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Dear Mr. Cupples and Planning Commissioners:
We were appreciative of the opportunity to provide both written and verbal comments regarding this
matter at the last hearing and we’d like to thank Director Kevin Cupples for his professional
engagement. We also appreciate the opportunity to submit these additional written comments. We are
sincere about our purposes and will get right to the point.
The application is misleading and devalues the purpose and mission of the Planning Commission and
public review. The application should be denied based on that basis alone.
We had just a few days to prepare and submit written comments for the original hearing in September,
so that submission was not as informative as it could have been or as precise as it needed to be.
We have now deeply studied the application and subsequent submissions, hired professional advisors,
investigated the characteristics of the land, met with the residents of the adjacent neighborhood, and
researched local, state, and federal ordinances. As a result of that research, we can conclusively say that
the application understates the hazards, omits vital data, uses data not prepared for this application,
and uses inappropriately vague language.
The application itself was a total of three pages long – including the cover sheet. For comparison, the
application for the Vista Ridge 1 project was 22 pages long. The application contained no area table, no
lot size tables, and no ordinance-by-ordinance review to summarize what is being requested.
Importantly, there were only two variances requested in the application despite at least seven being
needed. There are well over 100 other challenges which are detailed in the following pages.
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Without a doubt, the supporting documentation is deeply inadequate to the task of being the governing
document for a 17-lot proposed development on six acres of pristine riparian forestland with two
streams running through it. As will be described later, the geotechnical and geohazard reports were
extraordinarily short for a proposed development of this size.
This is a time when we should be planting trees and saving ecosystems, instead of contemplating
destroying one and we reiterate that this is a cut-and-run proposal. The application proposes to clearcut
this forest and build a road to nowhere for imaginary houses. It would do so regardless of the impact to
the community and sensitive ecosystem that this land serves and feeds. The beauty of our city is worth
fighting for, and our environment is worth saving.
Every member of this community has a distinct voice and will provide their own input; however, our
voices are all unified when we say that we are passionately opposed to the proposed development.
Our evaluation, reasonings, suggestions, and conclusions are provided on the following pages.
Don’t Clearcut Seaside!
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ORDINANCE OBJECTIONS
The application contains omissions, inaccuracies, and does not meet the standards or intentions of many
city, county, and state ordinances. All codes cited below are Seaside Zoning Ordinances unless otherwise
indicated. The objections, listed generally in order of the ordinances cited, are as follows:
1. It does not meet the requirements of the Seaside Ordinances as described in the legal
memorandum included with these comments as Appendix A.
2. It is based upon information that was deeply flawed in both reliability and quality as described in
the geotechnical/geohazard critique included with this narrative as Appendix B.
3. It does not meet the standard set out in the Mission Statement of the Seaside Planning
Department as found here https://www.cityofseaside.us/planning-commission and as follows:
“The Seaside Planning Department strives to ensure sustainable, responsible, growth and
development in the Seaside community. The Planning Director serves as the staff liaison to the
Seaside Planning Commission. Planning Department staff conducts research and prepares
reports and findings to support land use decisions made by the Planning Director or the Planning
Commission””
The proposed development in this application is not sustainable and is an irresponsible
approach to being good stewards of Seaside’s limited natural resources.
4. Section 1.020 – “Purpose. The purpose of this Ordinance is to further the objectives and goals of
the Comprehensive Plan and to provide the public health, safety and general welfare of the
citizens of Seaside through orderly community development with considerations for: Desirable
concentrations of population; protection of property values; aesthetic, recreational and
economic development; limitation of dangerous or offensive trades or industries; maintenance
of adequate open space for light and air and emergency access; provisions for access and
privacy; facilitate community utilities such as transportation, power, water and sewage; and to
adequately provide for community facilities such as schools, parks, community centers, and
other public requirements.”
The application does not meet these standards:
a. “Provide for the health, safety, and general welfare of the citizens of Seaside.”
The application may put citizens in harm’s way. Also see SZO 3.115(4)
b. “Protection of property values.”
The application will reduce property values in the surrounding neighborhoods.
The variances requested and many other deficiencies of this application will each
individually, and cumulatively, reduce property values. Also see SZO 3.115(1)
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c. “Aesthetic.”
There will be nothing aesthetic about clearcutting portions of this land and building a
road to nowhere. A road which would provide access to 17 speculative houses crowded
onto difficult terrain creating a new R-2 neighborhood in an otherwise R-1 zone. Also
see SZO 3.115(4)
d. “Maintenance of adequate open space for light and air and emergency access.”
The application unnecessarily fragments the existing open space from the hills above
Sunset Hills and Vista Ridge 1, suggests that the remainder “open space” may still be
developed, and may create conditions where emergency services are unable to access
certain lots. Also see SZO 3.115(4)
e. “Transportation”
The application did not include any provisions for transportation plans for 50,000 trucks
in and out of the adjacent Sunset Hills neighborhood. It will require the city to incur the
economic burden of the maintenance of the new streets, utilities, and potential
remediation to the Sunset Hills infrastructure. Also see SZO 3.115(3)
f.

“Parks”
The application provides for no publicly available lands, despite a shortage of parkland
within the Seaside city limits. Also see SZO 3.115(4)

5. Section 3.025(1) – “Minimum Lot Size.”
The application does not meet this standard. Twelve (12) of the seventeen (17) lots are
proposed to be less than 10,000 square feet with some under 7,500 square feet. An exception to
this standard will reduce property values.
6. Section 3.025(1) – “Average Lot Width.”
The application may not meet this standard. Since there are no houses proposed, it is not
possible to know how the 70 feet measurement was calculated. However, there are seven lots
with widths of less than 70 feet – four of which are 50 feet, smaller than any other lot in the
immediately adjacent neighborhoods. An exception to this standard will reduce property values.
7. Section 3.025(3)(4)(5) – “Yard Setbacks.”
The application does not meet these standards. Since there are no houses proposed, it is not
possible to know if the yard setbacks meet the city standards. Those setbacks will be further
challenged by some of the lot shapes and steep terrain. They may also be challenged by the
requirement of a buffer by the Planning Commission. An exception to these standards will
reduce property values.
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8. Section 3.025(7) – “Maximum Lot Coverage.”
The application does not meet this standard. It requests an increase of the maximum lot
coverage area and, along with the lot size variance requested above, effectively changes the
zoning for this parcel from R-1 to R-2 without make a zoning change request. This will reduce
property values.
9. Section 3.111 – “Planned Development - Purpose.”
This application does not meet the standards of either of the following two elements of the
purpose:
a. It is not "compatible with the surrounding areas." The undeveloped lots with speculative
houses and numerous variances will make it incompatible with the surrounding
neighborhood. Since there are no houses proposed it cannot ever meet this standard.
Also see SZO 3.115(1)
b. It does not create a “… healthy, efficient, and stable environments for living, shopping,
or working.” Building standards that are insufficient or not indicated will create
hazardous conditions that will affect the health and stability of prospective
homeowners. SZO 3.115(4)
10. Section 3.111(4) – “More attractive and usable open space.”
The application does not meet this standard. Clearcutting this land will not create “more
attractive and usable open space.” None of the open space that will be created will be usable.
11. Section 3.111(5) – “Advances in technology, architectural design, and functional land use
design.”
The application does not meet this standard. There is nothing uniquely identified and no
mention of any approach that make use of advances in technology or architectural design. There
have been so many remarkable advances in technology and architectural design in this
application that the absence of anything that is envisioned by this standard is a glaring omission.
The application itself doesn’t make use of any advances in technology.
12. Section 3.111(7) – “Flexibility of design in the placement and uses of buildings and open spaces,
circulation facilities and off-street parking areas. It is not the intention of this section to be a
bypass of regular zoning provisions solely to allow increased densities nor is it a means of
maximizing densities on parcels of land which have unbuildable or unusable areas.”
The application does not meet this standard. It attempts to bypass regular zoning provisions
solely to allow increased densities and to maximize densities on parcels of land which have
unbuildable or unusable areas. Also see SZO 3.115(1)
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13. Section 3.112(4)(J) “Contour lines at two-foot intervals.”
The application does not meet this standard. A topography map at 2’ intervals was not provided.
A detailed topography map has been prepared by the public to provide clarity to this response
and a review of the new map will change many aspects of the application and might require all
new lot configurations.
14. Section 3.113(8) “Development Standards – Buffering: The development shall be provided with
sufficient buffering such that the proposed use will be compatible with existing adjacent uses.
Where buffering is not proposed, the development shall be designed to include features that
are found on adjacent uses.”
The application does not meet this standard. No buffering is proposed other than the very small
lot setbacks proposed. The Planning Commission can require changes to the lot configurations
and/or a no-cut zone between properties to ensure a development meets the standards of this
ordinance. Without buffers, the application will reduce property values.
15. Section 3.114(1) “Pre-application (stage one).” – The application does not meet this standard.
The staff report of the original application was inconclusive and highlighted many missing pieces
of information. A public review of the application and the original staff report identified these
items that were not included:
a. Details about the ownership of the remainder of the open space and the streets, nor
how they will be maintained
b. The engagement of a state licensed architect or landscape architect
c. Sidewalks that do not meet city standards
d. Street and driveway widths that are less than required by city ordinances
e. The nature and size of the building envelopes
f.

A detailed grading and erosion control plan (GECP) and drainage plan

g. Any landscaped areas
h. A detailed Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP)
i.

All drawings submitted were below the minimum standards. The requirements are
1”:20’ and the submission was 1”:40’

j.

A formal conclusion as to whether or not the site is safe for building

Since that time, additional information has been provided, however the revised staff report
notes that many items are still missing and does not provide an approval recommendation.
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16. Section 3.114(2)(A)(3) “Preliminary Approval (stage two).”
The application does not meet this standard. No stage development schedule was included that
“demonstrates that the developer intends to commence construction within one year after
approval of the final development plan and will proceed pursuant to an approved time
schedule.”
17. Section 3.115(4) – “Permit Criteria.”
The application does not meet this standard. It will not “result in a … healthful, efficient, and
stable environment.” The building standards indicated, and/or lack thereof may create
hazardous conditions that may affect the health and stability of prospective homeowners.
18. Section 3.141 – “Purpose.” “…within the Urban Growth Boundary, occasional selective
harvesting of timber is not considered to be a primary use and the use will be subjected to
rigorous requirements should a permit be applied for and granted.”
The application does not meet this standard. Although not in an A-3 Zone, the language used in
this section is not written to be exclusive to this zone. There has been no application made and
no conditional use permit granted by the city (SZO 6.142).
Separately, the conditional use permit language inadvertently notes that the “…harvesting of
timber shall be according to a timber removal plan approved by the Oregon Department of Fish
and Wildlife…” The agency who would approve that plan is the Oregon Department of Forestry.
The Department of Forestry has waived the requirement for a written plan because the
operation is not within 50’ of the east stream. As a result, this application avoids the
requirement for any timber removal plan and governance by the Forest Practices Act (FPA). A
plan would include a tree count, basal calculations, and other evaluations.
It is the intention of the FPA that trees that are not harvested as part of the FPA are to remain in
place after the land is no longer under jurisdiction of the FPA. The trees that remain on these
lots will eventually be logged through stripping and sold for timber. All proposed logging activity
on the land and the individual lots will, essentially, be an unregulated harvest.
19. Section 4.143(1)(2)(3)(4) and Section 4.144 – “Geologic Hazard Areas – Standards.”
The application does not meet this standard. No Grading and Erosion Control Plan (GECP) or
Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) were included in the original application. The erosion control map
subsequently submitted is inadequate and there is still no HMP included that meets city
ordinances. The submission of a geotechnical report from 2004 for Vista Ridge 1 does not
provide details for this land and indicates that it may only be used by personnel who are not
part of this proposed development. A detailed description of the challenges with these two
ordinances is found in the Hazard Mitigation Plan section later in this report.
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20. Section 7.010, 7.020, 7.031, 7.032 - “Variances.”
The application does not meet these standards as follows:
a. Any variance that might be granted for a “hardship” will grant “special privileges which give
added advantage over neighbors.” The application will change the character of the Sunset
Hills neighborhood.
b. There is no “undue or unnecessary hardship.” A limit on over-development is not an undue
or unnecessary hardship. It is noteworthy that the 2004 geotechnical report subsequently
provided only called for 12 lots, not the 17 specified now.
c. The variances requested by the application are not the minimum variances necessary for
development in this area.
d. The use of Vista Ridge 1 to grant a variance is inappropriate as it does not conform to the
standards of the R-1 zoning ordinances. It is the only neighborhood in any R-1 zone in
Seaside that does not conform to those standards.
e. No written application has been submitted for the seven variances needed.
f.

The variances requested will not “be in harmony with the comprehensive plan.”

21. Clatsop County Multi-Jurisdictional Natural Hazards Mitigation Page 278 “Plans and Policies.
CERT”
The application does not meet these standards. There are no details provided to address the
impact of the proposed development on the disaster readiness plans which include the CERT
efforts and Emergency Operations Plan.
Over the course of the rest of this document, detailed narratives will be provided that describe the
challenges of the application. Also included are examples of professional works and graphics that
visually describe the challenges and deficiencies. All of these are provided to serve the public interest
that has been unfulfilled by the application.
This review has been written for the benefit of the Planning Commission, the City Council, and the
residents of Seaside.
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PROJECT DEFICIENCIES
Despite the requirements set out in the ordinances and the sensitive nature of the terrain, the original
application did not include a wetlands delineation, a hydrology report, a detailed grading and erosion
control plan, a hazard mitigation plan, and many other required site-descriptive details.
This site has topographical challenges that make most of the land unsuitable for building. These
challenges include steep terrain, unstable soils with signs of previous slide activity, a late successional
forest, and two streams that lead into the wetlands and the Neawanna estuary below. At least one of
the streams provide water for salmon habitat.
The application calls for “… the development of 17 lots on this 6.62-acre site.” A few pages later it states
that: “A single-family home is being proposed for each lot at the completion of the subdivision
development. Each home plan and lot shall be reviewed separately at the time of construction of each
lot.” No houses are being proposed, so it cannot also be the case that a single-family home is being
proposed as part of the application regardless of the “the completion of the subdivision” language
included.
This approach may create a scenario in which 17 different contractors and hundreds of subcontractors
will be required to make various on-site decisions about how to responsibly build in this sensitive
ecosystem. This would be far worse than a single, cohesive proposed development that includes actual
houses that may better address the safety, character, and long-term survivability of structures in this
environment.
Because the boundary survey and topographical maps were made 17 years ago, and as they were made
for a different project entirely, they should have not been submitted with this application. Although the
application declares that the map is from that previous project, it does not disclose its inaccuracies and
its age to the new members of the Planning Commission and the public who may not have historical
knowledge of the area.
Topographical features have most certainly changed in the last 17 years and as will be demonstrated
later, the topographical maps are inadequate to be used in a Planning Commission review.
The graphic on the next page is entitled “Negative Conditions” and is from the Seaside Urban Growth
Boundary and high school proposals and was created in 2016. It provides a strong warning about the
hazards of building in this area:
•

“Steep Slopes. Slopes equal to or greater than 25 percent are typically considered unbuildable
when determining growth capacity.”

•

“The most pronounced negative condition is the wetland areas identified by the County
Comprehensive Plan … followed closely by topography.”

A significant percentage of the land has slopes in excess of 25 percent and/or wetlands.
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The city relied on this map to provide guidance for where not to locate the new school. It is reasonable
to conclude that the use of this same map would provide guidance for where not to locate future
houses.

UGB Update 02-09-2106 – Page 8 – Prepared by OTAK for the UGB Expansion and School Project

https://www.cityofseaside.us/sites/g/files/vyhlif6311/f/uploads/ugb_update_2-9-16.pdf
Appendix C1 – Site and Zoning
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Contrary to the description in the application, there are two streams on this land, both of which run
year-round, and both of which are healthy. Both streams have carved out steep canyon measuring 30’40’ tall in some areas. The western stream enters the Sunset Hills neighborhood above Alpine St and
then is channeled, along with stormwater runoff, into the streambed that flows along the backside of
2080 Aldercrest and also onto the undeveloped property at 2040 Aldercrest.

Oregon Department of Geology LIDAR Viewer
Source: https://gis.dogami.oregon.gov/maps/lidarviewer/
Appendix C2 – Site and Zoning
Although a minor point, referring to the west stream as a “swale” in the application is incorrect. A swale
is a “slight depression, sometimes filled with water, in the midst of generally level land.” Source:
https://water.usgs.gov/water-basics_glossary.html. The west stream is not a swale. It has an average
gradient of 10% and runs all year round. The use of that term in the application understates the value of
the waters of the state.
As an additional note, Vista Ridge 1 to the east currently has landscaping runoff that flows directly into
the fish-bearing stream and into the wetlands below. Similarly, the application does not indicate the
proposed development will put non-sourcepoint runoff into both streams, both during and after
construction. Under all circumstances, both streams would suffer from further water quality and
temperature degradation.
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The presence of springs on the property was described as “assumed to exist” in the application. A spring
has also been directly observed by an immediately adjacent property owner at 27 Hilltop Dr. That spring
area is ten feet above the streambed. Other neighbors have also observed springs in the immediately
surrounding area, possibly including directly underneath Aldercrest. Without specific knowledge of
where springs might exist, the speculative houses may or may not be able to be built and leave
prospective homeowners with valueless property.
The application did not include two maps that describe the wetlands on the property. Those wetlands
are either reflected in the “Major Freshwater Wetlands Map” which is on file with the city or the State
Local Wetlands Inventory (LWI), which is available online. The LWI is included here:

City of Seaside Local Wetland Inventory
Source: https://docs.dsl.state.or.us/PublicReview/0/doc/863323/Electronic.aspx
Appendix C4 – Site and Zoning
Both indicate wetland areas on or directly below the property. These are important as they are used to
determine the precise locations of setbacks for development activity. As an important side note, the
Major Wetlands Map was hand drawn in 1980 and hasn’t been materially updated in the 40 years since
that time.
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These types of maps are now easily created and maintained using sophisticated mapping tools that
include both current and historical perspectives to support Planned Development reviews
As a result of the public review process to-date, the applicant contracted for and submitted a wetland
delineation study. That study the same outdated and inaccurate contour maps contained in the original
submission and appears to have only inspected parts of the west stream. As a result, it may not be
sufficient.
Given the advanced technology capabilities available today, depending on 17-year-old contours and 40year-old hand-drawn maps is irresponsible. In the meantime, every stream and every acre of wetland
lost is another blow to the salmon habitat.

SITE AND ZONING
In the adjacent Vista Ridge 1 development only four of the 24 lots are greater than 10,000 sq. ft.
effectively changing the zoning from R1 to R2. It has been “rezoned through development.” That
approach is inconsistent with Seaside’s Zoning Ordinances.
This graphic shows the zoning for this area. It is visually obvious that the lot sizes of Vista Ridge 1 are
uniquely small.

Clatsop County Zoning Map
Source: https://delta.co.clatsop.or.us/apps/ClatsopCounty/
Appendix C5 – Site and Zoning
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Below is a tabulation of the lot and house square footage for the three developments that are being
discussed in this document. Although not required by ordinance, it is a best practice to include this data
as part of an application for a planned development or subdivision application. It was included in the
Vista Ridge 1 application.
Sunset Hills - Immediately Adjacent Properties
Address
Lot Sq. Ft House Sq. Ft
2150 Aldercrest
14,810
2,400
2130 Aldercrest
13,939
1,706
2110 Aldercrest
11,761
2,337
2080 Aldercrest
11,325
2,200
2060 Aldercrest
11,325
1,672
2020 Aldercrest
11,325
2,540
99 Hilltop
11,761
3,178
77 Hilltop
10,018
2,641
49 Hilltop
10,018
1,598
35 Hilltop
10,018
2,500
27 Hilltop
11,761
2,557
15 Hilltop
11,761
4,368
12 Hilltop
19,602
3,932
Average
12,263
2,587
* Every lot is over 10K sq. ft.

Address
2008 Forest Dr
2022 Forest Dr
2048 Forest Dr
2066 Forest Dr
2082 Forest Dr
2106 Forest Dr
2118 Forest Dr
2134 Forest Dr
2152 Forest Dr
2168 Forest Dr
2228 Forest Dr
2246 Forest Dr
2257 Forest Dr
2231 Forest Dr
2187 Forest Dr
2169 Forest Dr
2143 Forest Dr
2129 Forest Dr
2079 Forest Dr
2079 Forest Dr
2051 Forest Dr
2033 Forest Dr
1989 Forest Dr
1975 Forest Dr
Average

Vista Ridge 1
Vista Ridge 2
Lot Sq. Ft House Sq. Ft Lot #
Lot Sq. Ft House Sq. Ft
13,681
1
14,825 *
7,840
2,076
2
9,779
9,247
2,000
3
7,387
9,247
2,550
4
7,736
9,116
2,056
5
7,888
8,609
1,698
6
8,585
7,840
2,605
7
10,246 *
9,662
8
10,144
9,035
9
14,148
8,712
3,194
10
8,987
8,164
11
7,310
7,843
12
8,802
17,201
13
11,607
11,365
14
9,374
10,776
15
8,868
6,534
3,114
16
7,542
7,405
3,068
17
7,557
8,276
3,554 Average
9,458 ** 1629
6,788
6,491
*Most of the land is unbuildable
6,511
**House sq. ft. proposed is ~900 sq. ft. less
6,969
2,026 than both Sunset Hills and Vista Ridge 1
8,797
8,734
2,254
8,952
2,516

Square Footage Tabulation
Source: Prepared for this review
Appendix C6 – Site and Zoning

Although it shares the common title of Vista Ridge, this proposed development is not an extension of
the Vista Ridge 1 subdivision. The entrance to the property is through Sunset Hills and as a result the
characteristics of the Vista Ridge 2 development should not be used as a basis to justify variances to the
zoning ordinances. Some observations after a review of the tabulation are as follows:
1. The average lot size of Sunset Hills is 2,800 sq. ft. larger than those proposed in the application
for Vista Ridge 2. Only four of the 17 lots are larger than the minimum of 10,000 sq. ft. and of
those four lots, over 50% of the land on three of the lots is unbuildable.
2. As an unfortunate parallel, only four of the 24 lots in Vista Ridge 1 are larger than the minimum
of 10,000 sq. ft. and most of those also have sizeable usable area reductions. Also, four of the
lots have been declared unbuildable and/or unfillable.
3. In contrast, almost all land on every adjacent lot, and almost every lot in the Sunset Hills
neighborhood is usable area.
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4. The building coverage area is compounded as many of the lots include significant square footage
that is not buildable as they are at the top of the ridge at the back of the lots. The removal of the
trees at the crest of the slope will be a destabilizing event and so significant setbacks will be
required. These challenges will create a building coverage ratio that far exceeds those other lots
in the Sunset Hills neighborhood.
5. There are no details to suggest that the size of the houses or the average of the size of the
houses will be, or ever could be similar to both Vista Ridge 1 and Sunset Hills.
As to timing, after 17 years, only 10 houses have been built on the 24 lots in the Vista Ridge 1
development. The Blue Heron Pointe project on S street also has many undeveloped lots after the
clearing of the land long ago. With no builders who have availability and the very high cost of materials,
the application will have similar undeveloped lots for another decade – or forever.

VARIANCES
Below are the details that describe the six requested and unrequested variances in the application.
Some of these are repeated here from the Ordinance Objections section above but are included here for
quick reference. There are also six additional ordinance concerns for additional review. Cumulatively
they represent a departure from the intentions and standards of the city ordinances. They will impact
zoning, change the character of the adjacent communities, and devalue property. A list is as follows:
1. A reduction of the lot size for 12 of the 17 lots to less than 10,000 square feet.
2. A reduction of the lot size width requirement. The standard is an average of 70’, however some
of the proposed lot widths are as small as 50 feet, smaller than any lot in Vista Ridge 1 and
Sunset Hills. It is not possible to calculate lot widths without houses proposed.
3. An increase to the maximum lot coverage area. Since there are no houses proposed, it is not
possible to know the lot coverage proposed. However, the application requests an increase of
the maximum lot coverage area so it is assumed it will not meet the ordinance standard.
4. A reduction of the length of the cul-de-sac serving the location from 620’ to 400’. “A cul-de-sac
shall be as short as possible and shall have a maximum length of four hundred feet (400’) and
serve building sites for not more than eighteen (18) dwelling units. A cul-de-sac shall terminate
with a circular turnaround.” SZO 74-36 - Section 34 – “Streets – Grades & Curves”
5. A change to the 30-foot easement for the west stream. The top of bank cannot be determined
with the contour map submitted. The map also provides cause for concern that lots 12-15, along
with the hammerhead of Fern Ct, may be closer than the 30’ easement indicated. SZO 74-36 –
Section 39 – “Water Courses”
6. A lack of sidewalks on Fern Ct and on one side of Hemlock Ct.
7. Lots #12 and #13 have less than a 20’ front yard. SZO 3.025(3)
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8. An increase to the allowable grade percentage for the cul-de-sac from 12% to 13%. SZO 74-36 –
Section 34 - “Streets - Grades & Curves” NOTE – The applicant submitted a new street grade
profile reducing the grade percentage from 13% to 12%.
Six other notes about the application that should be considered by the Planning Commission:
1. There are no large format landscape elements. The application didn’t include a single tree. The
Planning Commission has authority to determine “the number, kind and location” of “street
trees” SZO 74-36 – Section 44 – “Improvement Requirements”
2. The application did not evaluate or include any “improvement of easements,” as they may or
may not impact adjoining property, or for “appropriate drainage.” SZO 74-36 – Section 44 –
“Improvement Requirements”
3. The application does not contemplate any land for public purposes. The Planning Commission
can review applications to “require the reservation for public acquisition … [of] appropriate
areas within the subdivision. They also “may require the dedication of suitable areas for … parks
and playgrounds …” SZO 74-36, Section 40 – “Land for Public Uses”
4. The Planning Commission can require a larger construction bond. Since the construction activity
may create significant risk for the neighboring properties, a higher bond should be considered.
SZO Section 3.118 – “Adherence to an Approved Plan and Modification Thereof.”
5. The Planning Commission should require a “no harvest” buffer around the west stream.
Although not required by ordinance, the Necanicum Watershed Council recommends that all
streams, including non-fish bearing streams, should be buffered to protect water quality, reduce
accumulation in streams, and reduce sediment transport.
6. The buildable area shown in the newly submitted information titled “Lot Building Areas,” and
the application states that a building could be placed within five feet of the top of slope. Five
feet of erosion will occur over the expected lifetime of the speculative houses. That amount of
erosion could happen in the first few years.
The standard set for the Vista Ridge 1 development as described in the 2004 geotechnical report
was a 20’ setback for any foundations from the crest of slopes. It is unclear as to why this
application would need less of a setback. The building area may be further challenged by some
of the lot shapes and steep terrain and the poor quality of the map submitted.
Any variances granted as part of this application will confer special privileges to the applicant as they
functionally change the zoning of the neighborhood from R1 to R2. Also, the variances requested by the
application are not the minimum variances necessary for development in this area. SZO 7.032(1) and
7.032(2).
The Planning Commission has broad authority to influence site design, placement, and aesthetics. It is
common to spend 15 minutes of public discussion time for a single vacation rental application. A far
greater amount of time should be allotted to publicly evaluate this far larger proposed development.
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DRAWINGS AND CONTOURS
All drawings and maps included in the application were below the minimum standards. The drawing
scale requirement is 1”:20’ and the submission was 1”:40’. The ordinances requirement for the contour
maps calls for details at 2’ intervals. The application does not meet that standard. The maps in the
application are misleading and do not provide a true representation of the terrain to the Planning
Commission and the public.
The application also does not include contours on the adjacent properties. QQQQ SZO Those contours
are important to for Planning Commission and public evaluation of an application to understand if and
how neighboring properties might be affected. Here is one snippet from the contour map that was
included in the original application with markup and a brief comment:

Lot #1 in Red, the slope lines in yellow do not portray the actual slope
Source: Applicant’s report with markups (No high-res version available)
Appendix D1 – Contour Maps and Site Plans
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For comparative purposes, below is the contour map submitted that is used for all maps in the
application and a contour map commissioned for this report with 1’ intervals. For ease of visual
reference, they are aligned. The difference in the level of detail is remarkable.

Lot layout with ground contours
Source: Original application
Appendix D2 – Contour Maps and Site Plans

1’ contour map
Source: Morgan Civil Engineering - prepared for this report
Appendix D3 – Contour Maps and Site Plans
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A review of the new map and the 2004 geotechnical report for Vista Ridge 1, along with a physical
inspection of the land has led to many concerns shown in this graphic and described in the list below:

1’ contour map with house projections and numbered concerns
Source: Prepared for this review
Appendix D4 – Contour Maps and Site Plans
1. The top of bank for the east stream is not where it is indicated in the application. The corrected
top of bank line is shown on the map above in green. This correction impacts at least seven of
the buildable areas on the lots as currently drawn.
2. The house footprints, along with the property setbacks shown, in the Sunset Hills
neighborhood are significantly larger than any of the speculative houses (not shown).
3. Specifically, the odd shapes of both lots #14 and #15 cannot support houses that would be in
keeping with the character of either of the adjacent developments.
4. The west stream (in show red) does not follow the contour lines and shows the water in that
stream flowing uphill.
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5. The path and sewer line are shown traversing private property. No discussions with, or
permissions given from the landowner have been mentioned on public record. There is
reasonable cause to doubt that Suzanne Elise would want a path that directly connects to the
back of the property where elderly residents live on the first floor. They would also likely object
to the significant construction activity adjacent to and on their property.
More importantly, the clearing of trees and the operation of equipment in that area will likely
be in violation of the Forest Practices Act as they occur within 50’ and 35’ respectively of the
fish-bearing stream. ORS 660-023-0090
6. The path would have an average of a 10% grade slope down to Suzanne Elise and include many
steps. It would not be an ADA accessible walkway. No provisions are included in the application
for any disabled access to this proposed development at all.
7. Lots #7 and 8 have approximately 20’ of fall across the land. This is far more than the 4-8’
described in the report and will require significant earthwork.
8. The top of bank intrudes into the cul-de-sac and its position may require alteration. Also,
construction of the cul-de-sac and any speculative houses on lots #1-8 will be impossible
without cutting every tree along the top of bank of the eastern stream. There are no erosion
control measures proposed for these lots. Any clearing activity along the ridge will damage the
fish-bearing stream, destabilize the slope areas, and degrade the privacy and view of the
properties in Vista Ridge 1.
9. Lot #17 has a side yard of 10’ despite it being the only lot that backs up to an existing private
property without a 15’ setback. Also, there is a very large old spruce tree on that same existing
property which leans over the fence. It would require removal and no discussion with the
property owner has occurred.
10. Two lots (and part of a 3rd lot) in Vista Ridge 1 that are shown on the site plan were designated
as a No-Build / No-Fill zone in the 2004 geotechnical report for that project. Since then, a house
has been built on one of the lots and the other is actively being marketed as buildable land.
As a result, there is reasonable cause to doubt the technical accuracy of the data in this application and
the subsequent adherence to the Planning Commission approved development recommendations for
construction activities.
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Vista Ridge 1 Site Plan
Source: 2004 Geotechnical Report prepared for Mike Maltman
Appendix D5 – Contour Maps and Site Plan
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A few additional notes that are not shown on the graphics above are as follows:
1. As indicated above, lots #12 and #13 have less than a 20’ front yard. SZO 3.025(3).
2. Lot #1 had no shading of the buildable area on the site plan included with the new submissions,
so it is unclear if any building is now planned for this lot.
3. Easements are granted to the city for 15’ on either side of the west stream for open space.
However, there is no indication of what entity would be responsible for future maintenance. If
the city is to be responsible, no estimates of the economic impact is included in the application.
4. As a result of possible construction activity around the west stream, Lot #14, and Lot #15, no
details are provided in the application as to the impact to the empty Lot #8 of Sunset Hills which
is private property and one of the two tributaries for that stream.
5. Most importantly, two of the empty lots shown in the map above as being either unbuildable or
unfillable are currently listed for sale. Neither listing indicates that the properties have those
restrictions. Appendix D6
For comparative reference, a site plan that included house profiles was submitted for the recently
approved 18-unit hotel development along the 101 here in Seaside. Unfortunately, it also didn’t meet
the standards of the city ordinances. Here is an example of a site plan that is what should be expected
and is commonly included with proposed development applications of this scale.

Sample Site Plan
Source: https://www.chicagotribune.com/suburbs/northbrook/ct-nbs-anets-woods-passed-tl-042120160414-story.html
Appendix D7 – Contour Maps and Site Plans
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BUILDING STANDARDS, CONSTRUCTION, AND PERMITS
Although the application does not propose to build houses, it uses language to describe the speculative
houses in an attempt to meet the standards of the ordinances for a Planned Development. It does not
meet those standards. As indicated in the ordinances section above, these concerns are described in
more detail in Appendix A.
All of the hillside terrain sits on land that is inherently unstable with previous specific indications of
landslide activity. A lack of consistently applied standards may result in expensive property damage and
repairs … or worse.
Discussions with the neighbors discovered that there are at least six adjacent properties that have
required significant foundation repairs. These repairs required Ram Jacks to lift segments of their homes
in order to conduct repairs. There are hundreds more along the North Coast that have required
equivalent services. Many homes with basement areas have mold problems due to water intrusion from
average building practices.
While these conditions and repairs are not uncommon, they represent huge costs and disruptions for
prospective homeowners of the speculative houses. These types of costly repairs can be reduced and
sometimes avoided entirely by applying upgraded building standards. The city can require those
upgraded standards for difficult and/or sensitive terrain.
A public review of the original application, new application, both staff reports, the maps submitted, and
all of the supporting documentation reveal that there are many items that are under-engineered,
omitted or overlooked. Those items are as follows:
1. A stage development schedule including both the construction of the infrastructure and the
development of the speculative houses.
2. House elevation and cross-section drawings and a landscape overview that conform to the city
ordinances.
3. A proposed driveway location for each lot
4. An indication of public or private usage for the proposed open space
5. An indication as to the ownership of the proposed two streets
6. Any mention of project oversight, written consultation reports, and investigations that should
be required of a geotechnical engineer during construction. Nor is there mention of a
requirement to have the final plans reviewed by a geotechnical engineer prior to completion.
7. Any mention of working time restrictions (e.g., Mon-Fri, 8-5), a safety plan, or privacy and noise
abatement fencing during construction for the adjacent properties
8. Foundation drains and/or standards for the foundation drains
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9. A requirement for waterproofing of all below-grade foundation
10. A requirement for a below-grade vapor flow retardant
11. A prohibition of all outbuildings that would further encroach upon the setbacks specified
12. Details about the construction activity for the sewer system through the wetlands
13. An overview of the lighting and electrical requirements, including temporary construction
lighting as may be required during the winter months and how that might impact the adjacent
neighborhoods
14. Any provisions for aesthetically appropriate retaining walls and/or privacy fences to reduce the
earthworks and noise impacts to the neighbors that immediately border the property entrance
15. Any landscape items at all
16. Any discussion about Low Impact Development (LID) as it might pertain to road construction,
house construction, and landscaping.
17. Details about compaction, rock and fabric base, and other construction notes for the roadways
18. Curb and gutter profiles and details
19. Details about the construction of the transition from the existing street to new proposed street
20. Street, parking, and fire lane signage and indicators (since addressed)
21. Street grade profiles (since provided)
22. Street lighting plan (since provided)
23. GPMs for fire hydrants (since provided)
24. The application proposes to build a road (Fern Ct.) over the two tributaries to the west stream
near the southern edge of the property. There are no drawings, elevations, stream details, or
plans included about the culverts that would need to be constructed to cross those areas.
25. As a directly related observation, a review of the submission for Vista Ridge 1 indicated that “An
open-bottom culvert is proposed for the only stream crossing.” What was installed was a
polymer pipe. It is unknown if a formal stream evaluation was performed at that time, but any
deviation is cause for reasonable concern to the Planning Commission and the public.
26. There are no drawings, notes, or details regarding the water flows around and on the
immediately adjacent private property prior to, during, and after the construction activity
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27. The original application referred to the slopes being “between 2 and 10 percent.” The revised
application now indicates a road grade of 13% - and now 12% with a further submission. These
errors and the many revisions submitted demonstrate the challenges of using topographical
maps that are over 17 years old and at the wrong scale.
28. The geotechnical report in the original application includes recommendations for pavement
construction that is in conflict with the newly submitted geotechnical report from 2004. No
reconciliation has been submitted.
29. There are no sidewalks on Fern Ct and only one sidewalk proposed on Hemlock Ct.
30. The right of way width originally specified on Fern Ct was 25’. This did not meet the minimum
standard of 26’. It has since been updated to 26’.
31. Although the roads proposed in the application are (or will be) 26’ and meet the minimum code,
the surrounding neighborhoods have 32’ streets and no hammerhead streets. This would
represent a departure from the character of the neighborhood.
32. Although mentioned in the original 2004 geotechnical report for Vista Ridge 1, the current
application for the proposed development did not include the possibility of needing to elevate
the building pads above existing grades that would “require [sic] a few feet of rock fill.” This is a
critical detail that is not mentioned or reviewed in the current application and contradicts the
geotechnical report submitted with the application that only a limited amount of fill would be
required.
33. Although mentioned in the original 2004 geotechnical report, and as indicated above, the
current application for the proposed development does not include a requirement for any
foundation work to be a minimum of 20’ from the crest of the slopes.
34. The geotechnical report in the original application includes a recommendation for a footing
cover of 6” which is in conflict with the newly submitted geotechnical report from 2004 which
states that 24” of cover is required. No reconciliation has been submitted.
Several permits are required for the proposed development. None of these permits and their required
purposes were mentioned in the original written application. A partial list is as follows:
1. Oregon Department of State Lands
2. Army Corps of Engineers
3. Department of Fish and Wildlife
4. Department of Environmental Quality
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CC&RS
There were no CC&Rs originally proposed that would have governed the character of the neighborhood
to ensure compatibility with the surrounding area. There have been two subsequent submissions that
provided CC&Rs, however there are still many concerns that don’t allow the Planning Commission and
the public to adequately evaluate the application. Below is a list of the 26 concerns identified:
Section 1.7

At the current street width of 26’, there is no prohibition of street parking on one or
both sides of Hemlock Ct. and Fern Ct. to ensure safe passage of emergency vehicles at
all times.

Section 1.9

There is no prohibition of all oversized vehicles that due to their length or width will
block any portion of the street required to ensure safe passage of emergency vehicles at
all times.

Section 1.10

There is no prohibition of all structures (temporary or permanent) within the yard
setbacks, including hot tubs and swimming pools. A discharge of chemicals into the
streams would cause irreparable harm to the environment.

Section 1.11

There is no prohibition of the removal of any tree except in the case that the tree is
immediately threatening a property, and provided that a permit for the tree removal is
applied for and granted by the city.

Section 2.0

There is no provision included to ensure an annual service and city inspection for fire
sprinklers.

Section 2.2

There is no minimum house size is declared.

Section 2.3

There are no lots declared for height restrictions.

Section 2.4

There is no requirement to create, nor authorities defined for the architectural
committee mentioned in this clause after the two-year period expires.

Section 2.4

The hold-harmless clause in the last sentence essentially removes all liability from the
declarant once the 30-day timeline is expired. The Declarant could ignore all requests
and the homeowners can similarly ignore seeking all necessary approvals.

Section 2.5

There are no lots are declared. The one-year limitation is unachievable given contractor
availability on the coast. This application will result in a decade (or more) of building and
noise in the canyon. There are no penalties specified so this clause could be completely
ignored. There are no remediations indicated for the city or adjacent neighborhoods.

Section 2.7

Cedar shake and cedar shingle roofs are prone to fire damage.

Section 2.8

There is no requirement for the Declarant to be responsible for the installation of the
sidewalks.
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Section 2.9

There is no provision for pavers included for the driveways to provide for initial
biofiltration of urban runoff for the driveways.

Section 2.1

There is no prohibition on all outbuildings within the yard setbacks.

Section 3.1

There is no Exhibit included to describe building envelopes. The setbacks indicated are
far less than the building setbacks required in city ordinances. Prospective homeowners
will only have access to the CC&Rs, and they won’t read them anyway. The setbacks are
not highlighted at the beginning of the CC&Rs, nor do they appear to be part of the title
process as easements.

Section 3.2

There is no prohibition of all pesticides and weed killers to protect the streams.

Section 3.2

There is no requirement to landscape a certain percentage of the land. There is no
requirement to use native vegetation or other guidelines around landscaping in the
riparian areas.

Section 4.1

There is no indication that the Declarant will be responsible for the maintenance of
walkways and public landscaping.

Section 4.1

There is no indication of street ownership.

Section 6.1

There is no prohibition of any and all future development of any remainder portion of
this land in perpetuity. There are no restrictions for future easements or utilities
declared to support that prohibition.

Section 6.2

There is no procedure for requirement for a review and approval by the city engineering
department prior to the proposed topping or removal of any tree to ensure slope
stability.

Section 7

There is no requirement for the establishment of a homeowners association with rules,
elections, positions, dues, responsibilities, authorities, and/or financial penalties.
Without this oversight there will be no requirements for the prospective homeowners
to adhere to any portion of these CC&Rs.

Section 7.1

There is no specific declaration or amendment that would prohibit the removal of the
CC&R restrictions without a 75% majority.

Section 7.1

There is no requirement for the environmental restrictions that are included to remain
in perpetuity.

Section 7.1

The tract where the signage might be located is not declared.

Section 7.2

Since no legal proceedings may be initiated, it is not possible to enforce compliance. A
homeowner can ignore the rules and never be subject to penalties for building or
environmental damages.
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GEOTECHNICAL AND GEOHAZARD REPORTS
No commentary is included in this response in regard to the 2004 geotechnical and geohazard report
that was recently submitted. That report explicitly states that it was prepared “for use by Mike Maltman
…”. Mike Maltman is not a party to the Vista Ridge 2 proposed development.
A professional engineer has provided a critique of some of the elements of the originally submitted
geotechnical and geohazard report. That critique is attached as Appendix B. It speaks volumes. The
following comments are a narrative of some elements of the critique along with other observations:

TEST PITS, BORING LOGS, AND SOIL DESCRIPTIONS
Most importantly, Test Pit #1 could not have been dug in the location indicated. It may not have been
dug at all. The narrative in the application indicates it was done with a “small excavator.” No excavator
could dig in the location shown on the map as a result of the steep terrain. Further no disturbances in
the vegetation, streambed, and soil were observed upon a physical inspection. It is also not indicated as
a test pit location in the original 2004 report.

Test pit location graphic
Source: Applicant’s report with markups
Appendix E1 – Geotechnical and Geohazard Narrative
Since the test pits were potentially not dug, only dug along the road path, and/or dug over 17 years ago,
the conclusions contained in the application should not considered reliable. As described in the
geotechnical critique only one test pit was reportedly dug on a building site and that approach is
“substandard in the extreme.”
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There were no boring logs included with the original application and the test pit details in the 2004
should be considered unreliable after 17 years. As a result, it is premature to recommend specific soil
bearing values. Also, recommendations may change as conditions change during construction activity
and no recommendation for further geotechnical consultation was made.
For visual reference, here is a sample of a boring log prepared with current technology:

Sample Boring Log
Source: https://logiteasy.com/img/content/boring-log-templates/LogitEasy%20%20Geotech%20Boring%20Log%20Logiteasy.pdf
Appendix E2 – Geotechnical and Geohazard Graphics
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SLOPES AND CUT/FILL ACTIVITY
The application includes brief narratives for these topics that do not adequately inform the Planning
Commission and the public about the suitability of the building sites and anticipated construction
activity. Some concerns are as follows:
1. The use of the phrase: “expecting the rear section of the East lots along the top of the ‘creek
swale’ to have this same [soil] formation at the same depth,” is not a substitute for physical
investigation. Without specific testing, recommendations about the land are not reliable.
2. The application includes the statement that “no houses are assumed to be built on the eastern
slopes.” No mention is made of the southern tip, yet that location has equal if not steeper
slopes.
3. The inclusion of a 100 percent foundation support surface that is found in the original
application is unjustified in this terrain and likely dangerous for clay-silt soils.
4. The footing requirement included in the application may not be adequate for soils if springs are
encountered in the course of geotechnical analysis or construction activities. Consideration
should also be included given the seismic and landslide hazards in the immediate area.
5. The cut-and-fill narrative included in the original application is a single sentence: “Since most of
the lots only have 4-8 feet of fall across the building area, it is assumed that only minor
excavation and filling will be require for the foundation construction.”
This sentence is vague and is unsupported by the contour map included with the application. It
is further challenged by the new contour map submitted by the public. Of the 17 lots, only eight
have between “4-8 feet of fall,” and five of those are at the upper limit of 7’ or 8’. The other nine
lots exceed those thresholds, and three of those have 20’ of fall across the building area. These
lots would need more than “minor excavation and fill.”
Also, no accommodation was included in the application for the possibility of needing an
additional 3’ of rock fill for the building pads in the western portion of the future phase as
described in the 2004 geotechnical report.
6. No Lot Building Area map was submitted with the original application. A Lot Building Area map
was subsequently submitted in November, but it does not meet the contour standards of the
ordinances.
7. Seaside’s Comprehensive Plan and Ordinances discourages construction activity that involves
cut-and-fill activities. This application is not “discouraged” from more than minor cut-and-fill
activity. SZO 4.143(3)(A) and Comprehensive Plan Section 11.1(2)(a)
8. The application uses the phrase “It is assumed that no building would be occurring in the steep
slope …” in the brief hazard mitigation narrative. The application does not include a complete
visual representation that identifies all areas contemplated in the application as “no build.”
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An example of a slope analysis map is below for comparative reference. It provides a technical and visual
representation as to where, and where not, building should take place.

Slope analysis
Source: American Society of Landscape Architects
https://www.asla.org/2010awards/370.html - Photo 5
Appendix E3 – Geotechnical and Geohazard Graphics
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An example of a detailed visual cut-and-fill plan is below for comparative reference. It provides a
technical and visual representation as to the nature and scope of cut and fill activity:

Sample Cut and Fill plan
Source: https://forum.vectorworks.net/index.php?/topic/50865-ability-to-display-the-depth-of-cut-andfill-in-plan-view/
Appendix E4 – Geotechnical and Geohazard Graphics
There is no reasonable explanation that an application for a proposed development of this scale should
not include these types of detailed reports to ensure that the Planning Commission and public have the
ability to conduct a rigorous review.
Most importantly, nothing should be “assumed” in the context of possible construction of infrastructure
and buildings for a 17-lot planned development on sensitive terrain. The recommendations for
engineering standards, lot sizes, and other items described in the concerns above are unsupported by
the technical data contained in the original application.
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SEISMIC
The geotechnical critique details extensive concerns about the description of the seismic risks included
in the application, but it is enough to say that Seaside is in the highest hazard zone for exposure to
earthquakes. While this risk is understood as a part of life here coast, all development activities and
reports should treat this threat with the utmost seriousness. Earthquakes don’t kill people, buildings do.

USGS Earthquake Hazard Zones
Source: https://www.usgs.gov/media/images/2018-long-term-national-seismic-hazard-map
Appendix E5 – Geotechnical and Geohazard Graphics
In addition to the graphic above, tools are available to produce a site-specific earthquake profile. No
profile or professional review of that profile was included with the application. An example is included in
Appendix E – Geotechnical and Geohazard Graphics.
Contrary to the narrative in the application, an earthquake could happen anytime between right now
and anytime in the future. In addition, the application’s characterization of a 6.0 earthquake inflicting
major damage on most structures here on the North Coast directs the reader into thinking that this
section of the application is irrelevant. This approach to this serious risk does not serve the public
interest and the boiler plate language is obsolete and inappropriate.
Areas that contain a large percentage of sandy, saturated, and/or backfilled areas are specifically prone
to liquefaction during seismic activity and this site has all three.
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The 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake measuring 6.9 resulted in extensive property damage all across the
bay area, including the total loss of 75 buildings in San Francisco’s Marina District. That location was 60
miles from the epicenter and the damage was a direct result of the liquefaction of the soils. Seaside is
well within 100 miles of the Cascadia Subduction Zone which has been researched as being capable of
producing earthquakes as large as 9.0.
While it is impossible to entirely prevent damage and loss of life from major seismic events, reasonable
diligence must be used to minimize those potential impacts.
An application that provides an insufficient geotechnical investigation, does not include a slope analysis,
and makes cut-and-fill recommendations that are unsupported by technical data will increase the
destructiveness of an earthquake to the speculative houses in this proposed development.

RAINFALL AND LANDSLIDES
An extended La Nina or a large Cyclone are the kind of events that will create the volume of rainfall for a
flash flood. Those events have the power to create locally disastrous conditions. One such La Nina year
in 1997 brought so much rain it moved the Necanicum River 1000 feet to the south towards the
wastewater treatment plant. One storm in 1998 brought over five inches of rain in a 24-hour period and
the great gale of 2007 brought six inches of rain over a three-day period.
Compounding the concerns described in the seismic section above, a deep seeded (and/or shallow
rapid) landslide, is more likely to occur with rainfall than with an earthquake.

“Rainfall triggers more deep-seated landslides than Cascadia earthquakes in the Oregon Coast Range”
Source: https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/sciadv.aba6790
The primary risk to the speculative houses is from slope failure that may cause structures to slide into
the canyon. Also, cut and fill activity will increase the risk to landslide activity for some of the existing
homes upslopes of the proposed development.
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The application did not include the DOGAMI State of Oregon landslide hazard map that describes the
hazards for the property location. It is here:

Landslide Hazard Map
Source: https://gis.dogami.oregon.gov/maps/slido/
Appendix E6 – Geotechnical and Geohazard Graphics
As described many times in this report, the proposed development is located in a canyon with saturated
soils and steep terrain in many places. The terrain is prime territory for a local slide. This is in addition to
the regional risk of the landslide potential for all of the hills above Seaside. These risks are real.
Further, if the land is clearcut, the roots of the mature trees and all of the native vegetation which
absorbs and filters almost all of the rainwater it receives will be replaced by impervious asphalt and
concrete surfaces which do neither. A substantially larger volume of stormwater runoff will be directed
into both streams and the wetlands below.
The geotechnical and geohazard reports omit vital data and understates the conditions in which building
might take place. It did not include a current physical investigation of the site to understand the
potential for a landslide hazard.
Most importantly, the staff report indicated that there is “no declaration from the engineer that the site
could not be built upon.” This is reverse logic. The application doesn’t include a positive conclusion from
the geotechnical engineer as to the suitability of the general site and each individual building site.
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ADDITIONAL REQUIRED REPORTS
HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN
As described above, the brief narrative regarding an earthquake and resulting tsunami that was included
regarding the potential hazards is not a Hazard Mitigation Plan. It does not meet the standards of the
ordinances as follows:
1. It does not describe the “extent and severity of the … erosion hazard(s), the capability of the site
and adjacent affected areas to support the proposed development, and the recommended
techniques/safeguards that could be used to adequately protect life, property and environment
on and adjacent to the site.” SZO 4.143(1)
a. There are no descriptions of any erosion hazards.
b. There are no descriptions of the capability of the site and adjacent affected areas to
support the proposed development. In fact, there are no descriptions of the adjacent
areas at all.
c. There are no recommended techniques and/or safeguards included for any areas of the
proposed development at all.
2. The application does not include a Grading and Erosion Control Plan (GECP) for the proposed
development. See below for detailed concerns. SZO 4.143(2)
3. The application does not include an HMP and does not consider any of the below items. SZO
4.143(3)(A-D):
A. “Cut and fill methods of leveling lots shall be discouraged. Structures should be planned to
preserve natural slopes as much as possible.”
This application is not “discouraged” from more than minor cut-and-fill activity. SZO
4.143(3)(A) and Comprehensive Plan Section 11.1(2)(a)
B. “Access roads and driveways shall follow the slope contour whenever possible to reduce the
need for grading and fillings.”
The diagrams included are insufficient to determine if the roads and driveways will follow
the slope contour whenever possible. Crossing three tributaries would not be considered
“follow[ing] the slope contour.” Further, with the exception of Lots #8, #9, and #13, there
are no driveways indicated on any map. SZO 4.143(3)(B)
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C. “Removal of vegetation shall occur only for those areas to be improved by the proposed
development.”
The application includes language for the development of houses but does not intend to
build any houses so the areas documented will always be incorrect.
Documents submitted to the Oregon Department of Forestry included in the application
indicate that the removal of all trees will be conducted for the roadways and every lot are
planned. However, the application includes a recent submission that describes the clearing
area as being limited to the roadway areas only. It cannot be both.
The potential for no-harvest areas at the ridge of the east stream, possible buffering
required by the Planning Department, and the riparian zone protections that may now be
required at the bottom of the property near Suzanne Elise provide further confusion as to
the clearing activity that may or may not occur. SZO 4.143(3)(C)
D. “No development shall be allowed to block stream drainage-ways in any area or to increase
the water level on adjacent property.”
The application will block three stream areas during construction. There are no dewatering
plans or culvert designs included in the application. The application does not include
stormwater management details to address the potential increase of water levels on the
2080 and or 2040 Aldercrest properties. SZO 4.143(3)(D)
4. The application did not include any safeguard and construction techniques, nor indicate
agreement to “to provide the safeguards and construction techniques recommended in the
HMP.” SZO 4.143(4)
Lastly, the city can require a bond to “[e]nsure that safeguards recommended in the HMP are
implemented.” The application did not include any provisions for or agreement with providing bond for
the requested activities. SZO 4.144
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GRADING AND EROSION CONTROL PLAN
The application includes narratives about grading and erosion control but does not include a GECP
(Grading and Erosion Control Plan) that meets the standards of the Seaside Ordinances. It also does not
meet the guidelines included in the erosion control sample found on the City of Seaside’s website. They
are here:

City of Seaside Sample Soil Erosion Control Plan
Source: https://www.cityofseaside.us/sites/g/files/vyhlif6311/f/uploads/erosion_control_plan.pdf
Appendix F1 – Additional Required Reports
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For comparison, the State of Oregon provides an excellent template for a detailed Grading and Erosion
Control Plan that is readily available online. Here is an excerpt of from the five-page sample plan:

Sample Grading and Erosion Control Plan
https://www.cleanwaterservices.org/media/1773/1200-cn-plan-set.pdf
Appendix F2 – Additional Required Reports
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A review of the original application and subsequent revisions reveals many concerns as follows:
Grading
There was no grading plan submitted with the original application as required by Seaside Zoning
Ordinance 4.202. Taken alone, the absence of this plan is disrespectful to the Planning Commission and
the public. The subsequent submission of the street grade profiles is not a grading plan. The application
does not include the following items:
1. A “site plan at a scale of one (1) inch equals ten (10) feet.” SZO 4.202(3)
2. Any “… measures to protect vegetation from damage.” SZO 4.202(3)(D)
3. An “Accurate location, size, and shape of proposed and existing structures.” SZO 4.202(3)(E)
4. The “Direction of surface water flows.” SZO 4.202(3)(F)
5. An “Indication of slope steepness of existing and proposed contours at intervals of two (2) feet.”
SZO 4.202(3)(G)
6. The “Location of … designated vehicle parking area(s).” SZO 4.202(3)(H)
7. The “Location of soil stockpiles.” 4.202(3)(I)
8. An adequate representation of the “type and location of temporary and permanent erosion
control measures (slit fencing, straw bales, mulching, seeding, sodding, etc.) 4.202(3)(J)
9. A “schedule of construction operations and phasing.” 4.202(3)(K)
10. The identification of “…the person responsible for placement and maintenance of temporary
and permanent erosion control measures.” 4.202(3)(L) – See Erosion Control concerns below
11. The “general slope characteristics of the adjacent property.” 4.202(3)(M)
12. Any indication of “avoid[ing] winter rainy season construction.” SZO 4.202(3) – “Soil Erosion
Guidance” published by CREST. Also, there is no indication of a “dry season grading”
requirement as was specified in the 2004 geotechnical report.
13. Any requirement or procedure to “cleanup soil tracked onto streets by vehicle traffic …” SZO
4.202(3) – “Soil Erosion Guidance” published by CREST.
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Erosion Control:
The entire narrative regarding erosion control in the original application was two paragraphs and the
only items included on the recently submitted erosion control map were mulch berms and silt fences.
That length is insufficient in general and more specifically for a proposed development of this scale.
14. The inclusion of the newly submitted 2004 geotechnical report do not change the application as
that report is not intended for use for this proposed development.
15. The newly submitted erosion control map also does not materially change the application as
follows:
a. The legend does not provide clarity about the location of certain berms and silt fencing. In
one instance it appears that a silt fence is located directly in front of three properties on
Aldercrest.
b. There are no indications for berms, silt fences, hay bales, or any erosion control measures
specified for any of the individual lots, along the property lines for any of the adjacent
properties, and along most of the crestlines of both streams.
c. There are no references to, or locations specified for the following reasonable BMPs:
i.

Secondary silt screens within 50’ of the waters of the state

ii.

Inlet protections for drains on existing streets

iii.

Sediment tracking prevention and maintenance

iv.

Erosion control matting

v.

Bioswales on the public roadways to reduce runoff velocity and increase filtration

vi.

Biobags for property area drainage

vii.

Orange construction fencing to identify and protect the sensitive riparian areas

d. Since the contour maps included with the application are of insufficient detail, there is no
specification or location of any hay bales (and staking) where a mulch berm may not be
adequate for steep slopes.
e. There are no arrows indicating the direction of sediment flows.
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The application did not include several additional items of concern that are not referenced in the
ordinances as follows:
16. Details about the long-term oversight of the erosion control and grading activity.
17. Locations indicated or specifications described for retaining walls on any map.
18. Discussion about not operating any machinery within 35’ of the fish bearing stream as required
by the FPA and how that might impact the ability to perform grading for the cul-de-sac and lots
along the eastern edge of the proposed development.
19. As a related note, silt screens remain in position on the east stream downslope behind the
existing homes in Vista Ridge 1. This is either because they are still necessary or because of a
lapse in construction diligence for their removal. Either are causes for concern.
20. As an example of leadership, the City of Cannon Beach includes this phrase in their ordinances:
“Under no conditions shall sediment from the construction site be washed into storm sewers,
drainage ways or streams.” 17.62.050(14)
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STORM WATER REPORT CRITIQUE
Grading and Erosion control plans are only one part of a complete Stormwater Pollution and Protection
Plan (SWPPP) which is required by the State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality. An SWPPP
is required for all construction projects over one acre in size and there is a mandatory 14-day public
review process for all construction projects over five acres in size. This application requires both.
Seaside requires a Grading and Erosion Control Plan, but the original application included only a site
map with catch basins and imprecise language describing grading and erosion control. The submission
did not qualify as either a GECP or SWPPP. An example of a detailed SWPPP is not included as it is
lengthy, however is found on the State of Oregon Geology website - https://www.oregongeology.org/.
The “Storm Water Report” that was subsequently submitted attempts to combine a hydrology report
and elements of a detailed stormwater management plan. It falls short of a robust submission for either
and has the following challenges:
1. Is full of grammatical and spelling errors.
2. Uses language that describes houses being included in the report, however, the application
proposes no houses to be built.
3. Indicates that the “streets have been designed to flow to catch basins,” however provide no
details about the street designs mentioned.
4. Provides no recommendations as to the nature and sizing of the catch basins other than to
indicate that those details will be provided “when the final construction plans are completed.”
5. Notes that “this will usually reduce the flow rate from the site,” but is unclear as to what “this”
might be and provides no technical data to support the use of the term “usually.”
6. Examines the BMPs solely from the perspective of the “roads,” yet describes the report as
including all 3.6 acres of the developed land.
7. Does not address on-going maintenance for the roads or landscaping.
8. Does not require a “no dumping – drains to waterway” placard near the drain inlets.
9. As described in the Building Standards section above, does not include the use of any low
impact development practices for the road construction or the homesites to reduce the run-off
flows and prevent first flush contaminants from reaching the streams. It directs all of the street
and lot run-off water directly into the west stream without the use of any biofiltration
constructs.
10. Save for the description of “rock,” does not indicate the location or describe the details,
characteristics, and/or sizing of the energy dissipater.

44

11. Provides no details about the electrical service requirements for the sediment sump pumps
and/or alternative stormwater provisions in the case of electrical failure.
12. Does not indicate how existing stormwater flows that exist and will be impacted for properties
on Aldercrest and Hilltop. There are no plans to prevent additional water from being directed
onto the 2080 Aldercrest and/or the undeveloped “Lot 8 of Sunset Hills” properties based upon
proposed street configuration changes. Verbal testimony was given at the hearing in September
which included the phrase “It isn’t that much additional water.” Any additional water that is
directed to those properties is not permissible by the city ordinances.
13. References “attached charts” that are not attached and presents data and calculations that are
difficult to read, interpret, and replicate.
Since there was no drainage plan submitted with the original application and the newly submitted
Stormwater Management plan has many deficiencies, there is reasonable concern that any speculative
houses might be at risk.
Also, there may be specific risk posed to the Suzanne Elise building at the bottom of the east stream. If
the trees are removed from the top of the banks as part of this proposed development, significant
additional water will flow into the east stream in heavy rains.
The backup generator and several resident units are on ground level at the same elevation as the
bottom of the stream and are directly in the path of the stream elbow. No berms are indicated in the
original application to protect those areas. The newly submitted erosion control map also does not
address this concern.
All of the stormwater reports, used in conjunction with a wetlands delineation, a geotechnical report, a
geohazard report, a cut-and-fill plan, along with other observational data are used to define suitability
for a building site and provide assurances that proper due diligence has been completed.
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PUBLIC WORKS
The efforts of the Public Works department on behalf of all of the residents of Seaside is appreciated.
Any additional workload for large, proposed developments such as this should be carefully reviewed
prior to Planning Commission approval for the impacts to the personnel and/or infrastructure
investments.

SEWAGE, ELECTRICAL AND LIGHTING
The original application did not include grade details regarding the sewer system. Here is an example of
a plan that is required in other jurisdictions that, along with detailed grades that provide details about
the projected land disturbances for the Planning Commission and public to review:

Sample Sewer Line Plan
Source: http://www.southlandcivil.com/sample-work/
Appendix G1 – Public Works
A subsequent submission included a sewer profile with the street grade profile, however included no
construction notes. For proposed developments of this scale, sewer profiles and street grade profiles are
commonly separate documents for clarity of purpose.
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Below are additional public works concerns identified in a review of the application:
1. The construction of the sewage line is cause for reasonable concern. The approximate route
shown on the map show the line dug through the wetlands in order to connect to the city
sewage system at Suzanne Elise. This is also true of the proposed walking path.
A sewage line is typically dug at depths between 8-12 feet, so the excavation works alone to
build that line and the walking path will destroy the wetland areas it will traverse. The
application does not include any comments or techniques to minimize the impacts to the
wetlands. Critically, the operation of any equipment within 35’ of a salmon bearing stream is
prohibited by the FPA. The clearing of any trees is similarly prohibited.
2. There were no details included in the original application that describe the impacts to Seaside’s
existing sewage system. One of the pump stations that is responsible for moving sewage from
the East hills to the treatment plant is already hundreds of homes above its volume capacity. As
a result, raw sewage flows have been seen on public streets. It is assumed that the proposed
development will connect into that same system.
3. The application did not include the approximate location and sizing for the electrical system for
this proposed development. An estimate of the transformer needed is between 600-750KVA –
which includes provisions for electric vehicles. The placement of the transformer in this scenario
may be visually or audially aesthetically detrimental to the immediately adjacent neighbors of
the entrance to the proposed development depending on the location selected.
4. The recently submitted Street Light Locations map provides for three streetlights. The street
length between the corner of Aldercrest and Hemlock and the proposed light at Hemlock Ct. and
Fern Ct. is approximately 375 feet, a fourth streetlight may be required along that run. An
intermediate streetlight is present on Forest Dr.
5. The potential for service interruptions (electrical, water, sewer) that may occur as part of the
installation of the utilities and any economic effects to the city.
While it is understood that many of these details are provided to the city after the preliminary approval.
Because of the certainty of incredible negative impacts to the surrounding communities and the
immediately adjacent properties, these details should be provided to Planning Commission and public
for review prior to any decision.
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TRANSPORTATION AND NOISE ABATEMENT
The application did not include details about the transportation and noise impacts of the proposed
development. A transcript of a transportation hearing held in August was included in the application and
the application was briefly discussed. A small handful of the public were able to attend as they had been
unofficially alerted about the proposed development.
It is unknown if the proposed development has been discussed publicly in the transportation meetings
since that time. The only feedback provided at that August transportation hearing was that “stop signs
would be installed.” It is understood that the transportation director is aware that the level of detail
provided was insufficient to support a Planning Commission and public review for a proposed
development of this scale.
As an important and related note, there was no agenda or minutes published for that transportation
hearing. As of this writing there are no published agendas or minutes for any transportation hearings at
all. Also, the Seaside Transportation System Plan (TSP) is now 10 years old and according to the city’s
transportation department website, it is supposed to be updated every five years.
Source: https://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/Planning/TPOD/tsp/city/city_of_seaside_tsp_2011.pdf.
As a backdrop to the rest of the comments, below is a table that provides a broad stroke estimate of
potential construction traffic flows into and out of this area if this application were to be approved.

LARGE OR HEAVY TRUCKS
Truck Type
Logging trucks
Truss trucks
Grading equipment
Concrete and asphalt trucks
Delivery trucks
Others not included
Total

Qty.

50
25
200
125
300
300
1,000

CONSTRUCTION TRUCKS
Category
Supply deliveries
General contractor
Subcontractors
Other
Heavy equipment from above
Total
Traffic Estimation
Prepared for this review
Appendix G2 – Public Works
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Qty.

5,000
24,000
10,000
10,000
1,000
50,000

The map below shows the heavy traffic flows during the non-tourist season, and the main intersections
that will be affected by additional traffic (from above) along Wahanna and/or Broadway.

Prepared for this review
Source: Google Maps
Appendix G3 – Public Works
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The traffic will pass in front of the hospital, library, pool, and both schools during peak hours. The
community is aware that those roads are already heavily congested, and the addition of heavy
equipment and a huge volume of construction traffic will further impact that congestion and do so in
locations where visibility is limited, and the risks are high.
This map shows the “pinch points” where large trucks will block all traffic as they make turns travelling
through the Sunset Hills neighborhood and into and out of the proposed development.

Prepared for this review
Source: Google Maps
Appendix G4 – Public Works
Below is a list of additional concerns that are not addressed by the application and are not readily
available for Planning Commission and public comment and review:
1. The proposed continuation of Hemlock Ct. (26’) is of a smaller width than the existing Hemlock
Ct. (32’) and as a result represents a departure from the character of the neighborhood.
2. Review and commentary regarding the intersection of the 101 and Broadway and Wahanna and
Broadway as it relates to pedestrian, bike, and auto traffic.
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3. Concerns about corner visibility zones along the possible construction equipment travel path
and that trees on private lands might require removal. Specifically, the properties that are at the
intersection of Aldercrest and Hemlock, both current and future.
4. Consideration of the possibility of painted pedestrian crossings and bike lane markings in the
entirety of the Sunset Hills neighborhood including the proposed development.
5. Consideration of additional speed signs in the neighborhood, a lower speed limit, and traffic
calming speed humps. Twenty is plenty.
6. The impacts to the streets in the Sunset Hills neighborhood and the aging infrastructure below
them. They are already showing wear. The addition of tens of thousands of additional trucks will
further damage the streets shown in the maps above.
7. The evaluation of an alternative route into and out of the proposed development at the bottom
of the property. This is technically possible but would include the construction of a bridge,
impact to the fish-bearing stream including dewatering operations.
8. Mayor Barber rejected logging trucks using Seaside streets for a proposed timber harvest on
State forestlands that were contemplated above the Cove. The Mayor and City Council should
apply that same standard to this proposed development.
This list of potential noise sources from traffic and construction activity is incredibly long and is not
included here. Most importantly, those noise sources will represent a nuisance and disturb the adjacent
property owner’s right to quiet enjoyment of their property. The application did not include a
construction noise mitigation plan which might include the following items:
1. Noise barriers and screens. The removal of all the trees will remove all sound buffers.
2. Sequence of operations to concentrate noisy activities at the same time
3. Restriction of work schedules to weekdays and business hours
The most serious impact will be to the residents who currently work from home, which is now, and will
remain forever, commonplace as a result of the pandemic. The concept of ten years of construction
noise impact from the proposed development will make that work nearly impossible. People’s jobs may
be impacted from the constant noise, and the harm will be irreparable.
The application is entirely disrespectful to the community that includes a long-established and quiet
neighborhood with a single roadway in and out. There is no reasonable, safe, or responsible traffic and
noise abatement plan to enable the proposed development to move forward in any capacity.
Because of all of the challenges above, the neighbors who reside along these streets will see a decrease
in their property values. This is prohibited by the Seaside Zoning Ordinances. SZO 1.020(b).
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DISASTER READINESS
The proposed development is located in one of the very few tsunami evacuation locations and the
application should be evaluated on how it might impact the Disaster Readiness plans for Seaside.
The concerns include direct impacts to prospective homeowners, the speculative houses, and indirect
impacts to surrounding communities from traffic and infrastructure stress. Most importantly a concern
about the diversion of money and resources to implement and maintain the utilities needed to support
the proposed development. A partial list of concerns is as follows:
1. Emergency vehicle access to the speculative houses on the proposed Hemlock Dr and Fern Ct
may be completely blocked if cars are parked on both sides of the roads. A no-parking zone is
both out of character for the neighborhood and unlikely to ever be respected or enforced.
2. Tsunami rehearsals already create a parking lot on all of the streets in the East hills. The addition
of two dead-end streets may create conditions on those streets that may completely block all
access to all residents and emergency crews.
3. Upgraded seismic standards have not been reviewed or specified for proposed utilities.
4. The impact to cellular communications has not been reviewed in that canyon area. Emergency
calls may not be able to be made or received by prospective homeowners.
Every new development has an impact disaster preparedness, and the application should be reviewed
for both economic and personnel impacts in the context of the mitigation actions below:

“Seaside” section of the Draft 2021 Clatsop County Hazard Mitigation Plan – Page 279:
Source: https://www.co.clatsop.or.us/media/2811
Appendix G5 – Public Works
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ENVIRONMENT
The application offers no tangible value to Seaside in exchange for the destruction of the land, the trees,
the waterways, and all of the wildlife supported and protected by the ecosystem. This is one of the very
last untouched lands in Seaside. Despite the unique nature of the land, the application did not include a
conservation review or tree study.

Source: Google Maps
Appendix H1 - Environment
The Seaside Comprehensive Plan - Section 14 Urban Growth Boundary suggests that all lands have been
identified and protected: “Environmental, Energy, Economic, and Social Consequences: Major marshes
and other valuable estuarine resources have been protected in accordance with the Necanicum Estuary
Plan. Significant wetland and biological sites have been identified within the UGB and have been placed
in appropriate protective zones.”
Nothing could be further from the truth and these protective zones haven’t been updated since 1980. In
the intervening 40 years, there is nothing to suggest that these zones have been revisited using updated
mapping tools, to ensure the environment is not adversely affected.
Our world has changed since 1980 and climate change is driving planning decisions and major
infrastructure projects all over the world. To ignore these threats is irresponsible and Seaside should
review and update the zoning map as soon as practicable to protect life, property, and the environment.
Most importantly, there are no other developments located in a canyon area in the immediate coastal
area of Seaside. The recently built high school was controversial in its impact to the environment but
was justified by serving a public interest.
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TREES AND WILDLIFE
The trees on this land are between 50 and 150 years old. It is a late-successional stand and is one of only
a very few that hasn’t been harvested in a very long time.
This application is not to conduct a timber harvest on forestlands which serve the purpose of providing
lumber for the benefit of our economy. This is a timber harvest proposed within the city limits to offset
construction costs for the development of the infrastructure.
As described in the ordinances section above, the clearcut operation is subject to the regulations of the
Oregon Forest Practices Act (FPA) for the road infrastructure. However, once the initial roads are built,
the rest of the clearcut operations will be conducted without a permit from the State. Tree felling isn’t
always perfect and with nothing but 80’-100’ trees, there is a danger to the adjacent residential
properties. This will be no “light touch” logging operation and there will be no requirement to reforest
any portion of the land.
The original application included “the [removal of] major trees from the lot areas.” What the original
application left out is there are nothing but “major trees” on the land and that the only open space that
will be left are the unusable steep canyon, streams, and wetland areas.
A new map was submitted that include the area to be cleared and the area to remain uncleared.
However, that map is misleading as every lot will eventually need to be clearcut if a house is to be built.
It is further unclear as it conflicts with the ODF documentation included with the application that
describes the clearing area. The public has submitted a revised map which is in alignment with the ODF
document that accurately describes the areas that will be clearcut if this application were to be
approved.
Seaside has a Tree Board. Goal #4 is to obtain the annual “Tree City USA” designation by the National
Arbor Day foundation. Seaside would deserve to be stripped of that designation if this clearcutting
operation takes place within the city limits and the Seaside Tree Board might as well be disbanded.
The only mention of the word tree in the application is in the context of removing them. There is only a
single tree included on any map included in the application. That is insufficient for a proposed
development of this scale. The application also doesn’t mention that the Planning Commission can
require street trees for a proposed development. About 500 trees should suffice. SZO 74-36 Section 44
If this land is developed, all of the wildlife in it will disappear. Extensive development has driven wildlife
farther into the hills and there’s no relief in sight. The forests above the community have already been
logged and clearcutting this land will take away perhaps the last continuous forested animal corridor
down to wetlands and the Neawanna Estuary.
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As an historic note, a former representative for the Vista Ridge 1 development was once quoted in the
Daily Astorian describing that development as “being between two salmon streams and a blue heron
rookery.” It is unknown if salmon still spawn in the waters now or if they have been eradicated by
development around and below the streams. No further encroachment should be allowed.
The Blue Heron Rookery still exists and a reference to it is made on the Oregon Department of Forestry
report (ODF) included in the application. It specifies that the critical period of use ends on July 31. There
is no beginning date indicated, but it is assumed to be sometime in March. As no stage development
plan was submitted, the application for the proposed development does not provide details about the
requirement for construction to be halted during these periods.
Source: https://www.dailyastorian.com/news/new-home-sites-ready-in-seaside/article_0e6b6bc17c79-5f5d-bc45-9728bef178ef.html included in Appendix H - Environment
The application does not include a conservation strategy for any portion of the land except for the
mandatory and minimum buffer zones around the streams as required by state law. This habitat is
almost certainly home to some “sensitive species” as defined by the State of Oregon, but without an
environmental survey those details won’t ever be known.
Source: https://www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/diversity/species/docs/Sensitive_Species_List.pdf
(Not included for length)
The trees and habitat for the wildlife in the city limits should not be sacrificed for a road to nowhere and
speculative houses. The preservation of the trees in these riparian lands is a critical priority in the
protection of wildlife, the salmon, the enhancement of water quality, and the survival of the natural
ecosystem here on the North Coast. Every acre counts. Every 6 acres counts.
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SALMON AND WATER
Water quality is particularly essential for salmon. The temperature of the water plays a huge role in
survival of salmon eggs, alevins, and fry. The removal of the trees on this land will result in a
temperature increase in the water flows and further impact the salmon that already are under pressure.
Without strong riparian protections, the salmon in these waters will be lost forever. They may have
already been lost.
Source: https://www.opb.org/article/2021/06/27/hot-salmon-heat-wave-brings-concern-over-riverwater-temperatures/ included in Appendix H - Environment
As described in the Stormwater Management section above, there is no current plan for management of
construction runoff and pollutants that will spare these waters from the effects of the proposed
development.
Coho and Steelhead both live and spawn in the Necanicum, the Neawanna and waters that feed them.
Both are rapidly declining in population and are listed as threatened and endangered species
respectively.

Source: https://www.beaverinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/NMFSORCohoRecoveryPlan2016.pdf
Appendix H2 - Environment
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Despite the entire economy of the entire North Coast being originally built on salmon fishing, there is no
mention of Salmon in any of Seaside’s published official documents:

Seaside Comprehensive Plan
Source: City of Seaside website
Appendix H3 - Environment
To their credit, Clatsop County’s logo includes a salmon and has guidelines on how to provide
protections for habitat and salmon in their comprehensive plan. Unfortunately, the application does not
meet any of the standards for the protection of these endangered and protected species.
“23. Acknowledging the importance of sound ecological practices on forest lands: The preservation of
fish, biologically significant wildlife resources, watershed, and clean air and drinking water in the County
is dependent upon retention of natural habitat and sound ecological practices on forest lands.
24. Preservation of Forest Habitat for Salmon: The preservation of fish, including anadromous species
such as salmon and steelhead, and biologically significant wildlife resources in Clatsop County is
dependent upon retention of natural forest habitat, clean air, and clean water.
25. Watershed Protection/Maintenance of Clean Air and Water: Clatsop County will discourage activities
which cause the substantial degradation of the air, water, or land resource quality on public and private
forests.
26. County intention with respect to development/forest uses by private landowners: Clatsop County
strongly encourages the retention of wildlife habitat and the protection of streams on private land
through active habitat preservation and restoration as carried out or allowed by the landowner.
Efforts to improve wild salmon and steelhead habitat in Forest lands are supported by Clatsop County.”
Clatsop County Goal 4
Source: https://www.co.clatsop.or.us/media/13901
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Seaside and all the cities on the coast will have few or no options for salmon fishing in the near future if
the populations don’t rebound and that will impact tourism. Without immediate change, that future is
almost guaranteed, and the proposed development is exactly the opposite of what is needed to save the
salmon habitat.
The streams and particularly the wetlands at the bottom of this land flow into the Neawanna are and
already challenged by the Vista Ridge 1 development and the changing climate. There does not appear
to be any active restoration efforts for these streams, or any, waterways here in Seaside.
This application does not meet the objectives set out in either the Clatsop County Comprehensive Plan
or the State of Oregon’s Water Vision:

State of Oregon Water Vision
Source: https://www.oregon.gov/oweb/Documents/OWV-Water-Vision-Call-to-Action.pdf
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This graphic describes the mapped salmon runs here in the Seaside area. There are many unmapped
streams including the one in the proposed development. As described above, there are a number of
people who have described seeing Salmon run in these specific streams. Human development and
unrestricted physical development have eliminated all but just a very few salmon spawners.

Adult Salmon Surveys – 2001-2002
Source: Neal Maine
Appendix H5 - Environment
It is unknown if another comprehensive survey of all the creeks on the Seaside immediate hills has been
completed in the intervening 20 years.
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There are countless websites, documents, and articles that describe the extensive activities that are
taking place in order to save the salmon – and all of the habitat that they thrive in. They are impossible
to include or summarize here but are taking place all around the world, and specifically all along coastal
Oregon. Seaside should adopt a progressive stance on this topic and denying this application is a very
good place to start.
These activities are bringing together unlikely partners – ecologists and fisherman to unite in a common
cause. Similarly, this application has brought together groups from every demographic, all united against
the approval of this application. Silt screens and mulch berms will not save this sensitive ecosystem for
future generations and without city, county and state protections, this habitat will be destroyed.

MONITORING AND REPORTING
The application included no provisions for monitoring and reporting of concerns that might occur during
any proposed construction activities. There are many folks who keep watch over this land, and they
have asked for the details regarding reporting violations.
The Necanicum Watershed Council (a local organization) has a webpage that describes how to report
violations to the State of Oregon. https://www.necanicumwatershed.org/other-conservation-resources.
In addition, there are reporting structures within the City of Seaside and other state and Federal
organizations.
These reporting structures are included here to provide the public with these details and to enhance the
opportunity for compliance with all appropriate city, county, and state regulations.

IMPACTS
This is no forest clearcut operation that requires reforestation under the FPA. The removal of the forest
and the installation of asphalt and concrete will create a heat island around the thin buffer zone that
remains and will eventually kill the remaining trees and chase out the wildlife. This effect may take place
within just a few years.
The deforestation and subsequent pollutant runoffs will directly and effectively destroy the aquatic
habitat. The root bundles and native vegetation will be gone and unavailable to provide their filtration
protections. That heat island will also warm the temperature of the waters which will then contribute to
the warming of the waters in the Neawanna estuary. Every tenth of a degree counts for the salmon.
The human impacts will be significant. Many stories have been provided about the how wrong this
proposed development is for the city of Seaside. One of the most impactful phrases was “Who would be
so irresponsible to take on this project?”
If this application were to be approved, the resulting construction activity would destroy one of the last
forestlands, one of the last animal corridors, and one of the last remaining watersheds on Seaside’s
immediate coast which is home to one of its last salmon habitats.
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RISKS
The city should deny this application because of the extensive concerns expressed during this Planning
Commission process, but also the legal exposures that the city might face. A partial list of those are as
follows:
1. The application does not propose building houses. It will clearcut the land and sell the
undeveloped lots leaving the immediately adjacent neighbors with views that are dramatically
deteriorated. This will cause an irreparable decline in property values for existing property
owners.
2. Adjacent properties enjoy protection from trees falling onto their homes because of the
windbreak that the rest of the forest to the South provides. Removing even some of those trees
for street construction will remove that windbreak and create conditions that may topple the
remaining trees into a home (or homes). This will be intensified by a disruption of the soils.
3. Adjacent properties enjoy substantial ground vegetation and mature tree root systems that
provide for stable soils on steep and saturated land. A removal of those trees and their
associated root structure and vegetation, along with a disruption of soils for grading and
excavation work will create conditions far more prone to landslides.
4. The unintended application of building practices that are substandard to the terrain will yield
the potential for property damage for the speculative houses and the existing homeowners in
the immediately adjacent neighborhoods of Vista Ridge 1 and Sunset Hills.
5. Some current homeowners were informed that the lands behind the area were “permanently
conserved.” Other homeowners were told that a development had once been proposed but was
denied by the city as it considered the land undevelopable. This designation of “undevelopable”
is bolstered by a 2016 map as part of Seaside’s annexation of lands for the school (See UGB
boundary map included above). An obvious concern is the unbuildable lots that now have
structures. Continued confusion may yield unanticipated legal action.
6. The development on Forest Drive is in an area zoned R-1 but has been developed with
exceptions that essentially rezone it as R-2. This is challenging as it reduces property values for
those current homeowners who have bought properties under different assumptions. Property
owners have reasonable concern about the oversight that has been provided.
7. The website (www.dontclearcutseaside.org) and all of this documentation will remain available
online and searchable by the development name and numbers, lot #s, tax map #s, and individual
addresses. Prospective homeowners, banks, insurance companies, and attorneys will have
access to all of the materials to review in the course of their professional duties.
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The community has brought attention the inadequate information was submitted, the use of maps and
documents that weren’t created for this application, the omission of vast amounts of data,
recommendations that do not meet the standards of the terrain, and many more deficiencies that gave
rise to this extensive set of documentation.
Homeowners in the surrounding neighborhoods, and any prospective homeowners in the proposed
development that sustain property damage or injury as a result of ignoring these detailed concerns will
have ample documentation to initiate legal action.
This article describes the risk profile for Astoria. It is certain that the same risk applies here in Seaside
and communities all along the North Coast.
https://www.oregonlive.com/pacific-northwest-news/2013/10/sophisticated_3d_mapping_progr.html
Included in Appendix I1 - Risks
This second article provides a view of what has happened – and very well could happen here – when the
challenges listed in this report are discounted.
https://www.koin.com/news/woman-survives-astoria-landslide-were-still-homeless/
Included in Appendix I2 – Risks
This third article describes what Astoria has contemplated doing about it:
https://www.dailyastorian.com/news/local/astoria-might-tighten-geotechnicalstandards/article_4fd5407e-84c9-11ea-b7ae-77b374298917.html
Included in Appendix I3 – Risks
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CONCLUDING THOUGHTS
The application and supporting documentation are misleading and deeply flawed. It proposes to
clearcut the forest and build a road to nowhere for imaginary houses. It would do so regardless of the
impact to the community and sensitive ecosystem that this land serves and feeds.
Growth should be controlled in a way that doesn’t risk life, property, and the environment. This
proposed development is in the wrong location and risks all three.
This is such an incredible piece of land and should not be lost to over-development. There is no benefit
to Seaside that could ever outweigh the impacts and the risks posed to the community and the natural
environment.
The application has a vast number of omissions and deficiencies and doesn’t meet the standards and
intentions of over 100 city, county, and state regulations. As a result, we respectfully request that this
application be denied.
"The greatest threat to our planet is the belief that someone else will save it."
Robert Swan, Explorer – Founder 2041 Foundation www.2041foundation.org
Don’t Clearcut Seaside!
Respectfully,

Lief and Sani Morin
Residents of Sunset Hills and Vista Ridge 1
100+ petitioners (Appendix J)
Cc:

RJ Marx, Daily Astorian/Seaside Signal

Footnote:
The preparation of this document could not have been possible without the input and support from the
community and all of the people who will be affected by the proposed development. We are grateful.
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Lief Morin, 35 Hilltop
Two housekeeping items before we begin:
1. We have prepared this opposition document for
Planning Commission review. We apologize for its
lengthiness.
2. Because of the recusals, we believe that the Planning
Commission does not have a quorum to vote on this
matter at this time.

This is not just a hearing about a planned development,
this is a hearing about the integrity of the planning
process, and it is a hearing about our responsibilities to
the environment.
This application is misleading, at best, and it should be
denied for that reason alone. It must also be denied
because it doesn’t meet the standards of over 100 city
ordinances.

The substandard drawings submitted obscure the actual
terrain. The unsatisfactory geotechnical and hazard
mitigation “narratives” understate the risks to property
and to life. And some of the data is fudged. For instance,
Test Pit #1 wasn’t dug where it said it was, and possibly
not dug at all.
The survey work, contour maps, and geotechnical report
recently submitted were created for another
development … in 2004. And that old report cannot be
reliable after 17 years and cannot be used for this
project.

The application attempts to change the zoning from R-1
to R-2 without declaring its intentions. And there would
be at least seven variances required even though only
two were mentioned.
Make no mistake, over four of the six acres will be
clearcut, graded, and cut or filled even though this
terrain has been specifically identified as being prone to
landslides. Despite those known risks, the application
inexplicably didn’t include formal plans for any of that.
There were also no drainage or stormwater reports
included in the original application, and the new
submissions do not pass muster.

The suggested building standards were insufficient or
completely absent, and the impacts to our public works
systems were not considered.
The application doesn’t address the extensive
transportation and noise concerns for the 50,000
construction vehicles that would drive through the
neighborhood, in front of the hospital and the schools
where visibility is low, and the risks are high. And there
are many, many other things that weren’t included. Way
too many to list here.

Nothing should ever be built on this land. The engineer
didn’t declare this site to be buildable. We believe no
engineer should ever declare this site to be buildable,
and even more so if they cared about the environment.
And the environment would suffer. This is a time when
we should be saving ecosystems – not destroying them.
In fact, the plans don’t include any landscaping at all …
not even a single tree. This is one of the last wild, open
spaces within the city limits and is one of the last
undeveloped animal corridors from the east hills above
down to the Neawanna estuary below.

The streams in it used to be Coho salmon spawning
grounds, but the salmon may be gone now. This would
be yet another blow to their habitat. But the developer
doesn’t care about the salmon or the environment.
After 17 years, there are still empty lots in Vista Ridge 1.
This will be no different. Seaside doesn’t need more
roads to nowhere for imaginary luxury houses. Seaside
needs affordable housing and despite what the
developer might suggest the prospective houses in this
application could never be affordable

• This project is not responsible, and it is not
sustainable
• It will reduce property values and it won’t build a
single house
• It will destroy the ecosystem and it will put citizens
in harm’s way

As Steve Irwin - The Crocodile Hunter said:
“The single biggest threat to our planet is the destruction
of habitat, and along the way the loss of precious
wildlife.”
We respectfully request that this application be denied.
Don’t Clearcut Seaside!

Attorney

ZACK P. MITTGE
zmittge@eugenelaw.com
Paralegal
GAIL C. CROSS

gcross@eugenelaw.com

October 5, 2021
Via Hand Delivery
Seaside Planning Commission
c/o Kevin Cupples
Seaside Planning Director
989 Broadway
Seaside, OR 97138
RE:
City File No.
Our Clients:
Our File No.

Vista Ridge II Planned Development/06-10-22AB-08100
21-061PDSUB
Lief and Sani Morin
14129

Dear Planning Commissioners and Director Cupples:
On behalf of our clients, Lief and Sani Morin, we hereby provide the following comments
in opposition to the proposed Vista Ridge II Planned Development at Map 06-10-22AB Lot 8100.
Please include these comments in the record of these proceedings and provide our firm with all
future notices associated with this application.
As is set forth in detail below, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission deny
the proposed Planned Development application for failure to conform with applicable minimum
standards in the Seaside Zoning Ordinance (SZO) and Seaside Comprehensive Plan. For ease of
reference these minimum standards are set forth below in bold italics followed by a brief statement
setting forth the inconsistency of the proposed development with those standards.
A. The applicant has failed to provide information in its application required by SZO
3.112(4) and does not demonstrate compliance with all relevant standards.
The applicant is proposing to make use of the City’s Planned Development (PD) process
for its proposed 17-lot subdivision, but has not provided basic information required by the zoning
ordinance.
The City’s PD review process is intended to provide “appropriate and orderly development”
of large tracts of land that provides for a greater degree of flexibility than “traditional lot-by-lot
subdivisions.” SZO 3.110. To this end the PD standards require the submission of additional
information including, amongst other requirements:
“C. Existing and proposed finish grades of the property with all drainage features.
D. Location of all proposed structures and associated uses with the height, gross floor
area and approximate location of all entrances of each structure.
E. Vehicular and pedestrian circulation features within the site and on adjacent streets
and alleys.
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F. The extent, location, arrangement and proposed improvements of all off-street
parking and loading facilities.
G. The type, extent, location, arrangement and proposed improvements of all open space,
landscaping, fences and walls.
H. Architectural drawings and sketches demonstrating the planning and character of
the proposed development.
* * * *
J. Contour lines at two-foot intervals”
This information is largely absent from the information provided by the applicant.
1.

Lack of development information.

Vital information concerning structures (height, gross floor area, entrances) as well as the
architectural drawings and sketches for the proposed development are wholly absent from the
applicant’s materials. In fact, the “New 17 Lot Layout and Proposed Development of Tract ‘G’
Vista Ridge, Sunset Ridge LLC” appears to be little more than a traditional lot-by-lot subdivision,
albeit one that does not conform to the underlying R-1 provisions for minimum lot size.
It is the applicant’s burden to provide evidence sufficient to demonstrate compliance with
all relevant approval criteria. In this case, the applicant’s failure to provide minimum information
concerning the height, gross floor area of structures on the lots, the architectural drawings and
sketches of the planning and character of the proposed development, or the landscaping, fences
and walls of the property, mean that the applicant has not carried its burden. The failure to conform
to the minimum information requirements in 3.112(4)(D), (G) and (H) with regard to the
development is itself a failure to conform to 3.115, which requires development to conform to “the
Planned Unit development Regulations Sections 3.110 through 3.114.”
In addition, the applicant precludes the Planning Commission from finding in its favor with
regard to issues where this structural information is necessary to assess the criteria. The
Commission cannot find that the design and size of the development can be well integrated within
its surroundings where the applicant provides no information concerning the “design and size” of
the development which would permit a comparison. SZO 3.115(1). Nor can it determine that the
“size and uses will result in an attractive, healthful, efficient and stable environment for living”
where the applicant has not demonstrated that it will be.
As the applicant has failed to meet the minimum standards in sections 3.112(4)(D), (G)
and (H) and 3.115(1), we respectfully request that the Commission deny the application.
2.

Lack of Transportation Information.

Likewise, the applicant has failed to provide minimum information concerning
transportation issues. Section 3.112(4) requires the applicant provide minimum information
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regarding the Planned Development including the location of entrances on the lots (D), vehicular
and pedestrian circulation both on and off-site (E), and the location and arrangement of all offstreet parking facilities under (F). Again, the applicant has largely failed to provide this minimum
information, and its proposal is subject to denial for failure to conform to these general regulations
in section 3.112(4) under section 3.115.
And, since the applicant has failed to locate entrances or off-street parking, and failed to
address on and off-site vehicular and pedestrian circulation, it has failed to provide the
Commission with a factual basis to believe that “the location, design, size and uses are such that
traffic generated by the development can be accommodated safely and without congestion on
existing or planned arterial, collector or local streets.” Likewise, since the applicant has not
addressed off-street parking requirements or demonstrated that the required spaces can be
accommodated on its small lots given its increased lot coverage and the topography of the property,
it has failed to demonstrate compliance with the offstreet parking requirements in sections 3.025(8)
and 4.100.
As the applicant has failed to meet the minimum requirement in sections 3.112(4)(D), (E)
and (F), 3.115(2), 3.025(8), and 4.100, we respectfully request that the application be denied on
this basis as well.
3.

Lack of Grading and Fill Information.

In addition to failing to provide adequate information concerning the development and
transportation impacts, the applicant has also failed to address basic minimum requirements
concerning public health and safety issues. Subsection (C) of 3.112(4) requires “existing and
proposed finish grades of the property with all drainage features.” While the applicant makes some
effort to identify the creeks on the property, it does not provide a grading plan or stormwater plan,
or identify the limits of cuts and fills on the property. Indeed, despite the express code requirement,
the applicant does not provide the two-foot contours of the slopes on the property under section
(J). The applicant has failed to meet minimum standards in section 3.112(4)(D) and (J) and its PD
application is subject to denial under section 3.115.
Moreover, as the applicant has failed to properly consider the “location, design, size and
use” of the necessary cuts, fills and drainage features, its application materials do not demonstrate
the existence of a stable environment for living as required by section 3.115(4). Accordingly, we
respectfully request that the application be denied on this basis as well.
B. The applicant has not provided an adequate basis to reduce the minimum parcel sizes,
lot dimensions, or lot coverage required by the R-1 zone.
The applicant appears to have proposed planned development of the property primarily
avoiding the minimum lot size, lot coverage and area requirements in the R-1 zone. These
standards require a minimum lot size of 10,000 square feet and an average lot width of 70 feet,
and impose a maximum lot coverage of 35% of the total lot area, to wit:
“Section 3.025 Standards. In the R-1 Zone the following standards shall apply:
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1. Lot Size: Lot area shall be a minimum of 10,000 square feet. Average lot width shall
be at least 70 feet at the building line.
* * * *
7. Lot coverage: Maximum area that may be covered by a permitted structure and
accessory buildings shall not exceed 35 percent of the total area of the lot.”
The applicant has sought exceptions to these minimum requirements in order to decrease lot size
to “6,943 sqft with a minimum lot width of 50’” and to increase lot coverage to from “35% to 40%
as allowed in the R-2 zoning.”
However, the subject property is zoned R-1, and while certain development standards may
be modified via section 3.113, the applicant has not demonstrated that its proposed modifications
to the lot size, dimensions, and lot coverage are consistent with these development standards.
In particular, while the code allows reductions in lot width and minimum lot area in some
cases, it only allows such reductions where the applicant demonstrates compliance with the
standards for such reduction including fire and life safety standards and that structures comply
with applicable standards, to wit:
“6. Waiver of Reduction of Yard and Other Dimensional Requirements. Except as
otherwise provided in Section 3.113, the minimum lot area, width and frontage, height
and yard requirements otherwise applying in the district shall not dictate the strict
guidelines for the planned unit development but shall serve to inform the designers of
the importance of development a project that will be in harmony with the character of
the surrounding neighborhood. Reduction of the yard and other dimensional
requirements are allowed with the following standards are met:
A.
B.

Structures comply with applicable building and fire, life, safety requirements.
The structure(s) comply with the standards listed in 3.113 (4)(A)(1-8).”

In this case, the applicant has provided no information concerning its proposed structures in its
application materials, and has entirely failed to provide any basis for its proposed reduction in
minimum lot size and width. As such, its proposed reduction in lot size and width, and its
subdivision plat based thereon is inconsistent with the applicable zoning and is subject to denial
on that basis.
Moreover, while the applicant has sought an increase in lot coverage on each of these
substandard lots from 35% to 40%, it points to no basis in the PD code or elsewhere that would
support the proposed increase in coverage. Section 3.113(6) allows modifications to “lot area,
width and frontage, height and yard requirements,” but does not allow for alteration of the
minimum lot coverage standards, nor do other lot development standard in section 3.113 authorize
this alteration. As the proposed PD includes lot coverage that is consistent with the R-2 zone, but
not with the R-1 zoning on the subject property, it is also subject to denial on this basis.
As the applicant’s proposed subdivision fails to meet the minimum standards of the
underlying R-1 zone in section 3.025, and fails to demonstrate compliance with applicable
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standards for the reduction of lot size or width under 3.113(6), we respectfully request that the
proposed planned development and subdivision be denied on this basis as well.
C. The applicant has failed to provide a geological hazard report as required by SZO
3.113(9), 4.140, and applicable geological hazard policies in the comprehensive plan.
The applicant’s proposed planned development also fails to conform to the City’s
minimum protections for geological hazard areas. Section 3.113(9) requires that development be
consistent with the geological hazard standards at 4.140, to wit:
“9. Natural Hazard Areas: Development shall be consistent with Section 3.147 and 4.140
of the Seaside Zoning Ordinance.”
These requirements include the preparation of a Hazard Mitigation Plan that describes the extent
and severity of Geologic and Erosion hazard(s) and the site capability, as well as a Grading and
Erosion Control Plan (GECP), to wit:
“1. The applicant shall submit a Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) which describes the
extent and severity of the Geological and Erosion hazard(s), the capability of the site and
adjacent affected areas to support the proposed development, and the recommended
techniques/safeguards that could be used to adequately protect life, property and
environment on and adjacent to the site. The HMP shall be prepared and certified by a
Certified Engineering Geologist registered in the State of Oregon, or a Civil Engineer
registered in the State of Oregon specializing in the area of Geotechnical Engineering,
and submitted by the applicant.
2. The applicant shall submit a Grading and Erosion Control Plan for the proposed
development. The GECP shall comply with the requirements of Section 4.200 of the
Zoning Ordinance. The GECP shall be submitted in conjunction with a HMP.
3. The HMP shall, at a minimum, consider the following:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Cut and fill methods of leveling lots shall be discouraged. Structures should be
planned to preserve natural slopes as much as possible.
Access roads and driveways shall follow the slope contour whenever possible to
reduce the need for grading and fillings.
Removal of vegetation shall occur only for those areas to be improved by the
proposed development.
No development shall be allowed to block stream drainage-ways in any area or to
increase the water level on adjacent property.”

These requirements are largely derived from the Geological Hazards Policies of the Seaside
Comprehensive Plan, which require an HMP for any sites with slopes greater than 15% or situated
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adjacent to slopes that are 15% or greater, 1 and which provide identical development limitations.2
The site of the proposed PD contains slopes that are in excess of 15%, which subjects it to
these requirements. However, the applicant has failed to conform to these minimum standards as
well.
The applicant has failed to provide the “Grading and Erosion Control Plan” required by
4.143(2). The applicant refers to erosion control on sheet 8 of its materials, but does not include
the minimum information required for a grading and erosion control on this map. In fact, the map
does not clearly identify grading or cut-and-fill areas, and omits the majority of the required
features for such a plan including “”streams, wetlands, channels, ditches, or other water courses
on and immediately adjacent to the development site,” “areas where existing vegetative cover will
be retained and measures to protect vegetation from damage,” “accurate location, size and shape
of proposed and existing structures,” “direction of surface water flows,” “indication of slope
steepness of existing and proposed contours at intervals of two (2) feet,” “location of construction
access driveway(s) and designated vehicle parking area(s)”, “location of soil stockpiles,” and the
“schedule and construction operations and phasing.” SZO 4.202(3)(C) –(I) and (K). As this
erosion control and grading plan is required to be submitted in conjunction with the HMP, and the
applicant has not provided a conforming grading and erosion control plan, denial of the application
is warranted pursuant to 3.113(9) and 3.115 for failure to conform to these minimum requirements.
Likewise, the applicant’s purported HMP does not address the extent or severity of
geological hazards on the site or consider the minimum requirements specified in 4.143(3) and
Geological Hazards Policy 2. In particular, the applicant’s proposal does not identify or properly
evaluate the risks of common geological hazards on the site or in the surrounding areas, including
risks for compressible soils, plastic or expansive soils, soil creep, soil liquefaction, slope instability,
landslide impact, seismic shaking, tsunami inundation, settlement and differential settlement on
1

11.1 GEOLOGIC HAZARDS POLICIES 1. An HMP performed by a Certified Engineering
Geologist registered in the State of Oregon or a registered Civil Engineer, registered in the
State of Oregon, specializing in the area of Geotechnical Engineering, shall be prerequisite
for development in the following areas:
a. Sites that are composed of areas with slopes of 15% or greater, sites that are situated
adjacent to slopes of 15% or greater, or other sites as determined by the City Council,
Planning Commission or Planning Director
2
2. Development requirements for the areas listed above specifically, and the city generally,
are: a. Cut and fill methods of leveling lots shall be discouraged. Structures should be planned
to preserve natural slopes as much as possible.
b. Access roads and driveways shall follow the slope contour whenever possible to reduce the
need for grading and filling.
c. Removal of vegetation shall occur only for those areas to be improved by the proposed
development.
d. No development shall be allowed to block stream drainage ways in any area or to increase
the water level on adjacent property.
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fill, erosion due to wind deflation, rain impact, overland flow, misdirected water, soil piping and
fault rupture. Nor does the HMP incorporate recommended safeguards or techniques to protect
life, property and the environment on and adjacent to the site taking into account these hazards.
Moreover, the HMP does not incorporate provisions to ensure compliance with 4.143(3)
and Policy 2. The HMP does not discourage cut-and-fill nor does it plan the residential structures
so as to preserve the natural slopes on the property as much as possible as required by 4.143(3)(A).
The HMP also does not plan the driveways on the property. Its proposed access roads (Hemlock
Court and Fern Court) do not follow the natural contours of the property as far as possible and
both cut across slopes on the property contrary to 4.143(3)(B). Vegetation removal is not
addressed in the report and there is no requirement that it be confined to areas used for development
despite the requirement of 4.413(3)(C). In addition, the proposed Fern Court is identified as
crossing a creek on the property but no provision is identified to prevent the blockage of that
drainage-way contrary to 4.143(3)(D). Denial is also warranted by the applicant’s failure to
conform to these provisions.
As the applicant has violated the Geological Hazard policies of the City’s comprehensive
plan, failed to provide the Grading and Erosion Control Plan as required by 3.113(9), 4.143(2) and
4.202, and failed to provide the Hazard Mitigation Plan required by 3.113(9), and 4.143(1) and (3),
we respectfully request that the Commission deny the planned development on this basis as well.
D. The applicant has failed to demonstrate consistency with the criteria at SZO 3.115(1)(4).
The applicant’s proposed planned development also fails to demonstrate compliance with
each of the relevant approval criteria at 3.115(1) through (4).
Section 1 requires:
“That the location, design and size are such that the development can be well integrated
with its surroundings. In the case of a departure in character from surrounding uses,
the location and design will adequate reduce the impact of the development.”
The applicant does not address this criterion in its application materials, and does not
demonstrate that its proposed development will be well integrated with its surroundings or that its
location and design will adequately reduce the impacts of its development. As noted, the applicant
has not provided evidence, in the form of the required figures, drawings and sketches, that relate
to the design and size of the residential development proposed, nor has it conducted the required
evaluation of the impacts of its proposed development on geological hazards, vegetation removal,
or onsite wetlands and waterways. Accordingly, the applicant has provided the Planning
Commission with no basis to believe that it would be well integrated with its surroundings or that
the applicant can or would reduce the impacts of its proposed development via the location or
design of the development.
What is evident from the submitted plans is that the applicant is proposing to develop a
residential subdivision that does not conform to the minimum requirements of the R-1 zone, and
without conforming to the minimum protections required by the HMP for slopes, vegetation
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removal or waterways. Accordingly, denial of the planned development is also warranted on this
basis.
Section 2 requires:
“That the location, design, size and uses are such that traffic generated by the
development can be accommodated safely and without congestion on existing or planned
arterial, collector or local streets. Commercial developments will not be served solely by
local streets.”
Again, the applicant does not address this criterion in its application materials, or
demonstrate in its materials that the proposal will conform to this standard. Neither off-street
parking nor vehicular or pedestrian circulation are addressed in the application materials, nor does
the applicant address the location of driveways on the subject property. The applicant also does
not provide information from a traffic engineer addressing safety or traffic congestion on the
proposed streets or in the area adjacent to the proposed development. Accordingly, the applicant
has not provided the Planning Commission a basis to believe that traffic generated on the site can
be accommodated safely and without congestion on existing or planned streets.
Moreover, the planned development relies on an extension of Hemlock Street and the
development of a new dead-end road (Fern Court) that are not planned improvements in the
Transportation System Plan and which do not conform to the cross sectional requirements for local
streets as Hemlock Street would not have the required sidewalks and Fern Court (with a 25 foot
right-of-way and 20-foot wide paved surface) would not have adequate right-of-way paved width
or sidewalks to conform to the City’s standards,3 and would rely on a hammerhead turn-around
design for fire access rather than a cul-de-sac. As the submitted information demonstrates that the
proposed development is inconsistent with the adopted standards, denial of the application is also
warranted on this basis.
Section 3 requires:
“That the location, design, size and uses are such that the residents or establishments to
be accommodated will be adequately served by existing or planned facilities and services.”
The application does not address this requirement in its application, and has not provided
evidence demonstrating the existing publicities and services have adequate capacity to serve the
proposed planned development. As the applicant has failed to consider or carry its burden of proof
with regard to this criterion, denial of the application is also warranted on this basis.
Section 4 requires:
“That the location, design, size and uses will result in an attractive, healthful, efficient
and stable environment for living, shopping or working.”
3

The applicant does not propose an adjustment to these standards under 3.113(4), and, in any
case, has failed to demonstrate or provide evidence that demonstrates that the criteria for
reduction are met under this standard.
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The applicant does not address this requirement in its application, and has not provided
evidence demonstrating that the location, design, size and uses will result in an attractive, healthful,
efficient and stable environment for living. The applicant’s failure to conform to the minimum
submission requirements means that the Planning Commission has no basis to conclude that the
proposed residential development would be attractive or would incorporate attractive landscaping
or buffering. The applicant does not incorporate any of the vegetation preservation measures
required in the HMP to ensure the attractive wetlands, stream corridors and forested hills on-site
would remain, or that structure, driveways and accesses would be integrated into the natural
environment. In addition the lack of the requisite Grading and Erosion Control Plan and the
substantial defects in the HMP do not permit a determination that the applicant’s proposal would
result in a healthful or stable environment for living. What’s more, the applicant’s failure to
address transportation issues such as off-street parking, driveways, and pedestrian and vehicular
circulation on-site, as well as its proposed substandard streets similarly rule out an efficient
environment for living. As the applicant has failed to consider or carry its burden of proof with
regard to this criterion, denial of the application is also warranted on this basis.
As the applicant has not demonstrated compliance with any of these PD criteria in section
3.115, we respectfully request that the application be denied.
Conclusion
As the applicant is seeking approval of the planned development but without the requisite
planning and conformance with minimum standards as set forth herein, we respectfully request
that the Commission deny the planned development application and pendent subdivision.
Very truly yours,
HUTCHINSON COX

Zack P. Mittge
ZPM/gcc
c: Clients
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BUSCH GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANTS
October 5, 2021
Lief Morin
c/o Zack Mittge, Attorney
940 Willamette Street, Ste 400
Eugene, OR 97401

Email: zmittge@eugene-law.com

Critique of Mead Engineering’s “Geotechnical Investigation and
Geohazard Report [for] Tax Lot 8100, Tax Map 6-10-22AB,
Seaside Oregon”
Introduction
I am delivering this critique under the terms of Busch Geotechnical
Consultants (BGC) Work Agreement #21-045 with my client. The purpose of the
critique is to explain why the Mead Engineering report (hereafter, “the report” or “the
Mead report”) does not meet the minimum requirements of a geohazards analysis.
This critique identifies shortcomings and analyzes specific comments in the report (by
page and paragraph).
A geotechnical report prepared for a proposed planned development serves
three purposes when done properly. First, it provides the information that the
regulatory entity overseeing the permitting process needs in order to determine if the
report meets its standards. Second, as a “disclosure document” it provides future
potential buyers of lots with information about regional and project-specific geologic
hazards and risks. Although much of that information often is general in nature, when
the project site contains hillslopes, then lot-specific information typically is necessary.
Finally, the geotechnical recommendations applicable to all lots, which collectively
should address foundation-soils conditions, hillslope stability and instability, drainageand erosion-control issues, seismic considerations, and similar, should allow a
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contractor to be able to build without the need for future investigative work. However,
if substantial site-specific issues exist on certain lots, then the report should call out
those lots as needing a site-specific geotechnical investigation prior to build-out or to
recommend not building on the lot.
My scope-of-work included: (1) discussing the proposed project with attorney
Zack Mittge; (2) reviewing the Mead Engineering report (ME, 2021); (3) reviewing
selected professional papers and maps relevant to the project area (references cited
herein); and (4) preparing this report.
Documents I reviewed in addition to the report include the geologic map of the
area, the tsunami inundation map for Seaside, and SLIDO, the state’s landslide
database (references follow). This report is not intended to—and does not—provide
a geohazards assessment for the site. The applicant is responsible for providing the
necessary onsite evaluation and data analysis to demonstrate compliance with all
applicable standards and that the site can be developed safely. Because the Mead
report is well below the minimum standard, it was unnecessary to visit the property to
verify the reported site conditions. I am delivering this critique as an engineering
geologist to evaluate only the geohazards portion of the Mead report on the site. My
critique does not and is not intended to comment on civil engineering aspects of the
Mead report. Please refer to the Mead report for a description of the proposed
project and location information.
In conclusion, this critique explains why the Mead Engineering report does not
comply with the requirements of Section 4.140 [Standards Applying to Geologic
Hazard Areas] of the Zoning Ordinance of the city of Seaside, Oregon.

Critique
General. Unfortunately, the Mead report is unpaginated. This defect makes it difficult
to identify statements in the report for the purpose of peer review or a critique. The
following list makes it possible to match the report text with my comments.
Page 1 has the report title on it, contains five paragraphs, and ends with the
word “area.”
Page 2 is a figure.
97832 S. Bank Chetco River Road, Brookings, OR 97415541-469-7300541-469-2903 FAX
Geotechnical and Geologic Studies for Land Development, Resource Management, and Decision-Making

Please see our website: www.buschgeotech.com

Critique of the Geohazards Aspect of the Mead Engineering Report
Seaside, Oregon
Page 3

Page 3 contains six paragraphs, begins with the word “This,” and ends
midsentence in the word “assume.”
Page 4 is a figure.
Page 5 begins with “that,” contains five paragraphs including one with five
different headings in it, and ends with the word “areas.”
Page 6 begins with the heading Street Pavement Sections, contains five
paragraphs, and ends with the word “of.”
Page 7 has the authentication stamp.
Before addressing the shortcomings of the geohazards analysis, I want to
comment on the report as a whole. While there are many ways to prepare a report that
meets the standard of care, the Mead report falls below the standard. I am confident
that any conscientious reviewer would identify the following issues.
1. Unless the scanned copy included with the Planning Commission’s packet is
different than the original, the report is not paginated.
2. The text of the report is five pages long. That is unbelievably short for a report
whose function is to address a 17-lot development.
3. The report is poorly organized.
4. There are over 25 typographical errors in the five pages. One of the most
glaring is, “There is a regional seduction zone nearby [sic, “subduction zone”].”
5. The report contains no references, so it is impossible for City officials or an
independent reviewer to fact-check the statements made in the report.
6. The report contains many inconsistencies. For example, on p. 3, para. 2, the
report recommends using a bearing value of 1500 psf [the standard presumptive
value for silt] without including allowances [for wind, seismic, and others
conditions]. Then on p. 5, para. 2, the report comments that “Point loadings
shall not exceed 2000 psf….” A second example occurs on p. 5, under Cut
Slopes. The report states, “Any [sic, “All?”] cut slopes shall be shaped to a final
slope of 1.75:1 or flatter.” Then the very next sentence allows a higher gradient
slope by stating, “Slopes steeper than 1.75:1 shall have a rock ballast….” There
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are other inconsistencies, including a more serious one involving grossly varying
descriptions of the site soils (see #10, following).
7. The report uses terms without defining them. For example, on p. 3, paragraph
1, “steep slope” is not quantified. On p. 5, para. 1, the report describes a
presumably native soil as “a pit run rock clay mix.” A “pit run” can be either a
quarried or native deposit so the descriptor is not helpful.
8. There are no soil logs for the four test pits, three of which were in the road
alignment. That is, one test pit was done for 17 lots. That is substandard to the
extreme and does not conform to the standard of care.
9. The project topographic base map has an unusual contour interval (CI) of 2.25 ft
instead of a standard 1- or 2-ft interval (or both when advantageous). While
Mead Engineering did not prepare the map, the firm is responsible for ensuring
that the project base map uses an appropriate CI.
10. On p. 3, last paragraph, the report describes the site soils [i.e., the subsoils] as
clayey silt to a depth of 3 or 4 feet and then “…clayey silt, sandy soils.” This soil
classification is not a valid term in the Unified Soils Classification System
(USCS) that engineers and engineering geologists use. The report perhaps
intended to describe “clayey, silty sands” (abbreviated as SM in the USCS), but,
if so, that is unclear. Finally, on p. 5, last paragraph, the report recommends
using “native clay soils” to backfill utilities trenches outside of the street areas.
However, there is no indication in the report that clay soils are present onsite, or
at what locations.
Geohazards and Risk Analysis. A report for a coastal PNW subdivision with slopes
of 15% and over should in some meaningful way address any of the following geologic
hazards with an associated level of risk higher than negligible (or in some cases, low).
To be clear, a geologic hazard is a geologic process or event such as settling fill, a
landslide, or an earthquake. The associated risk is the qualitatively defined chance
(low, moderate, high) or calculated probability (10%, 37%) that the hazard of concern
will occur. The list of hazards is in no particular order, and there may be additional
geohazards considering the site’s characteristics.
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Possible Geologic Hazards
1. Compressible soils, soils susceptible to strain softening (topsoils, disturbed
soils, fill soils), expansive soils, plastic soils.
2. Soil creep.
3. Soil liquefaction.
4. Liquefaction-induced ground failure.
5. Slope instability.
6. Landslide impact.
7. Seismic shaking.
8. Tsunami inundation.
9. Settlement and differential settlement of proposed fill soils.
10. Erosion due to wind deflation, rain impact, overland flow, misdirected water.
11. Soil piping.
12. Fault rupture.
The list does not include geologic hazards that some reports need to address such
as global sea level rise, vulcanism, root mass failure after logging, coseismic
settlement and subsidence, and others. The following paragraphs discuss the report’s
treatment of each of the hazards on my list.
1. The report does not address any specific soil condition except by providing
inconsistent narrative descriptions of the soils and recommending (in a confusing way)
a presumptive allowable bearing value.
2. There are no slope magnitudes shown on the topographic map and the 8.5”x11”
copy of the report provided with the Planning Commission packet cannot be used with
confidence to calculate the slope steepness in the proposed building areas and creek
valleywall. There may be a potential for soil creep to occur beyond (upslope of) the
recommended 5-ft setback from the top of the valleywall on the property.
3. Although the report seems to indicate that the site subsoils are sands of some
type, it does not note the genesis of the sands (whether, for example, the sands are
uplifted marine terrace deposits, dune sands, or landslide debris) or the name of the
geologic formation they are derived from. Slightly silty to “clean” sands are liquefiable
when saturated and shaken by an intense earthquake. The report should have
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addressed the liquefaction potential hazard by better characterizing the sands and
groundwater conditions.
4. The report does not address the liquefaction-induced ground failure potential.
(Small lenses and thin layers of sandy soils can liquefy without causing damaging
ground failures but many types of sand deposits pose a high level of risk of ground
failure.)
5. The report does not reference the DOGAMI landslide database (SLIDO),
address the potential for valleywall instability to progress into a building area, or even
mention the stability of the project site. In short, the report does not contain a stability
assessment. It does, however, include one worrisome statement. On p. 6, para. 4,
the report states that, “A large [sic, “strong”] earthquake…could trigger the old deep
seeded [sic, “deep-seated”] landslides in this area.” The report provides no
information about slides in the area in general or the ones to which it alludes.
6. Although there is a valley on the east side of the property that could catch
landslide debris under the right conditions, the terrain has been mapped as “landslide
terrain” and slopes rise to the northeast. The hazard should be addressed.
7. The report’s discussion under Earthquakes (p. 6, para. 3), which addresses
the seismic hazard and risk, is woefully inadequate and contains incorrect statements.
The report notes that, “This seismic activity [a Cascadia subduction zone, or Csz,
earthquake] may occur in the next 500 to 1000 years.” In fact, it may occur while you
are reading this report or at literally any time thereafter. In the next paragraph the
report notes that, “A regional seduction [sic] earthquake...has a 15 to 50 percent
chance of occurring in the next 50 to 100 years.” This statement is inaccurate. The
current belief, which is based on an exhaustive, comprehensive study that identified
41 past Csz events, is that the risk of a Csz earthquake varies from 10% (for a 9.0+
Mw temblor) to 37% for an 8 Mw quake (Goldfinger et al., 2012). The Mead report
notes that the project area is in “zone 3, category II” without identifying the building
code. In addition, this terminology and the associated methodology are out of date.
Engineering reports for projects in a seismically active area now provide parameters
based on the design-basis earthquake for the area. The parameters are developed
using standard USGS methodologies provided by third-party graphical user interfaces
(GUIs), for example, the ASCE 7 Hazard Tool.
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8. There are no recommended seismic design parameters in the report. While this
statement could be the introduction to a discussion of the lack of appropriate
geotechnical recommendations in general, a list of the types of missing
recommendations and other geotechnical shortcomings would not help the city
evaluate the project so is unnecessary. It is adequate to say that report’s failure to
provide seismic design parameters does not meet the standard of care.
9. On p. 5, para. 3, the report indicates that “in the 1960’s…a tidal wave…went up
the Necanicum and Neawahana estuaries” and states in para. 4 that, “If this happens
access to the site may be cut off from the rest of the surrounding area of the county.”
Unfortunately, the report does not identify the risk of tsunami inundation in any part of
the planned development or the access road to it or cite the tsunami inundation map
available on the web (DOGAMI, 2012). In short, the report does not adequately
evaluate the tsunami inundation hazard.
10. The report does not discuss proposed fills other that by stating (p. 3, para. 3)
that, “Since most of the lots only have 4-8 feet of fall across the building area it is
assumed that only minor excavation and filling will be required for the foundation
construction.” The report does not demonstrate the veracity of this statement, but even
if it is true, the improper compaction of even two feet of fill can cause long-term
foundation cracking and differential settlement. There are no cut-and-fill or compaction
recommendations in the report.
11. The report addresses erosion without explaining the likely or possible causes of
the erosion. In addition, the report’s suggested mitigation measures (now called BMPs
or Best Management Practices) are generalized at best. For example, the report
suggests that bare areas be seeded but does not call for the area’s erosion-control mix
to be used nor does it provide recommendations for establishing other types of
stabilizing vegetation.
12. Piping is the removal of underground fine-grained sediments by running
groundwater. It is common in uncemented sands and silts of uplifted marine terraces
in areas where groundwater rises seasonally and drains rapidly to a nearby lower
elevation. Under the worst circumstances, a soil pipe can collapse and damage
improvements. The report does not address the risks of piping on the site or provide
an adequate analysis of the site soils and groundwater conditions.
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13. Fault rupture occurs when an active fault (whether known and mapped or not)
breaks the ground surface. A fault-rupture event modifies the landforms cut by the
fault by uplifting and/or laterally shifting land on one side of the fault relative to the
other. A fault-rupture event can damage or destroy improvements. During the past
two to three decades, work along the Oregon coast has documented many active and
potentially active faults. The report does not discuss nearby faults or mention the faultrupture hazard.
Conclusion
In conclusion, the Mead report is not a geohazards report. Because of its gross
inadequacy, it might not even qualify as a “geotechnical report.”
The Mead report does not address potential geologic hazards and risks via
adequate analysis, writing, and recommendations. A geohazards report needs to
explain whether geologic hazards that could be present onsite, or could otherwise
adversely affect the project area, either are or are not present. For those hazards of
concern, the report must define the associated level of risk. The report needs to
provide recommendations to mitigate risks that are unacceptably high. Those
recommendations sometimes include a “no build” recommendation for areas that are
unsuitable for development due to high levels of risk associated with identified hazards.
As stated in the City of Seaside’s Zoning Ordinance, the geohazards report
needs to evaluate the extent and severity of geologic and erosion hazards and
recommend techniques/safeguards that could be used to adequately protect life,
property, and the environment on and adjacent to the site. Because the Mead
Engineering report does not adequately characterize geologic conditions and hazards,
assess risk levels, or provide adequate recommendations, it does not rise to the
standard of care, is not a Hazard Mitigation Plan, and does not demonstrate that the
proposed planned development complies with applicable standards.
Finally, I must comment on a sentence on p. 7, para. 2. It states, “The services
performed by the engineer for this project have been conducted with that level of care
and skill ordinarily exercised by members of the profession currently practicing in this
area under similar budget and time constraints.” The words “…under similar budget
and time constraints” act as a caveat if used to justify the poor report. That is, no firm
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can deliver a thorough report if the client will not pay the real cost of the work and/or
makes unreasonable delivery-schedule demands. If those words are not a caveat, and
“this area” includes all of the Oregon coast, then the statement is patiently false.

Closure and Authentication
This critique is not, and is not intended to be, a geologic hazard analysis for the
subject property, and nothing in the report should be construed as a site investigation
or analysis of the presence, absence, or magnitude of potential regional or onsite
hazards. The report makes no recommendations to address hazards that could affect
the site. This critique also does not include a review of the geotechnical information
and makes no statement about any specific Mead Engineering geotechnical
observation, conclusion, or recommendation.
That said, I make three final comments of a geotechnical nature. First, the soil
descriptions in the report are unacceptable and are based on far too little subsurface
information. Second, the only way to assess the stability of a project site mapped as
“within landslide topography” is via geomorphic (landform) mapping and the study of
conifer trunks of multiple age classes. And third, because mature and even submature
conifers are capable of removing a high volume of groundwater daily, and their root
networks add greatly to the shear strength of a soil on a slope, preserving key trees
can help mitigate levels of risk associated with soil creep, slope instability, erosion, and
a high groundwater table.
Thank you again for hiring me. Please call if you have any questions. The
report references and my authentication stamp and signature are on the following
page.
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Respectfully submitted,

Busch Geotechnical Consultants

R. E. Busch, Jr., Ph.D.
C.E.G. #989
WIP/2021 Geotech/Morin.DOC review.rpt.doc
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LARGE OR HEAVY TRUCKS
Truck Type
Logging trucks
Truss trucks
Grading equipment
Concrete and asphalt trucks
Delivery trucks
Others not included
Total

Qty.
50
25
200
125
300
300
1,000

CONSTRUCTION TRUCKS
Category
Supply deliveries
General contractor
Subcontractors
Other
Heavy equipment from above
Total

Qty.
5,000
24,000
10,000
10,000
1,000
50,000
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New home sites ready in Seaside
CRBJ
Jul 31, 2006

Seaside is set to see some new hillside homes with ocean views. Haze Weed, development
manager for the Vista Ridge subdivision, recently announced that 24 of the planned 34 lots
are ready for construction. The site is on the east side of Forest Drive.
https://www.dailyastorian.com/news/new-home-sites-ready-in-seaside/article_0e6b6bc1-7c79-5f5d-bc45-9728bef178ef.html
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Haze Weed, project development manager for Vista Ridge LLC, said the site is designed
around nature.

"The lots are in a forested setting, and nearby are two salmon spawning creeks and a heron
rookery. For people who love nature, this is a perfect setting," she said.

Weed was also noted the site is above the tsunami zone.

For more information call (503) 325-2797, or email hweed@charter.net.
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Hot salmon: Heat wave brings concern over
river-water temperatures
By Courtney Flatt (Northwest News Network)
June 27, 2021 9:03 a.m.

As the mercury climbs this weekend, water temperatures are also expected to increase.
Warmer waters can spell bad news for salmon, especially if the temperatures stay warm
for long periods of time.
For salmon, temps above 68 degrees Fahrenheit can be dangerously warm. The fish will
often take refuge in cooler areas, like tributaries.
THANKS TO OUR SPONSOR:
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“As we see river temperatures warm, fish might have less access to those types of
habitats that they would be seeking out. That’s the risk, is that everything is warming
up, and they’re not going to find those nice, cool places where they can hang out and do
their thing,” said Alison Colotelo, a fisheries biologist at Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory.
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Sockeye salmon like these are among the salmon species in peril, as outlined in the 2021 State of Salmon in Watersheds
report.
Aaron Kunz

Snake River sockeye have already started migrating back from the ocean to their
spawning grounds. Claire McGrath, with the federal NOAA Fisheries, says salmon
should be reaching the mouth of the Snake in the next few days.
This past week, dam managers began to release cool water from behind Idaho’s
Dworshak Dam. That water eventually flows into the Snake River and should provide
some relief.
Trouble is, that cool water won’t last forever.
THANKS TO OUR SPONSOR:
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“Depending on what the volume of water released from Dworshak is, there’s only so
NOW we can effectively cool the temperatures at the Lower Granite project
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She says, in an average year, that works well to cool waters when it’s needed.
“The concern, of course, is that we have this pretty sustained heat wave right now.
Temperatures in Lewiston, Idaho, are forecast above 100 degrees for close to two
weeks,” McGrath said. “Those very extreme temperatures, it’s almost getting beyond
our ability to control the temperature (behind dams) and maintain our temperature
criterion of (68 degrees Fahrenheit).”
McGrath says water temperatures are “very reactive” to air temperatures, especially as
water flow levels are lower in the Snake River. She says there’s concern that this year
could be similar to disastrous water temperatures and low flows that happened in 2015.
The good news: This year, the Lower Columbia River is in better shape than it was six
years ago.
In 2015, extremely warm water combined with low stream flows. The Snake River
sockeye run that year was supposed to break records. Instead, nearly 99 percent of the
run died before it reached Idaho’s Sawtooth Valley.
Improvements were also made to the system after 2015 to help temperatures at fish
ladders. Idaho Fish and Game can also trap and haul sockeye captured at Lower
Granite Dam to the Sawtooth Hatchery, when it deems the water is too warm.
NOAA Fisheries is also paying attention to sockeye in Washington’s Okanagan basin,
which faced a large die-off in 2015.
Many researchers viewed 2015 as a foreshadowing of what climate change could have in
store for salmon.
“Understanding how do we manage our river systems in a way that’s effective, to get fish
to where they need to be to be successful in spawning is going to continue to be
important,” Colotelo said.
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The way this works is: This is the latest survey. This holds until someone
does at least 2 years of surveys to confirm there are no salmon today.
					
Survey Manager, Neal Maine
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Pacific Northwest

Sophisticated 3D mapping study shows Astoria at
high risk for landslides
Updated: Jan. 10, 2019, 6:03 a.m. | Published: Oct. 16, 2013, 6:36 p.m.

By Stuart Tomlinson | The Oregonian/OregonLive

Desktop30.jpg
Images of March 2007 landslide at the corner of 1st and Commercial streets in Astoria.

(Benjamin Brink/The Oregonian 2007)

A screen grab of DOGAMI's LIDAR viewer shows historic landslides on the Earth's surface in Astoria. The dark
brown areas are the scarps, or head of the landslide. The light brown areas show the landslide debris.

The laser-mapping technology revealed what Astoria residents know all too well: The city is at
a high risk for landslides.
Scientists with the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries created the
landslide susceptibility maps of Astoria

with LIDAR, the remote sensing technique that uses light pulses collected from planes flying
overhead to generate highly detailed 3D images of the Earth's surface.
Advertisement

The department has been collecting the imagery for the past 10 years and
eventually hopes to map the entire state

.

The department's chief scientist, Ian Madin, said scientists Bill Burns and Kate Mickelson
located 120 landslides within the city limits and discovered that 83 of them have moved in the
past 150 years.
In March 2007, the so-called First Street Gorge landslide -- the most recent big slide -- began
moving after heavy rains. It also had moved during heavy rains in 1954.
Six years ago, four square blocks of mostly overgrown open space were reduced to a jumble
of broken macadam, fallen trees and upturned earth, dropping as much as 15 to 20 vertical
feet in places.
The conditions that caused the slide work like this, city officials told The Oregonian in 2007:
Heavy rains swell the water table beneath the city, rising over the siltstone bedrock and into
the "slip plain"-- the area between the siltstone and the clay above it.
The clay gets very slippery when wet, and water and gravity do the rest.
During the 1954 landslide, 18 homes were damaged. Some homes back then were demolished
and others moved, and the city never allowed anyone to build there again. Several homes
were damaged by the 2007 slide, as were water and sewer lines.
Madin said the most recent study found that 55 percent of Astoria is highly susceptible to
shallow landslides -- those with movement occurring along a plane less than 9.5 feet deep.
While rains can trigger landslides, much larger landslides could come during an earthquake.
In a major earthquake, the city could expect a loss ratio of 65 percent of the city's structures
and infrastructure, with "50 percent of the damage and losses resulting just from landslides,”
Madin said.
The maps, he said, can help city planners and emergency managers "refine emergency
response plans, public outreach activities, the selection of appropriate safe-haven sites and
mitigation of critical facilities and infrastructure."
They also can be used, Madin said, to develop evacuation plans by avoiding roads that may be
blocked by landslides and gauge the impact on potentially dangerous hazardous waste
facilities.
"It is important to remember that these maps and results are valuable for regional screening,"
Burns said. "They aren't for site specific evaluations. However, they give planners an idea of
what is out there and where to focus their efforts."
-- Stuart Tomlinson
Note to readers: if you purchase something through one of our affiliate links we may earn a commission.
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NEWS

Woman survives Astoria landslide: ‘We’re still
homeless’
Cati Foss is still recovering after her home was impacted by a
landslide last January

Advertisement. Your video will resume in 14 seconds.

by: Gabby Urenda
Posted: Jul 14, 2021 / 07:32 PM PDT / Updated: Jul 14, 2021 / 07:35 PM PDT

✕

PORTLAND, Ore. (KOIN) – It was shortly before 3 a.m. when Cati Foss woke up to
her home in Astoria sliding off its foundation due to a landslide.
https://www.koin.com/news/woman-survives-astoria-landslide-were-still-homeless/
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Foss, 33, was trapped inside of the home and is still recovering months later after
58°
the traumatic incident last January. Her two daughters, husband and brother-in-law
were also in the home at the time of the accident.
“There’s not enough words to describe those few minutes of our life,” said Foss. “The
basement collapsed underneath me… so, I ended up with a concussion and slammed
my back into a coat rack when I was on my porch.”

Federal funds could help Astoria with flooding, landslides →
As the Oregon coast deals with landslides and a potential major earthquake, Astoria
officials are hoping federal funds can put their mind at ease.
U.S. Rep. Suzanne Bonamici is requesting $902,500 in funding for a landslide
mitigation project in Astoria that would help protect a neighborhood from common
winter flooding or the Big One — the Cascadia Subduction Earthquake that would
impact a 600-mile fault located 70-100 miles off the West Coast of North America.
It would reduce potential
landslides by improving
drainage in high elevation
forested areas. This includes
protecting 32 homes from
potential loss and another 69
homes from partial damage.
Foss said landslides have
been a longstanding issue in

Cati Foss’ home on Alameda Avenue in Astoria.

Astoria and wants to see it
resolved.

✕

“Hopefully, this doesn’t happen again to someone else. Because unfortunately,
there’s no immediate recovery from it,” she said. “So, even though we’ve had a really
great outreach from the community, we’re still homeless.”
https://www.koin.com/news/woman-survives-astoria-landslide-were-still-homeless/
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The Astoria resident is still dealing with a back injury from that day and said she is
58°
seeing two physical therapists on her road to recovery.
Foss lived in the home for eight years prior to the accident. She remembers noticing
a bit of land movement on the property and began looking at landslide insurance
shortly after.

Vet running coast-to-coast for suicide awareness →
“Slide insurance is just completely unaffordable. We were looking at $30,000 a year,”
recalled Foss. “It’s like if you were purchasing a brand-new car every year.”
Months after the slide, shoes
and clothes can be seen in
the rubble of what’s left of
Foss’ home on Alameda
Avenue.
When asked what their future
looks like, Foss said, “I don’t
know. We will have to wait
and see.”

A street view of Cati Foss’ basement seven months after her home was impacted by a
landslide.

The residents of Astoria will
also have to wait to find out if the landslide mitigation project will receive the
necessary funding to help the city’s critical infrastructure needs.
Copyright 2021 Nexstar Media Inc. All rights reserved. This material may not be published, broadcast, rewritten, or redistributed.
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Rolovich lawyer calls coach’s firing ‘unjust and unlawful’
by NICHOLAS K. GERANIOS, Associated Press / Oct 20, 2021

Former Washington State coach Nick Rolovich's termination for refusing to get a
COVID-19 vaccination was unlawful and an attack on his Catholic faith, his attorney
said Wednesday.
Attorney Brian Fahling also said in a statement that Rolovich intends to take legal
action and that the litigation will detail what the attorney called athletic director Pat
Chun's “animus towards Coach Rolovich’s sincerely held religious beliefs” and his
dishonesty at the expense of the former coach.
Read the Full Article
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Biden admin rolls out plan to vaccinate children ages 5 to 11
by Hailey Dunn / Oct 20, 2021

PORTLAND, Ore. (KOIN) -- The White House is rolling out its plan to vaccinate
children ages five to 11 as soon as the Pfizer shot is authorized, which could happen
in early November.
The plan is to give the vaccines in kid-friendly spaces, including more than 25,000
pediatric and primary care provider sites. The administration is planning an
educational campaign to ease any concerns parents may have.
Read the Full Article

90 city employees miss vax deadline, leave jobs
by Sam Campbell / Oct 20, 2021

✕

PORTLAND, Ore. (KOIN) -- Nearly 100 City of Portland employees have been told to
leave their jobs after missing the Monday deadline for being fully vaccinated against
COVID-19.
https://www.koin.com/news/woman-survives-astoria-landslide-were-still-homeless/
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According to a report from the city, 91.6% (5,620) of their staff are fully vaccinated,
58°
5.6% (346) have been approved for a medical or religious exemption and less than 1%
(47) are still in the process of getting the shot.
Read the Full Article
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Astoria might tighten geotechnical standards
Rules could add costs to development
By Edward Stratton, The Astorian
Apr 22, 2020

Installing a hot tub or driving pilings for a deck in Astoria could soon require geotechnical
reports potentially costing thousands of dollars.
With most of the city in landslide zones, city staff is recommending geotechnical reports for
certain activities on medium- to high-risk hillsides to limit legal liability.
In 2013, the state Department of Geology and Mineral Industries completed lidar flyovers,
providing a radar-like laser scan of parts of the state. Since the scans, local governments have
begun work on geological hazard ordinances.

https://www.dailyastorian.com/news/local/astoria-might-tighten-geotechnical-standards/article_4fd5407e-84c9-11ea-b7ae-77b374298917.html

1/4

12/6/21, 9:52 AM

Astoria might tighten geotechnical standards | Local News | dailyastorian.com

The scans uncovered more than 120
landslides throughout Astoria, including
83 in the past 150 years. More than half
the city is highly susceptible to landslides
9.5 feet or shallower, and more than onethird is susceptible to deep landslides 15
feet or farther into the ground.
Much of Astoria is at very high (red), high (orange) and
moderate (yellow) risk of a landslide. The city is planning an
ordinance to address development in such areas.

Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries

The City Council now needs to develop an
acceptable level of risk to protect the city
and property owners from liability in case
things slide, City Planner Barbara Fryer

said at a recent council meeting.
“We can say things like ‘avoid the hazard completely,’” she said. “However … that’s not a
viable answer for Astoria, because we have quite a few hazards here in Astoria, and we want to
continue development.”
City staff has recommended that geotechnical reports be required in medium- to high-risk
hillsides depending on how risky the activity. Something like a deck with no pilings or
excavation no deeper than 2 feet wouldn’t warrant a report, Fryer said, but something deeper
with pilings would be a trigger. Higher-risk activities include decks more than 30 inches above
grade, pile-supported foundations, movement of more than 20 cubic yards of soil or installing
a hot tub.
“The addition of that additional weight could trigger the need for the geotechnical
investigation to make sure it will not cause additional slippage of the material underneath,”
she said.
Mayor Bruce Jones wondered what the average geotechnical report costs. The reports can
range between $2,000 and $8,000, Fryer said, while a full investigation for a riskier activity
can cost even more. Public Works Director Jeff Harrington said he’s seen much cheaper
https://www.dailyastorian.com/news/local/astoria-might-tighten-geotechnical-standards/article_4fd5407e-84c9-11ea-b7ae-77b374298917.html
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reports for smaller projects.
City Manager Brett Estes pointed out recent landslides related to development near Safeway,
U.S. Coast Guard housing and the Uniontown neighborhood in which the city was listed in
lawsuits. The ordinance is about trying to protect property owners and the city from such
liability, he said.

“It’s also trying to be able to gauge how much risk are we able to accept as a community,”
Estes said.
He pointed to liability agreements as a tool to make property owners accept liability for
building in higher-risk areas. The city has discussed the option with one property owner
wanting to build on particularly vulnerable land.
Whether or not someone should build in a certain place isn’t a decision for city staff, but for
the city as a whole in balancing safety and development, said Nathan Crater, the city’s
engineer.
“It’s a tough balance to achieve,” he said. “I hope we can get there by getting good council
input, and good public feedback, and to strike that balance.”
Getting public feedback on the draft ordinance has been tougher amid the coronavirus
pandemic.
The City Council was awarded a $10,000 grant from the state Department of Land
Conservation and Development to create an online open house and other information for the
public to learn about landslide risks and provide feedback. Fryer hopes to have the open
house online in mid to late May.
The grant requires the city to finish all public involvement by the end of June.

Edward Stratton
Edward Stratton is a reporter for The Astorian. Contact him at 971-704-1719 or estratton@dailyastorian.com.
https://www.dailyastorian.com/news/local/astoria-might-tighten-geotechnical-standards/article_4fd5407e-84c9-11ea-b7ae-77b374298917.html
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Petition · Don't Clearcut Seaside Oregon · Change.org

At 200 signatures, this petition is more likely to be featured in recommendations!

Don't Clearcut Seaside Oregon
143 have signed. Let’s get to 200!

At 200 signatures, this petition is more likely to be featured in recommendations!

Lief Morin started this petition to Mayor Jay Barber

Help us save one of the last untouched riparian forest and salmon stream within
Seaside's borders!
A developer is proposing to clearcut the land in the hills, subdivide it, sell the empty
lots and pocket the profit without building a single house.

This proposal does nothing to fix the short supply of housing and will never do
anything to fix the short supply of affordable housing.
What it will do is destroy the forest and kill all the wildlife in the streams that run in it.
Another forest lost to the alter of greed and under the headline of "growth."
Sign this
The sunsets here in Seaside are amazing.
So petition
are our forests on the water's edge.
Don't let them cut this forest down Take these actions:

https://www.change.org/p/don-t-clearcut-seaside-oregon
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What it will do is destroy the forest and kill all the wildlife in the streams that run in it.
Another forest lost to the alter of greed and under the headline of "growth."

At 200 signatures, this petition is more likely to be featured in recommendations!

The sunsets here in Seaside are amazing. So are our forests on the water's edge.
Don't let them cut this forest down. Take these actions:
1. Sign this petition!
2. Call Mayor Jay Barber (503) 738-5511 and tell him to Vote NO on the development.
3. Visit www.dontclearcutseaside.com for all of the details.

Updates
Keep your supporters engaged with a news update. Every update you post will be sent as a separate email to signers
of your petition.

Post an update

Hearing delayed until December (at the earliest).
Hi Folks,

Sign this petition

The developer was hoping for a quick "slip through the cracks" victory at the September 3rd

https://www.change.org/p/don-t-clearcut-seaside-oregon
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Petitioners
Name
Jo Ellingson
Sandra Powell
Jeshuah Hewitt
Rebecca Newell
Mike Brackenbrough
susan sears
Marc Rush
Kathy Kleczek
Sharon Johnson
Deborah A Przepasniak
kristel Masterson
Birgit Knorr
Jesse Taylor
Lisa tomlinson
Constance Wacha
Sani Morin
Nawzad Ahmed
Iris Y
Kendel Trinidad
Janice Pemberton
Aven Trinidad
Alec H
Vincent A
Travis Holder
Linda Terrell
Kristen Hura
Don Olea
Greg Jacob
Sara Mullery
Jon Edwards
Aaron Dugan
LeeAnn Percy
Ceyara Overton
Me My name
Heather Dunn
Victor Moctezuma
Julia Warner
Aspen White
Jessenia Monserrate

City
Seaside
Seaside
Seaside
Seaside
Seaside
Seaside
Warrenton
Cannon Beach
Seaside
PORTLAND
Bend
Beaverton
Seaside
Seaside
Seaside
Seaside
Monroe
Portland
Richmond
Grosse Pointe Shores
Hesperia
Arlington
Denham Springs
Jtown
Seaside
Seaside
Forest Grove
Seaside
Manzanita
Astoria
Gresham
Maine
Moses lake
Dallas
Richland
Mcminnville
Carolina

State Postal Code Signed On
OR
97138 10/10/2021
OR
97138 10/10/2021
OR
97138 10/10/2021
OR
97138 10/10/2021
OR
97138 10/10/2021
OR
97138 10/10/2021
OR
97146 10/10/2021
OR
97110 10/10/2021
OR
97138 10/11/2021
OR
97216 10/11/2021
OR
97702 10/11/2021
OR
97005 10/11/2021
OR
97138 10/11/2021
OR
97138 10/11/2021
OR
97138 10/11/2021
OR
97138 10/13/2021
98272 10/13/2021
97211 10/13/2021
23234 10/13/2021
48236 10/13/2021
92345 10/13/2021
22205 10/13/2021
10/14/2021
70726 10/14/2021
IN
47438 10/14/2021
OR
97138 10/14/2021
OR
97138 10/14/2021
OR
97116 10/14/2021
OR
97138 10/14/2021
OR
97130 10/15/2021
OR
97103 10/15/2021
10/15/2021
97030 10/16/2021
98765 10/16/2021
98837 10/16/2021
75206 10/16/2021
49083 10/16/2021
37110 10/16/2021
10/16/2021

Yuritzell Cardenas
Stephanie Lodromanean
Jacqueline Simila
Faye Zajicek
Josh Money
Nathan Pierce
Kathleen Samsel
Linda Sterling
Lazonia Sargent
Pat Lehman
Alyce Kleczek
Laurence Nixon
Anthony Chinakwe
Cassidy Vogel
Youssef Ibrahim
Daniel Ruscoe
Sheila Custer‐Sage
Joseph Jannuzzi
Cathy & Kenny Hyde
Alex Durel
orrin Brewer
Shadman Sami
Karla Monroy
Sasha Hjerpe
Joe Reno
Tara Hannon
Naim younis Younis
Anthony Corro
Josh Standiford
Kobie Gray
Mary Hunter
Trasea Trantham
Em Frothingham
Randy Mason
Christopher Williams
Ruben Garcia
Marissa Winkle
Madison Polley
Connor Morin

Petitioners
Deleon springs
Lincoln City
Seaside
Seaside
Seaside
Boise
Seaside
Seaside
Seaside
Seaside
Narragansett
Spokane
North Hollywood
ORANGEVALE
Stroudsburg
Seaside
Portland
Portland
Seaside
Portland
Seaside
Las Vegas
Chicago
Bandon
Indianapolis
Emmaus
Cape Coral
Lake Zurich
Valdosta
Astoria
Sheridan
Kirkland
Ashland
Sanford
Las Vegas
Fort Thomas
Portland
Longview

OR
OR
OR
OR
ID
OR
OR
OR
OR
RI

CA
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR
OR

OR

OR
WA
OR
NC
CA
OR
WA

32130
97367
97138
97138
97138
83705
97138
97138
97138
97138
2882
99217
91601
95662
18360
97138
97212
97202
97138
92570
97138
89101
60652
97411
46224
18049
33993
60047
31602
97103
72150
98034
97520
27330
89121
41075
97203
98632

10/16/2021
10/17/2021
10/18/2021
10/18/2021
10/18/2021
10/19/2021
10/19/2021
10/20/2021
10/22/2021
10/22/2021
10/24/2021
10/24/2021
10/24/2021
10/25/2021
10/25/2021
10/26/2021
10/26/2021
10/29/2021
11/1/2021
11/1/2021
11/3/2021
11/3/2021
11/4/2021
11/5/2021
11/5/2021
11/6/2021
11/6/2021
11/6/2021
11/6/2021
11/6/2021
11/6/2021
11/6/2021
11/6/2021
11/6/2021
11/6/2021
11/6/2021
11/6/2021
11/6/2021
11/6/2021

Yasmine Horton
Stephen Shenfield
Mishelle Garcia
Glenna Gray
Grace Alleruzzo
Kobe Bolin
Lydia Taylor
Chris R
Elona Kuka
Machaela Miller
Joseph Bouillot
Patricia Bergman
Amber Shaw
Thomas Tobey
Marjorie Buckhanan
Erika Rikhiram
nicole bautista
Liam Dearden
Chloe Goodlander
Joshua Farmer
Chris Bad
Talhah Moore
Natalie Ridgway
Paloma Sutter
Pia Pena
Will Aiello
Drew Sams
Owen Reed
Sara Hudson
Carly Waters
Evelyn Barnes
carl peterson
Caden Jasper
Tamisha Prophete
Juan Allen
Carol Ann Burston
Seneca Thompson
Richard McConnell
Mia Windsor

Petitioners
Bessemer
Providence
Evansville
Nehalem
Richmond
Park Hills
Jackson
Brooklyn
Kennesaw
New York
Jacksonville
Troutdale
Tamarac
San Francisco
Clermont
Babylon
Northfield
Barker
Emporia
Irvine
Leland
Alameda
Fort Wayne
Las Vegas
West Caldwell
Topeka
Hopkins
Siler
Las Vegas
Valdosta
Senatobia
Pineville
Brooklyn
Shirley
Utica
Olympia Fields
Acworth

RI
OR

CA

35020
2906
53536
97131
40475
63601
49201
11214
30144
90012
32277
97060
33319
94102
34711
11702
5663
14012
83442
92620
28211
94501
46805
89073
7006
66609
49328
27344
89135
31601
38668
71360
11207
11967
13501
60461
30101

11/7/2021
11/7/2021
11/7/2021
11/7/2021
11/7/2021
11/8/2021
11/8/2021
11/8/2021
11/8/2021
11/8/2021
11/8/2021
11/8/2021
11/8/2021
11/8/2021
11/8/2021
11/8/2021
11/8/2021
11/8/2021
11/9/2021
11/9/2021
11/9/2021
11/9/2021
11/9/2021
11/9/2021
11/9/2021
11/9/2021
11/9/2021
11/9/2021
11/9/2021
11/9/2021
11/9/2021
11/10/2021
11/10/2021
11/10/2021
11/10/2021
11/10/2021
11/10/2021
11/10/2021
11/10/2021

Petitioners
Char Crowell
David Dusseault
Susan Hofsass
Mersad Kazemi
Ксюша Янчук
Luke Gloeckne
Jack Martin
Diane Frye
Strand Sheldahl‐Thomason
Rebecca Read
Gordon Poston
Ethan Butler
Lynne Ravas
Thomas Giles
Kaleighann Ware
Rosana Rodriguez Agrelot
Peggy Goodreau
Sofia Machado
Morgan Johnson
Tyler Moss
Joel Aguirre
Emily Galloway
Catherine Robinson
Timothy Gonzalez McElroy
Michael Robinson
Ralph Gonzalez McElroy

Austin
Taunton
Moravia
Tabriz
Harrisonburg
Dawsonville
Middletown Springs
Seaside
Astoria
Seaside
Kingstree
Elburn
Newfane
Seaside
Blue Ridge
Atlanta
Miami
Reidsville
Tempe
Bronx
Murfreesboro
Wakefield
Wakefield
Morgantown
Wakefield

OR
OR
OR

OR
GA

RI
RI
WV
RI

78746 11/10/2021
2780 11/10/2021
13118 11/10/2021
11/10/2021
22801 11/10/2021
30534 11/10/2021
5757 11/10/2021
97138 11/11/2021
97103 11/15/2021
97138 11/15/2021
29556 11/15/2021
60119 11/15/2021
14108 11/15/2021
97138 11/16/2021
30536 11/16/2021
30324 11/16/2021
11/16/2021
33162 11/18/2021
27288 11/18/2021
85281 11/18/2021
10456 11/18/2021
37130 11/18/2021
2879 12/5/2021
2879 12/5/2021
26508 12/5/2021
2879 12/5/2021

