, County ofLinn, State of Oregon, as executed hy the
City Manager with the attached warranty deed to George and Cory Koos.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolutiou shall take effect immediately upon passage by the
Council and approval by the Mayor.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE rms 12TII DAY OF NOVEMBER 2008.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

G:IEngineer\WaterIW-OI-04 Alb-MlrsbgWater\Archibald Property-Res Ratify saie.docx
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THISSPACE RESERVED FOR RECORDER'S USE

l Steve Dru<:k.ltrnlU~r, Count)'CI.rk lor t:lnn
CQlmty, Or'$II)I1.e.rtW 'hilI Ih. In;trum.1'lt
1""000.11"'If.ln WIlt n"ord,d Il'th, Cl'rlI:
rlcord'.

steve Dru~enm1Uer - CountyClerk

/ After recording return to:
George K. Koos and COry H, Koos
33953 Lan9mac Road
Lebanon, OR 97355

Until a change is requested all taxstatements
shall be sent toU1e following address:
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STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED

The City of Albany, a municipal corporation, Grantor, conveys andwarrants to George K. Koos
and Cory H. Koos,husband and wife, Grantee, the following described real property freeof liens and
encumbrances, except asspecifically setforth herein:

PARCEL 2, PARTITION PLAT NO. 2005-54, RECORD OF PARTITION PLATS, COUNTY OFUNN,
STATE OF OREGON.

SUbject to:
L Covenants, conditions, restrictions and/oreasements, If any, affecting title, which may appear In

the public record, including those shown onanyrecorded plat or survey.

Thetrueconsideration for this conveyance is $1,101,000.00. (Here comply with requjrements ofORS 93.030)
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APN,004S308 SlaMofyWarranty Deed
- continued

File No.:7081-1204947 (ALS)
oate: 06/23/2008

BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON TRANSFERRING FEE lTl1.ESHOULD
INQUIRE ABOUT THE PERSON'S RIGHTS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 195.301 AND 195.305 TO 195
336 AND SEC110NS 5 TO 11, OF CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2007. THIS INSTRUMENT DOES NOT
ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED INTHIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPUCABLE LAND
USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON
ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TOTHE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY THAT THE UNIT OF LAND BEING TRANSFERRED IS A LAWFULLY
ESTABUSHED LOT OR PARCEL, AS DEFINED IN ORS 92.010 OR 215.010, TO VERIFY THE APPROVED
USES OF THE LOT OR PARCEL, TO DETERl"1INE ANY UMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR
FOREST PRAC11CES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930 AND TO INQUIRE ABOUT THE RIGHTS OF
NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 195.301 AND 195,305 TO 195-336
AND SEC110NS 5 TO 11, OF CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2007.

Dated this ;;l5 day of :::Jiu,e.- ,20 08'.

City of Albany, a municipal corporation

By: Wes Hare, City Manager

STATE OF Oregon )
)55.

County of Linn )

This Instrument wasacknowledged before meonthIS'~~ of -::r.~~~~_...-J 20 of?
.by Wes Hareas Ci~. ~.anager of City of Albany,c.{)~ '--vo""

OFFICIAlSEAL .
YONDAIIRIUDN

NOTARY PU.auC· OREDON
COMIdISSION NO. 4l!5079

RY I
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CITY OF ALBANY
CITY COUNCIL
Council Chambers

Wednesday, October 8, 2008
7:15 p.m.

MINUTES

CALL TO ORDER

Mayor Bedore called the meeting to order at 7:15 p.m.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG

Mayor Bedore led the pledge of allegiance to the flag.

ROLLCALL

APPROVED: _

Councilors present:

SPEClAL PRESENTATION

Sharon Konopa, Ralph Reid, Jr., Floyd Collins, Dick Olsen, Bessie Johnson, and
Jeff Christman

OSU 4~H and Extension Service.

Dan McGrath, Linn County OSU Extension Service, is a professor in the OSU Department of Horticultureand
provided information regarding Measure 22~81 (in agenda file). He gave a PowerPoint presentation
explaining services the Extension Service provides for farmers and growers, forestry, master gardeners, and
small farms. He explained the Land Grant University System, gave a brief history of the Extension Service,
and said they have a three-fold mission: Research, Teaching, and Service. He explained that on a $200,000
home the new Extension Service tax would be $14.00 and that he could make available details regarding their
budget upon request.

Oregon Main Street Program

Rick Rogers, Albany Downtown Association Director, and Kate Porsche, Urban Renewal Manager, said they
applied in early September for the Oregon Main Street Program and went to Salem for an oral presentation.
Albany has received the "Performing Main Street" level, which is the highest national level designation. The
City received a plaque and signs to put on the entrances to the City. Porsche added that the program has been
around for 30 years and will help the City.

SCHEDULEDBUSlNESS

Communication

Accepting Pat Kight's resignation from the Arts Commission.

MOTION: Councilor Christman moved to accept the resignation of Pat Kight from the Arts Commission
and send a letter of thank you for her service. Councilor Johnson seconded the motion and it passed 6-0.

Quasi-Judicial Public Hearing

SP-12~08 and AD-OI-08, Site Plan Review for construction of a shopping center with six buildingson 25,67
acres of land.

Bedore said, next on the agenda is a consolidated Quasi-Judicial Public Hearing regarding a Site Plan
Review application for construction of a shopping center with six buildings on 25.67 acres of land; and an
Adjustment Application that would allow Zq-foot-wide travel aisles in the parking lots on the northern
parcel of the shopping center where 26-foot-wide travel aisles are usually required. The applicant is Oregon
Acquisition One LLC.

Bedore called the hearing to order at 7:34 p.m.

Bedore asked if any members of the Council wished to abstain.

City Attorney Jim Delapoer explained to the audience that the Council made a decision to call this issue up
to this governing body to decide the outcome. During the course of doing that, two Councilors abstained.
In land use decisions the Council acts like a judge and they are required to make a decision. There are rules
stating that when the Council is acting like a judge they must make decisions like a judge, based solely on
the land use laws and rules. The Albany City Charter, Section 20, requires the concurrence of four members
to decide any question. If two of the six Councilors recused themselves, and the Site Plan application fails
to receive a unanimous vote, either for approval or denial, it will result in a procedural problem because the
Mayor will not be allowed to participate either to break a 2-2 tie, or to provide a fourth vote for or against
the motion. If a Councilor has a bias or conflict of interest, land use laws allow them to declare it and they 351
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don't participate in the discussion. The Council continues with the hearing and sees if there are four votes
to make a decision. If there are not four votes to make a decision, the Councilor who abstained is required
to re-qualify himself or herself and vote, in order to get a four-vote decision.

Councilor Konopa said that she had been advised by the City Attorney to publicly state her reasons for
abstaining from the SmartCentre land use application hearing. She submitted a letter for the record
explaining her reasons (in the agenda file). She believes that the SmartCentre application is for a Wal-Mart
Super Store, since SmartCentres/First Pro has built many Wal-Marts in Canada. The SmartCentre applicant
could state that she had a conflict of interest and/or bias due to her husband's employment as Staff Director
for the United Food and Commercial Workers Union (UFCW), Local 555, which is the main source of their
household income. Nationally, UFCW's fight the siting of new and existing Wal-Marts. She has assisted
neighborhoods in other cities in Oregon with their fight against Wal-Mart. She also disclosed that recently
she received a campaign contribution from the UFCW. Fearing she may be taken to court by Wal-Mart for
her vote, she has chosen to abstain from voting unless her vote is required for a decision.

Konopa stepped down from the dais.

Councilor Olsen said at the last meeting he indicated that he may be biased and therefore should abstain
from discussion and voting. But, after conversations with the City Attorney he no longer believes that he
should abstain so will participate in the discussion and vote.

Bedore asked if any member of the City Council wished to declare a conflict of interest, report any
significant ex parte contact, or a site visit.

Christman received a letter and everyone on the Council has a copy. Johnson received the same letter.

Bedore said, for all those wishing to testify, please be aware that you must raise an issue with enough detail
to afford the Council and parties an opportunity to respond to the issue if you later want to raise that issue on
appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals. Testimony and evidence must be directed towards the approval
standards staff will describe or other criteria in the plan or development code which you believe apply to the
decision. If additional documents or evidence are provide by any party, the City Council may allow a
continuance or leave the record open to allow the parties a reasonable opportunity to respond. Any
continuance or extension of the record requested by the applicant shall result in a corresponding extension to
the l20-day limit. Failure of the applicant to raise constitutional or other issues relating to proposed
conditions of approval with enough detail to allow the local government or its designee to respond to the
issue precludes an action for damages in circuit court.

Staff Report

Planning Manager Don Donovan said Oregon Acquisition One LLC has submitted Site Plan Review and
Adjustment applications to build a shopping center on the east side of Interstate 5, on the south side of
Santiam Highway west of Goldfish Farm Road. Oregon Acquisition One is the land acquisition part of a
company called SmartCentres, a shopping center developer based in Canada. Staff refers to this project as
"the SmartCentres project." The cover of the application says SC Retail Center.

Review Process

Donovan explained that the site plan submitted with the applications shows that there would be six
buildings in the shopping center. One of the buildings would be 187,000 square feet. The other buildings
would range in size from 4,000 square feet to 18,185 square feet. The square footage of all the buildings
would total 235,480 square feet. A new street would divide the north side of the shopping center from the
south side. There would be no accesses to the shopping center on Santiam Highway. There would be
three accesses on Goldfish Farm Road - the new street that will run across the property and two
driveways. Building A, which is the largest building, would be on the south side of the new street and the
other five buildings, designated Buildings B through F, would be on the north side of the new street.
Tenants for the buildings have not been identified yet. The applicants submitted a set of drawings with
the applications. There are 22 sheets in the set of drawings. The drawings include a site plan, landscape
plans, a grading plan, utility plans, a lighting plan, and multiple other drawings that show other details of
the proposed shopping center construction. The applicants also submitted supporting studies and other
documents with the application. These documents include a Traffic Impact Analysis, Transportation
Memorandum, Preliminary Drainage Report, Storm Water Memorandum, Noise Studyl Geotechnical
Report, Arborist Memorandum, and an Architectural Memorandum. The City Council has all of these
documents in a binder before them. Donovan provided overheads of the property and explained the
surrounding development.

The Site Plan Review and Adjustment applications submitted by Smar'Centres were reviewed first by the
Planning staff. The staff made a decision to approve the applications. In September 2007, the City
Council decided that they would "call up" the staff decision when the staff decision was made. The
Council thought it was appropriate for them to make the decision on the proposed development because
they had made the decision to change the zoning of the property creating the large regional commercial
site. So, this is the City Council public hearing on the Smar-Centres applications. The City's
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Development Code lists review criteria that we use to review each kind of application. The City's
decision on an application must be based on the review criteria, and only on the review criteria. This
helps frame the discussion about an application and provides predictability to people in that they know
what the decision will be based on. The written staff report on the SmartCentres applications is 48 pages
long. Donovan said he would not be going into all the details that are in the written staff report.

Review Criteria

Donovan said there are five review criteria that have to be met if the Site Plan Review application is to be
approved.

First· review criterion: "The 'transportation system can safely and adequately accommodate the proposed
development." He explained that one of the conditions of approval of a zone change for this property,
approved in 2006, was that development on the property generates no more than 800 new vehicle trips at
the peak traffic hour, or a "trip cap." The peak hour for traffic is typically in the afternoon. The
applicants submitted a Traffic Impact Analysis with the Site Plan Review application. The Traffic Impact
Analysis assumes that the development will generate the maximum 800 trips allowed with the zone
change. City staff uses Institute of Transportation Engineers ITE estimates of traffic generation to
estimate the number of vehicle trips that will be generated by a particular development. Using the ITE
rates for the square footage of the proposed shopping center and the traffic impact study, staff estimated
that the actual number of vehicle trips that will be generated will be 730 peak hour vehicle trips. So, the
TIA actually overestimated the impact of traffic from the shopping center on the street system by using
the 800 trips at the peak hour allowed by the trip cap. The TIA looked at street intersections, and at traffic
impact at the time the shopping center opens and impacts at 15 years out. The Analysis evaluated eight
public street intersections and the two driveways on Goldfish Farm Road. The intersections it looked at
were Santiam Highway and the intersections of Waverly Drive; Airport Road; Fescue Street; Timber
Street; Goldfish Farm Road; Scravel Hill Road; the intersection of Goldfish Farm Road and the new
street; and the intersection of Timber Street and the new street The TIA found that improvements would
be necessary at the intersections of Santiam Highway and Airport Road, Fescue Street, and Goldfish Faun
Road for the intersections to operate at acceptable levels of service with construction of the shopping
center. Conditions of approval of the shopping center would require these improvements and the
applicants have agreed to make them. An eastbound turn lane is needed on Santiam Highway at Waverly
Drive with construction of the shopping center, but this intersection needs more than the turn lane to
accommodate current traffic and future traffic. A condition of approval would require the applicants to
pay their share of the larger project and they have agreed to do this.

Second review criterion: "Parking areas and entrance/exit points are designed to facilitate traffic and
pedestrian safety and avoid congestion." Donovan said the City's Development Code requires a certain
number of off-street parking spaces for most kinds of uses. The Code requires one parking space for
every 200 square feet of sales floor area for a shopping center. The proposed shopping center is required
to have 1,100 parking spaces and that is the number the site plan shows would be provided. Bicycle
parking would be provided and a network of pedestrian walkways would be provided in accordance with
Code requirements. The staff report lists conditions ofapproval related to the parking lots.

Third review criterion: "Public utilities can accommodate the proposed development." Donovan said
there are existing sewer Jines in Santiam Highway and in Goldfish Farm Road that can provide sewer
service to all of the buildings in 'the shopping center. A new waterline will be extended in the new street
that will run across the shopping center property to provide water service for the buildings in the shopping
center. The existing sewer and water lines have the capacity to serve the buildings. Storm drainage from
the shopping center would drain to Cox Creek. The private storm drainage system in the shopping center
would include two storm drainage detention ponds that will also clean the water to some extent before it
discharges into the public storm drainage system. In most storms, Cox Creek stays within its banks and
can accommodate the storm drainage from the shopping center within the banks. In a tun-year storm,
Cox Creek floods and spreads out. The applicants submitted a drainage study that shows the additional
storm drainage from the shopping center will raise the elevation of the flood waters an insignificant
amount, in the range of 100ths of an inch. Storm drain lines designed to collect runoff from the adjacent
property 'to the south that may now run towards the shopping center are included in the design of the storm
drainage system. Storm drain lines that are designed to collect runoff from the fill slopes along the west
boundary of the shopping center are also included so that no runoff reaches the property adjacent to the
west. The City'S Engineering Division asked for and received a considerable amount of follow-up
information about storm drainage and flooding before the City Engineer approved the plans that were
submitted, with the conditions listed in the staff report.

Fourth review criterion: "Any special features of the site (such as topography, hazards, vegetation,
wildlife habitat, archaeological sites, historic sites, etc.) have been adequately considered and utilized."
Donovan explained that there are two special features of the shopping center property. Part of the
property is within the IOO-year floodplain of Cox Creek and there are some wetlands on the property. The
Oregon Department of State Lands administers the applicable wetlands regulations. They determined that
the wetlands on this property are not subject to the regulations. The applicants propose to fill some areas
of the shopping center property to get the property and buildings above the l Ou-year flood elevation as
required by the City's Development Code and to provide storm drainage. The applicants provided a
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grading plan that includes enough information for City staff to evaluate the effect that fill and gradingwill
have on the IOO-year flood elevation and on adjacent properties. Filling and grading are specifically
excluded from the definition of development in the Development Code and are not reviewed with a Site
Plan Review application, except to the point that staff can determine whether the plans will work without
creating drainage problems for adjacent properties. A separate grading permit is required before the
property can be filled. Owners of adjacent propertieswill get notice that a grading permit applicationhas
been submitted and get an opportunity to review the plans and comment. City engineering staff is here
and can answer questions related to public utilities or streets.

Fifth review criterion: "The design and operating characteristics of the proposed development are
reasonably compatible with surrounding development and land uses, and any negative impacts have been
sufficiently minimized." Donovan explained that buffering and screening must be provided between
commercial developments and residential developments. There is an existing residential subdivision on

.the property south of the proposed shopping center, and vacant property to the south and west which could
be developed with houses in the future, A IO-foot wide buffer area and screening are required along the
south and west property lines adjacent to the existing subdivision and the property that may be residential
in the future. The plans submitted by the applicants show that a buffer area that ranges in width from 30
feet to 56 feet wide will be provided along the south property line. The landscape plans show that the
required landscaping will be provided. A IS-foot wide buffer area and the required landscaping will be
provided along the west property line adjacent to the property that may be developed with houses in the
future. Staff identified the area along the south property line adjacent to the existing houses as an area that
was important to pay attention to early in the development review process. The width of the buffer area
that will be provided exceeds the required 10 feet. A 6-foot tall fence made of concrete that looks like
wood will be provided, The landscaping along the south property line would include a thick screen of
Leyland Cypress, Nordman Fir, and Western Red Cedar trees. Donovan provided an overhead of the
Landscape Plan (in agenda file). He said that noise was also something that was identified early on. The
applicants had a consultant do a noise study that evaluates the level of noise that may be generated by the
shopping center. Noise generating activities may include parking lot sweepers, refrigeration units on the
roof the building, and trucks. For the sake of evaluation, the noise study assumes that all of the noise
generating equipment is operating at once, The State Department of Environmental Quality limits the
level of noise that commercial developments can generate during the day and at night. The noise study
concludes the noise. generated at the shopping center can meet the DEQ standards if certain mitigation
measures are provided. The mitigation measures would require that barriers would have to be built
around the refrigeration units on the roof of the large building at the shopping center, or refrigeration units
that don't generate as much noise as the standard units would have to be installed. The conditions of
approval listed in the staff report require one or the other of these mitigation measures, Staff also asked
the applicants to provide information about noise along the vacant property to the south and west. These
properties are currently outside the City limits, but will be annexed someday, and could be zoned for
residential development. Staff received a memorandum from the consultant that did the first noise study
for the applicants that describes the level of noise that would be generated at the now vacant properties to
the south and west. The memorandum concludes that noise from the refrigeration units on trucks with
frozen food will exceed the allowable DEQ standards. The applicants have a couple of ways they
proposed to deal with this situation. The Planning staff did not have time to review and provide
comments on the memo to the City Council, but did discuss a couple of options for dealing with the noise
from the refrigeration units on the trucks with the applicants.

Design Standards

Donovan explained that design standards include requirements that buildings be constructed near streets
and that walls along streets have windows. Doors must be clearly defined and must be placed in locations
convenient for pedestrians. Parking lots must not be located between buildings and sidewalks. The
purpose of the requirements is to create developments that are accessible and attractive for pedestrians.
The applicants originally submitted a site plan that showed buildings near Santiam Highway. They
explained that the buildings were oriented to Santiam Highway with doors and windows on the Santiam
Highway side of the buildings. It was staff's opinion that, although the buildings were near Santiam
Highway and may have had doors on that side, the buildings were actually oriented toward parking lots on
the interior of the property. With a modified design, the applicants provided doors both along the street
and along the backs of the buildings on the parking' lots, The modified design meets all of the commercial
design standards, except that staff found that the intent of the design standards was compromised by
placing identical public entrances and building features on the fronts and backs of the buildings. To
accomplish what the design standards require, staff included a condition of approval that ~ays public
entrances may not be located on the back sides of the buildings. The doors will be on the new street that
will be built through the shopping center property.

The applicants requested that they be allowed to have secondary doors on the backs of the buildings that
are secondary doors. Staff agrees with this in concept, but has not had time to come up with language that
would make clear what the secondary doors would look like.
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Adjustment Application

Donovan said the applicants also submitted a second application w an Adjustment application. The
Adjustment application is to allow SOme vehicle travel aisles in parking lots in the north area of the
shopping center to be 24 feet wide where 26 feet is usually required. There are two review criteria that
have to be met if the Adjustment application is to be approved.

The first review criterion requires that the proposed adjustment be for 10 percent or less of a numerical
standard, Twenty-four feet is less than 10 percent of26 feet, so that review criterion is met.

The second review criterion requires that "The need for the requested adjustment is created by the
configuration of the structure on the site," The placement of the proposed buildings, a storm water
detention facility, pedestrian walkways; and landscape strips on the site leave only 24 feet for the width of
some of the vehicle travel aisles. The written staff report concludes that this review criterion is met.

Donovan mentioned that when staff mailed out the Notice of Public Hearing, they received four letters
with comments about the applications for the shopping center. The letters are from John Hartman; Paul
and Kimberly Shreve; Barry and Janet Ruebenson; and Norm and Lynn Kellogg, Mr. Hartman also wrote
a letter to Councilor Christman. The letters raise questions about traffic; noise, storm drainage, the review
process, and landscaping. Staff provided the letters to the applicants for responses, Donovan said, we
also believe that the questions have been addressed in the staff report. One new issue that was raised in
the letters concerns the effect of shifting ground and vibration on the houses to the south during
construction of the shopping center. They left those questions to the applicant because staff is not familiar
with the all of the details of the construction activities that will be involved.

Staff had also received three letters prior to the staff decision. Those letters and a letter from the Oregon
Department of Transportation(ODOT) are also attached to the City Council staff report with responses to
the questions raised in the letters. They got another letter from ODOT yesterday and that letter is in front
of the City Council tonight (in agenda file). The Engineering staff agrees that the City can make the
revisions suggested by ODOT in their letter and recommend the City Council direct staff to do so at the
appropriate time.

Donovan said, at 4:00 p.m. today, the applicants submitted a letter to staff that asks for a few changes in
the language included in conditions of approval, and other matters. Staff talked with the applicants about
some of their requests and think we can include language that addresses their concerns in the final
decision for these applications, following City Council direction and review of the requested revisions.
The letter is on the dais before the City Council (see agenda file),

Donovan said, at 4:45 p.m. today, the City received a letter from Linn County that says if the City
approves the shopping center, approval must be contingent on adequately addressing and mitigating traffic
impact on Goldfish Farm Road to Knox Butte Road, and Three Lakes Road from Grand Prairie to Spicer
Road. A copy of that letter is in front of each of the City Councilors too (see agenda file). The applicants
will want to address this letter.

Applicant

Andrew Sinclair, 201-11130 Horseshoe Way~ British Columbia, Canada, representing SmartCentres,
introduced his staff. He thanked the City staff for their cooperation and the thorough report Donovan just
gave, He said that part of the property was annexed into the City in 2002, and the Council rezoned all the
property for commercial use. They have been working with the City'S Planning and Engineering
Departments for around two years and essentially have an approval from ODOT. City staff made a decision
on September 9 to approve with conditions. He mentioned that the size is well below the 275,000-feet
permitted through the trip-cap analysis. This project will bring construction jobs and retail jobs, and the Site
Plan and Adjustment applications meet all the criteria,

Mark Whitlow, Attorney for the applicants, submitted into the record a letter with comments regarding the
conditions. It includes letters from their engineer and landscaper, and renderings (in agenda file). Basically
the letters say that they could comply with the storm water and landscaping conditions. He said changes
they would like to see for the conditions of the regional center include that they think it is important to have
a secondary customer entrance on the parking lot side. Regarding timing of on-site construction, they want
the opportunity to do site prep work and foundation work before off-site permits are obtained as those take a
lot of time, Condition 3.6 also is for timing of on-site and off-site and they would like it clarified that it
relates to the conditions above. Condition 2.6 says that even though they are putting a new collector street
through the middle of the shopping center, staff wants them to provide access to the property on the
northwest corner of the shopping center by stubbing out a two way driveway so that when the property is
developed, they can match their stub and they would have driveway connection between the two properties
and not have to use the new street. They have agreed with the understanding that it cannot be punched
through now, but would be when the other property develops. Condition 5.11 relates to noise and the ability
to mitigate during night time hours on those vacant lands to the southwest currently unincorporated in the
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City but subject to future annexation. That property could yet come into the City and be zoned commercial.
If so, there is no need for this condition as the noise regulations apply to residential. Also, the City's Code
goes beyond the DEQ regulations and they are conforming to City Code.

Sinclair said the noise concerns were regarding the mitigation of the vacant property and weren't about the
subdivision. They currently meet all noise standards regarding the subdivision.

Whitlow added there is a condition regarding an access way that doesn't conform to the American Disability
Act (ADA), because it has a step. Not all access ways need to be ADA compliant. They offer language that
allows for one access way with a step because of the grades on the site.

Sinclair provided renderings of the retail center (in the agenda file) on an easel for the Council and audience.
He said there could be minor changes regarding color schemes, specific plantings, etc. He said they are
proposing significant planting along the fence between commercial and residential areas for noise and
aesthetics.

Ray Kopczynsky, 1303 Tamarack Court, representing himself, said any organization willing to meet the
stringent requirements of Albany's land use, should be approved. He said the Council.should be inviting
economic developmentinto the community.

Janet Steele, 1540 Patrick Court, representing their Government Affairs Committee of the Albany Chamber
of Commerce, said the applicants presented the proposal to the Government Affairs Committee and
answered questions centered on meeting the requirements of the City and state. After the presentation the
Committee unanimously approved supporting their application. The Chamber represents 700 businesses
and we live in economic times in which employees are continually at risk of losing their jobs. Regional
commercial development is another option for the community. Approving this project will provide jobs,
provide retail options in east Albany, help stop retail leakage, and provide $800,000 in tax revenues, with a
total investment of $45,000,000. She encouraged the Council to support the project.

John Pascone, 2667 Crocker Lane, from AMEDC, said the City is lucky to have the history to be located
where we are in the middle of the valley along the 1-5 corridor, and to have this investment. The Council
should encourage investment in the community. This project creates construction jobs, retail jobs, and
meets the requirements of the Planning Department. He encouraged the Council to approve the application.

Nick Pisani, 3821 Oranda Street, said he is in favor but concerned about development to the street. He said
there is only one way out of his community now and with increased traffic in the area they will need another
access out of the neighborhood.

Neither in favor or against:

Wayne Rackam, 3005 Chicago Street, was curious when the zoning change was approved and what kind of
discussion took place regarding the trip count.

Erin Johnson, 3849 Rankin Street, said she lives behind the development and a lot of her questions have
been answered tonight. She is still concerned about storm water treatment. Where are oil drips, parking lot
debris, and other contaminants going to run; into the community or Cox Creek? She likes the buffer zone
and suggested they incorporate a pocket park there to assure the community that they are willing to give
back.

Diane Hunsaker, 1565 Waverly Drive, asked how there would be enforcement of the trip cap? She said
SmartCentres has a history of building for Wal-Mart. She suggested the Council go on line to read about
Wal-Mart's reputation. She would like the Council to make it part of the agreement that it not be a WaJ
Mart. They have too much of an impact on social services.

Michal Tolely, 1008 31st Avenue, believes that the trip cap totals are too low. There will be much more
traffic during Thanksgiving and Christmas.

Edward Wright, 3111 Millersburg Drive, provided photos (in the agenda file),' taken within the last five
days, of the site and pictures of businesses north and east of the site. He said the property is hideous, and
has been a neighborhood problem for years. There is garbage, junk, and people living around the lake. He
asked, could it possibly be worse than this, while lifting up a photograph. He agrees with Janet Steele and
others in favor of this project. He believes they will bring jobs. His business is across the street from the
property and he has been in business for 25 years. He has never had to work so hard, seven days a week, 14
hours a day because of the slowing economy. He believes it is good for the City.
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Bedore asked, does anyone wish to respond in opposition to Mr. Wright's testimony and/or want the
opportunity to review the photos? No one wished to respond or view the photos.

Applicant Rebuttal

Whitlow said he understands the issues to be storm water, trip cap, and noise. They would like a few
minutes to gather their information together.

Bedore recessed the public hearing at 8:55 p.m.

Reconvene

The public hearing was reconvened at 9:05 p.m.

Applicant Rebuttal

Sinclair said the issues they heard were regarding storm water, the southern pond, transportation and the trip
cap, and an issue as related to the approval criteria.

Kevin Russell, WRG Design, 415 SW Westgate, Portland, a Civil Engineer, said he laid out the preliminary
storm water drain design in the report. Concerns raised were water quality and contamination, and drain off.
He said the City has no standards forstorm water quality, but it does encourage storm water quality. They
have two detention facilities on site that can contain up to the 25-year event, the required standard of the
City. They have overflows to account for 100-year storm possibilities, Regarding contamination in the
parking lot, they would install catch basins converging underground to the water quality pond.

Johnson asked, will the drainage be towards the neighborhood of Coastal Crossings? Russel! said they will
be installing drains along the south and east edge of the parking lot and they will release into the existing
ditch on the west.

Sinclair added that the suggested dog/pocket park area may have standing water on it, so it could not be
developed.

Mark Butorac, Kittleson & Associates, 610 Alder Street, Suite 700, Portland, Transportation Engineer for
the project, said there was a question if streets would be punched through in the future, According to the
Albany Transportation System Plan (TSP) Goldfish Farm Road will be extended to Spicer and the east/west
collector provided in their plan will come out to Timber Street. So, long term there will be three public
streets serving that development. During the interim, emergency access is from Santiam Hwy on northwest
of building "E" to get into the residential area on the south, He explained how a trip cap analysis is done.
The trip generation rates are conservative in nature in this study. The rate is an outside rate and both ODOT
and City staff have reviewed them, The worst condition or highest hour of the year is used for traffic
studies. The streets system has been sized for that and is adequate with additional capacity.

Christman asked, was there any consideration of Goldfish Farm Road, north of Santiam Highway, when
doing the studies? Butorac said it was considered and the capacity at the intersection as constructed is at
10,000 trips. After full development they will be at 3,500 trips. That road is wellwithin its capacity. They
have met the road capacity and the intersection capacity for the road north of the intersection.

City Manager Wes Hare asked, if you were operating near capacity, what would that look like as far as
delays in traffic? Butorac said at capacity, it would be a 30AO second delay.

Christman asked, how will the City enforce the trip cap? Donovan read from the staff memo (page 4 of the
agenda document) saying "The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) estimates of vehicle trip
generation are based on studies of actual developments, so the data is generally considered reliable. There
was discussion during the hearing on the zone change about how to measure the number of trips that would
be generated by development on the 26 acres when development was proposed. Specifically, one City
Councilor asked about the possibility of requiring the developer to do counts of the actual volume of traffic
that is generated by commercial development on the property when the development is complete, and
requiring additional mitigation of traffic impact if the volume exceeded what was estimated using ITE
rates."

Delapoer explained that a traffic count on a particular day might not be representative of the longer term
volume of traffic that is actually generated by a particular development, The City Engineer agreed and a
representative of ODOT further explained that factors such as economic cycles and competition influence
the number of customers that visit a particular development The City does not use actual traffic counts for
any proposed development. We use the ITE trip generation estimates. Delapoer added that the trip cap is a
design standard that comes from the ITE Manuals. It's used now to see if the proposed development meets
the standards of the cap; it is not used for enforcement of traffic flow.
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Hare said the main concerns are how long a citizen will have to wait at an intersection. Mitigation
improvements may make traffic better, rather than worse.

Olsen said he recalls that the Council was told that if the development attracted too much business, it would
back up traffic on Santiam Hwy to the lights at the I~5 interchange, possibly causing continuing backup on
to the freeway. He asked, if this actually happens, will something be done by ODOT? Hare said typically
that takes some time to happen and you do get warnings in time to discuss funding strategies, SDCs will be
paid for this project which would go for additional capacity in the future.

Butorac said when the zoning change review took place, there was discussion about a 20-year horizon,
including the intersection improvements on Goldfish Farm Road and others, which are significant
improvements. Adding additional lanes can make a significant change in traffic flow.

Councilor Collins asked if the applicant could explain volume-to-capacity ratio and if that standard is an
absolute standard or a guideline from ODOT. Butorac explained volume to capacity as like a pitcher of
water. When you have a volume to capacity of 70% at an intersection it is like a pitcher being 70% full.
You still have 30% that you can add to the pitcher of water before the pitcher is full. Same with an
intersection, you have 30% more traffic volume that you can add to the intersection before it is "full".
ODOT has two standards that they apply. to intersection capacity. First, if the intersection is operating
below ODoT's maximum volume to capacity ratio, then development must mitigate its impacts such that
the intersection does not exceed the maximum volume to capacity ratio. Second, if an intersection is already
operating in excess of the volume to capacity ratio prior to the development, the development must mitigate
its impacts so that the volume to capacity ration after the development meets the volume to capacity ration
prior to the development. Collins said that in the analysis that he read, in some cases our vIc ratios currently
exceed the standard, but with the improvements you're proposing, in some cases it brings it back below the
standard and in other places it brings it to the current vic. Over time, as it got worse, it would get worse
from growth within the community not associated with the improvements. Butorac said that is correct.

Councilor Reid was concerned that noise control from 10:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.mwould be only with signs for
refrigerated delivery trucks to turn their motors off. They will not obey for fear of destroying their load. It
needs more than that. Sinclair responded that they would require, as part of the agreement with the delivery
trucks, that refrigerated trucks would not be on site between 10 p.m. and 6 a.m. The side of the property
where the trucks would be loading currently is bordered by vacant property.

Collins said, in the staff report it says you are attempting to acquire right-of-ways west of the property and if
unable to acquire, the City would consider condemnation. He asked, at the time that right-of-way would be
.acquired, would the company pay for the extension to Timber Street? Sinclair said yes, Collins said, but
it's not paying for the intersection of Timber and Highway 20? Sinclair said, no they are required to build
the road to our west property line. Collins said that would leave it to the City, SDCs, and ODOT to develop.
He said there are COncerns about the intersection from the neighborhood. Sinclair said they will place no
extra burden on the transportation system than what was permitted previously. Butorac said they do not
own any other property in order to build out to the other corridors. They meet the City's operational
standard now and 15 years in the future.

Olsen asked, how long do you project it will meet the standards? Butorac said, long-term it will meet the
intersection requirements. Donovan referred to page 16 in the packet as an example of how the
transportation will change. There will be a fair amount of congestion that will be relieved when connection
to Timber Street is made.

Whitlow said that they meet all the review criteria. Use is not a criterion, They meet requirements for the
TSP and have mitigated impacts. Streets and roads are built by the development. The conditions need some
adjustments to make them more reasonable. They would appreciate a vote of approval.

Delapoer said the applicant has indicated that they intend to waive the seven day written response.

Olsen commented on asking the City to condemn property: He thinks they should get it for themselves,
Sinclair said they understand; they are making every effort to acquire the property. That portion of the road
is not required to allow the shopping center to function. They don't have total control over that process.
They will pay the cost, if necessary.

Bedore asked, since they have offered new evidence, is there any response from anyone in the audience?
There was none.

The Quasi-Judicial Public Hearing was closed at 9:47 p.m.

Olsen said with so much new information to review, he would like extra time,

MOTION: Olsen moved to table deliberation and any tentative decision by the Council to date certain,
Wednesday, October 22, 2008. Christman seconded the motion and it passed 5~0,

8 358



Albany City Council Regular Meeting
Wednesday, October 8, 2008

Public Hearing

SS~07~03. adopting Engineering and Financial Investigation Reports for Ellingson Road Sewer Extension
Project.

Bedore opened the public hearing.

Shepard said, action here would form the Local Improvement District including the SVC Manufacturing
Company for the sewer extension.

Testimony

No one wished to speak.

Bedore closed the public hearing at 9:52 p.m.

MOTION: Collins moved to adopt the Engineering and Financial Investigation Reports for SS-07-03,
Ellingson Road Sewer Extension Project. Reid seconded the motion and it passed 6~O, and was designated
Resolution No. 5674.

Business from the Public

Bill Root, 2634 Valley View, representing the North Albany Neighborhood Association (NANA), read a
letter they wrote to the Oregon Water Enhancement Board supporting the East Thornton Lake Natural Area
and Park (in the agenda file).

Michael Quinn, 4455 Sunset Ridge NW, asked the Council to consider including a solar powered crosswalk
on Geary Street at 1ih Avenue as an additional project in the Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) plan.
There is a residential neighborhood behind the Panda Express on that street that includes many children.
The kids get off school buses and cross there. He suggested using SDCs, as it is a safety issue.

Johnson agreed with Quinn, saying that there are a lot of kids in the area and a crosswalk is needed.

Public Works Director Diane Taniguchi-Dennis said it is a valid project. If the Council is interested in
considering it, staff can bring information to a Council meeting.

Konopa agreed and suggested that whole section of Geary Street be evaluated for an appropriate crossing
spot.

Quinn said he estimates the costs would be around $14,800.

CONSENSUS: There was Council consensus to have staff bring information regarding creating a pedestrian
crosswalk across Geary Street in the 12lh Avenue vicinity.

Adoption of Resolutions

Waiving competitive bidding and awarding a sole source contract to SunGard Public Sector.

MOTION: Christman moved to adopt the resolution having the Albany City Council, acting as the Local
Contract Review Board, waive competitive bidding and award a Sole Source Contract to SunGard Public
Sector for the Albany Police records management system software. Johnson seconded the motion and it
passed 6~O, and was designated Resolution No. 5675.

Transferring appropriation for BR-06-0L Periwinkle Creek Bridge at Second Avenue. from the Capital
Projects Fund to the Street Capital and Restoration Fund.

MOTION: Reid moved to adopt the resolution transferring appropriation for BR-06~01, from the Capital
Projects Fund: Periwinkle Creek Bridge at Second Avenue, to the Street Capital and Restoration Fund.
Collins seconded the motion and it passed 6~O, and was designated Resolution No. .2§1Q,.

Adoption of Consent Calendar

I) Approval of Minutes
a) August 27, 2008, City Council Meeting
b) September 8, 2008, Work Session

2) Adopting an updated investment policy. RES. NO. 5677
3) Revising language regarding appointments to City boards, commissions, and committees.

RES.NO. 5678
4) Revising the City of Albany Public Safety Commission Resolution. RES. NO. 5679
5) Authorizing a grant application for acquisition of property on East Thornton Lake.
6) Approving a liquor license for Cascade Grill & Bar, LLC, 110 Opal Court NE.
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,7) Applying for and accepting the Oregon Association Chiefs of Police grants for:
a) Safety Belt/Three Flags Traffic Safety Grant to enforce safety belt, speeding, and DUll laws.

RES. NO. 5680
b) DUn Overtime Grant for the detection and removal of impaired drivers from our streets.

RES. NO. 5681
8) Accepting easements from:

a) Jack Utterback, 20-foot wide public utility easement
b) Leroy Laack Trust, 15-foot wide easement over a public storm drainage line.

RES. NO. 5682

RES. NO. 5683
c) Leroy Laack Trust, variable width sidewalk and utility easement. RES. NO. 5684

9) Executing a Quitclaim Deed to release a sewer easement to Property Investment Group ofAlbany.
RES. NO. 5685

There was a new resolution for item 4) on the dais for the Council. The resolution revises the wording to
the bylaws of the Public Safety Commission to reflect the intent and practice since 2004.

Christman asked that item 5) be pulled for discussion.

MOTION: Christman moved to adopt the Consent Calendar with item 5) pulled for discussion. Reid
seconded the motion and it passed 6"0.

Christman explained that he is in favor of item 5), "Authorizing a grant application for acquisition of
property on East Thornton Lake", being done without City funds. He believes the property should be
acquired with grants and community funds. He wants the Council to consider language that will state that
the grants would not be matched or augmented from tax dollars.

Parks & Recreation Director Ed Hodney said the City's share can come from any or all other sources, Parks
SDCs were mentioned because, potentially, there is a park planned in the area, This isn't a commitment If
the Council wants to direct staff to include no use of tax dollars, they will do that

Hare commented that it would be a mistake to put "no use of tax dollars' in the application, He understands
that the Councilor doesn't want to use General Fund monies, but the interpretation of what is tax dollars
could include monies the City is willing to use.

Christman said the park will be small and the benefit to the community will be minimal.

Rodney said the park will encompass five acres of the 24 acres. It is a traditional neighborhood park which
also doubles as open-space-educational. Staff may receive more details regarding funding options before
the grant application is approved. They will keep the Council up to date as that process goes along, The
application deadline to the Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board (OWEB) is October 20. Currently, there
is no financial obligation except staff time.

Collins believes there is significant community benefit from this park and open space area; educational as
well as recreational.

Johnson asked, will the City own the five acres? Hodney said the City will own the entire 24 acres.

Hodney added that the City will be working with others regarding restoration management of the open space
and a development plan. OWEB would have the conservation easement over the property. Hodney brought
the Council up to date, including letters of support from partners that will bring in other resources to get the
project going.

Olsen said he would prefer to submit the best application possible with no caveats.

Warren Harrington, 2326 Holly Place NW, asked, is the park for everybody? The Council replied, yes,
Harrington asked, can the public use the lake? Hare explained that the portion owned by City of Albany is
public property and open to the public. Parts of the open space may be sensitive and require some use
restrictions, Harrington said he had been told by homeowners on the lake that he couldn't fish there.
Collins said there is private property along the west side of the lake in which the lot lines extend into the
center of the lake. That is true of portions of the east side of the lake as well. The City will acquire only the
portion that borders these 24 acres. There will still be private property along a portion ofthe lake.

Collins said there may be a problems opening public access to the lake. Rodney said they will develop a
management plan that would include the neighbors.

Hodney suggested he get together with Mr. Harrington to answer his questions one on one.

MOTION: Collins moved to adopt item 5) of the Consent Calendar. Konopa seconded the motion and it
passed 4-2, with Christman and Johnson voting no.
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Award of Contract

Kinder Park Development.

Hodney explained that there were 15 bids submitted for this project, ranging from a low base bid of
$584,327.70 to a high base bid of$873,800. The total construction budget is $781,000. He provided a bid
summary for the Council (in the agenda file). Staff would like a tentative award to R&R General
Contractors, Inc. in the amount of $680,681.52, the low bidder. The project was budget in FY 2008-2009
and will be funded from the Grant Fund,

MOTION: Johnson moved to tentatively award the construction contract in the amount of $680,681.52 to
the low bidder, R&R General contractors, Inc. of Wilsonville, Oregon. Collins seconded the motion and it
passed6-0.

Radio Frequency Identification Tracking and Materials Handling System (RFID)

Bedore explained that this item was discussion at the Monday, October 6, Council Work Session.

MOTION: Collins moved to adopt the resolution appropriating a Special Purpose Grant and authorizing the
Library Director to sign a contract between the City of Albany and SirsiDynix for a Radio Frequency
Identification Tracking and Materials Handling System (RFID) beginning October 9, 2008, Reid seconded
the motion and it passed 6-0, and was designated Resolution No. 5686.

BUSINESS FROM THE COUNCIL

Johnson provided a spreadsheet of value changes of assessed valuation for properties in Linn County (in agenda
file).

Reid would like an update on the sale of the Archibald property, Taniguchi-Dennis said the sale has closed and
the money is in a revenue account as proceeds from property. There will be a Council discussion scheduled for
the use of the funds.

RECESS TO EXECUTIVE SESSION TO DISCUSS LABOR NEGOTIATIONS AND PROPERTY
NEGOTIATIONS IN ACCORDANCE WITH ORS 192.660(2)(d)(e)

The Regular Session was recessed into Executive Session at 10:36 p.m.

RECONVENE

The Regular Session was reconvened at II :00 p.m.

MOTION: Konopa moved to ratify the City of Albany and Albany Police Association 2008-2011 Collective
Bargaining Agreement Johnson seconded the motion and it passed 6-0.

MOTION: Konopa moved to give authority to the City Manager to conduct negotiations for the sale of the
Library building at 1390 Waverly Drive, sign all documents regarding the same, conduct negotiations, and
secure a temporary lease of the building until the new Library building is move-in ready. Reid seconded the
motion and it passed 6-0.

NEXT MEETING DATE

The next Work Session of the City Council is scheduled for Monday, October 20, 2008, at 4:00 p.m., in the
Municipal Court Room, at City Hall, and the next Regular Session is scheduled for Wednesday, October 22,
2008, at 7:15 p.m., in the Council Chambers, at City HaJI.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 11:02 p.m.

Respectfully submitted by,

Betty Langwell, CMC
City Clerk

11

Reviewed by,

Stewart Taylor
Finance Director
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Wednesday, October 22, 2008
7:15 p.m.

MINUTES

CALL TO ORDER

Mayor Bedore called the meeting to order at 7:15 p.m.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCETO THE FLAG

Mayor Bedore led the pledge of allegianceto the flag.

ROLLCALL

Councilorspresent: Sharon Konope, Ralph Reid, Jr., Floyd Collins, Dick Olsen, Bessie Johnson, and
Jeff Christman

SPECIALPRESENTATIONS

CommunityBefore & After School Child Care Program(CAP).

Cass Templeton, 11th Street. and Wayne Goetz, representing the Community After School Program (CAP),
gave some history of the programand explainedthat it is a latch key program run by donationsand grants, not
by the City or school district. They updated the Council on their programs and thanked them for the support
they receive through the Outside Agency Grant Program. They handed out packets that included their annual
report, descriptions and locations of their buildings, attendance records, and enrollments (in agenda file).

Procession of the Species.

Tiah Swanson, 6339 Chapman Court SW, showed a video of Albany's 2008 procession and mentioned that it
was created by a South Albany High School student.

Patty Evans, 1556 Otter Court, said the parade celebrates harmony and unity and the one thing everyone has in
common, the world we live in. She invited the Council to join in the vision, on April 25, 2009. They could
also use some money. She read an endorsement from Librarian I Doris Hicks regarding the Library's
involvement in supporting costume workshops (full letter in agenda file).

Oregon Bicycle Racing Association.

Rob Hughes, 3921 Sitka Place, Corvallis, said he would provide a video of the 2008 Albany race at a later
Council meeting. The race was very successful and the Association would like to hold the 2009 race in
downtown Albany as welL In 2009 the scheduled day would be a Saturday, August 15, rather than a Sunday
as was held this past April. He is asking for City support for closing the streets. He provided a map of the
route for the race (in the agenda file). He needs a decision tonight because the executive board for the
Association is designating the route this week.

MOTION: Councilor Reid moved to have staff work with the Oregon Bicycle Racing Association and the
Albany Downtown Association to coordinate the proposed race in downtown Albany on Saturday, August 15,
2009. Councilor Konopa seconded the motion and it passed 6~0.

SCHEDULEDBUSINESS

Business from the Public

No one wished to speak.

City Council Deliberation and Tentative Decision

SP~12"08 and AD~Ol~08, applications for construction of a shopping center on the south side of Santiam
Highway, west of Goldfish Farm Road SE.

Konopa left the dais.

Bedore explained that the Council deliberation and tentative decision regarding a Site Plan Review
application is for construction of a shopping center with six buildings on 25.67 acres of land; and an
Adjustment application that would allow za-toot-wide travel aisles in the parking lots on the northern parcel
of the shopping center where 26"foot~wide travel aisles are usually required. The applicant is Oregon
Acquisition One, LLC. This is city of Albany case files SP~12-08 and AD~01~08. Bedore said, on October
8, 2008, the Council held a public hearing on these applications. Following the public hearing, the City
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Council decided to table deliberation and decision on the applications until tonight's meeting. Also,
Councilor Konopa decided to abstain from participating in the public hearing and decision.

Councilor Christman said that in the information presented at the hearing Goldfish Farm Road, north of
Highway-20, was said to be able to handle 10,000 trips. He recently traveled on that road and doesn't
believe it can. He asked, what can we do about that part of the road?

City Attorney Jim Delepoer cautioned the Council that their decision tonight must be dependent on
information given at the public hearing. Staff can recommend wording for conditions, but can't put into the
record any new information. If the concern is the letter the County introduced, the Council can ask staff to
have a condition for approval to be a satisfactory resolution of Linn County's concerns. We cannot
consider whether the County's concerns have been addressed or not outside of the record. Tonight's motion
will be to tentatively approve or deny; and concerns can be addressed by giving a condition. Rules on land
use hearings require a decision based only on what was on the record on the day of the hearing.

Christman said this reemphasizes his belief that the process is flawed. After receiving so much information
during the public hearing, they are expected to make a decision without receiving answers to their
questions.

Councilor Collins was also concerned about Goldfish Farm Road, and thought there was conflicting
information regarding the Oregon Department of Transportation's (ODOT) timeliness of issuing permits for'
occupancy and the applicant's request for allowing on site work prior to the actual permits being issued.
How will that be resolved? Planning Manager Don Donovan said their request was to allow some grading
and foundation work prior to getting some permits from ODOT. We can allow them to do that. We are
requiring, and the applicants are willing, to put the financial assurances up front for the street
improvements. They would not be issued the permits for the buildings until they got the permits from
ODOT.

Collins was concerned about the developer's request for occupancy before fulfilling all of the permit
requirements. Transportation Systems Analysis Ron Irish said the original condition was to have all ODOT
permits before construction or occupancy. The new conditions require the public improvements to be done
before occupancy.

Councilor Olsen asked, what is ODOT requesting? Irish said there are a series of improvements including
capacity at Goldfish Farm Road and US Highway-Zu and tum lane and intersection improvements at USM20
and Fescue Street, as well as USM20 and Airport Road, and USM20 and Spicer Road. Basically, both sides of
the Interstate-S interchange as well as Goldfish Farm Road. There is also a condition involving the
intersection ofUSM20 and Waverly Drive, which is a condition for financial contribution.

MOTION: Christman moved to grant tentative approval, with conditions, of the Site Plan Review
application for construction of a shopping center with six building on 25.67 acres of land; and the
Adjustment application to allow some za-fcot-wlde travel aisles in the parking lots on the northern parcel of
the shopping center where ze-tcot-wide travel aisles are usually required; and to have staff prepare
additional findings that address the new information presented at the public hearing, in particular the
condition of a satisfactory resolution of Linn County's concern regarding Goldfish Farm Road, for
consideration at the next meeting. Johnson seconded the motion.

Collins said he has heard from the community that new construction should comply with the development
code. Staff has said that this project has met the conditions of the code and after extensive research, he
agrees that they have. He has concerns beyond the requirements of the code, which probably could be
addressed with revisions to the code. Part of his concerns has to do with secondary access and pedestrian
and bike access. His conclusion is that the applicant has met the requirements of the code.

Olsen asked, does this development use up all of the sewer capacity in the area? Assistant City Engineer
Jeff Blaine said yes, that is correct. Staff would likely have to do site specific evaluations if other
development comes in to evaluate the existing piping between the development and the Sewer Treatment
Plant.

Collins asked, what would be the remediation if there were a problem? Blaine answered that if there were a
problem, there could be a potential reroute of a lift station, or piping improvements that are schedu led a few
years out in the Capital Improvement Program could be constructed.

VOTE: A vote was taken on the motion and it passed 4-1, with Olsen voting no.
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Second Reading of Ordinance

VC~03~07, vacating a portion of Ferry Street SW, between Oueen Avenue and the Southern Pacific
Transportation Company Railroad right~of-way, and adopting findings.

City Attorney Jim Delapoer read fur the second time in title only "AN ORDINANCE VACATING A
PORTION OF FERRY STREET SW, BETWEEN QUEEN AVENUE AND THE SOUTHERN PACIFIC
TRANSPORTATION COMPANY RAILROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY; AND ADOPTING FINDINGS."

MOTION: Reid moved to adopt the ordinance. Christman seconded the motion and it passed 5-1, with
Johnson voting no, and was designated Ordinance No. 5704.

Adoption of Resolutions

Approving exemption from the competitive bidding process for the purchase of one International Life Line
Highliner ambulance through an existing contract with the city of Eugene and Hughes Fire Equipment.

MOTION: Reid moved to adopt the resolution approving exemption from the competitive bidding process
for the purchase of one International Life Line Highliner ambulance through an existing contract with the
city of Eugene, Oregon, and Hughes Fire Equipment, Inc.; to issue a notice of intent to award contract with
Hughes Fire Equipment, Inc.; and authorizing the City Manager to enter into a contract for $199,211 with
Hughes Fire Equipment, Inc. to purchase one International Life Line Highliner ambulance. Christman
seconded the motion and it passed 6~0, and was designated Resolution No. 5687.

Appropriating a special purpose grant and authorizing the Library Director to sign a contract between the
City of Albany and SirsiDynix for a radio frequency identification tracking and materials handling system.

MOTION: Collins moved to adopt the resolution appropriating a special purpose grant and authorizing the
Library Director to sign a contract between the City of Albany and SirsiDynix for a radio frequency
identification tracking and materials handling system (RFID) beginning October 9, 2008, and repealing
Resolution No. 5686. Reid seconded the motion and it passed 6-0, and was designated Resolution
No. 5688.

PA~01-08NR~05-08, Orezona Building Company LLC, rescinding the approval of tentative partition plat
and variance applications granted by the Albany City Council on June II, 2008.

MOTION: Konopa moved to adopt the resolution rescinding the approval of tentative partition plat and
variance applications granted by the Albany City Council on June 11,2008. Reid seconded the motion and
it passed 6~0, and was designated Resolution No 5689.

Adoption of Consent Calendar
1) Approval ofMinutes

a) August 25, 2008, City Council Work Session
b) September 10,2008, City Council Meeting
c) September 22,2008, City Council Work Session
d) .September 24, 2008, City Council Meeting

2) Adopting the Identity Theft Protection policy for the City of Albany. RES. NO. 5690
3) Authorizing short-term operation loans. from available cash reserves to the General Fund and Public

Transit Fund. RES. NO. 5691
4) Accepting easements from:

a) Mary Hubler. RES. NO. 5692
b) Deena Frishkorn. RES. NO. 5693
c) Earl Stutzman. RES. NO. 5694

5) Accepting and appropriating a special purpose grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation
and Development to assist with completion of Goal 5 tasks in the City's Periodic Review Work
Program. RES. NO. 5695

MOTION: Councilor Johnson moved to adopt the Consent Calendar as presented. Reid seconded the
motion and it passed 6~O.

Award of Bid

Awarding a contract to PetroCard Systems, Inc., for commercial fuel for police vehicles.

Collins asked, is the fuel priced fixed? Capt. Atchley explained that it is based on the following formula:
(wholesale price) plus (taxes) plus (their markup of six cents). The actual cost will fluctuate as wholesale
prices fluctuate, but their markup of six cents is fixed. They were the sole bidder.
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MOTION: Reid moved to award the contract for commercial fuel for police vehicles in the annual amount
of $147,868.80 to the only bidder, PetroCard Systems, Inc. Johnson seconded the motion and it passed 6~0.

Appointment

Almointing John Hartman to the Human Relations Commission.

MOTION: Reid moved to appoint John Hartman to the Human Relations Commission. Konopa seconded
the motion and it passed 5~1, with Christman voting no.

Report

SD~07~07, Fabian Estates, LUBA remand public hearing.

MOTION: Collins moved-to set the public hearing for the Land Use Board ofAppeals (LUBA) remand
regarding Fabian Estates on November 12. Christman seconded the motion and it passed 6~0.

BUSINESS FROMTHE COUNCIL

Reid provided a spread sheet regarding Albany's increasing water rates and the water fund (in agenda file). It
included his projections following three scenarios: I), follow current practice of a 3.3% increase in 2009 and
4.7% increase for the next four years; 2), no increase in 2009 and then continue increases of 4.7% in 2010 and
for the next four years; and 3), no increase in 2009 and continue increases of 2.5% for the next four years. Reid
said he doesn't like the third scenario because the reserve isn't enough, He is recommending the Council
consider the second scenario, or use it as a guideline.

Bedore suggested that the Council review the spreadsheets, have discussion, and have staff bring back an
ordinance for them to adopt.

Johnson thinks it is a good idea not to raise rates in 2009.

Collins said, if we don't raise the rates, we don't need an ordinance.

City Manager Wes Hare suggested that Public Works Director Diane Taniguchi-Dennis and Finance Director
Stewart Taylor review the Information provided and give their opinion. He asked, does deciding not to raise
rates mean that the City would forgo capital projects currently in the CIP?

The Council agreed to wait to make a decision until they could hear from staff regarding the impacts of
changing the current structure.

Collins mentioned that he would like to have staff do this type of analysis on an annual basis.

Collins provided the City with a check for $750 from the Takena Kiwanis Club for costs associated with
fencing erected at the Gibson Hill Park.

Olsen was concerned that Periodic Review as mentioned on the Consent Calendar takes so long to complete.
He noted that it has been 10 years since the City started Periodic Review. Hare said it is a long process and
mentioned that when all cities are required to do it, there is not enough staff hours available at the Oregon
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) to help. Since the threshold requirement has been
raised it frees up more hours and there is better staff support from the state. There are many variables that the
law requires and it is highly technical work, which takes time to complete.

Community Development Director Greg Byrne said some miscommunication took place between the City and
DLCD that caused a delay. Delapoer added that Measure 37 changed the rules in the middle of this long
process because of local property rights.

Hare said the City would have to go through the same noticing process that is required for all land use issues.

Byrne added that the City does have some problems with open space boundaries, including extension into
floodplains and in some cases, beyond the flood plains. He understood that the Council wanted those
boundaries to be more rational and for staff to resolve some of those concerns as a result of work on Goal 5.
That may lead to some zone changes. He said the Council will have a heads-up regarding those changes.

Hare said when the City does legislative changes such as these, property owners do receive notice.

Collins said, the staff report said that there would be public meetings but there was no reference to the advisory
board that was used in the past. Donovan said the advisory body that was in place will be involved. Byrne
added that they will meet the letter, spirit, and intent of the law and go beyond it. They will be meeting with
neighborhoods, interest groups, and individual property owners.
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Konopaasked if previousplans that have been completedthrough periodic review were adopted. Donovan said
no, they haven't been adopted. The plan was to adopt all of them together. It was partly because of the
propertyrights issues.
Johnsonasked if the City Councilmeetings could be shownon televisionon Thursdays rather than Sundays.

Hare said he would be gone November 1-5. He alerted the Council to the proposed revised building inspection
fee schedulethat the City is going to be submittingto the state. The hearing is scheduled in December.

Bedore said the Linn Library League would like the Council to make it clear whether the resolution supporting
the League ballot measure issues is continuous or is no longer in effect. The Council instructed staff to bring
this issueto a work session.

NEXT MEETING DATE

The next Work Session of the City Council is scheduled for Monday) November 10, 2008, at 4:00 p.m., in the
Municipal Court Room, at City Hall, and the next Regular Session is scheduled for Wednesday, November 12,
2008, at 7:15 p.m., in the CouncilChambers) at City Hall.

ADJOURNMENT

There beingno other business,the meetingwas adjournedat 8:53 p.m.

Respectfully submittedby,

Betty Langwell,CMC
City Cierk

5

Reviewed by)

John Stahl
Assistant FinanceDirector
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TO:

VIA:

FROM:

DATE:

Albany City Council

Wes Hare, City Manager

Ed Hodney, Director ofParks and Recreation {AJN
November 5, 2008, for the November 12,2008 City Council Meeting

SUBJECT: Senior Center/Council of Governments Lease

RELATES TO STRATEGIC PLAN THEME:. Great Neighborhoods

• An Effective Government

Action Requested:

Approve a Motion authorizing the City Manager to sign a lease agreement with the District 4
Council ofGovernments (COG) for usage of the Albany Senior Center.

Discussion:

For over 20 years, the City of Albany has leased portions of the Albany Senior Center to the
Council ofGovernments for the COG's Senior Meals program. The original lease has expired and
COG wishes to renew on a year-to-year basis with a review each year before the lease is
extended. The COG proposes to pay rent at the sum of $25 per day.

Staff recommends approval of the new lease.

Budget Impact:

The current Parks & Recreation Department budget includes the projected revenues related to this
lease.

Attachment: Proposed Lease Agreement

Us'Parks & RecreationlAdministration\COUNCILILeases--COGICOG Senior Centerleasememo.dOC
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Senior Center Kitchen and Dining Room Lease
489 Water Ave NW

This agreement is made and entered into this 12 day of November, 2008, by and between the City of
Albany, Oregon, hereinafter referred to as "City" and District 4 Council of Governments hereinafter
referred to as Council of Governments.

WHEREAS, the City is the owner of the Albany Senior Center building at 489 Water Ave NW,
Albany, Oregon; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to lease to the Council of Governments and the Council of Governments
desires to lease from the City certain portions of said building for the operation of a nutrition program
for the elderly.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements herein contained, the
parties agree as follows:

Section 1: Leased Premises. The City does hereby lease and let unto the Council of Governments the
following portions of the Albany Senior Center at 489 Water Avenue, Albany, Oregon, for the Council
of Governments use during the following times:

a. Kitchen - Monday through Friday, from 8:00 a.m. to 1:30 p.m., except for those days
described in Section 12, by facility closure or except by mutual agreement when the City
desires access prior to 1:30 p.m. for class or meal preparation.

b. Dining Area - (Bay 3 ofthe multipurpose room which is adjacent to the kitchen) - Monday
through Friday from 10:30 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. except for those days described in Section 12,
Use of Space and Equipment by Others, and Section 13, Facility closure.

c. Cafeteria Line Serving Area - Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m, to 1:00 p.m. on days
when using the kitchen. Service area window between kitchen and dining area.

d. Desk Space in Kitchen Area - Throughout the term ofthis Lease.

e. Kitchen Storeroom - Shelving units located on the North and West walls of the Storeroom
throughout the term ofthis lease.

Section 2: Term. The term of this lease shall be on a year to year basis beginning on July 1,2008 and
reviewed annually prior to renewal. If contract review is not complete by July 151 the previous year's
terms shall stay in effect until review is complete

U:\Parks & RecreationlAdministration\COUNCIL\Leases-~COG\sr center leasecog 61208.doc Page 1 0/8
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Section 3: Consideration. The Council of Governments shall pay the City for rent of the space leased
hereunder the sum of $25 per day. Rent shall be paid in advance and is due on the date hereof and on
the first day of each month thereafter for all rent which will accrue in the following month. Checks
should be mailed to City of Albany Senior Center, P.O. Box 490, Albany, Oregon 97321.

Section 4: Use of Property. In connection with the use of the premises, the Council of Governments
will conform to all applicable laws and regulations of any public authority affecting the premises and
the use, and will correct, at the Council of Governments own expense, any failure of compliance
created should it be by the Council of Governments fault or by reason of the Council of Governments
use. The use of the facility will be consistent with typical uses required in providing on site and
delivered meals to senior adults.

Section 5: Reporting. The Council of Governments shall submit monthly to the City a report of the
number of home-delivered, congregate and total meals served daily by the Council of Governments'
nutrition program.

Section 6: Assignment. The Council of Governments shall not assign this Lease or any interest
hereunder and shall not permit any assignment hereof by operation of law without the express written
consent of the City. In the absence of written consent, any such assignment shall be void and shall
terminate this Agreement.

Section 7: Subleasing. The Council of Governments shall not further sublease any portion of the
premises.

Section 8: Council of Governments' Cleaning Responsibilities. The Council of Governments shall be
responsible for the following cleaning and janitorial services:

a. To clean the floor, equipment and counter areas in the kitchen and serving area after each
Council of Governments' use thereof; Floor cleaning will include debris pickup and sweeping
as necessary. Equipment and counter clean up include wiping down as necessary and
sanitizing.

b. To set-up and take-down tables and chairs, to wash tables and spot clean the dining area floor
after each Council of Governments' use thereof;

c. To keep the serving area, desk area and kitchen storeroom in a neat, clean, safe and sanitary
condition;

d. To maintain the cleanliness of kitchen equipment including daily cleaning ofall food prep areas
including but not limited to counter, sinks, refrigerator, freezer, stove, ovens, dishwasher, floor, .
storage closet.

Section 9: City Cleaning Responsibilities. City shall be responsible for the following cleaning and
janitorial services;

a. To clean the floor, equipment and counter areas in the kitchen and serving area after each use
thereof, other than Council of Governments' use;

U:lParks & RecreationlAdministrationICOUNCIL\Leases-COGlsr center lease cog 612G8.doc Page 2 of8
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b. To wash down the tables in the dining area after each use thereof, except Council of
Governments' use;

c. To sweep the floors of the dining area.

Section 10: Council of Governments' Eguipment Responsibilities. The Council of Governments shall
be responsible for the following equipment and equipment maintenance and repair services.

a. To provide all utensils, dishes, pots, pans, and other small equipment used in the preparation
and service of meals;

b. To repair damage or provide maintenance due to negligence or abuse by the Council of
Governments.

c. To notify City of needed repairs or maintenance of equipment owned by City in a timely
manner;

d. To conduct repairs of an emergency nature necessary to prevent disruption of Council of
Government's services.

e. Cleanout designated refrigerator, freezer and storage space as necessary and at least quarterly.

f. Damage beyond normal wear and tear that is caused by the Council of Governments staff,
volunteers or clients is the responsibility of the Council of Governments.

Section 11: City's Eguipment Responsibilities. City shall be responsible for the following equipment
and equipment maintenance and repair services:

a. To provide initial major equipment for preparation and service of meals;

b. To provide designated space in the freezer for use by the Council ofGovernments:
I

c. To provide the serving counter and designated space in the refrigerator for use by the Council
ofGovernments during serving times;

d. To maintain and repair all equipment owned by the City, including, but not limited to, heating,
ventilation and air conditioning system, hot water and steam equipment, plumbing and drainage
system, and cooking and dishwashing equipment;

e. To repair equipment in a timely marmer, so as to avoid safetyhazards as much as possible.

Section 12: Use of Space and Eguipment by Others. City shall have the right to use and permit the use
by others of the kitchen and dining areas and the equipment under the following terms and conditions:

a. The City shall have the option to use the dining area and kitchen up to four days per month
which shall be designated in writing and provided by the City to the Council of Governments
no less than 30 days in advance of use;
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b. Other uses shall not interfere with the daily use of the dining area by the Council of
Governments;

c. Groups and individuals shall have access to the refrigerator, freezer and other equipment for
food storage and beverage preparation on a daily basis.

Section 13: Facility Closure. The Albany Senior Center facility shall be closed by the City and not
available for congregate meal service as follows:

a. On those days observed as holidays by the City or any day declared a legal holiday by order of
the City Council of Albany the premises shall not be available for use by the Council of
Governments.

b. During closures because of inclement weather, unforeseen hazards or threats to health and
safety the premises shall not be available for use by the Council of Governments.

c. Access to the kitchen and serving area by the Council of Governments shall be permitted
through the kitchen back door for the preparation and distribution of home-delivered meals as
long as Section 14, Building Security is adhered to.

Section 14: Building Security. The Council of Governments assumes full responsibility for the
protection and security of the Senior Center facility at any time that Council of Governments staff
enters the building apart from hours that the bnilding is under City supervision. City shall provide
instruction in security features of the building to persons mutually agreed upon to act as building
attendants.

Section 15: Owner of Personal Property. Each of the parties hereto shall retain ownership of any
equipment, pots, pans, dishes, utensils, and other personal property acquired by its own funds, by funds
received from grants and donations to such party for the purpose of acquiring such personal property,
or such personal property as may be donated to such party.

Section 16: License, Sanitation, Fire Safety and Emergency Procedures. The Council of Governments
and City shall be responsible for licenses, sanitation, fire safety and emergency procedures as follows':

a. The Council of Governments shall obtain any and all licenses or permits which may be
required for the operation ofa nutrition program at the Albany Senior Center;

b. The Council of Governments shall maintain standards of sanitation and cleanliness required for
the operation of a nutrition program by appropriate health and sanitation official;

c. City shall provide and maintain fire safety equipment and procedures required by appropriate
fire officials and each party's insurance carrier including, but not limited to, appropriate fire
extinguisher, testing of fire extinguisher, and annual fire drills.
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Section 17: Fundraising. The Council of Governments' fundraising activities shall be limited to four
(4) fundraising events per year on the leased premises to be conducted on mutually agreed upon dates.
Other fundraising activities are permitted only with express, written, mutual agreement by both parties.

Section 18: Telephones, Transportation and Mailing Address. The Council of Governments shall
install and maintain a separate telephone line for use by Council of Governments staff and clients. The
Council of Governments shall be responsible for the transportation of clients to and from the
congregate meal. The Council of Governments shall utilize a mailing address or post office box other
than 489 Water Avenue NW, Albany, Oregon.

Section 19: Indemnification. Either party shall indemnify and save the other party harmless against
and from any and all claims by or on behalf of any person, firm, or corporation arising from the
conduct or management or from any work or things whatsoever done by that party or its agents,
contractors, servants, employees, or volunteers in or about the leased premises of the building, and
shall further indemnify and save the other party harmless against and from any and all claims arising
from any breach or default on the part of that party in the performance of any covenant or agreement
on the part of that party to be performed, pursuant to the terms of this Agreement, or arising from any
act of negligence of that party or any of its agent, contractors, servants, employees, or volunteer
employees, occurring during the term of this Lease in or about the leased premises of the building, and
from any and ali costs. Counsel fees, expenses, and liabilities incurred in or about any such claim or
action or proceeding brought thereon. In case any action or proceeding be brought against any party by
reason of any such claim, that party may, at its option, require that the other party resist or defend such
action or proceeding at that party's own cost and expense and by counsel reasonably satisfactory to the
other party.

Section 20: Insurance.

A. MINIMUM SCOPE OF INSURANCE

Coverage shall be at least as broad as:

1. Commercial General Liability: Insurance Services Office (ISO) form CG 001 with an
edition date of 10-2001 or later, providing Commercial General Liability Occurrence Form.
With CG 25-03 (Amendment Aggregate Limits of Insurance per Project) attached.

2. Automobile Liability: Insurance Services office (ISO) form CA 0001, providing Business
Automobile Coverage on Owned, Non-Owned and Hired vehicles.

3. Workers' Compensation insurance as required by Oregon Revised Statutes and including
Employers Liability Insurance.

B. MINIMUM LIMITS OF INSURANCE

Council of Governments shall maintain limits no less than:

1. Commercial General Liability; $1,000,000 Each Occurrence
$2,000,000 General Aggregate
$2,000,000 Products Aggregate
$1,000,000 Personal Injury
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The General Aggregate shall apply separately to this project.

2. Automobile Liability:

3. Employers Liability:

$1,000,000 Per Occurrence

$ 500,000 Per Accident
$ 500,000 Disease Aggregate
$ 500,000 Disease Each Employee

C. DEDUCTIBLES AND SELF-INSURED RETENTIONS

Any deductible or self-insured retention must be declared to and approved by the City. At the
option of the City, either: the insurer shall reduce or eliminate such deductible or self-insured
retention as respect the City, its officers, employees and agents; or the Council of Governments
shall procure a bond guaranteeing payment of losses and related investigations, claim
administration and defense expenses.

D. OTHER INSURANCE PROVISIONS

The policies are to contain, or be endorsed to contain, the following provisions:

I. Commercial General Liability and Automobile Liability Coverage's.

a. The City of Albany, its officers, employees and agents are to be covered as additional
named insured's as respects: liability arising out of activities performed by or on behalf
of the Council of Govemments including the Insured's general supervision of the
Council of Goveruruents, products and completed operation of the Council of
Goveruruents; premises owned, occupied or used by the Council of Governments, or
automobiles owned, leased, hired or borrowed by the Council of Goveruruents. The
coverage shall contain no special limitations on the scope of protection afforded to the
City, its officers, officials, employees or volunteers.

b, The Council of Governments' insurance coverage shall be primary insurance as respects
the City, its officers, employees and agents. Any insurance or self-insurance maintain
by the City, its officers, employees or agents shall be excess of the Council of
Goveruruents' insurance and shall not contribute to it

c. Any failure to comply with reporting provisions of the policies shall not affect coverage
provided to the City, its officers, employees or agents.

d. The Council of Governments' insurance shall apply separately to each insured against
whom claim is made or suit is brought, except with respect to the limits ofthe insurer's
liability.

2. Workers' Compensation and Employers Liability Coverage

The insurer shall agree to waive all rights of subrogation against the City of Albany, its
officers, employees and agents for losses arising from work performed by the Council of
Goveruruents for the City.
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3. All Coverage's

Each insurance policy required by this clause shall be endorsed to state that coverage shall
not be suspended, voided, cancelled by either party, reduced in coverage or in limits except
after thirty (30) day's prior written notice by certified mail, return receipt requested, has
been given to the City.

E. ACCEPTABILITY OF INSURERS

Insurance is to be placed with insurers with an A.M. Best rating of no less than A-VII.
Exception to this requirement is given to SAIF Corporation for Workers' Compensation. Any
other carriers with lower ratings may be given prior written approval.

F. VERIFICATION OF COVERAGE

The Council of Governments shall furnish the City of Albany with Certificates of Insurance
and with original endorsements for each insurance policy hare to be signed by a person
authorized by that insurer to bind coverage on its behalf. All certificates and endorsements are
to be received and approved by the City before work commences.

Section 21: Fire Insurance, Waiver of Subrogation. The parties shall obtain from their respective
insurance carriers waiver of subrogation against the other party, its agents, employees, volunteers, and
invitees. Neither party shall be Hable to the other for any loss or damage caused by fire or any of the
risks enumerated in standard fire insurance policy with an extended coverage endorsement if such
insurance was obtainable at the time of such loss or damage.

Section 22: Termination. Either party may terminate this Lease if the other party defaults in the
performance of any of the provision of this Lease and such default continues for thirty (30) days after
the non-defaulting party has given the defaulting party written notice of the non-defaulting party's
intention to terminate this Lease, or if a bankruptcy or insolvency proceeding is filed by or against
either party, or if a receiver is appointed for either party's property, or if either party makes and
assignment for the benefit of its creditors, or if any legal process is instituted against either party or its
property whereby the leased premises are attempted to be occupied or taken, or if either party is unable
to continue its services due to lack of funds. Either party may terminate this Lease at any time without
cause with sixty (60) days written notice, or at the July 15t annual renewal date with 30 days written
notice.

Section 23: Severability. If any terms or provision of this Lease shall be held invalid, the remaining
terms and provisions hereof shall have full force and effect to extent that they remain reasonably
practicable.

Section 24: Other Conditions. Policies and procedures of the City shall govern conditions not
addressed in this Lease Agreement.
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Section 25: Arbitration. All disputes concerning this agreement or allegation of violation thereof, shall
be submitted to arbitration. Either party may initiate the arbitration process by mailing to the other a
written demand for arbitration. Thereafter, the parties shall attempt to agree upon a single arbitrator
who will determine all matters in dispute. In the event that the parties cannot agree upon a single
arbitrator, then each party shall designate an arbitrator and the two arbitrators thus selected shall
designate the third arbitrator. The three arbitrators thus selected shall serve as a panel and shall decide
all matters in dispute. The parties shall select the single arbitrator or their respective arbitrators within
thirty (30) days of the demand for arbitration. Should either party fail to select an arbitrator within the
time set forth above, the arbitrator selected by the other shall solely decide all issues in dispute. If the
single arbitrator is used, the parties shall each pay one-half (1/2) of that arbitrator's fees. If a panel of
arbitrators is used, each party shall pay his or her own arbitrator and shall each pay one-half (1/2) of
the fees of the third arbitrator. The decision of the arbitrator(s) shall be binding.

COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS:

Date: _

By: _

Title: _

Mailing
Address: _

Telephone: _

Facsimile: _

Tax ID# _

CITY OF ALBANY, OREGON:

Date: _

By: _

Ed Hodney
Parks & Recreation Department
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• ALBANY
~ POLICE
••ARTMENT

TO:

VIA:

FROM:

Albany City Council

DATE: November 3, 2008, for November 12, 2008, City Council Meeting

SUBJECT: Full On-Premises Sales, Commercial Establishment, New Outlet Liquor License
Application for Mexico Lindo 11, Inc., D/B/A Mexico Lindo 11,637 Hickory Street,
Suite 130.

Action Requested:

I recommend the Full On-Premises Sales, Commercial Establishment, New Outlet Liquor License
Application for Mexico Lindo 11, Inc., D/B/A Mexico Lindo II, be approved.

Discussion:

Erik Garcia, on behalf of Mexico Lindo 11, Inc., D/B/A Mexico Lindo 11, has applied for a Full
On-Premises Sales, Commercial Establishment, New Outlet liquor license. Based on a background
and criminal history investigation through Albany Police Department records, 1 recommend
approval of this request.

Budget Impact:

None.:

MR
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RESOLUTION NO. _

A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE FOLLOWING EASEMENT:

Grantor

P & F GEARY SQUARE LLC

PUUJose

A 20 foot-wide public sewer line easement for the
Petco project.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Albany City Council that it does hereby accept this
easement.

DATED AND EFFECTIVE THIS 12TH DAY OF NOVEMBER 2008.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

City of Albany - Pnblic Works Department
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EASEMENT FOR PUBLIC UTILITIES

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this~ay of Ot:ro t!>Ef'

F GEARY SQUARE LLC, hereinafter called Grantor, and the CITY
Corporation, herein called "City."

WITNESSETH:

, 2008, by and between P &
OF ALBANY, a Municipal

That for and in consideration of the total compensation to be paid by the City, the grantor has this day
bargained and sold and by these presents does bargain, sell, convey, and transfer unto the City of Albany,
an easement and right-of-way, including the right to enter upon the real property hereinafter described,
and to maintain and repair public utilities for the purpose of conveying public utilities services over,
across, through, and under the lands hereinafter described, together with the right to excavate and refill
ditches and/or trenches for the location of the said public utilities and the further right to remove trees,
bushes, under-growth, and other obstructions interfering with the location and maintenance of the said
public utilities.

This agreement is subject to the following terms and conditions:

1. The right-of-way hereby granted consists of:

A 20 foot-wide public sewer line easement for the Petco project. See legal description on
attached Exhibit A and maps on attached Exhibits Band C.

2. The permanent easement described herein grants to the City, and to its successors, assigns,
authorized agents, or contractors, the perpetual right to enter upon said easement at any time that
it may see fit, for construction, maintenance, evaluation and/or repair purposes.

3. The easement granted is in consideration of $1.00, receipt of which is acknowledged by the
Grantor, and in further consideration of the public improvements to be placed upon said property
and the benefits grantors may obtain therefrom.

4. The Grantor does hereby covenant with the City that they are lawfully seized and possessed of the
real property above-described and that they have a good and lawful right to convey it or any part
thereof and that they will forever warrant and defend the title thereto against the lawful claims of
all persons whomsoever.

5. Upon performing any maintenance, the City shall return the site to original or better condition.

6. No permanent structure shall be constructed on this easement.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Grantor has hereunto fixed their hand and seal the day and year written below.

Title

-"r-------,
__-1- ,'<-, as a representative

STATE OF~-,-~-I'
Connty of -X-
City of -f.~

OFFICIAL SLW,
JEFFREY A SIGGI

NOTARYPUBUC-oREGON
COMMISSION NO. 431065

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES JULY 30, 2012

~ ,

y Commission :EXj)ires:,)...1, \ 30 :;;l.o 12

CITY OF ALBANY:

STATE OF OREGON )
Connty ofLinn ) ss.
City ofAlbany )

The instrument wasacknowledged before methis~day
OfDct.h.v ,2008, byWLI.....",,1\l\ c.. f!LoeGpG
(Title) M",""1 :..,Y"'.....l.ev, as a representative of
P & F Geary Squ re u,c.

STATEOF ()fL )
g~~n~~~::r~ ~ ss.

I, Wes Hare, as City Manager of the City of Albany, Oregon, pursuant to Resolution Number do hereby
accept on behalfof the City of Albany, the above instrument pursuant to the tenus thereofthis day
of ,2008.

City Manager

ATTEST:

City Clerk
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Exhibit A
K & D ENGINEERING, Inc.

Engineers' Planners» Surveyors

Legal Description
20.00 foot wide City of Albany SanitarySewer Easement

Located on
Parcell ofPaltition Plat 2008·32

Tax Lot 4400 of Assessor map IIS-3W-8BA

A 20.00 foot wide strip of land, for easement purposes, located on Parcel I of Partition

Plat 2008-32, a partition plat recorded in Linn County, Oregon, said strip of land being

more particularlydescribed as follows:

Beginning at a POUlt on the east [me of said Parcel I that is South 00°52'15" West

112.81 feet from the northeast corner of said Parcel I; thence North 89°08'50"

West 217.40 feet to a point on the west line of said Parcell; thence South

00°44'53" West, along the west line of said Parcell, a distance of 20.00 feet;

thence South 89°08'50" East 217.36 feet to a point on the east line of said Parcel

1; thence North 00°52'15" East 20.00 feet to the Point ofBeginning,

End Description.

10/14/2008
Project s 07-166-A
file path: titanlpl'ojects/2007/07-166/surveyingldocuments/20'easement.doc
by: JJe

276 N.W. Hickory Street > P.O. Box 725·Albany, OR 97321· (541) 928-2583· Fax: (541) 967-3458 380



EXHIBIT MAP Exhibit B
FOR

20' WIDE CITY OF ALBANY
SANITARY SEWER EASEMENT

LOCATED IN
PARCEL 1 Of PARTITION PLAT 2008-32

TAX LOT 4400 MAP 10S-3W-8BA
IN THE

CITY Of ALBANY, LINN COUNTY, OREGON

OCTOBER 14, 2008

E
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A 20-foot wide public sewer line
easement for the Petco project.
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TO:

VIA:

FROM:

Albany City Council

Wes Hare, City Manager
Diane Taniguchi-Dennis, P.E., Public Works Director~"'C9-'

Mark W. Shepard, P.E., City Engineer;~~
Staci Belcastro, Civil Engineer III cz9Jl/

DATE: October 29, 2008, for the November 12, 2008, City Conncil Meeting

SUBJECT: Award of Bid for WL-09-01, Eighth Avenue Water Line Replacement

RELATES TO STRATEGIC PLAN THEME:. A Safe City

Action Requested:

Staff requests that Council award this contract in the amount of $223,040.00 to the low bidder,
Emery & Sons Construction, Inc., of Stayton, OR 97383.

Discussion: \

On Tuesday, October 28, 2008, bids were opened for WL-09-01, Eighth Avenue Water Line
Replacement. There were 19 bids submitted for this project, ranging from $223,040.00 to
$380,070.00. The Engineer's estimate was $280,850. A bid summary is included as
Attachment I.

Project Description

This project includes construction of approximately 900 lineal feet of 8-inch and 900 lineal feet
of 12-inch Ductile Iron (D.!.) water line. The construction of the new water line will replace
existing 2-inch and 4-inch water lines that frequently require maintenance to repair leaks. In
addition to the new water line construction, this project will include construction of new water
services and fire hydrants. Attachment 2 is a project vicinity map.

Summary ofTotal Estimated Project Costs

~- -'-- ~ ;:::• UJ' -£

I. Costs
a. Engineering $ 5,600
b. Construction Management $ 6,000

Engineering Subtotal $ 11,600
II. Construction Costs

a. Construction Contract $ 223,000
b. Contingency (10%) $ 22,300

Construction Subtotal $ 245,300
Total Estimated Proiect Cost $ 256,900

Project Budget $ 288,000
Under/Itlver) Project Budeet $ 31,100

Based on the project bid and anticipated related costs, a summary of the total estimated project
cost is shown in the table below The amounts have been rounded to the nearest $100

me award" WL"09-01
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Albany City Council
Page 2
October 29, 2008, for the November 12,2008, City Council Meeting

Budget Impact:

This project will be funded from Water System Capital Projects (615-50-2308-86040).

SLB:prj
Attachment

meaward - WL-09·01
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ATTACHMENT 1

CITY OF ALBANY, OREGON
Public Works Department

Construction Contract Bids

Project: WL-09-01,Eighth Avenue WaterLine Replacement Bid Opening: Tuesday, October 28,2008

Engineer's Ern.erY!al'ldS.~.•~~ Pacific RJ Armstrong HSC Harry Alpine North Santiam
Estimate Construction Excavation and Associates Stanley Construction Paving

$280,000.00 ';;S'S'\inA"i""i $237,990.00 $242,738.00 $249,981.90 $258,625.00 $264,658.00
I .. hM!

CPM Lauzon Kamph NW Kodiak DandT Professional Migson
Development Contracting Construction Construction Excavation Underground Contracting

$265,958.29 $266,136.00 $270,850.00 $277,877.00 $290,307.93 $298,971.60 $302,085.73

Mid-Valley Gelco Harold Primrose ML Houck George Schmid Rand R General
Gravel Construction Excavating Construction and Sons Contractors

$302,725.00 $309,500.00 $309,590.00 $356,771.00 $377,201.87 $380,070.00

(;)

ex>
CJ't Attachment 1 ~ WL-09-01
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TO:

VIA:

FROM:

DATE:

Albany City Council

Wes Hare, City~nager~.
.J)4-~~

David Shaw, Human Resources Director

November 5, 2008, for the November 12, 2008, City Council Meeting

SUBJECT: Increase in Pay Range for Non-bargaining Confidential Administrative Assistant I

RELATES TO STRATEGIC PLAN THEME:. Effective Government

Action Requested:

Approve a one range increase in pay for the non-bargaining classification of Administrative
Assistant I (AAI) effective December 1,2008.

Discussion:

During a review of the City's salary plan for non-bargaining employees, we identified an
anomaly in the salary relationship of the non-bargaining Administrative Assistant-l (AA-I) as
compared to the represented AA-L The first step of the non-bargaining AA-I salary range is
$108.00 more than the first step of the represented AA-L This is a difference of approximately
3.6%. We believe this is appropriate based on the generally more complex confidential duties
performed by the non-bargaining AA-L However, at the top step of the salary range, the salary of
the non-bargaining AA I is $6.00 less than the represented AA-L

To highlight the anomaly, compare the relationship between the non-bargaining Administrative
Assistant (AA) and the represented AA The non-bargaining AA at the first step is approximately
8% above the fist step of the represented AA. At the top step the non-bargaining AA is
approximately 4% above the represented AA.

To remedy this situation, we are proposing a one salary range increase for the non-bargaining
AA-I from range N210 to range N2lJ. At range N211, the non-bargaining AA-I will be
approximately 7% above the first step of the represented AA-L At the top step the non
bargaining AA-I will be approximately 3% above the represented AA-L

Budget Impact:

There are three positions in the non-bargaining AA-I classification. They are located in Police,
Library and the City Manager's Office. The combined cost of this salary increase would be
$2184.00 for the remainder of the fiscal year.

c: E.Boyd
E. Gallagher
L. Hyde
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TO:

VIA:

FROM:

DATE:

Albany City Council

Wes Hare, City Manager

Ed Hodney, Director of Parks and Recreation t:..P',:J

November 5, 2008 for the November 12,2008 City Council Meeting

SUBJECT: Parks and Recreation Summer Recreation Statistics

RELATES TO STRATEGIC PLAN THEME: - Great Neighborhoods

- Healthy Economy

- Effective Government

Action Requested:

Information only. No other action is required

Discussion:

Throughout the year the City Council is made aware of Albany Parks and Recreation department
activities on an as-needed basis, when making policy choices, establishing budgetary and other
operating parameters, or authorizing significant expenditures. These decisions are typically
brought to the Council, one at a time, and outside the context of the other work the department is
engaged. We are providing you with a report on the Parks and Recreation Department's summer
recreation programs and events. This will present you with a broader view of our services as well
as an overview of the number of customers we reach and the non-tax dollars we leverage.

Attached is a report entitled 2008 Summer & Event Statistics. The majority of the information is
from May 1, 2008 through August 30, 2008. The Council should be familiar with most of the
programs. These results represent efforts to promote healthy living through recreational
experiences. Of significant note:

• Programs, services and events reached over 227,000 people in the community.
• Over 280 local businesses were able to showcase their services and reach their target

markets through sponsorships and advertising opportunities provided by our programs
and events.

• Our programs were able to leverage $864, 279 in non-tax dollars, fees, sponsorships and
in-kind services that helped us provide the recreational experiences wants and needs.

• The program provided the opportunity for local agencies and groups (Boys and Girls
Club, youth soccer, Timber Carnival) to reach an additional 22,500 community members
through fee waivers and co-sponsorships totaling $62,750.

We hope that this information is useful to you. If desired, we will provide the Council with a
periodic update of the spreadsheet. Please feel free to share your questions or comments with us.

Budget Impact:

None

ElI/ts
Attachments

U:IParks & RecreationlAdministrationlCOUNCILISummer statisticslCCM Summerstats.doc
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2008 Summer & Event Statistics Report
1:,.....>ras}_ :d' .c:}:.'·~.:J~,::;·:~_:::.-_":.c:~J_'::~R:l""":".:·:>-::-'ji:.:-.. _:~.JI!_,\; -("'-1 --.-- -- .' , ... - I - __ LI I

Adult Represents June-August 2008.
Classes/Fitness 539 54 n/a n/a n/a n/a $14,620 Increased participation by 17%.

Classes Increased revenue by 18%.

included in
5% revenue increase over last

Albany I 14,507 I 62 I n/a I 1 ITeen/Family n/a $43,069
summer. 5% increase in participation

Community Pool for summer. 9% increase in
Aquatic Events

Recreation swim.

Offered in partnership with Albany
Aquatics Association. These events

Aquatic Swim I 1,946 I 3 I 71 I n/a I n/a I n/a I $3,825 I not only provide City revenue but
Meets draw regional visitors to Albany who

use restaurants, gas stations, stores,
lodging, etc.

90% increase in camp participation.
Rosie the Riveter sponsored by
AAUW, Parr Lumber, and the Public
Works Department particularly
effective. camp structure revised to
provide a significant physical

Camps I 151 I 13 camps I n/a I 3 I $165 I $1,650 I $15,863 I component to each camp regardless
ofcamp theme. Camps expanded to
full day-three day per week offerings.
camps well received with early
interest expressed in next summer's
offerings. Challenges: Transportation
and camp locations.

oo
co
<0

U:\Parks& Recreation\Admini5tration\COUNOL\Summer statistics\Summer 2008 Statistics.xlsx 10f8



2008 Summer &. Event Statistics Report

Children, Youth, &
Family Classes

Children's Village
NW Aft & Air

Festival

Community
Picnics

COOL! Facility
Rentals

COOL! Pool

oo
c.o
o

151

686

1,900

1,245

29,120

30

3 days

4

45

80 days

n!a

n!a

n!a

n!a

n!a

n!a

1

3

n!a

1

n!a

$3,000

n!a

n!a

$3,000

n!a

$3,456

$3,750

n!a

n!a

$8,179

$340

n!a

$10,234

$89,220

Classes offered for children and youth
ages 2-18.

Volunteer labor provided by Central
Willamette Credit Union which was
key to this area'ssuccess.

Provided opportunity for Council, P&R
Commission, and staff to connectwith
community, identify needs, promote
activities and services, and respond to
questionsand concerns. First year
offered. Very successful program.

Rentals down 20% this summer. Due
to economic downturn more users
joined general swim times for
birthday parties rather than renting
facility.

9% increase in revenueover last
year. 2% decrease in overall
attendancedue to poor weather in
August along with economic

U:\Parks& Recreation\Administration\COUNCIL\Summer statistics\Summer 2008Statistics.xlsx 2 of8



2008 Summer & Event Statistics Report
/'.' """ __".'" c, .-1.-...., .' .J _ . A -,

Co-Sponsored or
Waivered Park 21,105 21 n/a n/a n!a n/a n/a

Provided $19,165 worth of in-kind

Events
service to community events.

Changed timing of programming to

CPAS I 4,012 I 15 I n/a I 14 I $10,800 I $2,000 I $100 I better meet community needs. Have
received expanded sponsorship
commitments for next year.

Festival Latinos I 534 I 1 day I n/a I 8 I $1,450 I $3,250 I n/a I Hispanic Advisory Council partnership.
Significant increase in participation.

Fun in the Park I 642 I 6 I n/a I 1 I $2,000 I n/a I n/a I One held in cooperation with Central
Willamette Credit Union in parking lot.

Food and ice-cream service well
received. Donations up slightly from

Mondays at
I I

6
I I I I

past. Challenges: Need to expand and

Monteith
4,625

concerts
n/a 8 $6,630 $4,500 I $3,750 I

solidify sponsorship base. Need to
secure food vendor for next year.
Options considered include offering 5
concerts or one "no direct cost"
concert.

00
co
~

U:\Parks & Recreation\Administration\COUNQL\Summer statistics\Summer 2008Statistics.xlsx 3 ors



2008 Summer & Event Statistics Report
Fees'&.

Charges!

Sp'Di~::5h~~1SpO;::~hiP,:::;~::~~:e I~. ''.•.....
. Sales

Northwest Art &.
Air Festival

Park Rentals

co
«>
N

39,174

52,840

3 days

228

nja

nja

49

nja

$72,650

nja

$65,798

nja

$36,438

$19,908

Very successful year both in terms of
presentation, participation, and
sponsorship. Revised parking plan and
laser light show successful.
Challenges: Need to expand laser
light show, beer/wine garden area,
and solidify partnership agreements
with all festival areas. Need to secure
quality entertainment for both
mainstage and festival stage. Need to
create a "Sunday draw" to build
success on the third festival day. Have
already expanded next year's
sponsorship base with early pledges
and commitments.

Does not include co-sponsored events
such as limber carnival (which
requires significant staff time and
resources). Does not include Softball
tournaments or City sponsored
events. Reflects rentals during regular
season April I-October 1. During peak
rental times (mid-May through mid
September) shelter rental was at 97%
capacity on weekends and holidays
based on one rental per day.
Challenge: Expand availability of
shelter usage.

U:\Parks & Recreation\Administration\COUNOL\Summer statistics\Summer 2008 Statistics.xlsx 4of8



2008 Summer & Event Statistics Report
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This was a first time event to
Post Season BBQ I 250 I 1 day I n/a I 2 I $0 I $3,000 I n/a I recognize sponsors and members of

Softball Event the program. It was a well-received
family event.

Changes made to 2008 series layout
were effective and mitigated
problems previously experienced.

6
I I I I I I

Revised VIP hospitality areavery
River Rhythms I 32,678 I concerts

n/a 31 $59,100 $17,200 $34,517 successful. Revised childrens and
sponsorarea successful. Increased
security successful. Delayed blanket
run and designated smoking area
successful.

Included in
Included in

River Rhythms River
River RhythmsI I I

New location provided better visibility
Pre-Concert 664 6 n/a Rhythms

Sponsorship
$1,300 $95

and reduced safety hazards.
Children.'s Area Sponsorship

Information
Information

Enhanced social interaction and family
SeniorBBQ I 98 I 1 I n/a I 1 I n/a I $1,370 I $544 I relationships in community building

atmosphere.

co
<0
co
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2008 Summer &. Event Statistics Report

cFees&
TK'd - -Ch /...n- In - . -- arges

Sponsorship.ISponsorship ,_ Donation~/ _
- " : Tn."l- Tn."l·Merchandise _

Sales

Senior Center
Rentals

Senior Center
Unstructured
Participation

1,257

4,910

98 rental
hours

63 days

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

nja

n/a

$105,536

$5,475

n/a

This number does not include usage
by partners such as Meals on Wheels
or interdepartmental usage.

Includes volunteers in-kind services.

Senior Classes I 139 I 11 I n/a I n/a I n/a I n/a I $245 I Includes classes co-sponsored with
LBCC and Tuesday talks.

These numbers represent all the
teams within the softball program

Softball & Team I 3,556 I 5 nights/ I 127 I 132 I n/a I n/a I $89,210 I that are sponsored by community
Sponsors 12 weeks businesses. Since 2006 the softball

program has grown by a total of 15%
in participation.

These numbers represent league and
Softball custom program sponsors. The

League/Custom n/a n/a 5 5 $2,500 $56,250 $2,250 $56,250 in-kind donations and the
Programs $2,500 in cash sponsorships are new

to the program in 2008.

co
<0
-l'>
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2008 Summer & Event Statistics Report

Tournaments brought in substantial
number of out-of-town visitors with

9
impact on hotels, restaurants, gas

Softball I 2,640 Itournaments 100+ n/a n/a n/a n/a
stations, etc. 60% of participants

Tournaments from out of town. Two tournaments
18 days

were held as fundralsers for a family
whose father and son had been killed
in a car accident.

Tennis experienced a 216% increase
in participation and a 116% in

Sports Classes I 116 , 13 I n/a , 1 , n/a , $900 , $6,006 I revenue. Sticks for Kids golf classes
experienced a 46% increase in
participation.

Swanson
Doubled the number of rentals from

Recreation Room 72S 30 n/a n/a n/a n/a $580
summer of 2007.

Rental

Highestattendance day was 102

Takena Wading
I I I I I I I I

children in July due to heat

Pool
1,251 30 days n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a Challenges: State regulations will

require closure of present site on
12/31109.

Teen/Family
Movie night successfully attracted

Special Aquatic 315 4 events n/a 3 $5,000 $1,500 $525
families. Fridays best day for teen
activities. Wednesdays worked well

Events for families.

co
CJ:>
C"I
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2008 Summer &. EVeL'1t Statistics Report

Fees&.
. Charges!

.• Donations! ·1 .

. Merchandise
Sales

Trips &.Tours

Waverly Lake
Boathouse

Young Eagle
Flights

Youth Sports Park
Usage: Fee
Waivered

C.¢

c.o
'"

298

2,371

301

2,412

22 trips

50 days

nja

1068

nja

nja

nja

151

nja

1

15

nja

nja

$4,600

nja

nja

nja

nja

$21,000

nja

$11,429

$4,502

nja

nja

Built trip and outdoor participant
base.

Number of participants comparable to
last year despite heavy publicity
provided last year.

Pilots provided airplane, fuel, and
labor at no cost to participants
(valued at $175 per hour).

This includes Albany Youth Soccer,
Albany Little League, Pop Warner
Football, and a portion of Albany Boys
& Girls Club ball and soccer programs.
The value for the waivered facility
usage is $51,230. This does not
include costs associated with the 250
days of use in neighborhood parks for
AYSO.

U:\Parks & Recreation\Admini_tion\COUNGL\Summer statistics\Summer 2008 Statistics.xisx 80f8
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TO:

VIA:

FROM:

DATE:

Albany City Council

Wes Hare, City Manager 4,

Marilyn Smith, Management AssistantlPublic Informationo~r
November 5,2008, for the November 12, 2008, City Council Meeting

SUBJECT: Code Enforcement Team First Quarter Report, Fiscal Year 2008-2009

RELATES TO STRATEGIC PLAN THEME:
• Great Neighborhoods

• A Safe City

• An Effective Government

The Code Enforcement Team has begun its tenth year.

A subcommittee has begun planning for additional neighborhood cleanups in the spring in conjunction with the
Oregon sesquicentennial celebration's "Take Care of Oregon Days," in May. We will have more information
about this after the first of the year.

Here is the summary of activity for the first quarter:

1. 337/338 Sixth Avenue SE (July 28, 2008) - Hackleman neighborhood residents filed a petition of
complaint about these derelict rentals after the most recent drug raid (June 26, 2008) there. Police are
preparing enforcement under the City's specified crimes property ordinance (AMC 7.84). Status: Open.

2. 1095 16th Avenue SW (January 16,2008; March 24,2008) -Inoperable van stuffed with belongings; old
refrigerator in yard. Occupant cited for keeping junk, pleaded no contest, fined $300, which was worked
off on work crew. Remodeling now underway. Status: Open.

3. Jackson Street under the overpass (January 14, 2008) - Fence erected along railroad tracks to stop
trespassing has been partially knocked down. Railroad officials are waiting for arbitration of the Union
Pacific suit against the City to settle before replacing the fence. Status: Open.

4. 135 Onyx Street NE (received September 14, 2007) - Report of "sky-high" piles of trash and household
garbage, derelict vehicles, and people living in an RV. Status: Open.

5. 1555 Oak Street SEI1605 Oak Street SE (received October 18, 2007) - Report of junk left behind in
abandoned homeless camp in brush on adjacent vacant parcels. Brush removed from north parcel;
cleanup attempted, but incomplete on south parcel. Property owner has been elusive. Status: Open.

6. 1250 Shortridge Street SE (original complaint in 2004; reopened complaint February 28, 2007) - Property
owner living in a storage building without sanitation or other utilities; accumulated junk and trash.
Building Division has issued a second notice and order under the property maintenance/dangerous
buildings code requiring the owner to vacate the building until it is rendered habitable. Status: Open.

7. 3476 Bernard Avenue NE (received November 14, 2006) - Property owner has been cited for keeping
junk and trash. Status: Ongoing.

8. 629 Fulton Street SE (received August 10, 2006) - Yard full of cars. Letter sent with dates for
compliance. Situation has improved. Status: Monitor.

9. 2030 Geary Street SE (received September 12, 2006; new complaint March 26, 2008) - Chronic case of
junk and trash and possibly dangerous residence in disrepair and perpetual state of remodeling. Property
was purchased for back taxes in September 2008; former owner remains as the occupant and has been
cited for keeping junk. Statns: Open.

397



Albany City Council
Page 2
November 12,2008

10. 3083 Highway 20 NW (received January 4, 2007) - Assorted derelict vehicles, blown down fence, major
appliances. The property was abandoned following a drug raid. Initial actions to seize the property
through federal forfeiture laws were dropped; property went to a bank. New occupants cited for reckless
burning and other offenses in late summer. Property is now cleaned up and for sale. Status: CLOSED.

11. 330 Marilyn Street NE (February 29, 2008) - Decades of junk, household garbage, rats, piles of yard
debris. Sent a 30-day letter to owner-occupant on March 3 ordering cleanup. Property owner unable to
clean up site without help; on August 15, 2008, a Linn County Sheriffs work crew, volunteers from
Oxford House, Park Maintenance staff, Mayor Bedore, and others filled two 40-yard and one 30-yard
dumpster with junk and yard debris. Status: CLOSED.

12. 2225 Oak Street SE (received December 22, 2006) - House damaged by fire and abandoned; property
cleaned up and security fence erected; Linn County is foreclosing. Status: CLOSED.

13. Vehicles for sale or being parted out, comer ofKnox Butte Road and Clover Ridge Road (July 17, 2008)
Contacted property owner, property was posted for no trespassing, and the lot was cleared. Status:
CLOSED.

14. SKATE sign, 705 Montgomery Street SE (April 17,2008) - Sign for defunct skating rink molders away
above the Hackleman neighborhood; sign removed in late October. Status: CLOSED.

Budget Impact:

Beginning Budget
Expenditures as of 9-30-08
Balance

MMS:de

$22,100.00
$6,435.52

$15,664.48

Ui'Admintstnuive Services\CityManager's OfJice\Code Squad12008-2009 Reports\codereportJ 08-09.doc
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